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1.0 Introduction

The Interstate 10 (I-10) and Baseline Road Traffic Interchange (Tl) Feasibility Analysis is
being conducted by the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) to evaluate the
feasibility of improving intersection and corridor operations. The study Planning Partners
include the town of Guadalupe (Guadalupe), the city of Phoenix (Phoenix), the city of
Tempe (Tempe), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Arizona Department of
Transportation (ADOT), and MAG.

1.1 Study Overview

MAG 1-10/1-17 Spine Corridor Master Plan (The Spine Study), completed March 2018,
analyzed long-term strategies to improve mobility along the 31-mile corridor between
the [-10/SR-202L (San Tan and South Mountain Freeways) System Tl and the I-17/SR-101L
(North Stack) System TI. The Spine Study recommended a reconfiguration and
modernization of the I-10 Baseline Road TI. The proposed concept is a Diverging Diamond
Interchange (DDI) configuration to improve safety and capacity of the Tl. The Spine Study
also recommended the construction of a bicycle and pedestrian bridge over the freeway
as a bicycle alternative to traveling on Baseline Road through the TI. The paths to be
connected by the bridge pass through Phoenix, Tempe, and Guadalupe.

The purpose of this feasibility study is to evaluate the Tl at I-10 and Baseline Road and to
perform conceptual evaluation of different Tl configurations, with one being the DDI
recommended in the Spine Study. Multi-modal travel safety and operations will be key
factors for the conceptual evaluation, including accommodating active transportation
travel through the TI, including bicycles, pedestrians, and shared-use micro-mobility
devices.

Vision Zero is a traffic safety policy that takes an ethical approach towards achieving safety
for all road users. Tempe is the first Vision Zero city in Arizona and is currently preparing
a Vision Zero Action Plan. Engineering safety countermeasures from the Plan will be fully
considered in this feasibility study.

1.2 Study Area

Baseline Road is a major arterial road serving approximately 60,000 vehicles per day. Land
use within the extents of the Study Area is primarily commercial and includes access to
Arizona Mills Mall just east of the TI with I-10.

The existing I-10 and Baseline Road Tl is located within Tempe. The nearest arterial
intersections along Baseline Road are 48th Street to the west and Priest Drive to the east.
The nearest Tls along I-10 are the 1-10 and US-60 System Tl located immediately to the
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north and the 1-10 and Elliot Road TI to the south. The I-10 Baseline Road Tl is currently
configured as a standard diamond interchange.

The Study Area, as shown in Figure 1, consists of the 1.5-mile corridor along Baseline
Road between 48th Street to the west and Hardy Drive to the east. The Study includes the
following intersections on Baseline Road:

= South 48th Street = [-10 Westbound Ramps
= South Calle Los Cerros Drive = Arizona Mills South

* Arizona Grand Parkway = South Priest Drive

= South Wendler Drive = South Darrow Drive

= |-10 Eastbound Ramps = Hardy Drive

The study area identified in Figure T was used to analyze crash history, existing conditions,
and operational analysis. The existing conditions were analyzed at all the intersections
within the Study Area. Through discussion with Planning Partners, it was determined to
limit the proposed improvements to those which directly benefited the TI. Consequently,
the proposed improvement limits along Baseline Road are Calle Los Cerros to the west
and Priest Drive to the east.

BURGESS & NIPLE Page 2 of 56
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Figure 1 - Study Area Map
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2.0 Study Approach

2.1 Background Information

This section summarizes known and available plans and studies completed during the
past 10 years within the Study Area. Relevant improvements and plan recommendations
from the previous studies are included. Documents related to the studies are available
upon request.

2.1.1 ADOT I-10 Broadway Curve: 1-17 (Split) to Loop 202 (San Tan Freeway)
(Ongoing)

ADOT, in partnership with FHWA and MAG, is studying and designing preliminary
concepts for improvements to the I-10 Broadway Curve area between |-17 (Split) and SR-
202L (San Tan Freeway). Proposed improvements include: adding general purpose and
high occupancy vehicle lanes; adding a collector-distributor road system; substantially
modifying the 1-10/SR-143/Broadway Road connections and the I-10/US-60 (Superstition
Freeway) connection; improving drainage; constructing bridges; improving the Intelligent
Transportation Systems (ITS) facilities; building retaining and sound walls and pedestrian
bridge crossings; utility relocations; and other related work. The study will integrate with
the MAG Spine Study discussed in Section 2.1.4 and the I-10 Near-Term Improvements
Study discussed in Section 2.1.6.

2.1.2 ADOT Five-Year Transportation Facilities Construction Program (June 2019)
ADOT developed the 2020-2024 Current Five-Year Transportation Facilities Construction
Program (Program) to provide a framework for developing projects over the next five-
year period. The purpose of the Program is to account for the spending of funds on
projects ready to advertise within two years of the Program or to establish implementation
plans for projects still in preparation. The Program identifies plans to widen the 1-10
mainline from the 1-17 split to SR-202L in Chandler and includes improvements at the
Broadway Curve to help traffic flow more efficiently.

2.1.3 Phoenix Capital Improvement Program 2019-24 (June 2019)

Phoenix approved the 2019-2024 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) in June 2019, which
provides the planned construction program by project and details the sources of funds
for the projects. The purpose of the CIP is to account for the spending of funds on projects
programmed to begin in the next five years. The CIP identifies street improvements on
48th Street from Baseline Road to South Point Parkway. The CIP also identifies the South
Central Light Rail Extension as terminating at the intersection of Baseline Road and Central
Avenue. The extension is outside of this Study's limits, but construction will have a
significant impact on traffic.
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2.1.4 MAG 1-10/1-17 “Spine” Corridor Master Plan (March 2018)

MAG, along with FHWA and ADOT, launched a study to develop a Corridor Master Plan
for the I-10 and I-17 corridor, which serves as the backbone (“Spine”) for transportation
in the metropolitan Phoenix area. The Spine Study is evaluating the full range, long-term
solutions of transportation modes and concepts to identify the best multimodal solutions
and will identify how to best use the allocated funds to achieve the greatest benefit to the
region. The 1-10/1-17 Spine Corridor is 31 miles, beginning at the 1-17/SR-101L (North
Stack) interchange, continues through the 1-10/1-17 (The Split) interchange, and end at
the I-10/SR-202L (Pecos Stack) interchange. The Spine Study recommends reconstructing
the Tl at Baseline Road and I-10 into a DDI, as well as widening the 1-10 for additional
through and high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes.

