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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

This document presents the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) for the area
comprising the Maricopa Association of
Governments (MAG). The RTP is a
comprehensive, performance based,
multi-modal and coordinated regional plan,
covering the period through Fiscal Year (FY)
2026. The RTP will replace the current MAG
Long Range Transportation Plan and will
provide a blueprint for future transportation
investments in the region for the next several
decades. In addition, the Plan, by reference,
includes the projects and revenues in the
MAG FY 2004-2007 Transportation
Improvement Program.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PLANNING AREA

The Planning Area for purposes of the Plan
covers all of Maricopa County, Arizona (See
Figure 1-1). At present, MAG membership
consists of the cities of Apache Junction,
Avondale, Chandler, ElI Mirage, Glendale,
Goodyear, Litchfield Park, Mesa, Peoria,
Phoenix, Scottsdale, Surprise, Tempe, and
Tolleson; the towns of Buckeye, Carefree,
Cave Creek, Fountain Hills, Gila Bend,
Gilbert, Guadalupe, Paradise Valley, Queen
Creek, Wickenburg and Youngtown;
Maricopa County; and the Gila River, and Salt
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Communities. In
addition, the Arizona Department of
Transportation (ADOT) and the Citizens
Transportation Oversight Committee serve as
ex-officio members for transportation-related
issues. More in-depth information pertaining
to the region is presented in Chapter Three of
this Plan.

GOVERNANCE IMPROVEMENTS

In January 2001, at the Regional Council
Retreat, the Council discussed broadening
the policy-making process of MAG. In May
2001, the Regional Council formed the
Governance Task Force and the Governance

Advisory Committee. The leadership for this
effort came from the Chair of the Regional
Council at that time, Mayor Skip Rimsza of
Phoenix.

Ten meetings were held by the Task Force,
and three meetings of the Advisory
Committee. In total, counting Management
Committee and Regional Council meetings,
more than 27 meetings were held to discuss
improving our governance process.

One of the most significant Governance
changes from this process was the formation
of the Transportation Policy Committee — A
new way of doing business for MAG. This
new process included the business
community as a full voting partner in
developing the RTP. This approach
represents an inclusive process where all
parties are provided an opportunity to
advocate for their varying interests.

TRANSPORTATION POLICY COMMITTEE

The RTP was developed under the direction
of the Transportation Policy Committee
(TPC). The TPC is a public/private
partnership charged with finding solutions to
the region’s transportation challenges. The
Committee has twenty-two members,
including a cross-section of MAG member
agencies, community business
representatives, and representatives from
transit, freight, the Citizens Transportation
Oversight Committee and ADOT. The TPC s
dedicated to developing a plan that
addresses diverse transportation needs
throughout the region. The Committee makes
its recommendations to the MAG Regional
Council, which will adopt the final RTP.

Work to prepare the RTP began in December
of 2000, and has continued to date,
representing the most extensive
transportation plan update by MAG since the

Regional Transportation Plan
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mid-1980s. The planning process established
goals, objectives and performance measures;
extensively evaluated the long-range
population trends of the region; analyzed
economic and land use development
patterns; analyzed the current condition of the
regional transportation system; assessed
transportation needs over the next twenty
years; and identified transportation
investments that will best meet the present
and future needs of the region. An extensive
public involvement and outreach program was
pursued throughout the planning effort.

MAG AREA CHALLENGES

The MAG Region has experienced rapid and
sustained growth for more than four decades,
and continued growth is projected for at least
the next 30 years. This growth will result in
significant increases in traffic congestion on
the regional freeway system and the regional
arterial grid network. Regional development
patterns have included strong and sustained
residential growth on the fringes of the
urbanized area, combined with infill
development that is expected to significantly
increase the urban density of the entire
region. These patterns will require a variety of
transportation approaches to respond to the
different types of development occurring in
the region. Transportation solutions will need
to include increases in highway capacity,
expanded mass transit service and alternative
mode options.

The economic development and employment
pattern of the MAG Region includes a variety
of disbursed job centers, which consist of
concentrated, or mixed areas of industrial,
office, retail, airport, and government land
uses. These employment activities will
significantly impact transportation patterns
and characteristics at the local, sub-regional
and regional levels.

Changing demographics include significant
increases in ethnic minorities, an aging
population, and concentrations of lower
income populations. This trend reinforces the
need for development of transit throughout

the region in order to assure basic mobility,
and to allow for access to employment and
services.

The MAG Region has made tremendous
progress in reducing emissions from motor
vehicles and other sources. The region must
continue to work toward achieving and
sustaining environmental quality through the
process of rapid regional growth and
development over the next 20 years and
beyond.

In addressing these challenges, the MAG
Region benefits from a number of unique
strengths of the transportation system. The
existing regional freeway system, which
largely has been built over the past 20 years,
is relatively new and not yet in need of
extensive rehabilitation. An extensive grid of
regional arterial roads adds significant
flexibility to the system. An Intelligent
Transportation System (ITS) of traffic
management has the potential to increase
system capacity with less expansion of lane
capacity than would otherwise be required.
The core of a light rail system is already
under development and has the potential to
increase both quantity and flexibility of access
to central cities. It will be important to build
upon these strengths in order to meet future
travel demand in the region.

ONE-HALF CENT TRANSPORTATION
EXCISE TAX

On October 8, 1985, the voters of Maricopa
County approved Proposition 300 to establish
a one-half cent sales tax for construction of
controlled-access highways. These funds are
called Regional Area Road Funds (RARF).
To be eligible for these funds, facilities must
be identified within the MAG RTP and the
State Highway System.

The one-half cent tax was approved for a
period of 20 years and ends on December 31,
2005. The tax has been instrumental in the
development of the regional freeway network,
but many transportation needs remain. In
view of the continuing demand for

Regional Transportation Plan
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transportation improvements in the region,
there will be a need to replace this funding
source.

APPROACHTO THE PLANNING PROCESS

During the Fall of 1999, MAG successfully
devised a means of accelerating the regional
freeway program, leading to completion of the
freeway system by 2007. In March 2000,
MAG adopted the plan for air quality
conformity analysis. With this approval it
became clear that MAG would soon need to
develop a new comprehensive regional
transportation plan.

With funding for the freeway system
scheduled to expire on December 31, 2005,
MAG Staff began looking for input and
guidance on the establishment of a future
RTP to address transportation needs and
investments over the next 20 to 25 years.
MAG consulted with industry experts on the
design of a possible planning approach, and
the development of a Scope of Work to
effectively implement the process.

The RTP process has followed several key
principles since it was initiated. This effort
has employed a comprehensive planning
process that includes the following:

« Afocus onissues of region wide concern.

* Extensive public involvement.

* Involvement of community and business
leaders in oversight of the planning
process.

* Inclusion of all modes of transportation,
including both passenger and freight.

* Consideration of alternative growth
scenarios and related land use and
environmental needs.

» Identification of policies and strategies to
guide transportation investment.

e Use of performance-based planning
techniques to evaluate alternative
investment strategies.

» Development of a revenue-constrained
project element.

The RTP was developed in two phases.

Phase | reviewed the status of transportation
in the region; established regional
transportation values, goals and objectives;
analyzed the transportation implications of
alternative growth concepts; and identified
transportation planning principles. In
addition, during Phase | a number of area
plans were developed for corridors and sub-
areas throughout the region. These sub-area
plans provided the starting point for
addressing regional transportation needs.

During Phase Il, alternative approaches to
meeting regional transportation needs were
analyzed and compared against objectives
and performance measures to identify
effective approaches to meeting regional
transportation needs. Based on the findings
of the alternatives, a hybrid plan was
developed to provide the basis for a balanced
program of transportation investments funded
within available revenue sources. This final
stage of the planning process resulted in the
RTP.

STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES

State and federal statues and regulations
address regional transportation planning, and
establish a framework for approaching the
process and determining the contents of the
plan. The RTP, as well as the planning
process through which it was developed, has
been structured to meet these requirements.
State and federal planning requirements
applicable to this planning process are listed
below, along with a discussion describing the
way in which the Plan responds to these
mandates.

State Planning Factors

House Bill 2292

House Bill 2292, which was passed in the
Spring 2003 session of the Arizona
Legislature, recognizes MAG’s establishment
of a Transportation Policy Committee (TPC)
that is tasked with developing a 20-year RTP,
and sets forth the process for an election to
extend the current one-half cent county

Regional Transportation Plan
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transportation excise tax. Itrequiresthe TPC
to develop the Plan in cooperation with the
Regional Public Transportation Authority
(RPTA) and ADOT.

The legislation further refines the federally
required consultation process and establishes
a formal procedure for working with the
County Board of Supervisors, Indian
communities and cities and towns in
Maricopa County in the plan’s development.
After reviewing the Plan, RPTA, the State
Transportation Board, and the County Board
of Supervisors shall vote and submit a written
recommendation to the TPC. Indian
communities and cities and towns may submit
a written recommendation to the TPC.

HB 2292 requires the TPC to consider RTP
modifications proposed by RPTA, the State
Transportation Board, the County Board of
Supervisors, Indian communities and cities
and towns. Following this consideration the
TPC is required to vote to approve,
disapprove, or further modify the proposed
modifications, during the Alternatives Stage
and the Final Draft Stage of the Plan. MAG
must provide a written response explaining
the acceptance, rejection or modification of
each proposed Plan modification.

The legislation expands current safeguards
for the sales tax funded regional freeway
program to other transportation modes
funded by the extension of the tax. As part of
these safeguards, it requires ADOT to adopt
an annual budget process to ensure that the
estimated costs of projects in the RTP for
freeways and streets do not exceed expected
revenues. The RPTA is required to adopt an
annual budget process to ensure that the
estimated costs of projects in the RTP for
transit do not exceed expected revenues.

HB 2292 requires MAG to issue an annual
status report and conduct a public hearing on
the status of the projects. Also, itis stipulated
that requests for changes that would
materially increase costs of a transportation
project must be approved by MAG.

In addition, it requires that any project
enhancements must be approved by MAG
and requires the requesting authority to pay
for the enhancement. Also, it expands the
duties of the Citizen's Transportation
Oversight Committee to include all projects in
the RTP.

RTP Response

The way in which the RTP responds to the
major elements in HB 2292 is discussed
below:

 Recognition in statute of the
Transportation Policy Committee,
which oversees thedevelopment of the
Plan.

The development of the RTP was guided
through every step of the process by the
TPC. This Committee included elected
officials, business representatives and
other stakeholders that constituted a
broad spectrum of regional and
community concerns regarding future
transportation needs. The TPC
unanimously recommended the RTP to
the MAG Regional Council.

* Recognizes the federal law and the
cooperative planning process among
MAG, ADOT and RPTA. It further
refined the consultation process to be
explicit for Maricopa County, local
governments, and Indian
Communities.

The process to develop the RTP was very
broadly based. The above agencies are
all members of MAG and have been
continuously involved in the regional
transportation planning process. Input
from these agencies was considered
throughout the planning process and
comments on the RTP were specifically
considered in the development of the
Plan.

e Sets timelines and approval
requirements for the plan.

Regional Transportation Plan



The effort to develop the RTP was guided
by a specific timeline and schedule that
was closely adhered to throughout the
process. Key dates for distribution of
alternatives and the RTP for review were
met and the MAG Regional Council
adopted the RTP for air quality conformity
analysis by the required date of
September 30, 2003.

Requires that the plan be balanced to
revenues.

The estimated cost of the projects in the
RTP equals the total revenues projected
for the planning period. Therefore, the
RTP is fiscally balanced.

The legislation also requires that the RTP
must accomplish the following:

Be comprehensive, performance
based, multimodal and coordinated.

The RTP is comprehensive in scope,
taking into account future land uses and
growth throughout the region. It is multi-
modal, including freeways, highways,
streets, bus service, high capacity transit,
and other transit services, as well as
modes such as airports, bicycles and
pedestrians. The RTP closely
coordinates the functions of each mode
through regional modeling, construction
phasing and financial planning.

Include a transportation corridor
prioritization and construction
schedule.

The RTP includes a phasing prioritization
schedule, identifying where projects are
programmed for construction during the
planning period. This schedule is based
on a number of factors, including traffic
volumes and level of service, project
readiness and cash flow availability.

Cover a twenty-year term.

The RTP covers the period from, and
including, FY 2005 through FY 2026. In
addition, the Plan addresses some issues
that extend beyond this planning period.

Consider growth and transportation
system impacts in contiguous
counties, cities, towns and Indian
Communities.

The transportation analysis area used to
develop the RTP covers the Indian
Communities, and the portions of
contiguous counties that are forecasted to
develop during the planning period. This
meant that the growth projected for these
areas and its impacts on transportation
demand were taken into account in the
planning process.

Include an allocation of revenues
between the regional area road fund
and the public transportation fund.

The RTP includes a financial plan
elementthat allocates funding among and
across modes by funding source.

Federal Planning Factors

Under Federal planning mandates, Section
3004 (a) 3(b) of the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21st Century (TEA 21) specifies that,
“The metropolitan transportation planning
process for a metropolitan area under this
section shall provide for consideration of
projects and strategies that will:

Support the economic vitality of the
metropolitan area, especially by
enabling global competitiveness,
productivity, and efficiency.

The RTP addresses this issue directly.
Two of the major objectives identified for
the Plan are as follows: 1) To maintain an
acceptable level of service on
transportation and mobility systems
serving the region, taking into account
performance by mode and facility type;
and 2) To provide residents of the region
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with access to jobs, shopping,
educational, cultural and recreational
opportunities, and to provide employers
with reasonable access to the workforce
in the region. In developing the RTP, the
effectiveness of transportation system
performance was analyzed under
alternative transportation investment
choices. This analysis included factors
such as travel times, peak period delay,
speeds, and level of service.

Increase the safety and security of the
transportation system for motorized
and non-motorized users.

Safety is a critical element of each mode
of transportation and Chapter Eighteen of
the RTP specifically addresses safety
issues. Safety has been identified as a
major focus, with one of the Plan
objectives being: provide a safe and
secure environment for the traveling
public, addressing roadway hazzards,
pedestrian and bicycle safety, and transit
security. The RTP also funds the
development of a regional safety plan. In
addition, specific safety projects and
safety issues are addressed as part of the
annual, ongoing transportation planning
and programming process.

Increase the accessibility and mobility
options available to people and for
freight.

The RTP identifies three objectives
related to mobility options, which are as
follows: 1) To maintain a reasonable and
reliable travel time for moving freight into,
through and within the region, as well as
provide high-quality access between
intercity freight transportation corridors
and freight terminal locations, including
intermodal facilities for air, rail and truck
cargo; 2) Provide the people of the region
with transportation modal options
necessary to carry out their essential daily
activities and support equitable access to
the region’s opportunities; 3) Address the
needs of the elderly and other population

groups that may have special
transportation needs, such as non-drivers
or those with disabilities. The RTP
increases accessibility and mobility
options by calling for significant
investments in freeways, highways,
streets, bus service, high capacity transit
facilities, bicycle and pedestrian facilities,
and airports. The Plan also provides the
planning foundations for freight and
special needs transportation.

Protect and enhance the environment,
promote energy conservation, and
improve quality of life.

Early in the RTP process, the need to
sustain the environment was recognized
as a major factor. RTP objectives related
to this issue include the following: 1) To
identify and encourage implementation of
mitigation measures that will reduce
noise, and visual and traffic impacts of
transportation projects on existing
neighborhoods; 2) Encourage programs
and land use planning that advance
efficient trip-making patterns in the region;
and 3) Make transportation decisions that
are compatible with air quality conformity
and water quality standards, the
sustainable preservation of key regional
ecosystems, and desired lifestyles. In
assessing options to be included in the
RTP, factors such as transit ridership,
access of household to transit services,
and vehicle emissions were analyzed. In
addition, air quality issues are extensively
addressed in the separate conformity
analysis document prepared for the RTP.
Reductions in transportation energy use
in the region are closely tied to air quality
goals.

Enhance the integration and
connectivity of the transportation
system, across and between modes,
for people and freight.

One of the major objectives of the RTP is
to maintain a reasonable and reliable
travel time for moving freight into,
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through, and within the region; as well as
to provide high-quality access between
intercity freight transportation corridors
and freight terminal locations, including
intermodal facilities for air, rail and truck
cargo. The broad range of modal
improvements in the RTP will facilitate
goods movement and system connectivity
throughout the region. In addition,
Chapter Fourteen in the RTP is dedicated
to an assessment of the freight
infrastructure in the region. This analysis
will provide the basis for future freight
planning.

Promote efficient system management
and operation.

Minimizing congestion and resulting
delays is a central theme in all modal
elements of the RTP. As one of its
objectives, the RTP calls for maintaining
an acceptable and reliable level of service
on transportation and mobility systems
serving the region, taking into account
performance by mode and facility type.
Chapter Sixteen in the RTP is dedicated
to transportation system management,
describing Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS) applications and the
Regional ITS Plan. The analysis of traffic
congestion is addressed throughout the
MAG planning process. The MAG
transportation models are used to analyze
future traffic congestion. Projects funded
from regional sources are rated by an air

guality rating system and a congestion
management rating system.

Emphasize the preservation of the
existing transportation system.

The RTP process recognizes the high
importance of maintaining the regional
transportation infrastructure. The RTP
identifies maintenance as a critical Plan
element, with the following objective: To
provide for the continuing preservation
and maintenance needs of transportation
facilities and services in the region,

eliminating maintenance backlogs. The
high level of importance placed on
preservation is reflected by the allocation
of regional-level funding in the RTP to the
freeway network for aspects of the
maintenance function.

Federal funding is essential to the
development of the region’s transportation
system and TEA-21, which is the existing
Federal surface transportation and funding
act, providing guidelines for regional plans.
Federal legislation requires the plan to be:

* Fiscally balanced.

The estimated cost of the projects in the
RTP equals the total revenues projected
for the planning period. Therefore, the
RTP is fiscally balanced.

« Developed in cooperation with the
State Department of Transportation
and transit operators, and in
consultation with local governments.

The process to develop the RTP was very
broad-based. The agencies that are
members of MAG have been continually
involved in the regional transportation
planning process. This includes the
ADOT, RPTA, the Maricopa County
Board of Supervisors, Indian
Communities, and the cities and towns of
Maricopa County.

e Include all modes of transportation.

The RTP is multi-modal, and includes
freeways, highways, streets, bus service,
high capacity transit, and other transit
services, as well as modes such as
airports, bicycles, pedestrians and freight.

» Meet goals for public involvement.

For the RTP process, a public
involvement plan was prepared and
followed closely. Meetings and events
were held to accommodate citizens
throughout the region. Outreach efforts
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were particularly directed at Title VI
communities. All of the public events
were scheduled in venues that are transit
accessible and comply with the provisions
of the Americans with Disabilities Act. In
addition, Spanish language materials,
sign language interpretation, alternate
materials, and FM/Infrared Listening
Devices were available upon request.

COSTS AND REVENUE ESTIMATES

As part of the preparation of the RTP, overall
revenue and costs estimates have been
prepared and are considered to be
reasonable for planning purposes.
Contingency factors have been applied to

recognize the uncertainties associated with
projecting costs and revenues over a 20-year
period. In addition, bonding strategies can
have a major effect on the phasing of plan
development. Bonding can accelerate the
timing of project completion, but it also
reduces the total work that can be
accomplished due to the interest costs
associated with bonding. It is important to
note that cost and revenue uncertainties can
only be resolved once detailed engineering
studies are completed and economic
conditions are revealed over time. Periodic
adjustments and updating of the Plan will be
needed to respond to changing conditions
and new information.
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CHAPTER TWO
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an
overview of the public participation process
that was conducted in the development of the
RTP. The RTP was developed in two
phases, and public participation has been a
key component in both of these phases. The
following information represents the public
involvement activities that were utilized in an
effort to obtain input during the development
of the RTP.