2.1.5 MAG Road Safety Assessment at the Intersection of Baseline Road and
Interstate 10 (May 2017)

MAG, in cooperation with ADOT and Tempe, conducted a Road Safety Assessment (RSA)
for the intersection of Baseline Road and I-10. The RSA focuses on identifying short,
intermediate, and long-term solutions that improve the safety of all road users. The
intersection is ranked #23 on MAG's High Crash Intersection list. The RSA noted several
safety concerns related to roadway geometry, signal timing, traffic signals and lighting,
signing and marking, and maintenance. Short-term improvements include signal timing
coordination, replacing street signs, re-defining lane assignments, and performing
landscape maintenance. Intermediate-term improvements include reconstructing the
southeast corner ramp to American with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance, improving
street lighting, and retrofitting pedestrian push buttons for ADA compliance. Long-term
improvements include updating the geometry at Wendler Drive and updating signal
heads.

2.1.6 ADOT I-10 Near-Term Improvements Study (August 2016)

ADOQT, in cooperation with FHWA, has initiated a Design Concept Report (DCR) and
environmental study to evaluate near-term freeway capacity improvement options on I-
10 from the SR-143 to the SR-202L (San Tan Freeway). The study is meant to develop and
evaluate near-term freeway improvement options to accommodate the growing traffic
demand in the corridor. Initial concepts for improvements include: reconfigure the I-
10/SR-143 Tl and 1-10/US-60 Tl ramps at the Broadway Curve to separate ramp traffic
from mainline traffic, eliminating the current weaving patterns; and construct additional
general-purpose travel lanes in each direction between US-60 and Ray Road, and one
general-purpose travel lane on inbound I-10 between Baseline Road and Ray Road. The
study will integrate with the MAG Spine Study discussed in Section 2.1.4 and the 1-17
Near-Term Auxiliary Lanes Study discussed in Section 2.1.7.
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2.1.7 ADOT I-17 (Black Canyon Freeway) Near-Term Auxiliary Lanes Study (2015)
ADOQOT, in cooperation with FHWA, initiated a Project Assessment (PA) and environmental
study to evaluate near-term freeway operational improvements on I-17 from the 1-10/I-
17 "Split” Interchange to 19th Avenue. The study will evaluate the addition of auxiliary
lanes between successive entrance and exit ramps to improve operations by providing
additional length for traffic weaving movements in the corridor. The study will integrate
with the MAG Spine Study discussed in Section 2.1.4 and the |-10 Near-Term
Improvements discussed in Section 2.1.6.

2.1.8 Phoenix Transportation 2050 (August 2015)

The Transportation 2050 plan is a 35-year citywide street and transit improvement plan
and addresses a wide array of concerns expressed by residents who drive, bike, walk, and
ride transit services. Transportation 2050 supersedes the previous transit plan, known as
T2000, and places additional emphasis on street needs which will complement the
increase in transit services. The plan identifies a Bus Rapid Transit system on Baseline Road
slated to begin by 2020, and the east route will run from Central Avenue to I-10.

2.1.9 Tempe Transportation Master Plan (January 2015)

The goal of the Tempe Transportation Master Plan (TMP) is to provide a multi-modal
transportation guide for the City that includes short term (2020) and long term (2040)
recommendations and supports the General Plan 2040. The TMP identifies many
characteristics of Baseline Road, from current traffic counts to demographics to pedestrian
and bicycle facilities. The TMP lists several 2020 intersection safety improvements along
Baseline Road, including Priest Drive and Hardy Drive. The TMP also identifies lane
reductions on Baseline Road from Kyrene Road to SR-101L to add bicycle lanes and a tree
line. Though outside of this Study’s limits, construction will have a significant impact on
traffic.

2.1.10 Tempe General Plan 2040 (December 2013)

Tempe updated its General Plan in 2013 to the General Plan 2040, which holds the
community’s vision for the future and is an expression of how the community wants to
grow and change over the next thirty years. The Circulation System Chapter guides the
further development of a citywide multi-modal transportation system integrated with the
City’s land use plans. Emphasis is placed on “seeking the 20-minute city,” or a city with a
vibrant mix of commercial and residential establishments within a one-mile walking
distance, a 4-mile bike ride, or a 20-minute transit ride. Numerous pedestrian, bicycle, and
transit facility improvements are listed, including expanding the bicycle path/lane on the
Baseline Road corridor through lane reductions and street improvements.
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2.2 Existing Conditions
This section covers the existing conditions for Baseline Road within the Study Area extents,
including the existing transportation network, existing turning movement counts at the
intersections, the average daily traffic along each segment of the corridor, and the existing
traffic signal timing plans.

2.2.1 Existing Transportation Network

Baseline Road is a six-lane arterial road with posted speeds of 45 mph along the extents
of the Study Area. The through lanes are divided by a two-way left-turn lane (TWLTL) for
most of the corridor, with median islands present in locations to separate dedicated left
turn lanes. Commercial and industrial businesses line the corridor, including Arizona Mills
Mall on the northeast corner of I-10 and Baseline Road. Apartments and single-family
subdivisions are found east of Arizona Mills Mall.

Baseline Road is the last east-west roadway before South Mountain and a terminus point
of nearly all north-south roads west of the I-10. A few exceptions extend into residential
communities at the base of the mountain. 48th Street is the most notable, as it becomes
South Pointe Parkway south of Baseline Road and connects through to Elliot Road. South
Pointe Parkway is a two-lane residential road with posted speeds of 25 mph and is not
designed to carry heavy through traffic.

Between 48th Street and Hardy Drive, Baseline Road touches four jurisdictions: Phoenix,
Tempe, Guadalupe, and ADOT. Phoenix maintains the intersection of 48th Street and
Baseline Road. Tempe maintains Baseline Road from 48th Street to Hardy Drive, while
ADOT maintains the entrance and exit ramps to I-10 as well as the bridge overpass.
Guadalupe’s northern-most limits are between the 1-10 and Avenida del Yaqui on the
south side of Baseline Road.

2.2.2 Existing Turning Movement Counts

Existing turning movement count data was collected at nine Study Area locations on April
11,2019, with count data for 48th Street collected on April 16, 2019. Counts were collected
for 12 hours: from 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and from 11 a.m. to 7 p.m. The 2019 peak hour turning
movement counts collected for the Study Area are shown on Figure 2. More detailed
traffic count data, including vehicle classification counts, is included in Appendix A.
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2.2.3 Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

The traffic counts described in Section 2.2.2 were used to derive 24-hour traffic volumes
along the corridor. Typically for the region, arterials have 72% of their ADT in the vicinity
of their interchanges with a freeway in the 12-hours when the counts were
observed. Consequently, the 1-10 ramps were scaled to 24 hours by assuming that the
counted 12-hour volumes were equivalent to 72% of the ADT. The ADTs for the remaining
intersections were first scaled the same way, and then adjusted using volume balancing
to ensure traffic volumes were consistent throughout the corridor. This resulted in the
counted volumes being equivalent to 72.1% to 80.6% of those intersections' ADT. The
increased percentage of counted volumes can be attributed to the commercial land uses
along Baseline Road on the east side of the I-10.

Future ADT was forecasted using the most recent MAG Travel Demand Model, following
the procedures described in Section 2.5.1. Figure 3 shows the existing and future ADT
for the Study Area corridor. Existing ADT is shown in black; future ADT is shown in red.
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Figure 3 - EX|st|ng and Future ADT
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Existing daily traffic volumes along Baseline Road within Study Area extents along the
corridor; ADT ranges between approximately 32,490 and 72,568 vehicles per day.

2.2.4 Existing Active Transportation Facilities

2.2.4.1 Existing Connectivity

Connected active transportation networks provide access to destinations for a variety of
users by promoting the opportunity to complete trips by walking, bicycling, or using
transit. The first and last mile of transit trips is an important component of an active
transportation network. The 2079 MAG Active Transportation Plan provides a framework
for encouraging and providing safe connectivity for all users.

Figure 4 illustrates the Valley Metro network map. Bicycle and pedestrian connectivity
maps are included in Figure 5 and Figure 6. These maps illustrate the bike and shared-
use path designations per Tempe and Phoenix. The nearest pedestrian [-10 crossings to
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Baseline Road are located one mile north at the Southern Avenue underpass and one mile
south at the Guadalupe Road overpass bridge. Southern Avenue has sidewalks on both
sides of the roadways and no dedicated bike lanes. There are no sidewalks or bike lanes
on Guadalupe Road between Point Parkway and Calle Sahuaro except for the bridge itself,
where there is a sidewalk on one side of the bridge. The segment between Point Parkway
and the bridge has sharrow pavement markings indicating a shared lane for vehicles and
bicycles. Figure 7 and Figure 8 depict the existing active transportation facilities within
the study area.

2.2.4.2 Transit Facilities

Phoenix has plans for a future Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) route on Baseline Road ending at
48th Street. A future BRT route further east on Baseline Road into Mesa should be
considered in future projects. The Baseline Road corridor is served directly by the Valley
Metro bus service. There are several bus routes on Baseline Road with multiple bus stops
within the study area. Bus Route 77 serves the entire study area, and Route 48 and Route
32 are accessed at the Arizona Mills South bus stop and at the bus stops to the west of |-
10. There are additional route connections at 48th Street (Route 48), Priest Drive (Route
56), and Hardy Drive (Route 62). According to the Valley Metro Route 77 schedule, the
bus system operates from approximately 4:00 AM to 12:30 AM on weekdays depending
on the stop. The bus arrives every 30 minutes.
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Figure 4 - Valley Metro Network Map
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Most of the bus stops have shelters, while a few have benches only. The locations of the
bus stops are depicted on Figure 7 and Figure 8.
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2.2.4.3 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Shared-Use Paths and Trails

Near the study area, there are two designated shared-use paths: Western Canal and
Highline Canal. Neither of these shared-use paths currently have pedestrian/bicycle
crossings over or under I-10. The Western Canal crossing will be constructed as part of
the ADOT I-10 Broadway Curve improvements.

The location of the shared-use paths within the study area are previously depicted in
Figure 5 and Figure 6. The Western Canal is part of the Maricopa County Sun Circle and
Maricopa Trails. This important corridor extends from 35th Avenue within Phoenix and
east into Tempe. In Tempe, a paved shared-use path is provided beginning at Arizona
Mills and heads southeast past Baseline Road through the Kiwanis Park, through the Ken
McDonald Golf Course, and then east into Gilbert.
Figure 9 - Highline Canal Shared-

Within Phoenix, the Highline Canal is located Use Path
between the Western Canal and South Mountain. '
A paved, shared-use path is located along this
canal corridor between Central Avenue and 40th
Street. At 46th Street, the Highline Canal proceeds
southeast into Tempe and Guadalupe, and wraps
back across 1-10 into Phoenix. East of Avenida del
Yaqui, the Highline Canal shared-use path is
paved through Guadalupe and into Tempe. A
photo of the paved portion of the Highline Canal
shared-use path at Avenida del Yaqui is shown in
Figure 9.

Figure 10 depicts the Salt River Project’s (SRP) canal map.
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Figure 10 — SRP Canal Map
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Bike Lanes

There are currently no dedicated bike lanes on Baseline Road within the project limits. As
depicted in Figure 5, there are dedicated bike lanes on Priest Drive, Darrow Drive and
Hardy Drive. There is a break in connectivity on Priest Drive (Avenida del Aqui) with no
bike lanes south of Baseline Road. There are also dedicated bike lanes for a short distance
on Calle Los Cerros Drive.

Sidewalks

There are existing sidewalks on both sides of Baseline Road with widths varying from 5 to
8 feet within the study limits. The sidewalk connectivity is previously depicted in Figure 6.
The sidewalks are in generally good condition. The south sidewalk on Baseline Road
heaves near the I-10 interchange as shown on the photo in Figure 11. The field review
also observed that the existing driveways on Baseline Road do not meet cross slope
requirements per current ADA standards. Examples of the driveways are shown in Figure
12.
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Crosswalks and Enhanced Crossings

Marked crosswalks are provided at each of the signalized intersections on Baseline Road
as depicted previously in Figure 7 and Figure 8. The east leg of the Baseline Road/48th
Street intersection does not have a marked crosswalk. R9-3 signs (no pedestrian crossing
symbol) and R9-3b plaques (“Use Crosswalk”) are posted on the east leg to discourage
crossings. The crosswalk counts reveal that there are pedestrians and bicyclists who cross
the east leg despite the posted signs and lack of marked crosswalk. The Baseline
Road/Wendler Drive intersection only has a marked crosswalk on the north leg with no
marked crosswalks crossing Baseline Road. The R9-3 sign and R9-3b plaque are posted
to discourage Baseline Road crossings at this intersection. The Baseline Road/Arizona
Mills South intersection does not have a marked crosswalk on the west leg, but the R9-3
and R9-3b signs are posted. The crosswalk counts reveal that there are pedestrians and
bicyclists who cross the west leg despite the posted signs and lack of marked crosswalk.
Figure 13, Figure 14 and Figure 15 depict the legs without crosswalks. As shown in the
photo in Figure 15, the R9-3 sign at Arizona Mills South is faded and needs replaced.