THE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS

Over the past two years, MAG has developed
a number of comprehensive area studies and
other transportation reports for the region,
and has talked to thousands of people in an
effort to identify future transportation needs.
During the development of the RTP, MAG
held 150 public input opportunities, 173
stakeholder opportunities (which included
focus groups involving minority and senior
travelers and several safety forums) and 117
agency meetings to solicit input from the
public, community groups, business
associations, transportation stakeholders,
elected and appointed leaders, city planners,
municipal technical staffs, transportation
councils, and the regional Indian
Communities.

The RTP public involvement meetings and
events were held to accommodate citizens
throughout the MAG Region. Meeting and
event times were varied in an attempt to
accommodate as many citizens as possible.
Except for input opportunities provided at
MAG meetings, public involvement events
were off-site and in different parts of the
region. All of the public meetings and events
were scheduled in venues that are transit
accessible and comply with the provisions of
the Americans with Disabilities Act. In
addition, Spanish language materials, sign
language interpretation, alternate materials,

and FM/Infrared Listening Devices were
available upon request.

The transportation planning process has
benefitted greatly by incorporating broad-
based public input, which was received as the
result of an aggressive public outreach effort.
The information below highlights input that
was received through a number of public
participation opportunities that were part of
the planning process, as well as from the
2003 MAG Town Hall and other public
involvement events.

Please note that detailed information about
the public involvement process and citizen
comments can be found in the following
documents:

Public Input Opportunity Report
(Fiscal Years 2000, 2001, 2002)

Regional Transportation Plan Input
Opportunity Report Interim Report

Draft - Executive Summary

June 2003

Regional Transportation Plan Input
Opportunity Report

June 2003

Final Draft Stage of the Regional
Transportation Plan Input Opportunity
Report

Draft -September 2003

Final Draft Stage of the Regional
Transportation Plan Input Opportunity
Report,

Addendums | and Il

Draft -September 2003
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PUBLIC INPUT OPPORTUNITIES

Expert Panel Forums

During the early months of the plan’s
development, MAG organized a series of
expert panel forums that were open to the
public. These forums included the following
topics: Demographics and Social Change;
The New Economy; Environmental and
Resource Issues; Land Use and Urban
Development; and Transportation and
Technology. The forums featured speakers
who were experts in each topic area. A series
of research papers were produced as part of
this effort.

Focus Groups

As part of the RTP’s development, MAG
conducted a series of 16 focus groups during
May of 2001 to identify and document
transportation issues and concerns. The
focus groups were held throughout the region
to obtain ideas from participants representing
a number of geographically and ethnically
diverse groups. The findings were utilized to
assist MAG in the identification and
formulation of regional values, goals and
objectives, which effectively guided the
development of the RTP.

The format of the focus groups included an
opportunity for interactive discussion among
participants, as well as a voting exercise that
provided insights on priorities. The
discussions were organized into the five topic
focus group areas listed above.

Participants in the focus groups were
encouraged to bring forward their own issues
and concerns relating to each topic, both
individually and in a round-table discussion.
The responses received were documented in
a “verbatim” format so that the message
intended by each participant was accurately
recorded. All input received during this
process was utilized to address a variety of
issues and concerns, and was assimilated
into the region’s goals, objectives, and

performance measures as identified in

Chapter Four of this Plan.

A number of transportation area and corridor
studies were also undertaken, including the
Southeast Maricopa/Northern Pinal County
Area Transportation Study, the Northwest
Area Transportation Study, the Southwest
Area Transportation Study, the East/West
Mobility Study, the High Capacity Transit
Study, the Regional Transit Study, and the
Freeway Bottleneck Study. These studies
provided multiple opportunities for public
input. Frequent study forums were held, that
sought input from stakeholders on technical
and planning issues. In addition, public
meetings were conducted to inform
participants about study findings and to obtain
comments on transportation issues and
concerns.

Special Events

Throughout the RTP development process,
the MAG Public Involvement Team conducted
numerous special events, and set up
community booths to provide information, and
conducted public opinion surveys. The
primary objective of these special events was
to reach larger groups of stakeholders who
wouldn’t normally participate in transportation
meetings or public hearings.

MAG hosted informational booths at a variety
of events around the region. Booths included
displays and informational materials, and
surveys were distributed to help gauge
citizens' awareness of issues and determine
their transportation priorities for the region.
Results of these surveys were presented to
the TPC for their consideration in the
development of the Plan.

Special events included quarterly MAG at the
Mall events, as well as freeway openings,
annual Sunday on Central events, the
Arizona State Fair, Cinco de Mayo, Black
History Month events, Cesar Chavez Festival,
transportation fairs, and numerous other
activities.
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In an effort to maintain the cooperative
planning process with ADOT and the region's
transit operator, MAG teamed up with ADOT,
Valley Metro, and Valley Metro Ralil staff to
jointly host a number of the special events.
These groups shared information to ensure
that all input which was gathered during the
public outreach period was considered by the
MAG TPC prior to, and during the
development of the plan.

MAG Regional Town Hall

On March 28, 2003, MAG conducted its first
annual Regional Town Hall to address
transportationissues and priorities. The MAG
Town Hall invited more than 500 individuals
representing leadership groups from
communities across the region.
Approximately 150 people registered for the
event, and each participant was provided with
a Transportation Issue Paper, which
specifically addressed the following eight
categories: population and employment
growth; a summary of current transportation
plans and programs; pastaccomplishmentsin
transportation; the role and performance of
the freeway system; street and transit
systems within the region; existing
transportation revenue sources; issues
affecting the future of transportation; and
results of a regional transportation survey that
was conducted in December of 2002. That
survey polled 1,009 registered voters from
within Maricopa County concerning their
thoughts on regional transportation issues,
and asked how they would decide to
distribute or allocate future funding toward a
variety of transportation needs.

At the MAG Regional Town Hall on
transportation, participants were separated
into ten preassigned discussion panels to
specifically identify the successes and
challenges of today’s regional transportation
system, and to develop a list of solutions for
the future. As part of this process, Town Hall
participants were asked to answer and
prioritize a top five list of solutions addressing
the following questions:

*  What do you like about the transportation
system in the Valley?

«  What problems do you have in getting
where you want to go?

* What can be done to solve these
problems?

Participants were asked to answer these
qguestions, and to prioritize a “top five” list of
priority solutions for enhancing such
transportation issues. In addition to this
exercise, all Town Hall participants
collectively reached consensus and voted on
key issues, and were asked to prioritize the
components of a regional transportation
system. The creation of a multimodal
transportation system that provides a variety
of options, along with connectivity between
modes and land uses, were indicated as the
top priorities of the Town Hall Participants.

Four other important issues that received
majority support from the group included the
following:

e Additional funding for transportation:
additional taxes/fees are needed to build
a regional multimodal system.

* Regional transportation planning should
include land use planning, and also focus
on “buildout” needs for the next twenty
years.

e Options should include high capacity
travel and operate separately from the
congested streets and freeways.

e Additional communications, marketing
and advocacy to elected officials and the
general public are needed on
transportation issues.

Public Meetings, Hearings and Workshops

During May and June of 2003, public
workshops were held in the Central,
Northeast, Northwest, Southeast and
Southwest areas of the metropolitan region.
During these workshops, citizens participated
in a “hands-on” exercise in which participants
developed their own fiscally constrained
regional transportation plan. Participants
used a list of 19 major project categories,
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such as "New Freeways,” "Bus Service
Capital," "Bottleneck Improvements," etc. The
categories were based on more than 400
project requests for specific transportation
facilities and improvements that were
received by MAG at the beginning of the
transportation planning process. A dollar
amount for each category was determined
based on the projected level of need between
now and 2025.

Participants were given a deck of 19 cards
listing each project and its cost. About $22
billion worth of projects were contained on the
cards, but participants could not spend more
than $8.3 billion in their plan — the amount
anticipated to be raised by the one-half cent
sales tax extension, as specified under the
provisions of Arizona House Bill 2292. A
worksheet, or "Funding Priorities Survey,"
was provided to record the amounts spent on
each category by each respondent.
Participants were then asked to convene into
small groups and reach consensus on
spending priorities. The Funding Priorities
Survey was also distributed to a number of
community groups, local transportation
commissions, the Hispanic Chamber of
Commerce, Sun City Grand neighborhood
representatives, and others.

Once the Final Draft of the RTP was adopted
by the TPC on July 22, 2003, six additional
public meetings/hearings were held to receive
further review and comment on the Plan.
These meetings were held at locations across
the region in August and September of 2003.
The areas where the meetings were held
included the Central, Southwest, Northwest,
Southeast and Northeast areas, as well as a
Surprise/Sun City meeting. More than 500
individuals participated in the six meetings.

In addition to the six public meetings, six
business meetings were also held to provide
the opportunity for review and comment on
the plan by members of the business
community. The business community was
identified early in the process by the TPC as
a key stakeholder in the development of the
plan, because of the impact of transportation

on the Valley's economy. The TPC
recognized that the movement of goods in
and out of this region, as well as businesses’
ability to attract high quality employees
through an adequate transportation system, is
vital to their livelihood and survival.

The format for the business meetings and
public meetings was the same. Business
meetings were held from 3:30 - 5:00 p.m. with
a presentation at 4:00 p.m. Public meetings
were held from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. with a
presentation at 5:30 p.m. An open house
preceded the meetings featuring maps,
informational materials and displays.

During the presentation portion of the
meeting, information on the RTP was
presented followed by a question-and-answer
period. Comments and responses made
during the question-and-answer period were
recorded in summary form and are included in
the Final Draft Stage of the Regional
Transportation Plan Input Opportunity Report.
A court reporter was available in a designated
area to record formal comments. Transcripts
of the formal comments, and staff responses
to comments, are also included in the Input
Opportunity Report.

During the six business and public meetings,
a "public input form"™ was distributed to
capture respondents’ level of agreement with
elements in the Plan, as well as specific
comments, in a survey format. The results of
this survey were tabulated and can be found
in Section VI of Regional Transportation Plan
Input Opportunity Report.

MAG also continued its participation in
special events such as the Latino Institute
and the Grand Canyon Minority Business
Opportunity Trade Fair. Staff made
presentations on the Final Draft Stage of the
Plantothe New River/Desert Hills Community
Association, Mesa East Rotary Club and the
East Valley Disability Advocacy Group.
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The process for final public comment on the
Plan was complete after the Regional Council
meeting on September 24, 2003.

Additional Input

In addition to the methods noted above, MAG
also received comments regarding the RTP
via US Mail, phone conversations, e-mail, and

online. Online comments were received
through the MAG Web site at
www.mag.maricopa.gov, and through a

special Web site developed for the RTP
process, www.LetsKeepMoving.com. These
interactive sites included several
opportunities to take online surveys during
various Plan development phases and to
provide comment on the Plan.

Comments collected through the means
described above, and staff responses to

those comments, can be found in the
Regional Transportation Plan Input
Opportunity Interim Report, which was

published in June 2003, and the Final Draft
Stage of the Regional Transportation Plan
Input Opportunity Report, which was
published in September 2003.

Small Group Presentations

As part of its continuing public outreach, MAG
conducted numerous small group
presentations during the development of the
RTP. Presentations were given to Rotary
clubs, chambers of commerce, transportation
coordinators, major employers, neighborhood
associations, and numerous other community
groups upon request.

During these presentations, MAG staff
provided information, responded to comments
and answered questions about the RTP and
the ongoing planning process. Public opinion
surveys were distributed at many of this

events. Results of the surveys were compiled
and forwarded to the MAG TPC for its
consideration in the development of this Plan.

Scientific Polling

During the development of the RTP, MAG
conducted three scientific telephone polls to
collect information about citizen priorities and
their level of support for the one-half cent
sales tax extension.

The first poll was conducted in December
2001/January 2002 by WestGroup Research,
and was commissioned jointly by the RPTA
and MAG. Five focus groups and 626 fifteen-
minute surveys were completed.

In December 2002, Behavior Research
Center, working on behalf of the MAG TPC,
conducted a poll of 1,009 Maricopa County

voters to obtain information about
transportation issues and concerns.
In August of 2003, Behavior Research

Center, again working on behalf of the MAG
TPC, conducted a poll of 600 Maricopa
County voters to test elements of the draft
RTP and determine levels of support for the
proposed tax extension. Results of all of
these surveys, which show strong voter
support, are displayed in Figure 2-1.

A comprehensive listing of all public input
opportunities is provided in the Appendix
located at the end of this document. This
information includes a chronological listing of
all major outreach and public involvement
events, as well as meetings or events offered
to stakeholders, member agencies, and other
partners throughout the RTP planning
process. These events are categorized and
identified by (P) public input meetings, (S)
stakeholder group meetings, and (A) agency
meetings.
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Figure 2-1

TEST VOTE ON ONE-HALF CENT EXTENSION
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CHAPTER THREE

REGIONAL OVERVIEW

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an
overview of the patterns and trends of
development in the MAG region. This
includes a discussion of the geographic
setting of the region, regional growth and
urban form, population projections, the
economic base and employment growth, and
community job centers. This information was
utilized to forecast future travel demand and
determine future regional transportation
needs.

As a part of the process of developing
regional growth data, MAG prepared a series
of subregional population and employment
forecasts. According to Executive Order
95-2, the Arizona Department of Economic
Security (DES) is responsible for developing
official State and County control total
population projections, while MAG is
responsible for preparing subregional
projections consistent with these control
totals. However, DES has not yet prepared
official control totals for Maricopa County,
because the agency is awaiting the
availability of certain Census datato complete
the projections. Therefore, MAG has
prepared interim county control total
projections of population and employment to
use in preparing subregional projections.

Based on these interim control totals, MAG
prepared interim Draft Projections of
Population, Housing and Employment by
Municipal Planning Area and Regional
Analysis Zone for July 1, 2010, 2020, and
2025 for Maricopa County. The MAG
Regional Council accepted these “interim”
projections for Maricopa County in June of
2003. These forecasts provided the data
reviewed below.

GEOGRAPHIC SETTING

Maricopa County is 9,223 square miles in
area and contains 24 incorporated cities and
towns, five Indian Communities and a large
area of unincorporated land. The region is
located in the Sonoran Desert with elevations
generally ranging from 500 to 2,500 feet
above sea level. In 2002, Maricopa County
contained approximately 60 percent of the
population in Arizona, as well as eight of the
nine cities in Arizona with populations greater
than 100,000 people.

According to data compiled by MAG in 2000,
approximately 29 percent of all county lands
were under private ownership; 28 percent of
lands were under the direct ownership of the
Bureau of Land Management; 14 percent of
lands were under the jurisdiction of the U.S.
Military; 11 percent of lands were held within
State trust; 11 percent of lands were under
the direct ownership of the U.S Forest
Service; 5 percent of land was comprised of
Indian Communities, and the remaining 2
percent of lands in the county were classified
as “other” public lands.

POPULATION PROJECTIONS

For the past several decades, the MAG
Region has been one of the fastest growing
metropolitan areas in the United States,
among those with populations of more than
one million people. In April of 2000, Maricopa
County had a resident population of
3,072,149. This was a population growth of
approximately 44 percent, or 950,000 people
in the decade from 1990 to 2000. MAG
Interim Socioeconomic Projections indicate
that this high growth rate is expected to
continue. Historic and projected growth in
population and employment is illustrated in
Figure 3-1.
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Figure 3-1:Population and Employment
Maricopa County (1980-2030)
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Maricopa County has grown from a Peoria, Avondale and Chandler. Another

population of 1.5 million persons in 1980, to a
population of 3.1 million in 2000. By 2030,
Maricopa County is projected to double in
population over the 2000 base population,
with an anticipated total of 6.24 million
people. This means that the region will
experience a growth of approximately one
million people during each decade.

Table 3-1 shows the total resident population
for Municipal Planning Areas (MPAs) from
July 1, 2000, to July 1, 2030. Total resident
population includes the resident population in
households, and the resident population in
group quarters (dorms, nursing homes,
prisons and military establishments). Over
the 30-year period (2000-2030), nine MPAs
are projected to grow by more than 100,000
persons. These areas include Phoenix,
Buckeye, Surprise, Goodyear, Mesa, Gilbert,

three MPAs are projected to experience
population growth greater than 50,000
persons, which include Scottsdale, Glendale,
and the Maricopa County portion of Queen
Creek.

Currently, there are four MPAs within the
MAG Region with populations of over 200,000
persons, which include Phoenix, Mesa,
Glendale and Scottsdale. By 2010, Chandler
and Gilbert will surpass 200,000 in
population, and will be followed by Peoria
prior to the beginning of 2020. By 2025, the
largest Municipal Planning Area — Phoenix ,
will contain 2.1 million persons, followed by
Mesa at 630,000 and Surprise at 312,000.
Figures 3-2 and 3-3 are maps that display the
population concentrations for 2000 and 2030.
By definition, the population concentration
measures the average population within a
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one-mile radius. This analysis helps in
smoothing out differences in geographies and
in identifying underlying spatial patterns in the
data. The pattern of population
concentrations illustrates the shape of urban
form as it is projected to evolve according to
local land use plans and densities.

ECONOMIC BASE AND EMPLOYMENT
GROWTH

By 2025, Maricopa County is projected to
nearly double its reported 2000 employment
total. This means that employment within the
region will grow at a number of approximately
575,000 jobs each decade (Figure 3-1). This
item of the section describes the employment
growth trends projected in the MAG Region to
2030. In doing so, it should be noted that the
employment projections are by place of work,
and not by place of residence as reported by
the Census Bureau.

Table 3-2 displays the present projected
regional employment totals by MPA, which is
reported by total employment from July 1,
2000, to July 1, 2030. Total employment
categories also include individuals that work
at home, and all construction employment.
Since construction employment typically
follows development, the projected
employment numbers may in fact show
declines in future years for certain MPAs.

Compared to 2000, it is projected that there
will be a more equitable distribution of jobs by
place of work between MPAs throughout the
MAG Region. Although the Phoenix MPA is
expected to contain the most jobs in the
region, its share declines from 47 percent of
all jobs in 2000, to a figure of approximately
37 percent in 2030. In 2000, the top four
MPAs of Phoenix, Mesa, Tempe and
Scottsdale contained 78 percent of all jobs by
place of work. By 2030, their collective share
is projected to decline to 60 percent.
Between 2000 and 2025, Maricopa County
job growth is projected to be 1.4 million jobs,

which includes the following stages of growth:
547,000 jobs between 2000 and 2010;
593,000 jobs between 2010 and 2020; and
297,000 jobs between 2020 and 2025.

COMMUNITY JOB CENTERS

Community Job Centers are areas that are
comprised of an identifiable concentration of
employment activities and land uses that are
entirely, or predominantly of a non-residential
nature. Delineated Community Job Centers
consist of concentrated, or mixed areas of
industrial, office, retail, airport, and
government land uses and employment
activities.

Job center information assists in the
transportation planning process by providing
valuable information on each of the following
items: employment types at each job center;
demographic data; existing and anticipated
employmenttotals; floor area and total square
footage of locations; existing acreage; and
the total build out of each identified job
center. Due to their significant commercial
and industrial base, many of these areas
have a tendency to generate a higher level of
vehicular trips and trips associated with
freight-related activities.

During 2002, MAG coordinated efforts with
municipal planning and economic
development directors throughout the region
in an attempt to identify and effectively
inventory existing and future job centers.
Figure 3-4 displays a total of 106 job centers
that are located within the MAG Region.
These particular job centers are categorized
into the following four categories: Developed
Centers, Existing Centers with Expansion
Potential, Future Centers without
Infrastructure, and Revitalization Centers.

In 2000 there were approximately 830,000
people employed within the MAG Region’s
106 job centers. In 2000, the existing
Community Job Centers consisted of 67,201
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TABLE 3-1

TOTAL RESIDENT POPULATION BY MUNICIPAL PLANNING AREA (MPA)
MARICOPA COUNTY
(July 1, 2000 and Interim Projections July 1, 2010 to July 1, 2030)
Municipal Planning Total Total Total Total Total
Area (MPA) Resident Resident Resident Resident Resident
Population | Population | Population | Population | Population

2000 2010 2020 2025 2030
Avondale 37,800 82,100 122,500 141,600 161,400
Buckeye 16,700 58,600 153,400 275,500 380,600
Carefree 3,000 4,000 4,800 4,800 4,900
Cave Creek 3,900 5,100 5,800 9,800 12,900
Chandler 185,300 260,000 286,600 287,000 288,600
County Areas 85,300 92,900 109,900 124,600 138,000
El Mirage 8,700 29,700 31,400 32,200 33,100
Fountain Hills 20,500 24,700 30,400 30,400 30,700
Gila Bend 2,300 2,800 6,000 12,500 17,800
Gila River * 2,700 3,200 4,200 4,700 5,200
Gilbert 119,200 202,800 280,300 281,900 290,500
Glendale 230,300 290,400 308,100 309,800 312,200
Goodyear 21,200 61,300 161,100 247,400 330,400
Guadalupe 5,200 5,200 5,500 5,500 5,600
Litchfield Park 3,800 7,000 13,700 13,700 14,200
Mesa 441,800 537,900 617,800 630,300 647,800
Paradise Valley 14,100 15,200 15,700 15,800 15,900
Peoria* 114,100 160,800 206,600 232,200 253,400
Phoenix 1,350,500 1,700,300 2,022,500 2,101,600 2,187,500
Queen Creek* 7,400 18,900 58,300 73,100 88,100
Salt River 6,500 7,400 7,500 7,500 7,500
Scottsdale 204,300 253,100 287,300 289,600 292,700
Surprise 37,700 115,200 213,300 312,300 395,500
Tempe 158,900 176,400 189,200 192,700 196,700
Tolleson 5,000 6,100 6,200 6,200 6,300
Wickenburg 7,400 7,700 10,000 14,800 16,000
Youngtown 3,000 5,400 6,200 6,300 6,600
TOTAL 3,096,600 4,134,400 5,164,100 5,664,000 6,140,000

Source: Maricopa Association of Governments, Interim Projections, June 25, 2003

Notes:

Total resident population includes resident population in households and resident population in group quarters (dorms, nursing homes, prisons and military establishments). MPA
numbers are rounded to the nearest 100. County numbers may not add due to rounding.

*These projections include the Maricopa County portion of Peoria, Queen Creek and the Gila River Indian Community only.

The City of Apache Junction, which became a member of MAG in 2002, had a resident population of approximately 40,000 in the Year 2000. MAG has assembled databases and
compiled placeholder projections based on their input for portions of Pinal County. Based on their input, Apache Junction’s population is projected to be 78,000 in 2010;122,000
in 2020; 142,000 in 2025; and 157,000 in 2020.

Regional Transportation Plan



TABLE 3-2

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT BY MUNICIPAL PLANNING AREA (MPA)
MARICOPA COUNTY
(July 1, 2000 and Interim Projections July 1, 2010 to July 1, 2030)

Municipal Planning Total Total Total Total Total
Area (MPA) Employment | Employment | Employment | Employment | Employment

2000 2010 2020 2025 2030
Avondale 9,100 21,900 50,800 53,800 59,400
Buckeye 7,100 26,200 64,200 124,100 194,400
Carefree 1,500 2,700 3,200 3,200 3,200
Cave Creek 800 1,900 2,100 2,900 3,700
Chandler 71,000 134,900 166,100 173,000 184,500
County Areas 31,800 33,400 37,100 45,700 54,500
El Mirage 1,900 4,500 9,200 15,700 23,600
Fountain Hills 4,300 7,700 9,000 8,800 8,600
Gila Bend 1,200 1,900 2,800 6,900 11,700
Gila River * 3,700 4,800 6,700 7,500 8,700
Gilbert 35,000 70,300 101,100 108,100 118,200
Glendale 84,500 130,500 158,300 172,300 190,200
Goodyear 13,900 30,900 66,800 84,200 105,800
Guadalupe 600 1,600 1,600 1,700 1,800
Litchfield Park 1,200 3,600 4,600 4,400 4,300
Mesa 172,000 240,600 293,900 304,200 318,100
Paradise Valley 5,400 5,600 5,900 5,900 5,900
Peoria* 28,400 51,300 87,400 111,900 141,500
Phoenix 741,000 900,100 1,093,200 1,166,600 1,264,000
Queen Creek* 1,700 6,400 19,800 27,200 36,800
Salt River 7,300 7,800 9,100 13,900 19,600
Scottsdale 152,100 181,300 205,900 209,800 214,800
Surprise 9,000 28,100 51,000 81,800 118,400
Tempe 162,400 191,400 227,500 233,000 241,100
Tolleson 12,800 16,000 20,300 25,100 30,900
Wickenburg 4,100 4,900 6,000 8,600 11,600
Youngtown 1,200 1,700 1,600 1,600 1,700
TOTAL 1,564,900 2,112,000 2,705,000 3,002,000 3,377,000

Source: Maricopa Association of Governments, Interim Projections, June 25, 2003

Notes:
Because Construction employment follows development, employment projections may show declines in future years.

*These projections include the Maricopa County portion of Peoria, Queen Creek and the Gila River Indian Community only.
The City of Apache Junction, which became a member of MAG in 2002, had employment of approximately 5,000 in the year 2000. MAG has assembled databases and compiled

placeholder projections based on their input for portions of Pinal County. Based upon their input, Apache Junction’s employment is projected to be 15,000 in 2010; 26,000 in 2020;
27,000 in 2025; and 28,000 in 2020.
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acres, or a total area of approximately 105
square miles. However, based on planning
and economic development estimates, the
total size and employment numbers for the
106 community job centers are expected to
expand considerably. Atbuildout, the centers
are expected to employ over 2.6 million
people. When the existing, identified
community job centers are completely built
and occupied, it is anticipated that they will
comprise a total of 167,071 acres, or an area
of about 261 square miles.

PINAL COUNTY DEVELOPMENT
The MAG transportation modeling region

extends into Northern Pinal County. The
extension of modeling was necessary in order

to understand the regional transportation
implications of population growth outside of
Maricopa County. As a part of this modeling
process, projections of population,
households and jobs in Pinal County were
needed in order to estimate future travel
demand. Working with the Central Arizona
Association of Governments (CAAG) and
other local public agencies in Pinal County,
MAG assembled databases and compiled
placeholder projections. Based on this joint
forecasting effort, the Pinal County portion of
the MAG transportation modeling area is
projected to grow from approximately 150,000
people in 2000, to approximately 917,000 by
2025. Total employment in the area is
projected to grow from approximately 45,000
to 201,000 in the same period.

Regional Transportation Plan



CHAPTER FOUR

GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES

This chapter describes the goals, objectives
and performance measures that were
identified to guide the development of the
RTP. Goals and objectives provide the
overall policy direction, whereas performance
measures are needed for each objective, so
that progress toward meeting goals and
objectives can be determined. In addition,
the related topic of plan phasing is also
discussed in this section.

A set of regional transportation goals and
objectives was approved by the
Transportation Policy Committee (TPC) on
February 19, 2003. Later, on May 21, 2003,
the TPC took action to approve performance
measures for each objective. Together, these
criteria provide the planning process with a
basis for identifying options, evaluating
alternatives and making decisions on future
transportation investments.

The TPC utilized input from a variety of
sources in developing a set of goals,
objectives and performance measures.
These sources included the results of the five
expert panel forums held in the region during
February and March 2001, and the sixteen
(16) focus group sessions held throughout the
region in May and June of 2001. In addition,
information was obtained from a historical
document search, which focused on goals
and objectives contained in member agency
general plans or other planning documents.
This information was augmented by the
results of other RTP study tasks, input from
MAG modal committees, and extensive
discussions by the TPC.

PLAN ASSESSMENT CONCEPTS

Sound planning principles call for the use of
specific criteria to evaluate plan alternatives,

assess plan performance and prioritize the
phasing of projects. These criteria include a
hierarchy of goals, objectives and
performance measures.

A goal is a general statement of purpose that
represents a long-term desired end to a
specific state of affairs. It is generally
measurable by qualitative means. By
identifying broad goals that are both visionary
and practical, and which respond to the
values of the region, the focus of the planning
process can be more readily communicated
to the public. The goals, in turn, can be
defined in greater detail by specifying multiple
objectives for each goal.

An objective is very similar to a goal, as it
represents a desired end to a specific state of
affairs. However, an objective is an
intermediate result that must be realized to
reach a goal. The definition of an objective is
usually more focused than that of a goal and
is typically more subject to being measured.
Objectives can be further assessed through
performance measures that are identified for
each objective.

Performance measures are criteria used to
provide more quantitative information that can
be used to assess how well objectives are
being met. They can be applied at the
system level and project level. In addition,
they can be used to evaluate plan options, as
well as monitor plan performance.

Inthe discussion below, goals, objectives and
performance measures have been grouped
into two categories of factors that can be
used to gauge the progress and success of
the plan. These categories are: 1) System
Performance Measures, and 2) Plan
Evaluation Criteria.
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System Performance Measures

System performance measures are goals,
objectives and performance measures that
provide information about how the regional
transportation system is performing overall.
Some of these performance measures are
also used to evaluate individual components
of the overall transportation system or to
evaluate proposed projects. For example, the
average delay time during the peak commute
period can be used to measure how the
overall system is expected to perform in the
future compared to today. This measure can
also be used as one indicator to compare
how two different future transportation
systems perform. In addition, the average
delay in a given travel corridor can be used to
examine the impact of a proposed
transportation investment within that corridor.

The performance measures are tied to the
objectives contained for the first three goals:

» System Preservation and Safety
» Access and Mobility
e Sustaining the Environment

These measures were used in the analysis of
proposed projects to be included in the RTP
and to assess how different transportation
system options perform with respect to the
adopted objectives under these three goals.
They will also serve as the basis to monitor
how the transportation system performs as
the RTP is implemented.

Plan Evaluation Criteria

This category of goals, objectives and
performance measures provides information
on objectives that relate to the planning
process, and the importance of accountability
during the development and implementation
of the plan. These objectives are associated
with the fourth goal:

» Accountability and Planning

PERFORMANCE MEASURES BY GOAL
AND OBJECTIVE

The TPC identified a total of four goals, 15
objectives and 19 performance measures and
5 evaluation criterion. These factors are listed
below and grouped into the major categories
of System Performance Measures and Plan
Evaluation Criteria.

SYSTEM PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Goal 1: System Preservation and Safety

Transportation infrastructure that is properly
maintained and safe, preserving past
investments for the future.

Objective 1A: Provide for the continuing
preservation and maintenance needs of
transportation facilities and services in the
region, eliminating maintenance backlogs.

Performance Measures:

» Percent of maintenance and preservation
needs funded.

Objective 1B: Provide a safe and secure
environment for the traveling public,
addressing roadway hazards, pedestrian and
bicycle safety, and transit security.

Performance Measures:

e Accident rate per million miles of
passenger travel.

Goal 2: Access and Mobility

Transportation systems and services that
provide accessibility, mobility and modal
choices for residents, businesses and the
economic development of the region.

Objective 2A: Maintain an acceptable and
reliable level of service on transportation and
mobility systems serving the region, taking
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into account performance by mode and
facility type.

Performance Measures:

* Travel time between selected origins and
destinations.

* Peak period delay by facility type and
geographic location.

* Peak hour speed by facility type and
geographic location.

* Number of major intersections at level of
service “E” or worse.

» Miles of freeways with level of service “E”
or worse during peak period.

Objective 2B: Provide residents of the region
with access to jobs, shopping, educational,
cultural, and recreational opportunities and
provide employers with reasonable access to
the workforce in the region.

Performance Measures:

» Percentage of persons within 30 minutes
travel time of employment by mode.

Objective 2C: Maintain a reasonable and
reliable travel time for moving freight into,
through and within the region, as well as
provide high-quality access between intercity
freight transportation corridors and freight
terminal locations, including intermodal
facilities for air, rail and truck cargo.

Performance Measures:

* Average daily truck delay.

Objective 2D: Provide the people of the
region with transportation modal options
necessary to carry out their essential daily
activities and support equitable access to the
region’s opportunities.

Performance Measures:

* Jobs and housing within one-quarter mile
distance of transit service.

» Percentage of major arterial streets that
have bike lanes.

» Percentage of regional connectors funded
as part of the total Off-Street System Plan
and the Regional Bicycle Plan.

Objective 2E: Address the needs of the
elderly and other population groups that may
have special transportation needs, such as
non-drivers or those with disabilities.

Performance Measures:

» Percentage of workforce that can reach
their workplace by transit within one hour
with no more than one transfer.

Note: There was also a separate Title VI and
Environmental Justice analysis, which is
detailed in Chapter Seven of this Plan.

Goal 3: Sustaining the Environment

Transportation improvements that help
sustain our environment and quality of life.

Objective 3A: Identify and encourage
implementation of mitigation measures that
will reduce noise, visual and traffic impacts of
transportation projects on existing
neighborhoods.

Performance Measures:

» Per Capita Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT)
by facility type and mode.
» Total transit ridership.

Objective 3B: Encourage programs and land
use planning that advance efficient
trip-making patterns in the region.

Performance Measures:

* Households within one-quarter mile of
transit.

» Transit share of travel (by
sub-mode).

transit
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Objective 3C: Make transportation decisions
that are compatible with air quality conformity
and water quality standards, the sustainable
preservation of key regional ecosystems and
desired lifestyles.

Performance Measures:

* Households within five miles of
park-and-ride lots or major transit centers.

* Amount of pollutant emissions by type-
National Air Quality Standards (NAQS).

PLAN EVALUATION CRITERIA

Goal 4: Accountability and Planning

Transportation decisions that result in
effective and efficient use of public resources
and strong public support.

Objective 4A: Make transportation
investment decisions that use public
resources effectively and efficiently, using
performance-based planning.

Evaluation Criteria:

* Adopt performance measures that will
result in a regional transportation system
that is effective and efficient and meets
the transportation goals and objectives of
the region.

Objective 4B: Establish revenue sources and
mechanisms that provide consistent funding
for regional transportation and mobility needs.

Evaluation Criterion:

» Percentof state and federal transportation
taxes collected in Maricopa County that
are returned to the region.

Objective 4C: Develop a regionally balanced

plan that provides geographic equity in the

distribution of investments.

Evaluation Criterion:

» Geographic distribution of transportation
investments.

Objective 4D: Recognize previously
authorized corridors that are currently in the
adopted MAG Long-Range Transportation
Plan; i.e., Loop 303 and the South Mountain
Corridor.

Evaluation Criterion:
e [nclusion of committed corridors.

Objective 4E: Achieve broad public support
for needed investments in transportation
infrastructure and resources for continuing
operations of transportation and mobility
services.

Evaluation Criterion:

* Voter approval for a regional
transportation revenue source.

PLAN PHASING PRIORITY FACTORS

The phases in which the elements of a plan
are implemented is another important
consideration in the development of the total
plan. The preparation of phasing schedules
considers a number of factors, which are
discussed below.

+ Traffic Demand and Congestion: When
considering traffic volumes throughout the
region, traffic demand served and levels
of congestion are key considerations in
phasing plan elements. Segments with
higher traffic volumes and greater
congestion that are identified early in the
period, are considered for earlier
implementation.

» System Continuity: The phasing of facility
development needs to expand the
highway network in alogical sequence, so
that maximum possible system continuity,
connectivity and efficiency are
maintained.

Regional Transportation Plan



Revenue Availability: The cash flow
patterns from revenue sources limit the
amount of work that can be accomplished
within a given period of time. In addition,
since revenue streams are lower in the
early years and greater in the later years,
generally more construction can be
phased in the later parts of the planning
period.

Bonding Capacity and Strategies:
Through bonding, funding for
transportation projects can be shifted to
earlier phases in the planning period.
However, this has to be weighed against
the reduction in total revenues available
for constructing projects resulting from
interest costs. A conservative bonding
scenario was assumed in developing the
phasing plan.

Cost: Large projects with high total costs
may need to be spread over a period of
years to accommodate cash flows.
Process: The

Project Development

implementation of freeway and highway
projects requires a complex development
process. The early stages of this process
involve extensive corridor assessments,
environmental studies, and engineering
concept analyses. This is followed by
right-of-way acquisition and final design
work, before actual construction may
begin. All these steps must be
sequenced over a multi-year period.

Project Readiness: Certain projects have
already been under study for a number of
years and are further along in the highway
development process. These projects
would continue to proceed through the
process from their current stage.

Concurrent Progress on Multiple Projects:
Major needs for freeway and highway
improvements exist throughout the MAG
area. The phasing of projects should
proceed so that improvements to the
roadway network can be accomplished
throughout the planning period in all areas
of the region.

Regional Transportation Plan
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CHAPTER FIVE

FINANCIAL PLAN

To bring a transportation plan to reality, a
thorough plan for funding a number of needed
transportation improvements is a necessity.
The purpose of this chapter is to address this
issue by identifying funding sources and their
ability to generate future revenues; by
allocating future revenues among
transportation project categories; and by
reviewing approaches to managing financial
resources, such as bonding strategies.
Although this chapter precedes the
description of the Plan modal components, it
should be noted that transportation needs
were identified first. The modal funding
allocations described below were established
after the modal planning process was
completed, and reflect the project needs
determined through the technical planning
process.

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
REVENUES

The funding sources that are addressed in
the RTP include: 1) Arizona Department of
Transportation (ADOT) 15 percent funds, 2)
ADOT discretionary funds, 3) Federal Transit
Administration 5307 funds, 4) Federal Transit
Administration 5309 funds, 5) Federal
Surface Transportation funds (STP), 6)
Federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
funds (CMAQ), and 7) Extension of the
county-wide one-half cent sales tax for
transportation. The RTP was developed to
reflect specific levels of future funding from
these sources for the 21-year period covering
2006-2026. A total of $15.8 billion (in 2002
dollars) has been projected to be available
from these regional revenue sources for the
21-year period (see Table 5-1). All forecasts
of revenues are in 2002 dollars to be
consistent with project cost estimates, which
also are in terms of 2002 dollars.

TABLE 5-1
REGIONAL REVENUE SOURCES: FY 2006 - FY 2026
(Expressed in Millions of ‘02 Dollars)
Funding Source Potential Uses 21-Year (%)
Revenues
ADOT Funds (Federal and State) State Highway Improvements $4,122 26.1
5307 Funds (Federal Suballocated) |Bus - Capital $952 6.0
5309 Funds (Federal Discretionary) |Light Rail - Capital, Bus - Capital $945 6.0
STP (Federal Suballocated) Streets, Highways, Freeways,
) : $500 3.2
Transit - Capital
CMAQ (Federal Allocated) Air Quality and Congestion Relief $800 51
Projects, Transit - Capital :
One-Half Cent Sales Tax Extension |Freeways, Highways, Major Streets,
. $8,500 53.7
(Net of Interest Expense) Transit
TOTAL $15,819 100.0%

Source: Maricopa Association of Governments
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The regional transportation revenues
identified above are the focus of the RTP
process, since they represent those
resources that can be planned and
programmed at the regional level. However,
there are other revenue sources that play an
important role in meeting transportation
needs. Examples of these include local
revenue contributions, city and county shares
of the Arizona Highway User Revenue Fund
(HURF), local sales taxes and general funds,
and developer financed street construction.