There are no enhanced or midblock crosswalks on Baseline Road within the study area.
There are two pedestrian refuge islands provided on Baseline Road on each side of I-10
at the marked crosswalks on Baseline Road. Figure 16 and Figure 17 provide photos of
the existing pedestrian refuge islands.

Vehicles were observed stopping in the crosswalks at the Baseline Road and 1-10
interchange as depicted in Figure 18. This is caused by the queuing on Baseline Road
through the intersections and by the heavy right-turn movements.
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Figure 11 — Poor condition of sidewalk on south side of Baseline Road near I-10
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Figure 12 - Driveways on Baseline Road (cross slope does not meet current ADA
standards)
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Figure 13 - Baseline Road and 48th Street — No Crosswalk on East Leg

Figure 14 - Baseline Road and Wendler Drive — No Crosswalks on Baseline Road
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Figure 15 — Baseline Road and Arizona Mills South - No Crosswalk on West Leg

Figure 16 — Existing Pedestrian Refuge Island on Baseline Road at the 1-10
Northbound Ramp

East Leg Crosswalk on
Baseline Rd at I-10 NB Ramp

East Leg Crosswalk Refuge Island on
Baseline Rd at I-10 NB Ramp
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Figure 17 - Existing Pedestrian Refuge Island on Baseline Road at the 1-10
Southbound Ramp

South Leg
Crosswalk at I-10
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2.2.5 ADA and PROWAG Considerations

Sidewalks, street crossings and other elements of the public right-of-way need to be
designed to provide accessibility for all users. The ADA Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG)
are developed and updated by the United States Access Board to provide design
guidelines in ADA compliance. The purpose of the design guidelines is to ensure access
to the built environment for people with disabilities. The most recent guidelines are
referred to as the 2070 ADA Standards for Accessible Design.

The Access Board has also drafted the Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines
(PROWAG) to focus primarily on sidewalk and street crossing design within the public
right-of-way. The purpose of the guidelines is to ensure that access for persons with
disabilities is provided wherever a pedestrian way is newly built or altered to provide
equitable convenience, connection, and safety to pedestrians with disabilities.

The existing driveways on Baseline Road do not meet the most recent ADA and PROWAG
guidelines. Multiple ramps at the existing signalized study intersections are also not up to
date with the most recent standards, specifically not having truncated domes. The existing
pedestrian refuge islands and corresponding pedestrian push buttons on Baseline Road
at the 1-10 ramps do meet current ADA and PROWAG standards. Any new design or
alterations to these existing pedestrian facilities shall incorporate the most recent ADA
and PROWAG guidelines.

2.3 Stakeholder Engagement
Meeting materials for the following meetings, including agenda, presentation, and
summary, are provided in Appendix B.

2.3.1 Kickoff Meeting

A kickoff meeting was held on April 3, 2019 in the Tempe Bus Conference Room.
Representatives from Guadalupe, Tempe, ADOT, FHWA, MAG, and the design team
attended the meeting. During this meeting, Planning Partners were able to note issues
and considerations that may affect the Study Area and feasibility of design. Major
takeaways from the meeting include:

= Baseline Road is the highest volume corridor in Tempe and has a correspondingly
high crash rate. Pedestrian and vehicular safety are a serious concern;

» Tempe's Vision Zero focuses on reducing the number of crash-related pedestrian
deaths, and pedestrian and bicycle considerations are needed for the area;

= Right-of-way constraints in the corridor are tight;
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* Improvements to the I-10 Broadway Curve are estimated to begin in Spring 2020
and any improvements to the 1-10 Baseline Road Tl need to tie into the plans; and

* Only portions of the Spine Study are currently funded. A possible design alternative
to the Tl that could be completed in sections and phases might assist with funding
concerns.

2.3.2 Phoenix Partner Meeting

The Phoenix partner meeting took place on April 16, 2019, in the Phoenix City Hall, 5th
Floor 5 East Conference Room. Representatives from Phoenix, MAG, and the design team
attended the meeting. The meeting purpose was to discuss Phoenix study goals and
objectives and identify project area opportunities, constraints, and additional pertinent
studies or projects. Major takeaways from the meeting include:

» Pedestrian and bicycle safety is a significant concern along the corridor;

* |t is not anticipated that the I-10 bridge over Baseline Road would require
reconstruction;

= Access management may become a concern along the corridor; and

= Design Baseline Road to accommodate Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) as Phoenix’'s BRT
limits have not yet been determined and may extend to the project area.

2.3.3 Workshop

The planning workshop meeting took place on September 3, 2019, in the MAG Ironwood
conference room. Representatives from Guadalupe, Phoenix, Tempe, ADOT, FHWA, MAG,
and the design team attended the meeting. The meeting purpose was to review existing
and future no-build conditions analysis and identify alternatives to investigate. In addition
to an optimized no-build, improvements identified to be investigated included:

= Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI)
o Modify Spine Study alternative by reducing the space between the
crossovers;
o Ensure that cyclists can be accommodated; and
o Modify adjacent intersections of Wendler and Arizona Mills.
» Standard Diamond
o Provide dedicated lane for east to south movement, but accommodate a
pedestrian crossing;
o Modify adjacent intersections of Wendler and Arizona Mills; and
o Optimize signal timings and movements.
* Improve pedestrian facilities along the corridor.
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2.3.4 Tempe Stakeholder Meeting

The Tempe partner meeting took place on October 22, 2019, in the Tempe Bike
conference room. Representatives from Tempe, MAG, and the design team attended the
meeting. The meeting purpose was to review potential corridor improvements and goals
for Tempe. Major takeaways from the meeting include:

* Proposed development on the southwest corner of Calle Los Cerros will construct
a right turn pocket and requires the existing signal to remain;

= Tempe is not interested in increasing the number of through lanes through the TI;

= Realign Wendler Drive to intersect opposite Arizona Grand;

» Increase storage length under the bridge to 350’ per lane; and

= Further investigation of access at Arizona Mills intersection access.