Table 5-1 summarizes estimated future
revenues from regional transportation
sources (in 2002 dollars) and the types of
projects to which they may be applied. It is
estimated that revenues from an extension of
the one-half cent sales tax for transportation,
net of $500 million set aside for interest
expense, would generate approximately
$8,500 million or about 54 percent of the
regional revenues expected to be available
over the period. Other major sources include
ADOT funds (federal and state), $4,122
million or 26 percent, and Federal Transit
Funds, $1,897 million or 12 percent. The
remaining 8 percent is provided to the region
through federal highway and congestion
mitigation/air quality funds. Individual funding
sources and assumptions regarding projected
available revenues are described in greater
detail below.

ADOT Funds

ADOT relies on funding from two primary
sources: the Highway User Revenue Fund
(HURF) and federal transportation funds. The
HURF is comprised of funds from the
gasoline and use fuel taxes, a portion of the
vehicle license tax, registration fees and other
miscellaneous sources.

ADOT Funding Overview

For FY 2003, HURF collections totalled $1.1
billion. Of this, 40 percent comes from the
gasoline tax and another 15 percent comes
from the sale of diesel fuel. The portion of the
Vehicle License Tax (VLT) that flows into the

HURF accounts for about 25 percent of the
total HURF funds. According to the Arizona
constitution, HURF funds can only be used on
highways and streets, therefore, HURF funds
cannot be used for transit purposes.

ADOT, Arizona counties and cities and towns,
and the Department of Public Safety (DPS)
receive an allocation from HURF. For FY
2003, $54.5 million of HURF was taken to
fund traffic enforcement for the DPS and $1.0
million was allocated to the Economic
Strength Fund (ESF) that funds economic
development projects. Of the remaining,
ADOT receives 50.5 percent, 19 percent is
allocated to counties, and 27.5 percent is
allocated to Arizona cities and towns. The
remaining 3 percent is allocated to cities with
populations over 300,000.

For the purposes of the RTP, total HURF
funds were projected based on projected
population and assuming that there would no
change in tax rates. Total HURF funds were
then distributed to ADOT and the other
entities based on the current statutory formula
and policy.

From the ADOT HURF allocation, state
statute provides that 12.6 percent of the
HURF funds flowing to ADOT are earmarked
for the MAG Region, and the region
comprising the Pima Association of
Governments (PAG), which includes
metropolitan Tucson, Arizona. In addition,
the State Transportation Board has
established a policy that another 2.6 percent
of ADOT HURF funds would be allocated to
the two regions. These funds are divided into
75 percent of the MAG Region and 25
percent for the PAG Region. These funds are
referred to as 15 percent funds.

From the remaining HURF funds, ADOT must
pay for operations and maintenance and debt
service on outstanding bonds. This includes
funds for the Motor Vehicle Division,
administration, highway maintenance and
additional funding for DPS. The total for these
functions plus debt service on HURF bonds
totaled about $354 million for FY 2003. The
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TABLE 5-2

ADOT FUNDS
(Expressed in Millions of ‘02 Dollars)

ADOT 15% Funds $859
ADOT Discretionary Funds $4,512
Total ADOT $5,371

Less: Subprogram Allocation* $660

Less: 2007 MAG Life Cycle Freeway Allocation $230
Balance Available $4,481

Less: Allowance for ADOT Contingencies $359
Net Available $4,122

Source: Maricopa Association of Governments

* Includes: pavement preservation; bridge and safety preservation; bridge and safety preservation, traffic engineering, development
support (design, utilities, Right-of-Way, environmental, planning, engineering support); operating support (training, work zone safety,
outdoor advertising control, public information, risk management), minor and major spot improvements, enhancement program, major

corridor improvement support, freeway safety patrol.

remaining HURF funds are then combined
with federal highway funds to provide the
basis for the ADOT Highway Construction
Program.

ADOT Funding in MAG Area

Table 5-2 tabulates ADOT funds in the MAG
Region. A portion of the 15 percent funds for
the MAG Region is already allocated to the
completion of the regional freeway program
and to the repayment of bonds. The
remainder, which is approximately $859
million for the planning period, is available for
additional regional freeway projects on the
State Highway System in the MAG Region.

ADOT discretionary funds include the HURF
funds allocated to ADOT to support the State
Highway System, ADOT Federal Aid Highway
Funds, and other miscellaneous sources. A
significant portion of the ADOT HURF funds,
specified by the legislature as part of the state
budgeting process, is used to pay for
maintenance, operations and other road
related expenses. Of the funds remaining for
construction, 37 percent have generally been

targeted to the MAG Region. Over the
planning horizon, this source is expected to
generate $4,512 million for construction on
state highways, including freeways and other
state highways, in the MAG Region.

MAG worked cooperatively with ADOT to
develop the revenue and funding estimates
for the region. This process was outlined as
part of the Casa Grande Resolves, which was
adopted in 1999. The Casa Grande Resolves
established a cooperative planning process
between ADOT and Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs) and Councils of
Governments (COGSs) throughout the State of
Arizona.

Three adjustments to the ADOT revenue
stream have been made. First, an allocation
for the ADOT “subprograms” has been made
that totals $660 million over the planning
period. This covers ADOT programs such as
pavement preservation, freeway service
patrol, and minor improvement projects. The
second adjustment is to deduct the amount
from the ADOT discretionary program that
has been allocated for the 2007 completion of
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the Regional Freeway Program — about $230
million.

To provide ADOT funds for unanticipated
projects, $359 million of ADOT funds have
been reserved. This leaves a net available
for the RTP of $4,122 million, expressed in
2002 dollars.

Federal Transit 5307 Funds

These Federal Transit formula grants are
available to large urban areas to fund bus
purchases and other transit development.
Purchases made under this program must
include a 20 percent local match. Over the
planning horizon, this funding source is
expected to generate $952 million for transit
development.

Federal Transit 5309 Funds

These funds are available through
discretionary grants from the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) and applications are on
a competitive basis. They include grants for
bus transit development and “new starts” of
light-rail (LRT) and other high capacity
systems. Bus transit development requires a
20 percent local match while new starts are
expected to require a 50 percent local match.
These funds are granted at the discretion of
the FTA. Over the planning horizon, it is
estimated that $945 million in 5309 funds for
bus and rail transit projects will be made
available to the MAG Region from the FTA.
This estimate includes $50 million per year of
5309 funds for light rail for the period from
2011 to 2025, $120 million of 5309 funds for
bus maintenance facilities and $75 million for
light rail upgrades. The total does not include
the 5309 funds for the 20-mile light rail
segment. The cost for this segment is also
excluded from the Plan summaries in this
chapter.

Federal Surface Transportation Program

(STP) Funds

These are the most flexible federal
transportation funds and may be used for

highways or transit. Some of these funds are
dedicated to repayment of bonds issued to
achieve accelerated completion of the
regional freeway system program. Net of
these obligations, $500 million will be
available from STP funds for highway and
transit projects during the planning period.

Federal Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality Funds

These federal funds are available for projects
that improve air quality in areas that do not
meet clean air standards (“non-attainment”
areas). Projects may include a wide variety of
highway, transit and alternate mode projects
that contribute to improved air quality. While
they are allocated to the state, Arizona’s
funds have been dedicated entirely to the
MAG Region. They are projected to generate
$800 million over the life of the plan.

Extension of One-Half Cent Sales Tax for
Transportation

The current one-half cent sales tax goes
almost entirely to the regional freeway
system. A renewed sales tax may be
available for a variety of uses including
arterials, rail transit and bus expansion, as
well as freeways. If renewed, this source is
projected to generate an additional $9,000
million for transportation between 2006 and
2025. To account for interest expense
associated with revenue bonding, the
projected sales tax figure has been reduced
by $500 million to $8,500 million. Table 5-3
presents the annual projections for the sales
tax, the bonding assumptions that have been
made, and the net annual sales tax proceeds
available after paying debt service costs.

The sales tax projection is based on the
projected population growth for the region
through 2025. The sales tax collections for
the first few years of the forecast period were
adjusted downward to be consistent with the
current level of receipts, which have suffered
through three years of slow growth due to
economic conditions. Over the 20-year
period, the sales tax is expected to grow at an

Regional Transportation Plan



TABLE 5-3

SALES TAX EXTENSION PROJECTIONS
2006-2025
(Expressed in Thousands of ‘02 Dollars)
Year Sales Tax Bond Proceeds Net Sales Tax After
Debt Service
2006 285,788 300,000 262,725
2007 299,661 200,000 261,388
2008 317,117 200,000 263,512
2009 335,590 250,000 262,191
2010 355,139 100,000 274,977
2011 372,378 500,000 247,994
2012 390,455 325,000 237,902
2013 409,409 300,000 230,317
2014 429,283 400,000 211,541
2015 445,955 - 234,554
2016 463,273 208,844 231,637
2017 481,264 - 256,374
2018 499,954 - 281,615
2019 514,516 - 302,536
2020 529,502 258,767 273,527
2021 544,924 - 296,405
2022 560,796 - 319,515
2023 571,685 - 337,431
2024 582,786 - 355,355
2025 594,102 - 373,295
TOTAL 8,983,578 3,042,611 5,514,791

Source: Maricopa Association of Governments

average annual rate of 3.7 percent compared
to the historical average of 4.6 percent
(calculated in 2002 dollars) for the current
sales tax. As part of the life cycle program,
the sales tax projections are updated twice
each year.

The bonding scenario for the sales tax is also
shown in Table 5-3. Overall, about $3.0

billion (2002 dollars) of debt would be issued
under the plan. Bonds are assumed to be
issued at an interest rate of 4.5 percent
annually with terms that extend up to 2025,
the term of the sales tax extension.
Maximum annual debt service could not
exceed 50 percent of the sales tax revenue.
The last column of Table 4 shows the amount
of sales tax money available each year after

Regional Transportation Plan

5-5



deducting the debt service payments for the
bonds. The total of bond proceeds ($3.0
billion) and net sales tax after debt service
(%$5.5 billion) is $8.5 billion, which is reflected

in the estimate of available regional revenues
(see Table 5-1.)

FINANCIAL OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY

Table 5-4 provides a summary of funding by
mode, and is followed by Table 5-5, which
displays the percentage of each funding
source being used by each transportation
mode. As shown in Table 5-4, the estimated
cost of projects in the RTP total $15.8 billion.
This compares to the total estimated regional
revenue of $15.8 billion, which is identified in
Table 5-1. Therefore, the RTP is fiscally
balanced.

FUNDING ASSUMPTIONS

For purposes of developing the financial cash
flow for the phasing of the RTP, the following
funding assumptions were applied to the
regional funding sources:

One-half cent sales tax extension:

Sales tax funds collected annually will be
distributed annually to the designated funding
categories as follows. These percentages
reflect the modal needs identified in the RTP.

* Freeway/Highway (56.2%)
* Arterial Street (10.2%)

* Transit (33.3%)

* Planning Programs (0.4%)

Additional assumptions regarding the funding
from the one-half cent sales tax extension
include the following principles:

* “Firewalls” are established so funding
cannot be transferred from one category
to another. For example, funds can't be

taken from one category to cover cost
overruns in another category.

* Bond proceeds will only be used for
capital costs and not for maintenance or
operations expenses.

* Consistent with the “firewall” principle,
bonding for each funding category will be
done independently.

Bonding assumptions:

The phasing concepts for the RTP assume
revenue bonding, supported by the one-half
cent sales tax for capital projects. Bond
revenues are distributed to freeway
construction, street construction, and transit
capital. It is important to note that these
bonding levels were assumed for planning
purposes. Actual future bonding levels will
depend on a variety of factors, including the
financial markets and program cash flow
requirements.

Matching Requirements

In developing funding allocations among the
various Plan components and project types,
the following local matching requirements
were generally assumed:

» 30 percent major street projects, including
ITS elements.

» 30 percent bicycle and pedestrian
projects.

 For air quality and transit projects
involving federal funds, minimum federal
match requirements were assumed.
Depending on the specific project funding
mix, this match may be provided from
regional revenue sources.
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TABLE 5-4

SUMMARY OF FUNDING BY MODE
(Expressed in Millions of ‘02 Dollars)

Mode Program Y% ADOT FTA FTA CMAQ | MAG- Total
Area Cent Funds | (5307) | (5309) STP | Regional
Funding
Freeways Capital 4,420 4,121 0 0 149 0 8,689
Operations 354 0 0 0 0 0 354
Total 4,774 4,121 0 0 149 0 9,043
Streets Capital 863 0 0 0 105 497 1,464
Buses Capital 355 0 857 120 0 0 1,332
Operations | 1,009 0 0 0 0 0 1,009
Total 1,364 0 857 120 0 0 2,340
LRT Capital 1,224 0 0 825 279 0 2,328
Other Transit Capital 32 0 89 0 0 0 122
Operations 211 0 0 0 0 0 211
Total 243 0 89 0 0 0 333
Planning Programs 31 0 0 0 0 0 31
Bicycle/ Capital 0 0 0 0 132 0 132
Pedestrian
Air Quality Programs 0 0 0 0 113 0 113
Total Funding Capital 6,894 4,121 946 945 665 497 14,067
Operations | 1,604 0 0 0 113 0 1,718
Total 8,498 4,121 946 945 778 497 15,785
Total Expenditure Type and Funding Source
Capital 6,894 4,121 945 945 665 497 14,067
O & M/ Operations 1,604 0 0 0 113 0 1,718
Total 8,498 4,121 945 945 778 497 15,785

Source: Maricopa Association of Governments
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TABLE 5-5

FUNDING PERCENT BY MODE
(Expressed by Percentage)

Mode Program Y% ADOT FTA FTA CMAQ | MAG- Total
Area Cent | Funds | (5307) | (5309) STP Regional
Funding
Freeways Capital 52.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 19.1 0.0 55.0
Operations 4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2
Total 56.2 100.0 0.0 0.0 19.1 0.0 57.3
Streets Capital 10.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 134 100.0 9.3
Buses Capital 4.2 0.0 90.6 12.7 0.0 0.0 8.4
Operations 11.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.4
Total 16.0 0.0 90.6 12.7 0.0 0.0 14.8
LRT Capital 14.4 0.0 0.0 87.3 35.9 0.0 14.7
Other Transit Capital 0.4 0.0 9.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8
Operations 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3
Total 2.9 0.0 9.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1
Planning Programs 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Bicycle/ Capital 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.0 0.0 0.8
Pedestrian
Air Quality Programs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.6 0.0 0.7
Total Funding Capital 81.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 85.4 100.0 89.1
Operations 18.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.6 0.0 10.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
Percent Funding by Major Mode
Freeways 56.2 100.0 0.0 0.0 19.1 0.0 57.3
Streets 10.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.4 100.0 9.3
Transit 33.3 0.0 100.0 100.0 35.9 0.0 317
Other 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 31.6 0.0 1.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
Source: Maricopa Association of Governments
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CHAPTER SIX

PLAN DEVELOPMENT AND PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT

The RTP was developed through a
performance-based process that followed a
specific methodology and evaluated the Plan
relative to a range of performance measures.
This chapter discusses this methodology and
presents the results of the performance
measure assessment.

PLAN DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The process that was used in the preparation

of the RTP is depicted in Figure 6-1. This
approach is distinguished by the use of
performance-based planning and the
application of performance measures in the
evaluation of the modeling scenarios. The
methodology includes six major components:
1) Goals and Objectives, 2) Needs
Assessment, 3) Evaluation Methodologies,4)
Scenario Evaluation, 5) Scenario Refinement,
and 6) Phasing and Funding.

Figure 6-1

Plan Development Process

Goals and Evaluation Scenario Scenario Phasing and
Objectives Methodologies Evaluation Refinement Funding
Adopt Goals Formulate
and Objectives Performance —
———  Measures
Evaluate Formulate Identify
Modeling Hybrid Implementation
) —P>  Scenarios P Scenario - Priority and
Title VI and Phasing
Environmental
Justice |
Formulate
Process for Model Initial Model
Needs Rating - Modeling Hybrid
Assessment Scenarios Scenarios Scenarios
Prepare
Baseline
Assessment
of Needs and Formulate
Deficiencies |———p» Modeling
Scenarios
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Goals and Objectives

RTP goals and objectives have been
developed. These goals and objectives
provided the structure for developing options
and evaluating scenarios. Performance
measures have also been identified and
linked with specific goals and objectives, so
that the evaluation process reflects key
regional issues and concerns. The complete
set of goals, objectives and performance
measures was discussed in Chapter Four.

Needs Assessment

A series of background studies have been
conducted for the RTP, including area
transportation studies, corridor assessments,
and modal-specific analyses, as well as other
regional planning studies. Transportation
needs and deficiencies identified in these
studies have been assessed as part of the
RTP process. In addition, projects identified
by MAG member agencies have been
tabulated and considered in the assessment
of transportation needs in the region. Several
of these key studies are described below.

High Capacity Transit Study

The High Capacity Transit Study found that
due to projected growth for the region, there
is sufficient travel need to justify additional
light rail/bus rapid transit corridors. The study
found that a strong grid network of light rail
transit/bus rapid transit could provide a high
capacity transit network to help meet day-to-
day transit travel needs. Potential future
commuter rail usage warrants the continued
investigation of this mode.

East/West Mobility Study

The East/West Mobility Study focused on
options for improving east-west traffic flow
between State Route 51 and the Loop 303.
Options for the area include street widenings,
intersection and interchange improvements,
bus service additions, signal coordination,

and development of a parkway concept on

Northern Avenue.

MAG/CAAG Southeast Maricopa/Northern
Pinal County Area Transportation Study

The Southeast Maricopa/Northern Pinal
County Area Transportation Study examined
common transportation concerns of
Southeast Maricopa County and Northern
Pinal County. Potential transportation options
identified for that area include arterial network
widenings and extensions; highway/freeway
widenings; high occupancy vehicle (HOV)
lane improvements; and potential new
highway corridors — such as a connection
from Loop 202 to the Wiliams Gateway
Airport.

Northwest Area Transportation Study and
Southwest Area Transportation Study

The Northwest Area and Southwest Area
Transportation Studies also examined
transportation trends. With rapid growth
projected for the West Valley, major new or
improved transportation facilities were
identified. These include the Loop 303, the
I-10 reliever, and the South Mountain
freeway. Widening of existing freeways to
structural limits or limits of right-of-way, and
expansion of the arterial network, were also
addressed.

MAG Grand Avenue Northwest Study

This study updated the ultimate concept for
Grand Avenue between Loops 101 and 303
to be an "enhanced arterial/limited
expressway." As such, it will continue to serve
both local and regional traffic. Major
improvements that were recommended from
the study include the widening of Grand
Avenue to six lanes, grade separations, and
ITS improvements.

RPTA Regional Transit System Study

The RPTA Regional Transit System Study
examined local fixed route service,
circulators, shuttles, express service, bus
rapid transit, and limited, or "skip" stop
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service. Also studied were dial-a-ride,
rural/urban connections, and vanpool
services. The recommendations include
expanded fixed route services and significant
increases in dial-a-ride and transit services
for seniors.

Freeway Bottleneck Study

The purpose of the Freeway Bottleneck Study
was to identify and analyze bottlenecks on
urban freeways; to evaluate the degree of
congestion; and to assess projects to improve
identified bottlenecks. Some of the projects
involve minimal cost, such as the restriping of
lanes. Others are quite expensive and will
need further detailed study. Improvements
were identified for both the Interstate System
and the freeway loops in the region.

MAG/ADOT Value Lane Study

Value Lanes, also known as High Occupancy
Toll (HOT) lanes, can best be described as
new or existing High Occupancy Vehicle
(HOV) lanes that are open to solo drivers for
a fee. The purpose of the Value Lane Study
was to provide information for use in updating
the MAG HOV Plan, and to assess the
feasibility of converting HOV lanes over to
HOT lanes. The findings indicated that HOT
Lanes, or Value Lanes may be feasible.
However, obtaining public support for the
concept may be somewhat difficult.

Evaluation Methodologies

The methodology for assessing system
performance and evaluating scenarios utilized
the set of performance measures listed in
Chapter Four. The performance measures
were used to provide information regarding
the advantages and disadvantages of various
approaches for meeting future travel demand
needs, and to assess the relative strengths
and weaknesses of the modeling scenarios.
This was done within the overall context of
regional transportation goals and objectives.
As part of the overall evaluation framework,
procedures for the assessment of Title VI and

Environmental Justice considerations were
also included. The results of this assessment
are covered in Chapter Seven.

Scenario Evaluation

The RTP process included the development
of transportation system modeling scenarios,
which were evaluated by using performance
measures. Three scenarios were identified
for evaluation. The scenarios were structured
in a manner as to reflect consistent levels of
future funding and project eligibility. The
primary goal of the scenarios was to provide
a basis for analyzing the performance of
potential plan components, rather than
providing a detailed allocation of funding
resources.

Scenario Refinement

The overall analysis of the scenarios provided
insights into the tradeoffs associated with
differenttransportation investment strategies,
and with performance of system components.
With the results of the evaluations, a hybrid
scenario was defined. This scenario was
modeled, evaluated and refined further.
Based on this analysis, a final hybrid scenario
was developed and evaluated to provide the
basis for a plan for adoption.

Phasing and Funding

A final hybrid modeling scenario was
established and defined in terms of elements
for implementation and phasing, including
potential funding mixes. The phasing of
these elements considered a range of both
gquantitative and qualitative factors.

PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT

The RTP was evaluated using the same set
of transportation performance measures that
were used to evaluate the alternative
modeling scenarios. These performance
measures were used to provide information
regarding the tradeoffs of applying different
solutions to addressing future travel demand.
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Values for the transportation performance
measures were estimated using the MAG
regional transportation demand modeling
system.

The MAG model was applied to a base
network and to the Plan utilizing population,
employment, and land use projections for the
planning period. The base network
represents a system that does not include
any major investments in roadway or transit
facilities. A discussion of the results is
presented, by transportation goal, in the
remainder of this chapter.

Goal 1: System Preservation and Safety

Maintenance

ADOT reports that the average annual cost to
maintain urban freeways is $125,000 per
centerline mile. This covers items such as
sweeping, litter pickup, landscape
maintenance, lighting, striping and the
freeway management system. The Draft Plan
includes funding of $60,000 per mile to cover
litter removal and landscaping.

Travel Safety

Safety in the travel environment is a concern
of every motorist in terms of preventing
property damage and injury. Avoiding traffic
incidents is also a major factor in maintaining
a smooth flow of traffic on freeways and
arterials, as well as ensuring reliable
point-to-point travel times in the transportation
network.

Vehicular-crash levels in the transportation
network depend on a range of factors. One
of the most important factors is the mix of
travel performed on the various types of
highway facilities, such as freeways, arterials,
and local streets. Each facility type has a
different historical crash rate. Simulations
were conducted for the Plan and the amount
of travel by highway facility type was
estimated, as well as volumes of traffic

entering arterial intersections. Using the
travel data and the historical accident rates,
the total number of crashes per year was
estimated. The Plan results in a three
percent reduction in crashes from the base
network. Based on these estimates, the
annual crash rate per 100 million vehicle
miles traveled dropped from 4.22 with the
base network to 3.93 with the Plan.

Goal 2: Access & Mobility

Time Devoted to Traveling

With the nearly doubling of population and
resulting congestion expected during the
planning period, time spent traveling per
capita on the roadway system will increase by
155 percent, assuming the base network is in
place. With the Plan, the person-hours of
travel per capita during the PM peak period,
while still 80 percent higher than existing
conditions, will be 29 percent lower than the
base network.

Travel Delays and Congestion

Poor levels of service and congestion in the
transportation system result in costly delays
and unreliable travel times. These conditions
affect the ability of businesses in the region to
operate efficiently, and can cost the individual
who is traveling precious minutes on the way
to work, or in the process of accomplishing
personal errands.

The total PM peak period delay (in hours) for
the base network is 1,754,851 hours, which is
about double the 907,230 hours estimated for
the Plan. The Plan thus results in
approximately 50 percent less peak period
hours of delay than the base network. The
largest significance in delay reduction occurs
on the freeways and arterials. In terms of
delay per lane mile, the Plan has over 50
percent lower levels of delay for the freeways
and arterials when compared to the base
network (Table 6-1). Delay per lane mile for
the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)
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TABLE 6-1

PM PEAK PERIOD DELAY PER LANE MILE
(Expressed in Hours)
Facility Type Base Network Draft Plan
Freeways 252.3 116.2
Arterials 68.4 29.7
HOV Lanes 240.0 68.2

Source: Maricopa Association of Governments

lanes is 70 percent lower in the Plan than in
the base network. The additional freeway
mileage and improved transit system provide
relief for the arterial system, while both the
general-purpose and HOV lane additions to
existing freeways provide congestion reliefon
those facilities.

An evaluation of average speeds on the
roadway network indicates results similar to
the delay analysis. The Plan has an average
weighted freeway speed of 8 miles per hour
(mph) greater than the speed for the base
network, 22 mph vs. 14 mph, and an average
weighted arterial speed of 4 mph greater than
the base network, 16 mph vs. 12 mph. The
largest increase in the average weighted
speed for the Plan, 14 mph over the base
network, occurred on the HOV lanes, 28 mph
vs. 14 mph.

Looking at congestion in terms of level of
service, the total number of lane miles of
freeways at Level of Service (LOS) F in the
PM peak period is greater in the Plan than in
the base network, 1,229 lane miles vs. 998
lane miles. However, because of the
increase in lane miles of freeways, the ratio of
lane miles at level of service F divided by the
total number of lane miles is 10 percent less
than in the base network, 58 percent vs. 48
percent. This is because the Plan provides
significantly more freeway improvements than
the base network. Figures 6-2 and 6-3
provide another perspective on level of
service. These figures depict the hours of
level of service E and F on freeways for the

base network and the Plan, respectively. As
may be observed, the hours of level of service
E and F decrease on a number of freeway
segments in the Plan.

On arterial streets, when compared to the
base network, the portion of intersections
operating at level of service F or worse is 50
percent less in the Plan, with 17 percent vs.
34 percent in the base. Figures 6-4 and 6-5
also show how intersection level of service
improves. These figures indicate the hours of
LOS E and F during the per peak period. The
extent of intersections with greater than one
hour of E and F decreases significantly.

Goal 3: Sustaining The Environment

Transit Mobility

The availability of modal options for travel in
the region is a major concern to many sectors
of the population. This includes a variety of
transit dependent groups, as well as
individuals who want to take advantage of the
lower cost of commuting by transit. In
addition, transit service options make a
greater variety of land use concepts available
for development in the region. Expansion of
the bus and rail networks beyond what is
included in the base network increases the
number of jobs within one-quarter mile of
transit service by roughly 22 percent, and the
number of households within one-quarter of a
mile of transit by 18 percent. Transit ridership
is 36 percent higher in the Plan, compared to
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the base network. This also represents a 103
percent increase over current (Year 2000)
transit ridership levels. Of the ridership in the
Plan, 75 percent is on local bus service, and
24 percent is on express bus/BRT/LRT.

Amount of Travel Performed

The amount of travel performed in the region
is significant as a reflection of energy and
other resources consumed. It also potentially
reflects the level of impacts travel may be
having on neighborhoods and the
environment. Total daily travel is estimated at
184.8 million vehicle-miles for the base
network and 192.3 million vehicle-miles
(about four percent higher) for the Plan.

The existing per capita vehicle-miles of travel
of 30.2 miles per person is expected to
increase to 32.8 miles per person with the
Plan. The 2025 base network results in 31.5
miles per person of travel. However, the
small increase in per capita vehicle miles of
travel between the base and Plan is more
than offset by the capacity improvements
made to the system by the Plan.

Air Quality

The Plan will undergo an in-depth air quality
conformity analysis to ensure that it supports
the air quality implementation plan for the
region.

Goal 4: Accountability and Planning

This goal was not quantitatively evaluated.
However, it was an important consideration in
the project phasing, which is presented later
in this report.

Performance Evaluation Conclusions

The highlights of the performance of the Plan
compared to the base network and the
general conclusions of the evaluation are
provided below:

* The $15.8 billion in regional funds that

would be invested in multi-modal
transportation improvements, as specified
in the Plan, would reduce regional PM
peak period delay to half of what it would
be without the investment (1,754,851
hours compared to 907,230 hours).

On a per capita basis, PM peak period
delay would result in a decrease of 49
percent from the base network.

On arterial streets, when compared to the
base network, the portion of intersections
operating at level-of-service “F,” is 50
percentless inthe Plan (17 percentvs. 34
percent)

The Plan has a balanced combination of
freeway, major arterial, and transit
improvements that results in 29 percent
lower peak-period hours of travel per
capita.

The Plan has 4 percent higher VMT per
capita. Total travel is estimated at 184.8
vehicle-miles for the base network and
192.3 vehicle-miles for the Plan.
However, even with higher travel levels in
the Plan, the annual crash rate per 100
million vehicle miles traveled dropped
from 4.22 in the base network to 3.93,
due to more travel on safer facilities, such
as freeways.

New freeways in the Plan provide
congestion relief and link future growth
areas to the regional transportation
network. The Plan has 57 percent higher
average PM peak period freeway speed
(22 mph vs. 14 mph).

Congested lane miles of freeways
(level-of-service “E” or worse), as a
percentage of the total, improves from 58
percent in the base network to 48 percent
in the Plan.

In the Plan, total transit boardings
increase by 36 percent.
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 With the expanded transit network 22 percent more jobs within a quarter mile
coverage provided in the Plan, there are of transit, compared to the base network.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

TITLE VI AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

INTRODUCTION

The intent of environmental justice (EJ) is to
ensure that communities of concern, defined
as minority populations, low income
populations, aged populations, mobility
disabled populations, and female head of
household populations, are included in the
transportation planning process, and to
ensure that they may benefit equally from the
transportation system without shouldering a
disproportionate share of its burdens.
Environmental justice is a planning
consideration based on Title VI of the 1964
Civil Rights Act, and Executive Order 12898
of 1994, entitled Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-
Income Populations.

As the designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for regional
transportation planning in Maricopa County, it
is MAG'’s intent to recognize the significance
of transportation in the quality of life of all
residents of the metropolitan area. Also, as a
recipient of federal funding, MAG is

responsible for enforcing pertinent
environmental justice policies and
regulations. Therefore MAG has prepared this
environmental justice analysis of the RTP.

Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and
related statutes require that individuals not be
excluded from participating in, denied the
benefit of, or subject to discrimination under
any program or activity receiving federal
funding on the basis of race, color, national
origin, age, sex, or disability. Executive Order
12898 further directs that federal programs,
policies and activities not have a
disproportionately high and adverse human
health and environmental effect on low-
income populations.

Five communities are included in the Title
VI/EJ Analysis. Table 7-1 lists these five
communities and the proportion of the county
population represented by each one. To
identify the specific areas within the county,
census tracts with concentrations of each
community greater than the county average
are listed.

TABLE 7-1

COMMUNITIES OF CONCERN FOR MARICOPA COUNTY

Population Census Tracts
Category Percent Number of Tracts > % Affected % of Targeted
County Average Tracts Population Population
Captured in Tracts
Maricopa County 3,072,149 100.0% 663 100%
Minority 1,037,619 33.8% 238 36% 699,429 69.6%
Age 60+ 466,269 15.2% 197 30% 280,901 60.2%
Poverty 355,668 11.6% 234 35% 255,373 71.8%
Mobility 368,306 12.0% 296 45% 235,200 63.9%
Female Hhid 71,467 9.3% 322 49% 51,639 72.3%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau - 2000
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Environmental justice principles that relate to
the development of the RTP include:

» Ensuring the full and fair participation by
all potentially affected communities in the
transportation decision-making process,
including those of low-income or minority
populations.

« Prevent the denial of, reduction in, or
significant delay in the receipt of benefits
by low income and minority populations.

e Avoid, minimize or mitigate
disproportionately high and adverse
human health and environmental effects,
including social and economic effects, on
minority and low-income populations.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS FOR
TITLE VI/EJ COMMUNITIES

MAG’s Public Involvement Process was
adopted in 1994, and enhanced in 1998 with
greater input from Title VI and Environmental
Justice communities.

MAG’s adopted policy for public involvement
identifies opportunities for public input early
on in the process, during the planning
process, and prior to final hearings. The
process provides complete information on
transportation plans, timely public notice, full
public access to key decisions, and
opportunities for early and continuing
involvement in the process for all segments of
the region’s population, including Title VI and
environmental justice communities (MAG,
2001).

MAG addresses underserved populations in
a number of ways. Whether it is through the
Title VI Community Outreach Program, GIS
mapping, the Human Services Division of
MAG, or through programs administered by
the Regional Public Transportation Authority
(RPTA) using MAG funds, the needs of the

underserved are considered. MAG’s
Community Outreach Program uses
recognized individuals within target

communities to solicit input and to act as a

liaison between MAG and the

community.

target

Since the start of 2003, numerous public
outreach activities have been conducted as
part of the MAG RTP outreach efforts. These
included staffed information booths, public
workshops and meetings, attendance at
events, presentations, and open houses. The
outreach activities have been targeted to both
specific minority groups and the general
public as a whole. Chapter Two includes a
summary of the public involvement.

During these public outreach activities, public
comments on transportation issues were
solicited from participants. Feedback
provided at these meetings and events was
considered by the Transportation Policy
Committee (TPC) in the development of the
Final Draft Stage of the RTP. Comments
received during the Final Draft Stage, along
with staff responses to comments, are
included in the RTP Input Opportunity Report.

MAG’s outreach to minority populations also
involves the Spanish translation of RTP
materials and documents. The
Transportation Policy Committee’s document
entitled “Our Transportation Future,” which
details the process for the development of the
RTP, has been translated in its entirety.
Numerous additional materials have been
translated including the “Tell Us What You
Think” survey, designed to gather input on
transportation funding and what can be done
to improve transportation in the region.

Through RPTA’s Complementary Paratransit
Plan, the needs of the elderly and people with
disabilities are served. In addition, a MAG
committee reviews and prioritizes applications
for federal assistance under the Elderly
Persons with Disabilities Transportation Fund,
which provides capital investments to
programs serving the elderly and people with
disabilities. MAG transportation plans and
programs are also submitted to the Human
Services Coordinating Committee for review.
Additionally, MAG provides multi-modal
transportation information for review and

Regional Transportation Plan
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comment through the Human Services
planning process.

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
IMPROVEMENTS

There are three major components to the
RTP, which include freeways/highways,
transit (including bus and light rail), and
arterial streets. The technical evaluation for
the development of the RTP included the
analysis of three transportation-modeling
scenarios, each placing an emphasis on
different components of the transportation
system. The modeling scenarios were
evaluated based on a set of performance
measures; each of which was linked to a
specific RTP goal or objective. Based on the
results of this performance analysis, plus
input from the public, the RTP was
developed.

The RTP identifies funding for $15.8 billion
dollars of regional transportation
improvements during the planning period.

Regional funding is allocated as follows:
* Freeways - 56.2%. Freeway funding

includes new freeway construction,
adding general purpose and High

Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes to
existing freeways, constructing HOV
connection ramps at system traffic

interchanges, new traffic interchanges on
the existing freeway system, and
widening and preserving right-of-way on
two existing highways.

» Transit - 33.3%. Transit funding includes
capital and operations for the regional bus
system and capital funding of light rail
transit.

* Arterial streets - 10.2%. Arterial street
funding includes new arterial street
construction, widening of existing
arterials, and intersection improvements.

The remaining 0.4 percent is identified for
continued funding of ongoing programs,

planning studies for new freeway corridors,
light rail transit corridors, and commuter rail,
and bicycle/pedestrian facilities.

Each of the three major components of the
RTP (Freeways/Highways, transit and arterial
roads) were analyzed separately in this
environmental justice analysis to assess the
distribution of benefits of projects included
within the RTP. Regional funding of the
arterial street system is about nine percent of
the Plan, and represents approximately 10
percent of the region’s arterial street funding.
Analysis of the distribution of the arterial
streets projects is included here to provide a
consistent treatment of each of the major
components of the Plan. The entire arterial
system provides broad coverage throughout
the region and is generally developed in
consistence with growth patterns.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS

The 2000 U.S. Census is the source of data
used for determining the environmental
justice communities of concern. The unit of
analysis is the census tract. Census tracts
are intended to remain relatively stable, and
when they do change, the exact nature of the
changes is published. Census tracts are
drawn up by local committees, and
accordingly are more likely to reflect the
community's view of where one neighborhood
ends and another begins. Tracts also are
comparable in population size.

Communities of concern are identified as
those tracts where the identified group
represents a percentage of the population
equal to or greater than that of the County
mean. Federal guidelines state that minority
populations should be identified where either
(&) the minority population of the affected
area exceeds 50 percent, or (b) the minority
population percentage of the affected area is
measurably greater than the minority
population percentage in the general
population or other appropriate unit of
geographic analysis (CEQ, 1997).
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The populations identified as communities of
concern included the specific groups called
out by the Federal Highway Administration’s
“Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations” memorandum dated December
2, 1998, and by Presidential Executive Order
12898. Each of these populations is
addressed below.

Minority Populations

The Federal Highway Administration defines
minority populations as American Indian or
Alaskan Native; Asian or Pacific Islander;
Black; not of Hispanic Origin; or Hispanic
(FHWA, 1998). For the MAG RTP study this
definition was expanded to include the
following ethnic groups, as defined in the U.S.
Census (2000): Black or African American
alone - not Hispanic or Latino; American
Indian and Alaska Native alone - not Hispanic
or Latino; Asian alone - not Hispanic or
Latino; Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific
Islander alone - not Hispanic or Latino; some
other race alone - not Hispanic or Latino;
persons of two or more races - not Hispanic
or Latino; and Hispanic or Latino (2000 U.S.
Census SF4).

Minorities represent 33.8 percent of the
population in Maricopa County. Census
tracts equal to or greater than this percent
number 238, or 36 percent of the 663 tracts in
the County. Within these 238 tracts, 70
percent of the minority population in the
County is found. Figure 7-1 shows the
percentage of minority population in census
tracts for Maricopa County. The areas with a
higher concentration of minorities (i.e. greater
than one standard deviation above the mean)
are the central and southwestern areas of
Maricopa County, and the sovereign nations
of the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC),
the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian
Community (SRPMIC), the Gila Bend
Reservation of the Tohono O'Odham, and the
Fort McDowell Mohave-Apache Reservation
Indian Community. The tracts with the
highest concentration of minorities (i.e.
greater than two standard deviations above

the mean) are primarily located within the

central Phoenix area, south of Thomas
Avenue.
The transportation needs of minority

populations are the same as society as a
whole (ignoring economic status that is
considered in the next section). Thus,
transportation facilities in minority
communities should be the same as those in
non-minority communities. Figure 7-2
presents a comparison, using census tracts
as the measure, of the number of tracts
served by freeway/highway, transit and
arterial projects in the RTP in both minority
and non-minority communities.

The percent of minority (40.3 percent) and
non-minority (41.2 percent) communities that
are served by new freeways or widening of
existing freeways and highways is nearly
identical.  Planned transit improvements
serve 96.6 percent of minority communities
and 87.8 percent of non-minority
communities. Arterial streets projects
addressed by regional funding serve 16
percent of the minority communities; and are
primarily located in areas outside of the core
metropolitan area where the majority of tracts
with above average concentrations of the
communities of concern exist. Because of
the mature character of these core areas,
transit improvements often represent the
most advantageous approach to improving
mobility.