2.3.5 Guadalupe Partner Meeting

The Guadalupe partner meeting took place on November 21, 2019, in the MAG Palo Verde
conference room. Representatives from Guadalupe, MAG, and the design team attended
the meeting. The meeting purpose was to review potential corridor improvements and
goals for Guadalupe. Major takeaways from the meeting include:

= Consolidate driveway access along Baseline Road,;
» Avoid shaded structures along the Highline Canal Path due to social issues; and
» Guadalupe will defer to Tempe and Phoenix regarding Tl improvements.

2.3.6 Phoenix Partner Meeting

An additional Phoenix partner meeting took place on November 21, 2019, in the Phoenix
City Hall Traffic Management Center conference room. Representatives from Phoenix,
MAG, and the design team attended the meeting. The meeting purpose was to review
potential corridor improvements and goals for Phoenix. Major takeaways from the
meeting include:

» Ensure reviewed alternatives do not prohibit future BRT and
» Concerns utilizing ramp through movement for I-10 incident management.
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2.3.7 Stakeholder Meeting

The stakeholder meeting took place on February 24, 2020, in the MAG Ironwood
conference room. Representatives from Guadalupe, Phoenix, Tempe, ADOT, MAG, and the
design team attended the meeting. The meeting purpose was to review proposed
alternatives. Major takeaways from the meeting include:

» Further investigation is necessary to determine the number of total right-of-way
acquisitions within the corridor;

» Standard diamond and DDI alternatives are feasible;

= A preferred alternative will not be selected at this stage; and

= Additional alignments should be considered for Wendler Drive to preserve the
most usable area in parcels.

2.4 Crash Analysis

Data for crashes occurring in the Study Area between January 1, 2014 and December 31,
2018 was obtained from ADOT's Accident Location Identification Surveillance System
(ALISS) database. Figure 19 shows the crash heat map for the Study Area. Table 1
summarizes the annual distribution of crashes by the severity of the crash. Additional
active transportation crash analysis is included in Section 2.4.1.

.
e
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Table 1 — Annual Crash Distribution
. Suspected
Year In?:ry PI: s;s::);e Minor Sesr:l:r:se‘l::je:ry Fatal Total
Injury

2014 231 58 37 6 1 333
2015 280 51 40 3 0 374
2016 261 46 36 5 0 348
2017 278 49 48 4 0 379
2018 281 55 39 3 1 379
Total 1,331 259 200 21 2 1,813
Percent 73.4% 14.3% 11.0% 1.2% 0.1% 100%

Table 2 summarizes the crash severity for intersections in the Study Area; Table 3
summarizes segments. Intersection spacing in the Study Area is generally less than 1,000
feet; therefore, there are very few segments as most crashes are included in the
intersection influence area.

Table 2 — Crash Severity by Intersection
. Suspected | Suspected
Intersection | No Injury P::‘ Sji::);e Minor Serious Fatal Total
Injury Injury
48th Street 223 50 26 6 0 305
Calle Los 93 18 13 1 0 125
Cerros Drive
Arizona
Grand 108 23 18 0 0 149
Parkway
South
Wendler 121 32 9 0 0 162
Drive
1-10
Southbound 211 24 13 0 0 248
Ramps
1-10
Northbound 169 30 25 1 0 225
Ramps
Arizona Mills 65 12 7 0 0 34
South
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Table 2 — Crash Severity by Intersection

Possible Suspected | Suspected

Intersection | No Injury i Minor Serious Fatal Total

Injury Injury
South Priest
Drive/Avenida 124 15 22 3 1 165
del Yaqui
South Darrow | 5 12 17 3 1 84
Drive
Hardy Drive 107 28 27 7 0 169
Total 1,272 244 177 21 2 1,716

Table 3 — Crash Severity by Segment
. Suspected | Suspected

Segment No Injury P::‘ Sji::);e Minor Serious Fatal Total

Injury Injury
48th St to
Calle Los 13 2 4 0 0 19
Cerros
Darrow Drive
to Hardy 46 13 19 0 0 78
Drive
Total 59 15 23 0 0 97

An examination of the crash trends within the Study Area shows:

* The intersection of 48th Street had the most crashes over the five-year period,
accounting for 17% of all crashes in the corridor (305 of 1,813 total crashes);

» The intersections at the northbound and southbound ramps account for 12.4% and
13.7% of all crashes in the corridor, respectively; and

* The number of crashes at an intersection or segment is independent of exposure.

Crash data was analyzed and compared to the 2018 Arizona Motor Vehicle Crash Facts
(Crash Facts) published by ADOT. An analysis of the collision manner through the Study
Area indicated a higher percentage of crashes involving pedalcyclists, unknown, and
motor vehicles in transit (multivehicle crashes) than the 2018 urban area averages
presented in the Crash Facts. Categories exceeding the statewide average are shown in
bold, red, italicized text. These percentages are presented in Table 4.
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Table 4 - First Harmful Event

First Harmful Event Nu::::lme Roac:/o % ls.ltrabtaer‘:v:jreeas
Collision with Motor Vehicle in Transit 1,663 91.7% 80.5%
Overturning 4 0.2% 0.8%
Collision with Pedestrian 15 0.8% 1.4%
Collision with Pedalcyclist 19 1.0% 1.1%
Collision with Animal 0 0.0% 0.3%
Collision with Fixed Object 38 2.1% 7.6%
Collision with Non-fixed Object* 4 0.2% 4.3%
Vehicle Fire or Explosion 1 0.1% 0.1%
Other Non-collision** 1 0.1% 0.2%
Unknown 68 3.8% 3.7%
Total 1,813 100% 100%
*Includes Collision with Parked Vehicles, Trains, Railway Vehicles, and Work Zone Equipment
**Includes Vehicle Immersion, Jackknife, and Cargo Loss or Shift
Bold, red, italicized text denotes values over urban areas statewide

An examination of the collision trends along the corridor shows:

= Collisions with pedalcyclists was just under the urban area average; however, there
were additional bicycle crashes not coded as the first harmful event;
= 38 crashes involved a cyclist or pedestrian; four of these crashes involved a non-

motorist but were coded as “motor vehicle in transport,

nu

curb,” and "not reported”;

» The two fatal crashes both involved pedestrians; one was coded as a multi-vehicle
crash, the other as a fixed object crash:
= One fatality occurred at Darrow Drive where the vehicle struck a pedestrian

and

= One fatality occurred near Priest Drive. A vehicle was leaving a business and
the driver lost control of the vehicle, striking several curbs, a wall, and sign
onsite. It continued northbound across a landscaped area and struck a

pedestrian near the driveway.
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An analysis of the collision manner through the Study Area indicated that the corridor has
a higher percentage of left turn, rear end, and sideswipe crashes than the statewide
averages presented in Crash Facts. Note that the designations U-turn and angle by type
were recently added; these are not included in earlier years. These percentages are
presented in Table 5. Categories exceeding the statewide average are shown in bold, red,
italicized text.

Table 5 — Manner of Collision in Multi-Vehicle Crashes
Collision Manner Baseline Road % Statewide
Number %
Angle 243 13.7% 14.5%
Left Turn 319 18.0% 16.5%
Rear End 854 48.2% 44.4%
Head-On 12 0.7% 1.7%
Sideswipe (same) 279 15.8% 15.5%
Sideswipe (opposite) 6 0.3% 1.4%
U-Turn 2 0.1% 0.2%
Other* 45 2.5% 5.2%
Unknown 10 0.6% 0.7%
Total 1,770 100% 100%
Bold, red, italicized text denotes values over statewide averages
*Includes rear to rear, rear to side, pedestrian, and pedalcyclist

An examination of the collision trends along the corridor shows:

* A majority of the incapacitating crashes, as well as one of the two fatal crashes,
were left-turn crashes.
o Note that 86 of the 319 (27.0%) left-turn crashes occurred at intersections
with protected-only left-turn traffic signal phasing.

A high percentage of rear end collisions is typically indicative of congestion. The
occurrence of numerous left-turn crashes at traffic signals with protected-only left-turn
phasing is indicative of driver non-compliance. This behavior may be indicative of
congestion/delay as well.

A holistic review of the Study Area crash history suggests that access management plays
a key role in its safety performance. Within the 1.5-mile Study Area, there are 10 signalized

BURGESS & NIPLE Page 30 of 56

05/29/2020



4 4 MARICOPA I-10/Baseline Road Service Traffic I.nte?rchange
A 2.\ ASSOCIATION of Feasibility Study
FUISCRREEERES MAG Contract No. 780-A

intersections, as well as other stop-controlled intersections and driveways. There are nine
signalized intersections in the 1-mile segment from 48th Street to Darrow Drive as well as
27 unsignalized access points. The Transportation Research Board (TRB) Access
Management Manual (Access Management Manual), Second Edition, explains the effect
signal density and unsignalized access density have on crash rates. A summary figure from
the Access Management Manual is included as Figure 20. Note, the maximum value
expressed is >6 signals per mile. This curve corresponds to an accident rate per million
vehicle miles of about 8 with 27 unsignalized access points in a mile. The Study Area,
including the portion east of Darrow Drive to Hardy Drive, has a rate of 13.6.

Figure 20 - TRB Exhibit 15-3: Effect of signal density and unsignalized access
density on average crash rates in urban and suburban areas
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In addition to the number of traffic signals, traffic signal spacing may influence crash
patterns. The Access Management Manual recommends that no access should be
provided within the functional area of an intersection; the concept of functional area is
illustrated in Figure 21. Excluding required queuing distances, the upstream functional
distance is 405 feet with a perception-reaction time of 1.5 seconds and a posted speed of
45 mph. Similarly, the ideal downstream functional distance per based on acceleration
Exhibit 14-11 in the Access Management Manual is 740 feet. Within the Study Area, traffic
signals lie within the functional area of another signalized intersection; for example, the
Wendler Drive intersection is approximately 340 feet from the I-10 southbound ramp
intersection. This may contribute to the crash rate.
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Figure 21 - TRB Exhibit 14-1 Functional area in which access should be avoided
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Predictive analysis was performed for a few intersections using the Highway Safety
Manual (HSM) methodology via the Interactive Highway Safety Design Model (IHSDM)
and is summarized in Table 6. Each intersection analyzed had a positive potential for
safety improvement (PSI), meaning it does not perform as well as similarly configured
intersections with similar exposure. This may be attributable in part to access
management.

Table 6 - Summary of HSM Analysis for Evaluation Period
Intersection Total Expected Total Predicted PSI
Arizona Grand 147.8 42.0 105.8
Arizona Mills 78.7 25.3 534
Priest Drive 156.7 29.0 127.7
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2.4.1 Active Transportation Safety Analysis

Pedestrians, bicyclists or other active forms of transportation are the most vulnerable
users of the transportation network because they cannot protect themselves from the
speed and mass of a motor vehicle, and they often have minimal or no outer protection.
Therefore, crash prevention is an important component for the safety of pedestrians and
bicyclists. The 2019 MAG Active Transportation Plan provides a toolbox for promoting
safety for the active transportation users.

Vision Zero is a traffic safety policy that takes an ethical approach towards achieving safety
for all road users. Tempe is the first Vision Zero city in Arizona. Engineering safety
countermeasures from the Plan will be incorporated into configurations evaluated for this
feasibility study.

2.4.1.1 Crash Summary

Five years of ALISS crash data were obtained from ADOT's Safety Data Mart database for
the study intersections. As part of the active transportation baseline conditions, the bicycle
and pedestrian crashes were summarized. The pedestrian and bicycle crashes per study
intersection are summarized in Table 7. The "K" crashes involve a fatal injury, and the "A”
crashes involve a suspected serious injury.

The total crashes by injury severity within the study area are summarized in Table 8 for
bicycle crashes and Table 9 for pedestrian crashes. Table 10 summarizes the crashes by
vehicle movement for all of the study area, and Table 17 summarizes all the pedestrian
and bicycle crashes by light condition.

During the five-year period from 2014 to 2018, there were 21 bicycle crashes and 17
pedestrian crashes reported within the study area. The intersections with the highest
number of bicycle and pedestrian crashes are the Baseline Road/Hardy Drive intersection
(7 total crashes), Baseline Road/48th Street intersection (6 total crashes), and Baseline
Road/Darrow Drive intersections (5 total crashes).