Based on the review of freeway/highway,
transit and arterial improvements, it is
concluded that the RTP provides equal or
better benefits to minority communities
without causing disproportionately high
adverse impacts.

Low-Income Populations

Low-income populations are those whose
median household income is at or below the
Department of Health and Human Services
poverty guidelines (2000 U.S. Census SF3).
Poverty is based on the poverty thresholds
developed and utilized by the U.S. Census,
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Figure 7-2

MINORITY COMMUNITIES AFFECTED BY THE
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
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and are based on the size of family and
number of related children less than 18 years
of age. The poverty thresholds are revised
annually to allow for changes in the cost of
living. It is important to note that the poverty
thresholds are the same for all parts of the
country - they are not adjusted for regional,
state or local variations in the cost of living.

To a great extent, the census tracts of higher
than average minority populations are
coincident with the tracts that contain a higher
than average percentage of people living in
poverty. Areas where poverty is above the
County average, but minority populations are
not, include the northwestern portion of the
County and areas of Mesa, Buckeye and
North Phoenix. The tracts with the highest

concentrations of persons living in poverty
include Central Phoenix south of McDowell
Road, the Gila River Indian Community, and
the Tohono O'Odham Indian Community.
Figure 7-3 shows the percentage of people in
poverty in Maricopa County.

The transportation needs of low-income
communities would be met by more transit
service than what would be important to the
general population. Figure 7-4 presents a
comparison of the number of census tracts
served by the RTP in both low-income and
non low-income communities.

Low-income communities that are served by
the new freeways and widening of existing
freeways and highways (42.7 percent) is
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Figure 7-4

LOW INCOME COMMUNITIES AFFECTED BY THE
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
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slightly higher than communities identified as
non low-income (39.9 percent). Transit
improvements serve nearly all of the census
tracts identified as low income (96.6 percent)
and 87.9 percent of the non low- income
tracts. Arterial street projects included in the
RTP funding serve approximately 17 percent
of the low-income communities; which are
largely coincident with the minority tracts
discussed in the previous section.

The analysis of the Plan improvements
demonstrates that low-income populations
benefit from the Plan at about the same level,
or in the case of transit considerably higher,
than the census tracts not identified as low-
income.

Aged Populations

Aged populations are defined as people 60
years of age and older (2000 U.S. Census
SF1).

Areas with above average populations of age
60-plus persons are primarily located in the
northern part of the County, with
concentrations overlapping the
concentrations of mobility-disadvantaged
peoples as identified in the following section.

Figure 7-5 shows the concentration of the
population age 60 and over for Maricopa
County.

The transportation needs of aged populations
are similar to those of the general population,
with the need for transit increasing with age.
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Figure 7-6 presents a comparison of the
number of census tracts served by the RTP in
age 60 plus communities and under age 60
communities. The age 60-plus communities
are served about the same as the other age
groups in both freeway (around 40 percent)
and transit (around 90 percent) funding.
Arterial streets projects included in the RTP
funding serve approximately 33 percent of the
age 60-plus communities; higher than the
number of below-60 tracts served (19.5%).
This is indicative of the fact that many of the
tracts containing higher than average age 60-
plus communities are located outside of the
metropolitan area core.

Mobility Disability Populations

Mobility Disability as defined in 42 U.S.C. §
12102, is a disability that necessitates the use
of a wheelchair or scooter for mobility. For
this study, mobility limitations are derived
from the “physical” and “going-outside-of-
home” categories for individuals that are age
five and over (2000 U.S. Census SF3).

Census tracts with an above average
percentage of mobility-disadvantaged people
are widely scattered throughout the County,
with notable concentrations in the
unincorporated Sun City and Sun Lakes
areas of Maricopa County, Youngtown, and
south of East University Drive in Mesa.
Figure 7-7 shows the percentage of the
population in census tracts of the going-
outside-of-home disability.

Transportation needs of residents with
mobility disabilities are not the same as those
of the general population. People with
mobility disabilities may require special
apparatus for vehicular transportation. For
this and other reasons, people with mobility
disabilities may be more reliant on the transit
options to meet their transportation needs.
Figure 7-8 presents a comparison of the
number of census tracts served by the RTP in
both mobility disability and non-mobility
disability communities.

The number of Mobility Disability communities
that are served by the new freeways and
widening of existing freeways and highways
(39.5 percent) is slightly lower than those not
identified as mobility disability communities
(41.8 percent). Transit improvements serve
nearly all of the census tracts identified as
mobility disability (96.3 percent). In addition
to the transit coverage, the plan would
regionally fund ADA complimentary
paratransit service. Arterial street projects
included in the RTP funding serve
approximately 20 percent of the mobility
disability communities higher than the number
of tracts identified as non-mobility disability.

Female Head of Household Populations

The female head of household category
represents those households with a female
householder, with no husband present, and
with their own children under 18 years of age.

Areas of “female head of household with
children” greater than the county average are
widely dispersed through the central Phoenix
metropolitan area. Outside of the urban core
the areas above the county average are
largely limited to the Indian Communities.
While census tracts above the county’s
average for female head of households with
children are largely coincident with poverty,
they are more widely dispersed across the
county than both low income and minority
tracts. The concentration of female head of
household families with children less than 18
years of age (in census tracts for Maricopa
County) is shown in Figure 7-9.

The transportation needs of the female head
of household populations are no different than
that of the general population. Figure 7-10
presents a comparison of the number of
census tracts served by the RTP in both
female head of household and non- female
head of household communities.

The percent of female head of household
(39.1 percent) and non-female head of
household (42.7 percent) communities that

Regional Transportation Plan

7-10



Figure 7-6

AGE 60+ COMMUNITIES AFFECTED BY THE
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
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are served by new freeways or widening of
existing freeways and highways is nearly
identical.  Planned transit improvements
serve 95.7 percent of female head of
household communities and 90.7 percent of
non-female head of household communities.
Arterial streets projects included in the RTP
funding serve approximately 16 percent of the
female head of household census tracts. The
RTP provides equal or better benefits to
female head of household communities
without causing disproportionately high
adverse impacts.

CONCLUSION

MAG endeavors to incorporate environmental
justice into regional transportation planning is
an ongoing effort. Reaching out to
disadvantaged communities and assessing

their needs and interests is paramount to
ensuring the continued quality of life of all
residents in the Metropolitan Area.

MAG has demonstrated a commitment to
listening to residents through continuous
outreach efforts, and numerous events and
activities have been held. To be effective,
these efforts must be sustained, and the
updating and expansion of contacts ongoing.
Through the continued expression of this
outreach effort, transportation planning for the
region can equitably address the needs of all
residents.

Approximately 40 percent of the census tracts
for each of the communities of concern
(minority, female head of household, poverty,
disability and age 60+) are served by the
improved freeway/highway network; virtually
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Figure 7-8

MOBILITY DISABILITY COMMUNITIES AFFECTED BY THE
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
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the same as the 40 percent of the non-
minority census tracts that are served.
Similar results were found in transit where
around 90 percent or more of the
communities of concern were served by the
transit network; whereas, a slightly lower
number of non-community of concern census
tracts were affected.

The overlay analysis relies on proximity to
transportation improvements as a measure of
equity in the transportation planning process.
Proximity is an important issue; however, it is
only one of many issues related to
transportation equity. Direct access to transit
may be a benefit, however, locating a freeway
in close proximity to a neighborhood may not
be of benefit. Individual projectimpacts must,
and will be addressed on a project-by-project
basis.

For those without cars in a region as
geographically dispersed as the Phoenix
Metropolitan area, transit provides a critical
link to jobs, shopping and recreation. The
2000 Census reported that approximately two
percent of the County’s population used
public transportation to travel to work, with an
additional one percent regularly bicycling or
walking to work. Reviewing the 2000 Census
data, there appears to be a direct correlation
between income and transit dependency.

Reaching out to address this need, the RTP
increases funding for transit to 33 percent of
the sales tax extension from the approximate
two percent in the current sales tax,
demonstrating a growing commitment to
provide transportation options for all residents
of Maricopa County.

Regional Transportation Plan

7-13



WICKENBURG

DIXILETA DR
PATTON RD

JOMAX RO

HAPPY VALLEY RO,
PINNACLE PEAK RD
DEER VALLEY DR
BEARDSLEY RD

UNION HILLS DR
BELLRD

GREENWAY RD
THUNDERBIRD RD|

CACTUS RD

OLIVE/AVE
NORTHERNAVE
GLENDALE/AVE

BETHANY HOME RI

<]

PEORIA AVE

303

PEORIA

CAVE CREEK

q;_J
e

PARADISE

CAMELBACKRD__| ¥ h [ l
wownsoHoolro | (el )
BUCKEYE s Teagklh S
THOWASRD, | |
McDOWELLRD|  # |
i
VANBURENST s — =
.
BuckevERD ! L3 |
S 3 |
BROADWAYRD ! |
.
SOUTHERNAVE 2 2. o a/a a = Jb =l e « alu 4
.......... E TORBALE
BASELINE RD

GILA'BEND,

Source: 2000 Census, Tract level data

While every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of this
information, the Maricopa Association of Governments makes no
warranty, expressed or implied, as to its accuracy and expressly
disclaims liability for the accuracy thereof.

H GILAR\VER\
J— GOODYEAR INDIAN COMMUNITY
A Loop
I Y ©0>
h
I\
| .
| h%
| s,
1 l
e o e
22 3 % 8 B R B Y uL Ly vy LYot nlobho 2 E\NE
GeTE e S Sk 8 iiibo tlEioo i EEESEELEYZ Y
3 fefeeczlirrzung e EEEEFREESEEEEEEE
PELHzULL2EZR5858 25BoH T 8K & g3 2 &
o8& 55s=+¢< g2k
& 2 a2 5 a g
& = H

LONE MOUNTAIN RD

SCOTTSDALE

RIO VERDE RD.

THUNDERBIRD RD
CACTUS RD

SHEA BLVD,

McDONALD DR
I THOMAS RD
uooweiro___f
IMCcKELLIPS RD
Jeromro
1

A,

Isouw ERN AVE
BAGELINE RD

UNIVERSITY DR

DOBSON RD
ALMA SCHOOL RD
McQUEEN RD
COOPER RD

GILBERT RD

\ | curoacvre ro
: Teworso
e
----- 4 WILLIAMS FIELD RD
| recos o

I 1 GERMANN RD
N
OCONLLORD

QUEEN | CHANDLER HEIGHTS RD
I Y
I THUNT HWY
o xgogoo0f@ o ooag ol
gERgeRERERRR
;ioagslzaclyz
$hod z
82c2s5Bz38353¢8
2igTeR Tl g
N S 8 o=
¥ Er:
5 3

]

.
.

200

Regional Transportation Plan
Fig. 7-9

REGIONAL
TRANSPORTATION
PLAN

MARICOPA

M ASSOCIATION of
GOVERNMENTS
Environmental Justice:

Female Head of
Household with Children
Less than 18 Years of Age

in Maricopa County
(2000 Census)

Families per Square Mile

(Maricopa County Average = 12.52)
Less than 12
12 to 100
100 to 300
I Vore than 300
|:| Municipal Planning Area
—==County Boundary
e Existing Freeway
==-= Planned Freeway/Highway
— Highways
Other Roads

G:\Dev\projects\RTP\07-9_Female_Head_HH.mxd




Figure 7-10

FEMALE HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD COMMUNITIES AFFECTED BY THE
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
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Transit Arterial Streets

I Female HHLD

Environmental justice does not create an
entittement for transportation projects and
their benefits; it is an effort to ensure that the
proposed transportation program does not
have discriminatory effects or disparate
impacts on any populations, especially those

traditionally disadvantaged groups that were
identified through this study. The results of
this analysis demonstrate MAG’s commitment
to equity and environmental justice in the
RTP.

Regional Transportation Plan
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CHAPTER EIGHT

FREEWAYS AND HIGHWAYS

This chapter presents the fiscally-constrained
plan for freeways and highways in the MAG
Region through Fiscal Year (FY) 2026. New
corridors, as well as improvements to existing
facilities, are funded in the RTP. Projects
remaining to be completed as part of the
current Life Cycle Program and MAG
Transportation Improvement Program are
also discussed.

While MAG is responsible under federal and
state law for developing the RTP, the Arizona
Department of Transportation (ADOT) is
responsible for implementation, which
includes design, right-of-way acquisition, and
construction of freeways and other state
routes as specified in the Plan. It also
includes design and construction of noise
walls. ADOT is also responsible for the
maintenance of all freeway facilities.

This chapter reviews the current system, and
then presents the fiscally-constrained plan.
Projects remaining to be completed as part of
the existing Life Cycle Program and
Transportation Improvement Program are
reviewed at the end of the chapter.

CURRENT SYSTEM

Figure 8-1 presents the current system of
freeways and highways as of 2003. The
figure shows the total number of through
lanes on each facility.

PLANNED NEW FACILITIES AND
IMPROVEMENTS

Funding for new freeway and highway
corridors in the Plan totals $3.7 billion. These
new corridors will provide approximately 490
additional new lane miles to the network.

Funding for widenings and other
improvements to the existing regional
freeway/highway network totals an additional
$4.4 billion. These improvements include an
additional 530 lane-miles of general purpose
lanes and 300 lane-miles of HOV lanes,
covering essentially the entire existing
system, including the loop elements now
under construction. A number of bottleneck
segments on the freeway system are also
addressed in the Plan, with these
improvements. Improvements to Grand
Avenue and other highways are also funded.

Figure 8-2 highlights the improvements
planned for the system, showing both new
freeway corridors and improvements to
existing (or soon to be completed) freeway
and highway facilities. Figure 8-3 displays
the total number of through lanes for
freeways and highways in the Plan. Table
8-1 provides that same information on the
number of lanes as well as cost and phasing
information.

In addition to new travel lanes, a series of
new interchanges with arterial streets on
existing freeways is included in the Plan.
Improvements at freeway-to-freeway
interchanges to provide direct connections
between HOV lanes have also been included.
Together, these improvements total $396
million.

The Plan also provides funding for
maintenance on the freeway system, directed
at litter pickup and landscaping (including
landscape restoration). In addition, the need
to keep traffic flowing smoothly is addressed
through funding identified for freeway
management functions. Together, these
components total $420 million. An additional
$75 million is provided for noise mitigation.

Regional Transportation Plan
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While every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of this
information, the Maricopa Association of Governments makes no
warranty, expressed or implied, as to its accuracy and expressly 0 5
disclaims liability for the accuracy thereof.
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appropriate design and environmental studies.

Maricopa/Northern Pinal County Area Transporation

Study jointly sponsored by MAG, CAAG, and ADOT.
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While every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of this
information, the Maricopa Association of Governments makes no
warranty, expressed or implied, as to its accuracy and expressly
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shown in Pinal County are from the Southeast
Maricopa/Northern Pinal County Area Transporation
Study jointly sponsored by MAG, CAAG, and ADOT.
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Table 8-1: Freeway and Highway Number of Through Lanes, Through Lane Additions, Costs and Phasing

Facility Segment Length Number of Through Lanes in Each Direction Regional Costs* Total Regional Costs* Phase
(miles) Current Plan New Lanes (2002 Dollars, Millions) (2002 Dollars, Millions) (Final Construction)
GP HOV GP HOV GP HOV GP HOV GP HOV Total GP HOV
Phase | Phase II Phase Ill Phase IV Phase | Phase Il  Phase Il Phase IV

-8 ‘Yuma County to SR 85 37 2 0 2 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
SR 85 to Pinal County 31 2 0 2 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
Sub-total I-8 68 - - - - - - - - - - -

1-10 Yuma County to Sun Valley Parkway 39 2 0 2 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
Sun Valley Parkway to SR 85 3 2 0 2 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
SR 85 to Loop 303 12 2 0 3 0 1 0 - - - 106 N - - - 106 - 106 v
Loop 303 to Dysart Rd 5 2 0 4 1 2 1 - 66 - N N 28 - - 66 28 94 U U
Dysart Rd to Loop 101 6 3-4 0 4-5 1 1 1 - 35 - N N 22 - - 35 22 57 I U
Loop 101 to I-17 7 4 1 5 1 1 0 79 - - - - - - - 79 - 79 |
I-17 to SR 51 5 3-5 1 3-5 1 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
SR 51 to 40th St (CD Roads) 3 3-6 1 3-6 1 CD 0 - 120 - - - - - - 120 - 120 [}
40th St to Baseline Rd (CD Roads) 6 3-6 1 3-6 1 CD 0 380 - - - - - - - 380 - 380 |
Baseline Rd to Loop 202/Santan 6 3-4 1 4-5 1 1 0 - 53 - - - - - - 53 - 53 I
Loop 202/Santan to Riggs Rd 6 2 0 3 1 1 1 23 - - - 23 - - - 23 23 46 I I
Riggs Rd to Pinal County _1 2 0 2 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
Sub-total I-10 929 482 274 - 106 23 50 - - 862 73 935

I-10R SR 85 to Loop 303 11 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 - 21 60 - - - - 83 - 83 v
Loop 303 to Loop 202/South Mtn 13 0 0 3 0 3 0 8 60 N 654 N N N N 722 N 722 v
Sub-total I-10R 24 10 60 21 714 - - - - 805 - 805

1-17 YYavapai County to New River Rd 10 2 0 2 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
New River Rd to Anthem Way 3 2 0 3 0 1 0 - - - 26 - - - - 26 - 26 v
Anthem Way to Carefree Hwy 5 2 0 3 1 1 1 - - - 44 - - - 28 44 28 72 v v
Carefree Hwy to Loop 101 9 2-3 0 4-5 1 2 1 119 - - - 50 - - - 119 50 169 | |
Loop 101 to Arizona Canal (between Peoria & Dunlap Ave) 6 3 1 4 1 1 0 - 53 - - - - - - 53 - 53 1]
Arizona Canal to McDowell Rd 7 3-4 1 5-6 1 2 0 - 40 960 - - - - - 1,000 - 1,000 1}
McDowell Rd to I-10 (West) 1 3 0 3 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
1-10 (West) to 1-10 (East) 7 3 0 3 1 0 1 - - - - - - 77 - - 77 77 n
Sub-total I-17 48 119 93 960 70 50 - 7 28 1,242 155 1,397

Loop 101 Agua Fria: US 60/Grand Ave to I-17 (Note 2) 12 3 0 4 1 1 1 - - - 102 - - - 64 102 64 166 v v
Agua Fria: 1-10 to US 60/Grand Ave (Note 2) _10 3 0 4 1 1 1 - - - 85 - - 53 - 85 53 138 v mn
Sub-total Agua Fria 22 - - - 187 - - 53 64 187 117 304
Pima: 1-17 to SR 51 7 3 0 4 1 1 1 - - - 59 - 37 - - 59 37 96 v I
Pima: SR 51 to Princess Dr 6 3 0 4 1 1 1 - - - 51 - 29 - - 51 29 80 v I
Pima: Princess Dr to Shea Blvd 4 3 0 4 1 1 1 - - - 34 22 - - 34 22 56 v 1
Pima: Shea Bivd to Loop 202/Red Mtn 11 3 0 4 1 1 1 N 94 N N 61 N N N 94 61 155 I |
Sub-total Pima 28 - 94 - 144 83 66 - - 238 149 387
Price: Loop 202/Red Mtn to Baseline Rd 4 4 0 4 1 0 1 - - - - 22 - - - - 22 22 |
Price: Baseline Rd to Loop 202/Santan 6 3 0 4 1 1 1 - - - 51 31 - - - 51 31 82 v |
Price: Loop 202/Santan to I-10 _6 0 0 TBD TBD TBD  TBD - - - - - - - - - - -
Sub-total Price _16 - - - 51 53 - - - 51 53 104
Sub-total Loop 101 66 N 94 N 382 136 66 53 64 476 319 795