Most of the crashes occurred at an intersection with a pedestrian or bicyclist in the
crosswalk, and 23 of the 38 crashes were reported as involving a turning vehicle and four
were pulling out of a driveway. There was one serious injury crash involving a bicycle in
2017 at the Baseline Road/Calle Los Cerros Drive intersection. There were two fatal crashes
involving a pedestrian: one in 2014 at the Baseline Road/Darrow Drive intersection and
one in 2018 near the Baseline Road/Priest Drive intersection. The fatal crash near Baseline
Road/Priest Drive involved a driver losing control of their vehicle exiting a car wash,
jumping a curb, and hitting the pedestrian in the sidewalk. The fatal crash at Darrow Drive
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involved two vehicles, one making a left-turn, and the pedestrian was crossing in a
crosswalk. Of the 38 crashes, 23 occurred during the daylight, one during dawn, two
during dusk, ten during dark (lighted), and two during dark (not lighted).

Table 7 - Pedestrian and Bicycle Crash Summary

Intersection of Baseline Road &
>
@
2|2 s
3£, 3
T IEHHHEHBEHEAE
2lglela|2|s|52|5|5]8|5|5

Year 28|&|2|F || &|S|E|8|&|&]| 2| Total
__________________________________ All Bicycle | 3 1 1 1010 /010/010f010}0}2}1| 7
2014 All Pedestrian| 0 | 0 | 0 1010101010} 0}2]0]0]1] 3
Pedestrian & BicycleK&A| O | O|O|O|O|O|O0O|O|O]|21|0|0]O 1
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, All Bicycle] 0 1 010/ 0101 1/010]0}1040})0]0} 1
2005 All Pedestrian| 0 | 0 | 0 1010101010} 0}1]2]0]2] 5
Pedestrian & BicycleK&A| O | O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|JO|O|O]O 0
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, All Bicycle] 0 | 1100101010} 0]11070)0]0] 2
2006 All Pedestrian| 0 | 0 | 0 1011010110100} 0]0] 2
Pedestrian & BicycleK&A| O | O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O]O 0
... AiBicycle| 111101100} 1]0]0]0}]1]0]3] 8
2017 | AllPedestrian 1 /0 0}0)1/0)1/0})0}1/0}1)0) 5
Pedestrian & BicycleK&A| O |1 | 0| O0O|O|O0O|O0O|O|O|O|O|O]O 1
& ... AiBicycle| 1 1010]110]010]0]0]1]0]0]|0]| 3
2018 | AllPedestrian| 0 | 0 1 0 | 00 0]0}0]2§0]0/0}0/ 2
Pedestrian & BicycleK&A| O | O | O|O|O|O|O0O|]O|1]|]0|O0O|O0]|O 1
TOTAL | AllBicycle| 51310}210)1/1]0}1]11]2)4] 21
AllPedestrianf 1 (0|0 | 0|2 |0|1|1|2 (4|2 |13 17
2014-2018| e DS S i i (sl ISt Rl [ i At S (it R
Pedestrian & BicycleK& A0 | 1|0 (0| 0|0 (0|01 |1 |0]|0|O0 3

There was one serious injury crash involving a bicycle in 2017 at the Baseline Road/Calle Los Cerros Drive
intersection. There were two fatal crashes involving a pedestrian: one 2014 at the Baseline Road/Darrow Drive
intersection and one in 2018 near the Baseline Road/Priest Drive intersection.
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Table 8 - Bicycle Crash Severity- Entire Study Area

Bicycle Crash Severity

Crash Severity 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 TOTAL
Fatal 0 0 0 0 0 0
Serious Injury 0 0 0 1 0 1
Non-incapacitating Injury 3 1 2 3 0 9
Possible Injury 4 0 0 3 2 9
No Injury 0 0 0 1 1 2
TOTAL 7 1 2 8 3 21

Table 9 - Pedestrian Crash Severity — Entire Study Area
Pedestrian Crash Severity

Crash Severity 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 TOTAL
Fatal 1 0 0 0 1 2
Serious Injury 0 0 0 0 0 0
Non-incapacitating Injury 3 2 1 3 0 9
Possible Injury 0 2 1 1 1 5
No Injury 0 0 0 1 0 1
TOTAL 4 4 2 5 2 17

Table 10 - All Pedestrian & Bicycle Crashes by Vehicle Movement (2014 to 2018)

Crashes by Vehicle Movement

Vehicle Movement |Pedestrian| Bicycle Total
Through Vehicle 3 6 9
Left-turning Vehicle 6 3 9
Right-turning Vehicle 5 9 14
Pulling out of Driveway 2 2 4
Other/Unknown 2 0 2
TOTAL 18 20 38
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Table 11 - All Pedestrian & Bicycle Crashes by Light Condition (2014 to 2018)

Light Condition Pedestrian| Bicycle | Total
Daylight 9 14 23
Dawn 0 1 1
Dusk 1 1 2
Dark-Lighted 6 4 10
Dark-Not Lighted 1 1 2
Dark-Unknown Lighting 0 0 0
Unknown 0 0 0
Total 17 21 38

2.4.1.2 Existing Pedestrian and Bicycle Counts

Turning movement counts were collected for this project at the ten study intersections
from 6:00 AM to 10:00 AM and from 11:00 AM to 7:00 PM and were provided in 15-minute
increments. The traffic counts at the Baseline Road/48th Street intersection were collected
on Tuesday April 16, 2019, and the other nine study intersections were collected on
Thursday, April 11, 2019. As part of the turning movement counts, the pedestrian and
bicycle counts were recorded in the crosswalks. The crosswalk pedestrian and bicycle
counts during the peak hour of the crosswalk are summarized in Figure 22 for each study
intersection. The crosswalk counts during the peak hours of the intersection based on
vehicular volume are summarized in Figure 23 for each study intersection. The Baseline
Road/Priest Drive intersection had the highest pedestrian and bicycle crosswalk volume
with 121 pedestrians and bicyclists per hour (total of all legs) recorded from 4:15 PM to
5:15 PM. The intersection ranking based on pedestrian and bicycle crosswalk volumes is
summarized in Table 12 for the peak hour of the crosswalk and in Table 13 for the PM
peak hour of the intersection based on vehicular volume.
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Table 12 - Intersection Ranking of Crosswalk Volume during Peak Hour of
Crosswalk