Loop 202 Red Mountain: 1-10/SR 51 to Rural Rd 7 3-4 1 4-5EB, 3-4WB 1 1EB 0 67 - - - - - - - 67 - 67 |
Red Mountain: Rural Rd to Loop 101 2 4 1 5 1 1 0 10 29 - - - - - - 39 - 39 U}
Red Mountain: Loop 101 to Gilbert Rd 6 3 0 4 1 1 1 - 51 - - 32 - - - 51 32 83 U} 1
Red Mountain: Gilbert Rd to Higley Rd 5 3 0 4 1 1 1 - - - 42 - - 27 - 42 27 69 \2 mn
Red Mountain: Higley Rd to US 60/Superstition _10 ] 0 4 1 1 1 - - - 85 - - - 52 85 52 137 [\ [\
Sub-total Red Mountain 30 7 80 N 127 32 N 27 52 284 111 395
Santan: 1-10 to Dobson Rd 5 3 0 4 1 1 1 - - - 43 N 27 - 43 27 70 \2 U
Santan: Dobson Rd to Val Vista Rd 7 0 0 4 1 1 1 - - - 59 - 40 - 59 40 99 v ]
Santan: Val Vista Rd to US 60/Superstition 11 0 0 4 1 1 1 - - - 93 - - - 55 93 55 148 v [\
Sub-total Santan 23 N N N 195 N 67 N 55 195 122 317
South Mountain: I-10 (West) to 51st Ave 10 0 0 3 0 3 0 300 190 - - - - - - 490 - 490 Itoll
South Mountain: 51st Ave to Loop 202/I-10 12 ] 0 3 0 3 [ 70 507 - - - - - - 577 - 577 I
Sub-total South Mountain 22 370 697 - - - - - - 1,067 - 1,067
Sub-total Loop 202 75 447 77 N 322 32 67 27 107 1,546 233 1,779




Table 8-1: Freeway and Highway Number of Through Lanes, Through Lane Additions, Costs and Phasing (continued)

Facility Segment Length Number of Freeway Through Lanes in Each Direction Regional Costs* Total Regional Costs* Phase
(miles) Current Plan New Lanes (2002 Dollars, Millions) (2002 Dollars, Millions) (Final Construction)
GP HovV GP HOV GP HOV GP HOV GP HOV Total GP HOV
Phase | Phase Il Phase IIl Phase IV Phase | Phase Il Phaselll Phase IV
Loop 303 1-17 to US 60/Grand Ave 18 0 0 3 0 3 0 250 395 - - - - - - 645 - 645 Ito Il
US 60/Grand Ave to I-10 15 0 (Note 3) 0 3 0 3 0 50 495 - - - - - - 545 - 545 I
1-10 to I-10R/MC 85 _5 0 0 3 0 3 0 N 10 220 N N N N N 230 N 230 mn
Sub-total Loop 303 38 300 900 220 - - - - - 1,420 - 1,420
SR 51 Loop 101/Pima to Shea Blvd 6 3 0 4 1 1 1 - - - 51 32 - - - 51 32 83 \2 |
Shea Blvd to Loop 202/Red Mtn _10 3-5 1 3-5 1 [ [ - - - - - - - - - - -
Sub-total SR 51 16 N N N 51 32 N N N 51 32 83
SR71 Yavapai County to US 60 5 1 0 1 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
SR 74 US 60/Grand Ave to Loop 303 25 1 0 1 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
Loop 303 to I-17 _5 1 0 1 0 [ 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
Sub-total SR 74 31 - - - - - - - - - - -
SR 85 1-10 to Hazen Rd 5 1-2 0 3 0 0-1 0 50 - - N N - - - 50 - 50 |
Hazen Rd to I-8 32 1-2 0 2 0 0-1 0 40 - - N N - - - 40 - 40 |
1-8 to Pima County 32 1 0 1 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
Sub-total SR 85 69 90 N N N N N N N 920 N 90
SR 87 Gila County to Shea Blvd 34 2 0 2 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
Shea Blvd to Loop 202/Red Mtn 12 2 0 2 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
Loop 202/Red Mtn to Pinal County _18 2 0 2 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
Sub-total SR 87 63 - - - - - - - - - - -
SR 88 Pinal County to Gila County 33 1 0 1 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
SR 143 Hohokam: McDowell to I-10 4 2-3 0 2-3 [ 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
SR 153 Sky Harbor Expressway 2 3 0 3 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
SR 238 Buchan to Pinal County 11 1 0 1 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
SR 347 Maricopa Rd: 1-10 to Pinal County 6 2 0 2 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
Us 60 La Paz County to Wickenburg 31 1-2 0 1-2 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
Grand Avenue: Wickenburg to Loop 303 28 2 0 2 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
Grand Avenue: Loop 303 to Loop 101 10 2-3 0 3 0 0-1 0 39 64 - - - - - - 103 - 103 1}
Grand Avenue: Loop 101 to Van Buren St (includes grade 11 2-3 0 3 0 0-1 0 30 20 - 97 - - - - 147 - 147 Ito IV
separations at 51st, 35th & 19th Ave)
Sub-total Grand Avenue 49 69 84 - 97 - - - - 250 - 250
Superstition: 1-10 to Loop 101 5 3 1 4 1 1 0 9 - - - - - - - 9 - 9 1
Superstition: Loop 101 to Val Vista Dr 8 4-5 1 5 1 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
Superstition: Val Vista Dr to Power Rd 4 3 0 5 1 2 1 50 - - - 35 - - - 50 35 85 1 1
Superstition: Power Rd to Crismon Rd 4 3 0 3 1 0 1 - - - - - - - - - - -
Superstition: Crismon Rd to Meridian Rd _2 2-3 0 3-4 1 1 1 - - 18 - - - 13 - 18 13 31 n n
Sub-total Superstition 23 59 - 18 - 35 - 13 - i 48 125
Sub-total US 60 103 128 84 18 97 35 N 13 N 327 48 375
us 93 Yavapai County to Wickenburg 3 1-2 0 1-2 0 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - -
WGF Loop 202 to Ellsworth Rd 2 0 0 3 0 3 0 2 40 113 N N - N N 155 N 155 mn
Ellsworth Rd to Meridian Rd _3 0 0 3 0 3 0 - 10 160 - - - - - 170 - 170 mn
Sub-total Williams Gateway Freeway 5 2 50 273 - - - - - 325 - 325
TBD Wickenburg Bypass TBD 0 0 2 0 2 0 27 - - - - - - - 27 - 27 |
R/W protection for 303L (extension south of MC 85) and TBD - - - - - - - - - 100
SR 74 (US 60 to 303L)
Total $1,605 $2,332 $1,492 $1,742 $308 $183 $170 $199 $7,171 $860 $8,131
Source: Maricopa Association of Governments, 2003
Definitions: CD: Collector Distributor Roads HOV: High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes GP: General Purpose Lanes TBD: To be determined in future studies
Notes: (1) Cost estimates listed above are preliminary and subject to change in the design process. Cost estimates for new or improved interchanges on existing fi or hi are listed ,in Table 8-2.

(2) Includes funding for auxiliary lanes from Bell Road to Northern Avenue.
(3) Loop 303 currently has one arterial lane in each direction in this section.



ADOT sub-programs or projects for pavement
preservation, bridge and safety preservation,
traffic engineering, development support
(design, utilities, right of way, environmental,
planning and engineering support), operating
support (training, work zone safety, outdoor
advertising control, public information, risk
management), minor and major sport
improvements, enhancement program, major
corridor improvement program support, and
Freeway Safety Service Patrols will be funded
under this Plan. Funding for these programs
through FY 2026 totals approximately $660
million.

In total, $9.0 billion in projects as identified in
the Plan are allocated to the freeway/
highway element. A brief description of
improvements that have been included in the
Plan are provided below by individual
corridor. Note that freeways may also be
referred to as “fully access-controlled”
roadways in this Plan.

It is important to note that the funding
specified below for each corridor is separate
from the funding allocated for fiscal years
2005 through 2007 of the existing Life Cycle
Program. All Projects in the remaining years
of the existing Life Cycle Program are part of
the Plan, but for transparency are presented
separately. The existing Life Cycle Program
is discussed at the end of this chapter.

Interstate 8

This route traverses the southern part of
Maricopa County, passing through Gila Bend
and eventually terminating at I-10 near Casa
Grande. It connects the region with California
to the west, and in conjunction with I-10, also
provides a link to New Mexico. Itis a part of
the CANAMEX Corridor, which was adopted
by the MAG Regional Council during April of
2001. 1-8 is a divided highway meeting
interstate standards, with two lanes in each
direction.

No projects are included on I-8 as part of the
Plan.

Interstate 10 (Papago and Maricopa)

This freeway facility crosses through the heart
of the MAG Region, and provides links to
population centers throughout the
southwestern U.S., and also provides
passenger and freight mobility within the
region. It traverses highly built-up urban
areas within the MAG Region as well as
areas inthe process of commercial, industrial
and residential development. It is the only
existing major east-west freeway serving the
core, or central urban area of the MAG
Region. The corridor is already highly
congested, so without the addition of new
capacity, continued growth in the region will

significantly add to the congestion. 1-10 is
also a major truck route.
To address these issues, major

improvements to increase the capacity of I-10
have been specified in the Plan. The
improvements include the addition of general
purpose lanes between I-17 and State Route
85, as well as an extension of HOV lanes as
far west as Loop 303. In the southeast,
general purpose lanes will be added between
Baseline Road and Riggs Road, and HOV
lanes will be extended as far south as Riggs
Road.

In the urban center, 1-10 has particularly high
traffic volumes. A collector-distributor (CD)
roadway system is planned for this area. The
CD system will add arterial lanes, providing
some local access parallel to 1-10, and
helping to reserve freeway lanes for through
traffic.

Interstate 10 - Reliever

In addition to adding capacity to 1-10 as
described above, this Plan also funds the
development of a reliever facility: a new six-
lane freeway corridor parallel to and south of
the existing 1-10 Corridor. This facility will
provide a second major east-west freeway
serving the central urban area, relieving traffic
on |-10.
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The Reliever will be constructed in stages,
with the initial stage to be constructed as part
of this Plan. In the initial stage, a full freeway
will be constructed between Loop 202 and
Loop 303. An interim (minimum two-lane)
roadway will also be constructed between
Loop 303 and SR 85.

Between Loop 303 and SR 85, sufficient
right-of-way for the future construction of a full
freeway (not funded in this Plan) will also be
acquired. Construction of a full freeway in
this section is planned as part of the ultimate
concept for this facility.

The 1-10 Reliever will serve to bypass
congestion on 1-10 for through traffic and
provide improved accessability to the area
south of I-10 (which contains truck terminals
and other generators of truck traffic). The
Reliever will therefore need to be designed to
handle high volumes of traffic, both goods
movement (trucks) and passenger vehicles.

Interstate 17

This freeway route connects the MAG Region
with 1-40 to the north. It terminates at the
junction of I-10 in the center of the urban
areas. Within the MAG Region, it serves as
the north-south backbone of the freeway
system. As with I-10, this facility carries very
high volumes of traffic and experiences
lengthy periods of congestion. New
residential and commercial development in
the vicinity of Loop 101, and rapid
development to areas north of Loop 101, is
adding to traffic demand on I-17.

A series of improvements have been
identified in the Plan in an effort to alleviate
the traffic load and congestion on I[-17.
General purpose lanes will be added to I-17
from Peoria Avenue to New River Road.
HOV lanes will be extended as far north as
Anthem Way.

The segment of I-17 between McDowell Road
and Peoria Avenue is extremely congested,
representing a major bottleneck in the
freeway network. The Plan includes funding

to provide significant additional capacity for
this segment. Options for this additional
capacity will be assessed in future design
studies, and will include the possible double-
decking of the freeway.

The ultimate concept for the section of I-17
north of Loop 101 to New River is expected to
be defined following the completion of a
Design Concept Report now underway, and
be consistent with that report.

Loop 101 (Aqua Fria, Pima and Price)

This circumferential freeway route loops
around the northern part of the MAG Region.
It is divided into three segments: the Agua
Fria Freeway (I-10to I-17), the Pima Freeway
(I-17 to Loop 202/Red Mountain), and the
Price Freeway (Loop 202/Red Mountain to
Loop 202/Santan).

Loop 101 links a number of activity centers in
the region and will become increasingly
congested as the areas adjacent to its path
become fully built-out. Several segments of
the facility are already experiencing
considerable peak period congestion.

To address the growing congestion and the
future demands on this route, the Plan calls
for the addition of both general purpose lanes
and HOV lanes along the entire length of
Loop 101. Once completed, Loop 101 will
have a minimum of four general purpose and
one HOV lane in each direction, or 10 lanes
total.

An arterial connection from the south end of
the Price Freeway to I-10 is also part of this
plan. This arterial connection is presented in
Chapter Nine.

Loop 202 (Red Mountain and Santan
Freeways)

This circumferential freeway serves the
southeastern part of the MAG Region. It is
divided into two segments: the Red Mountain
Freeway (I-10 to US 60), and the Santan
Freeway (US 60 to I-10 East). A third
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segment, the South Mountain Parkway (I-10
West to 1-10 East), is also part of this plan
and is discussed separately below.

The areas served by the Red Mountain and
Santan facilities are expected to reach build-
out levels of population and employment in
the next twenty years. In addition, areas in
northern Pinal County adjacent to Maricopa
County are projected to experience major
growth. This growth will require the
completion of a fully developed freeway
system in the area.

Construction of the Red Mountain and Santan
freeway facilities to three lanes in each
direction (six lanes total) is fully funded and
currently underway as part of the existing Life
Cycle Program. Construction is scheduled to
be completed by FY 2007.

To address the growing congestion and the
future demands on this route, the Plan calls
for the addition of both general purpose lanes
and HOV lanes on the Red Mountain and
Santan Freeways, from Loop 101 (Pima) to
US 60 (Superstition), and to I-10 East. Once
completed, the Red Mountain and Santan
Freeways will each have a minimum of four
general purpose and one HOV lane in each
direction, or 10 lanes total.

In addition, the Plan includes funding for
added capacity on the Red Mountain Freeway
from 1-10 to Loop 101 (Pima), to address the
increasing congestion affecting the Red
Mountain (Pima) freeway-to-freeway
interchange.

Loop 202 (South Mountain Freeway)

The South Mountain segment of the Loop 202
has only partial funding under the existing Life
Cycle Program, and is currently undergoing
design concept and environmental studies to
determine a final alignment. The system level
interchange that the South Mountain Freeway
shares with the Santan Freeway at I-10 is
nearing completion.

The South Mountain segment is a vital

componentinthe freeway system, which links
the southern areas of the region with the
central metropolitan area, and provides an
alternative route to the highly congested I-10
(Papago) Freeway. This element of the
freeway system was originally part of the
MAG Plan in 1985 and remains an important
link in the overall network.

The Plan includes funding for completion of
the South Mountain Freeway as an initial six
lane freeway facility from I-10 West to 1-10
East.

Loop 303 (Estrella Freeway)

Originally part of the MAG Plan in 1985, but
dropped due to funding shortfalls, Loop 303
was carried as an expressway in the 2002
update of the MAG Long Range
Transportation Plan. Although it was not
funded for construction under the Life Cycle

Program, it has undergone some
development using local funding. Design
concept and environmental studies are

currently underway.

Loop 303 will provide service to a number of
West Valley Communities, which collectively
represent a large area of growth in the region.
Communities in this area will need to be
linked together and tied into the regional
freeway network. In addition, future growth
will create traffic congestion that will require
the high level of service that a controlled-
access facility can provide.

The Plan funds the construction of Loop 303
as an initial six lane freeway from I-17 near
Lone Mountain Road, to Grand Avenue, and
then south to I-10 and the 1-10 Reliever/MC
85. The segment of Loop 303 between |-17
and 75" Avenue, as well as the portion in the
Surprise area, will be initially constructed as
an at-grade expressway. It will later be
upgraded to a freeway as demand warrants;
funding for this is included in the Plan.

Right-of-way for a full freeway facility will be
acquired as needed for all segments of the
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ultimate Loop 303 facility from I-17 to Riggs
Road. This includes funding for the
acquisition of right of way for a future
extension of Loop 303 south of the I-10
Reliever to Riggs Road. However,
construction for the extension to Riggs Road
is not funded in this Plan.

In January 2001, the MAG Regional Council
approved the Lone Mountain alignment as the
preferred option for the Loop 303 connection
to 1-17 and designated the New River
alignment for further study. A connection
from Loop 303 to I-17 in the vicinity of New
River Road is currently being studied by
ADOT and may be addressed in future
updates of the Plan. Funding for the New
River connection is currently not included in
the Plan.

State Route 51

This freeway route carries north-south traffic
between the [-10/Loop 202 (Red Mountain)
Freeway interchange and Loop 101. It serves
as an important commuter route to the north
and is one of the few means of access
through the Phoenix Mountains. Congestion
on this facility will become an increasing
problem as areas in the northern part of the
region become more fully developed.

To address the future demands on this route,
the Plan calls for the addition of both general
purpose lanes and HOV lanes from Shea
Boulevard to Loop 101.

State Route 71

Approximately five miles of this highway is
located in northwestern Maricopa County,
linking US 60 (Grand Avenue) in Maricopa
County to State Route 93 in Yavapai County.
No construction projects are included for
SR 71 as part of the Plan.

State Route 74

This highway travels in an east-west direction
in the Northwest Valley, extending from 1-17
at Carefree Highway to US 60 at Morristown.

The two-lane facility is primarily a rural route,
and provides access to the Lake Pleasant
recreational area, which is approximately 10
miles west of I-17. It passes through areas
that will undergo development in the future,
particularly along the eastern third of the
route.

Funding for the acquisition of right of way
sufficient for a future freeway facility between
US 60 (Grand Avenue) and Loop 303
(Estrella Freeway) is provided in this Plan.
However, no construction projects are
included for SR 74 as part of the Plan.

State Route 85

This two-lane highway travels in a north-south
direction in the Southwest Valley, extending
from I-8 at Gila Bend, north to 1-10. This
segment is a component of the CANAMEX
Corridor within the MAG Region. The facility
also continues south of 1-8 to the Maricopa
County Line, but experiences relatively low
volumes of traffic along that stretch.

Between [-8 and 1-10, State Route 85 is a
major link for automobile and truck traffic
traveling to points west on I-8. In conjunction
with -8, it also serves as by-pass for the
metropolitan area for truckers using 1-10.
Traffic volumes (particularly truck traffic) on
State Route 85 have been increasing
steadily, taxing the capacity of the two-lane
facility.

To address these needs, the Plan funds the
widening of SR 85 between I-8 and I-10 to a
four-lane, divided facility. The design of this
facility should allow for the ultimate
construction of a freeway (not funded in this
plan).

State Route 87

This highway connects the region to the
recreational areas in the eastern mountains,
extending east along the Beeline Highway
from Country Club Drive as a four-lane
divided facility. It extends south along
Country Club Road/Arizona Avenue to the
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Pinal County line and to points further south
in Pinal County.

The Plan funds minor improvements at the far
eastern end of this facility. No through
capacity is being added to SR 87 as part of
these improvements.

State Route 88

This two-lane highway provides access to
Canyon Lake in eastern Maricopa County.
Minor improvements (a retaining wall for $2
million dollars) in the vicinity of Fish Creek Hill
are funded for this facility in the Plan. No
through capacity is being added.

State Route 143 (Hohokam Expressway)

This expressway facility links 1-10 and
Loop 202 (Red Mountain), terminating at
McDowell Road. It connects to the Sky
Harbor Expressway ramp connections to
Loop 202 (Red Mountain). It provides access
to the Sky Harbor Airport as well as greater
connectivity for the freeway network.

No projects are included on SR 143 as part of
the Plan.

State Route 153 (Sky Harbor Expressway)

This expressway facility provides access to
Sky Harbor Airport from the regional freeway
network. It currently connects Van Buren
Street to University Drive.

The final link to 1-10 will be completed as part
of the Life Cycle Program. No additional
projects are included on SR 153 as part of the
Plan.

State Route 238

This highway connects the Mobile area in
southwestern Maricopa County to SR 347 in
Pinal County.

No construction projects are included on
SR 238 as part of the Plan.

State Route 347

This highway extends south from [-10 at
Queen Creek Road through the Gila River
Indian Community and to points south in Pinal
County. For residents of the MAG Region, it
provides access to western Pinal County, and
functions as an alternative link to I-8.

No construction projects are included on
SR 347 as part of the Plan.

US 60 (Superstition)

This east-west freeway route serves the
Southeast Valley, and continues into Pinal
County and eastern Arizona. It carries very
high volumes of traffic, and will encounter
increasing periods of congestion in the future.
At its eastern end, new areas of residential,
commercial, and industrial development
extending into Pinal County are anticipated.

A series of improvements have been
identified in the Plan to help deal with the
traffic load and congestion on the
Superstition. General purpose lanes are
added at various points along the facility,
primarily from Val Vista Drive, and east to the
Pinal County line. HOV lanes are also
extended as far east as Meridian Road.

US 60 (Grand Avenue)

This state highway extends diagonally on
Grand Avenue from the core of the urban
area to the northwest corner of the MAG
Region. Grand Avenue provides a direct
connection to communities in the northwest
area. Because Grand Avenue is aligned
diagonally across the regional grid and is
parallel to an active railroad track, it has a
number of problem intersections. In addition,
the lack of continuity on several of the arterial
grid streets in the northwest area channels
traffic onto Grand Avenue.

A number of Grand Avenue intersections are
being addressed in the Life Cycle Program
through the construction of grade-
separations. In addition, to address the
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growing capacity needs on Grand Avenue,
the Plan calls for additional grade-separations
and widening improvements south of Loop
303.

Grand Avenue south of SR 74 is generally
planned as a partially-controlled access
facility. Based on the results of the recently
completed MAG Grand Avenue Northwest
Corridor Study, it is further defined as an
enhanced arterial / limited expressway
between Loop 101 and Loop 303. The
section south of Loop 101 is a partially
controlled access facility (expressway or
limited expressway) and may be further
defined following the completion of a Major
Investment Study which is in process for this
corridor. Additional project details will also be
determined in this study.

US 60 (Wickenburg to La Paz County)

This state highway extends from Wickenburg
to La Paz County.

No construction projects are included for this
section of US 60 as part of the Plan.

UsS 93

This highway extends northward from US 60
in Wickenburg, continuing to the northwest
part of Arizona and providing a link to Las
Vegas, Nevada. US 93 is part of the
federally-designated CANAMEX Corridor
through the MAG region.

A new alignment of US 93, providing an
interim bypass around downtown
Wickenburg, is included as part of the Plan.

Williams Gateway Freeway

The Williams Gateway Freeway is a new Six-
lane freeway corridor extending from Loop
202 (Santan) south to the Williams Gateway
Airport, and east to the Pinal County line.
Within Pinal County, and not funded as part
of this Plan, the facility would extend east to
US 60.

As the eastern part of the MAG Region builds
out, a high level facility such as the Williams
Gateway Freeway will be needed to provide
access to job centers, commercial areas and
residential development. The Williams
Gateway Airport also represents a major
regional activity center. In addition, expected
growth in Pinal County will require freeway
linkages to the MAG Region.

The Plan includes funding for construction of
the Williams Gateway Freeway to six lanes.
These monies are directed at only those
sections of freeway that are located within
Maricopa County.

CANAMEX Corridor

The CANAMEX Corridor is one of 43 national
“high priority” corridors identified in the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act (ISTEA); the 1995 National Highway
System (NHS) Designation Act; and the
Transportation Efficiency Act for the 21
Century (TEA-21). Section 1105 of the NHS
Designation Act specifies the CANAMEX
Corridor to run from:

"...Nogales, Arizona, through Las Vegas,
Nevada, to Salt Lake City, Utah, to Idaho
Falls, Idaho, to Montana, to the Canadian
Border."

In the State of Arizona, the CANAMEX
Corridor is similarly specified in the NHS
Designation Act to follow:

"(i) 1-19 from Nogales to Tucson; (ii) I-10
from Tucson to Phoenix; and (iii) United
States Route 93 in the vicinity of Phoenix
to the Nevada Border."

MAG and ADOT initiated a study in FY 2000
to designate the route for the CANAMEX
Corridor through the MAG Region connecting
the federally designated routes of I-10 and
US 93 in the northwest.

In April of 2001, following completion of the
study, the MAG Regional Council passed a
resolution specifying the corridor to include:
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-8, SR 85, 1-10 from SR 85 to the
Wickenburg Road/Vulture Mine Road
connection, an alignment in the general
vicinity of Wickenburg Road/Vulture Mine
Road, connecting to the future Wickenburg
Bypass, and the Wickenburg Bypass from
that point west to US 93.

This corridor bypasses the air quality
non-attainment area for PM-10 (particulate
matter under ten microns in diameter), which
covers the urbanized portion of the region.

The CANAMEX Caorridor is not fully funded,
although improvements for some of the
segments listed above are part of this Plan.

Once funded, the corridor will generally be
constructed to a minimum standard of a
four-lane divided highway.

ADOT may conduct location and design
studies as needed for this corridor to
determine an appropriate alignment and right-
of-way needs, as well as key design
elements. Right-of-way may then be obtained
through negotiations with local landowners,
and as funding permits.

Interchange

New Interchanges and

Improvements

As the region grows, additional access to the
freeway network is required to maintain
mobility throughout the MAG Region. To
address this need, the Plan calls for the
addition of 13 new arterial-to-freeway
interchanges as listed in Table 8-2.

Table 8-2 also lists direct connections for high
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes through
freeway-to-freeway interchanges that are
funded in the Plan. Funding is provided for

the addition of HOV ramps at six freeway-to-
freeway interchanges.

Maintenance and FMS

The Plan includes $279 million in funding for
maintenance on the freeway system. A total
of $143 million in funding is provided for
freeway management systems (FMS), which

help keep traffic flowing as smoothly as
possible. The funding for maintenance is for
litter pickup and landscaping (including
landscape restoration).

Neighborhood (Noise) Mitigation

A total of $75 million is provided in the Plan
for rubberized asphalt/noise mitigation.

COSTS AND PHASING - REGIONALLY
FUNDED PROJECTS

Inthe preceding discussion, abroad overview
of planned freeway and highway facilities in
the region was provided. These planned
facilities will be funded through federal,
regional and local revenue sources.

Tables 8-1, 8-2, and 8-3 provide information
on costs and phasing for the freeway and
highway projects as well as improved and
new interchanges specified in the Plan.
Figures 8-4 and 8-5 show the phasing of the
freeway, highway and interchange projects.

Funding for new freeways and improvement
projects is not subject to local match
requirements. Cost estimates are in millions
of 2002 dollars.

The projects are grouped into four phases, or
time periods based on fiscal years. Fiscal
years end June 30" of the year indicated. The
four phases are as follows:

Phase I:  FY 2005 through 2010
Phase Il: FY 2011 through 2015
Phase Ill: FY 2016 through 2020
Phase IV: FY 2021 through 2026

The phase specified for a project refers to the
period in which funds would be programmed
for construction.
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Table 8-2: Costs and Phasing for New Interchanges and HOV Ramps (2002 Dollars, Millions)*

Facility  Arterial Regional Costs** Phase

New Interchanges on Existing Freeways & State Highways

1-10 Bullard Rd $ 9.2 I
Chandler Heights 13.8 \%
El Mirage 17.3 \%
Perryville Rd 9.2 1l

1-17 Dixileta Dr (half interchange) 9.2 1l
Dove Valley Rd 18.4 \%
Jomax Rd 18.4 |

L101 64th St 18.4 |
Beardsley Rd (half interchange, & reconstruct Union Hills interchange) 27.6 1l
Bethany Home Rd 20.7 |

L202 Mesa Dr (ramps only) 4.6 v

US 60 Superstition: Lindsay Rd (half interchange) 4.6 Il
Superstition: Meridian Rd (half interchange) 4.6 1l
Other Projects in ADOT FY 03-07 Program 6.7

Subtotal $182.7

New High Occupancy Vehicle Ramps at System Freeway Interchanges

L101 1-10 $ 60.0 \%
1-17 72.0 v

L202 Red Mtn & US 60/Superstition 20.4 v
Santan & I-10 20.4 1l
Santan & L101/Price 20.4 1

SR 51 L101/Pima 20.4 |

Sub-total 213.6

Total $396.3

Source: Maricopa Association of Governments, 2003

ADT: Average Daily Traffic

*  Not including interchanges constructed as part of new freeway construction

** Includes contingency allowance. Assumes 100% regional funding (no local match) for new interchanges.
Cost estimates listed above are preliminary and subject to change in the design process.

Table 8-3: Other Freeway and Highway Costs (2002 Dollars, Millions)

Category Regional Costs*
Freeway Management System $ 143.0
Maintenance (landscaping, including restoration, and litter pick-up) 279.0

Noise Mitigation 75.0

Minor Projects 18.0

Total $515.0

Source: Maricopa Association of Governments, 2003

* Includes contingency allowance.
Cost estimates listed above are preliminary and subject to change in the design process.
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warranty, expressed or implied, as to its accuracy and expressly
disclaims liability for the accuracy thereof.

B ] viles
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are planned by the Central Arizona Association of
Governments (CAAG). Potential new facilities
shown in Pinal County are from the Southeast
Maricopa/Northern Pinal County Area Transporation

Study jointly sponsored by MAG, CAAG, and ADOT. G:\Dev\projects\RTP\08-5_Phasing_Interchanges.mxd
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Table 8-4: Highway Funding Estimates, Fiscal Years 2005 to 2026 (2002 Dollars, Millions)

FUNDING AND EXPENDITURES TOTAL
FUNDING
Statewide Revenues'

Federal Funds (NHS, ADOT-STP, IM, BR & CMAQ) $7,781

State Discretionary Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF), and HURF Bonds 12,040

MAG / PAG HURF for Controlled Access Facilities 2,115

MAG Half-Cent Extension (net of debt service) 4,774

Total Statewide Revenues $26,710
Statewide Obligations

ADOT Discretionary Programs (Outside the MAG Region) and Operations? ($15,002)

MAG Debt Service on 15% Funds ($ 728)

PAG Allocation ($ 529

Total Statewide Obligations ($16,258)
FUNDING AVAILABLE TO THE MAG REGION (Revenues minus Obligations) $10,452
EXPENDITURES®
New Projects & Services

New Freeways $3,716

Widening of Existing Freeways 4,434

New Interchanges and Improvements 182

New HOV Ramps 214

Intelligent Transportation System / Freeway Management System 143

Maintenance” 354

Total New Projects $ 9,043
Subprograms

ADOT Subprograms (MAG Region only)® 660

ADOT Set Aside / Allowance for Contingencies 359

Total Subprograms $ 1,019
Previously Committed Projects

MAG Life-Cycle Freeway Allocation FY 2005 through 2007 230

ADOT FY 2005 MAG-Area Regional Freeway System Projects 177

Total Previously Committed Projects $ 407
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $10,470
BALANCE (Funding Available to the MAG Region minus Expenditures)® ($ 18)

Source: Maricopa Association of Governments, 2003

BR: Bridge

CMAQ: Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality

IM: Interstate Maintenance

NHS: National Highway System

STP: Surface Transportation Funds

Notes:

. Sources from which the MAG Region is eligible to receive funds.

. Maintenance funding allocated for litter pick-up and landscaping including restoration.

o g~ WN P

and well within the uncertainties associated with long-range revenue forecasts and cost estimates,

. Includes Pavement Preservation, Freeway Service Patrol, Traffic Engineering and other subprograms.
. The balance, which represents just 0.17% of total funding, is considered immarterial relative to the total funding and expenditures

. Includes transfers to the Dept of Public Safety; Land, Buildings, and Equipment; Debt Service on Discretionary HURF; and Other Operations
. Contingency allowances are included in the estimates for expenditures for each project. Costs are subject to change in the design process.



Other activities related to the project, such as
design and right-of-way acquisition, may
occur in preceding phases, but are not
separately identified.  Early right-of-way
acquisition is conducted where feasible as a
means to help minimize costs over the long
term.

FUNDING SUMMARY

Table 8-4 has been prepared to provide a
summary of the complete funding picture for
the freeway/highway element of the Plan.
This table lists the reasonably available
funding sources for the planning period, and
the uses of those funds. The balance
between funds available and funds used
indicates that the freeway/highway element
can be accomplished within reasonably
available funding sources over the planning
period.

ULTIMATE CONCEPTS

Ultimate concepts for the regional freeway
system and highways will be developed as
part of future updates or amendments to the
Plan.

LIFE CYCLE PROGRAM AND MAG FY
2004-2007 TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

This Plan includes projects that were already
funded, but remain to be completed from the
existing Life Cycle Program and all the
projects in the FY 2004 to FY 2007 MAG
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).
Projects being carried forward are those
programmed from FY 2004 through FY 2007.

The Life Cycle Program funds controlled-
access projects scheduled for completion in
previous plans by the end of FY 2007.

Funding for the Program includes proceeds
from the 1985 half-cent transportation excise
tax (RARF), which expires at the end of 2005;
portions of Highway User Revenue Funds

(HURF); federal highway funds; and various
other sources. All facilities funded with RARF
funds are access-controlled and are on the
State Highway system.

The Life Cycle Program is fiscally-
constrained. To ensure that revenues and
costsremain in balance, and that construction
schedules remain realistic, ADOT reviews
and certifies the costs, revenues and
construction schedules in the Life Cycle
Program every six months and issues a
report. Figure 8-6 presents the most recent
certification map.

For tracking purposes, the revenues and
costs for projects already committed and
programmed in FY 2004 through FY 2007 of
the existing Life Cycle Program are treated
separately from the revenues and costs for
new projects as identified in this update of the
RTP. Nonetheless, projects already
programmed in FY 2004 through FY 2007 of
the existing Life Cycle Program remain part of
the RTP.

All remaining funding in the existing Life
Cycle Program is listed in Table 8-5 for each
major program element or project. Freeway
projects listed in the table that remain to be
completed by FY 2007 include the Red
Mountain and Santan Freeways, as well as
the Sky Harbor Expressway. A block of
funding is also set aside for preliminary work
on the South Mountain freeway facility. A
total of eight grade-separated intersections
along Grand Avenue will also be completed
within this time frame. Further details may be
obtained from the most recent ADOT Life
Cycle Certification report, dated July 31,
2003.

This Plan also overlaps with and includes the
MAG FY 2004-2007 Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP). Projects in the
TIP are also included in this Plan. Projects
initiated in earlier years of the TIP that are still
under construction are also part of this Plan.

Regional Transportation Plan
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TABLE 8-5

LIFE CYCLE PROGRAM
REGIONAL FREEWAY SYSTEM COSTS (Funded)
(2002 Dollars - Millions)

Corridor Design Right-of-Way Construction Total
Agua Fria 0.7 3.8 6.3 10.8
Grand Avenue 0.0 17.2 36.7 53.9
Pima 0.3 0.3 9.5 10.0
Price 0.0 13 0.0 13

Red Mountain 11.2 26.6 295.1 332.9
Santan 1.6 61.2 377.6 440.4
Sky Harbor 1.3 4.0 22.8 28.1
State Route 51 0.0 0.0 3.3 3.3

System Wide 12.9 2.1 0.0 15.0
South Mountain “Set Aside” 3.4 16.9 56.3 76.6
TOTAL 314 133.4 807.6 972.4

Source: ADOT Life Cycle Certification, July 31,2003; Maricopa Association of Governments

Regional Transportation Plan
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Figure 8-6
Regional Freeway System
July 2003 Certification

Remaining Life Cycle Cost
(Millions) 2004 - 2007
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CHAPTER NINE

STREETS

This chapter presents the fiscally-constrained
plan (the “Plan”) for major arterial streets in
the MAG Region through Fiscal Year (FY)
2026. The Plan incorporates MAG member
agency street plans for the arterial street
system.

While MAG is responsible for developing the

RTP, local jurisdictions are primarily
responsible for design, right-of-way
acquisition, and construction of arterial

facilities as identified in the Plan. Local
jurisdictions are also responsible for the
maintenance of these facilities. Detailed
alignment and design information, as well as
maintenance schedules for each facility are
therefore not included in this Plan.

CURRENT SYSTEM

Figure 9-1 presents the existing arterial grid
(and as modeled) as of August 2003. The
mile arterial grid is a critical element of the
regional transportation system. It consists
primarily of paved roadways with four or more
lanes on a mile grid.

The grid complements the regional freeway
system and provides the region with a high
level of accessibility and mobility. The grid
serves automobile traffic, transit and bicycle
and pedestrian traffic. The arterial system
carries and will continue to carry
approximately half of the total vehicle-miles-
traveled in the region.

The mile grid system is supported by the non-
arterial street system, which includes all local
and collector streets. Non-arterial streets
provide access to businesses and
residences.

PLANNED NEW FACILITIES AND

IMPROVEMENTS
The Plan provides regional funding for
widening existing streets, improving

intersections, and constructing new arterial
segments. The continued implementation of
intelligent transportation systems and (for air
quality purposes) dust control measures is
also funded.

Operations and maintenance, which are
funded locally, are also part of the Plan and
are discussed below.

Regional or Mile Arterial Grid

Figure 9-2 presents the future arterial
network. It was developed through ongoing
consultation with local agencies regarding
their plans, and a series of sub-regional

studies conducted by MAG. Figure 9-3
shows regionally funded arterial
improvements in the network. Note local

plans for arterials are subject to change,
especially for rapidly growing areas of the
region.

The Future Arterial Network extends the
current mile arterial grid system concurrent
with new development, and also closes gaps
and improves connectivity in both developed
and developing areas. Other arterials will
receive major capacity improvements.

It is anticipated that the overall arterial street
network will expand by a combination of new
roadway construction, on the mile grid
system, where feasible; paving dirt roads on
the mile arterial grid system; and widening
existing arterial streets. In some areas,
natural features, such as mountains, preclude
the extension of the mile grid system.
Examples of topographical constraints can be

Regional Transportation Plan
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Total Through Lanes
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7 Lanes

8 Lanes

County Boundary
Freeways

Other Roads

Regional transportation facilities in Pinal County

are planned by the Central Arizona Association of
Governments (CAAG). Potential new facilities
shown in Pinal County are from the Southeast
Maricopa/Northern Pinal County Area Transporation
Study jointly sponsored by MAG, CAAG, and ADOT.
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Regional transportation facilities in Pinal County

are planned by the Central Arizona Association of
Governments (CAAG). Potential new facilities
shown in Pinal County are from the Southeast
Maricopa/Northern Pinal County Area Transporation
Study jointly sponsored by MAG, CAAG, and ADOT.
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found in the northwest area of the urbanized
region.

Based on historical trends, it is anticipated that
a major portion of the new street construction,
which accompanies new development, will
continue to be funded from private sources.
Similarly, it is anticipated that street widening
will continue to be funded primarily from public
sources.

A total of $1.5 billion from regional revenue
sources is allocated to the arterial network in
the Plan for the following categories:

* Major Capacity Improvements and New
Connections: The continuity of the regional
arterial street network is vital to efficient
travel patterns. Major capacity
enhancements in certain areas also make
connectivity options more viable. Examples
of these types of major arterial
i