PEAK HOUR OF CROSSWALK VOLUME PER HOUR
CROSSWALK (TOTAL OF ALL LEGS)
INTERSECTION (HOUR BEGIN) TOTAL PEDESTRIAN BICYCLE

Baseline Road & Priest Drive 4:15 PM 121 110 11
Baseline Road & Arizona Mills South 6:00 PM 87 79 8
Baseline Road & Hardy Drive 3:00 PM 84 78 6
Baseline Road & Darrow Drive 9:00 AM 73 67 6
Baseline Road & 48th Street 12:30 PM 55 49 6
Baseline Road & |-10 NB Ramp 8:45 AM 35 32 3
Baseline Road & 1-10 SB Ramp 8:30 AM 31 26 5
Baseline Road & Arizona Grand Parkway 2:00 PM 27 24 3
Baseline Road & Calle Los Cerros Drive 12:30 PM 25 17 8
Baseline Road & Wendler Drive 12:15 PM 14 8 6

Table 13 - Intersection Ranking of Crosswalk Volume during PM Peak Hour of
Intersection

PM PEAK HOUR CROSSWALK VOLUME PER HOUR
OF INTERSECTION (TOTAL OF ALL LEGS)
INTERSECTION (HOUR BEGIN) TOTAL PEDESTRIAN BICYCLE
Baseline Road & Priest Drive 4:15 PM 121 110 11
Baseline Road & Hardy Drive 4:15 PM 83 72 11
Baseline Road & Darrow Drive 4:15 PM 60 52 8
Baseline Road & Arizona Mills South 3:30 PM 56 51 5
Baseline Road & 48th Street 4:30 PM 48 45 3
Baseline Road & Calle Los Cerros Drive 4:45 PM 16 12 4
Baseline Road & Arizona Grand Parkway 4:45 PM 16 13 3
Baseline Road & I-10 NB Ramp 3:30 PM 16 14 2
Baseline Road & I-10 SB Ramp 4:45 PM 15 9 6
Baseline Road & Wendler Drive 4:45 PM 3 2 1
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Figure 23 - Existing Crosswalk Traffic Volumes - Peak Hour of Intersection based
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2.5 Operational Analysis Methodology

MAG Travel Demand Model data, discussed in Section 2.5.1, was obtained for the Study
Area for existing (2018) and future year (2040) scenarios. The data provided the existing
and future ADT volumes necessary for traffic forecasting, a process which provided
calibrated future ADT volumes and turning movement counts for the peak a.m. and p.m.
periods, discussed in Section 2.5.2.

Then, Synchro (Version 10.0) models were developed for a Level of Service (LOS) analysis
of existing and future no-build conditions within the Study Area. A microsimulation model
was developed using PTV Vissim (Version 10) software for the future condition to
supplement the Synchro analysis. Operational needs and potential improvements were
identified using the future no-build models, then assessed with future build condition
models. This process is discussed in more detail in the following sections.

2.5.1 MAG Travel Demand Model

The MAG Travel Demand Model (TDM) is a regional 4-step model maintained by MAG
and developed using the travel demand modeling software TransCAD. The Study Area lies
completely within the MAG TDM, which was a critical tool to this Study for the
development of future ADT projections and refined future turning volumes.

A TDM is often referred to as a “regional” model because the roadway network it
represents typically spans multiple jurisdictions. TDMs are extensively calibrated and
rooted in survey-informed population, employment, and socioeconomic data—all of
which influence trip generation and mode choice. The MAG model has a land use
component that includes socioeconomic information in the region disaggregated by a
traffic analysis zone (TAZ). Each TAZ in the region includes information about housing,
population and employment. Land use estimates for the future are generally derived from
Census data and regional estimates associated with improvements. To develop the future
year land use data, MAG utilizes the land use elements of adopted
general/comprehensive plans for cities and towns in the region. Future year MAG models
also include all programmed and funded roadway improvements in the region. Therefore,
model traffic projections consider planned improvements, new developments, and land
use changes expected by a specified horizon year. For this project, the only major
difference in the 2018 and 2040 MAG model roadway networks within the Study Area
extents is the configuration of the I1-10 and Baseline Road TI. In 2018, the configuration is
a standard diamond interchange. In 2040, the configuration is a DDI.
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2.5.2 Traffic Forecasting

Future ADT and turning movement volumes for the Study Area were projected using
forecasting methodology presented in NCHRP 765 Report: Analytical Travel Forecasting
Approaches for Project-Level Planning and Design. The report and procedures outlined in
the NCHRP 765 report largely derive from and improve upon the procedures outlined in
a prior NCHRP publication, Report 255: Highway Traffic Data for Urbanized Planning and
Design. The specific procedure used in the current study is an iterative turning movement
estimation method which uses the combined Factoring Procedures for Ratio and
Difference Methods in the NCHRP 765 Report.

The inputs required for post-processing model estimates using this method are:
» Base year traffic counts;
= Base year regional TDM estimates;
= Future year regional TDM forecasts; and.
= Design hour 30th highest K-factor.

The procedure adjusts the model forecasted link volumes using an iterative method to
determine future turning movement volumes, using existing turning movement counts as
a basis. A tolerance of 10 percent was used to determine the convergence of the iterative
method. The iterative process is designed to minimize the errors identified in the existing
year model estimates when compared to the observed traffic counts.

2.5.3 Synchro Model
Synchro (Version 10.0) models were developed for LOS analyses of existing and future
conditions within the Study Area.

LOS is a qualitative measure of how well an intersection or roadway segment operates on
a graded scale of A (best) to F (worse). LOS considers a variety of factors, including stability
of traffic flow, opportunity for passing, and driver comfort. Operations of LOS D and better
are typically considered acceptable in urban settings. Operations of LOS E or F may be
flagged for improvement. For intersection analysis, LOS is determined using the total
delay, in seconds, of vehicles which approach the intersection over the course of one
traffic signal cycle. Intersections within the Study Area were analyzed using the LOS
thresholds shown in Table 14.
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Table 14 - LOS Thresholds for Signalized Intersections
Control Delay Level of Service
< 10 seconds
10 — 20 seconds
20 - 35 seconds
35 - 55 seconds
55 — 80 seconds
> 80 seconds

‘m@ﬁ-)

The LOS analysis was conducted using Synchro’s built-in methodology. While Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM) 6th Edition methodology is most commonly used to assess
intersection LOS, it cannot assess intersections with unique signal timings or geometric
configurations.

Timing plans for the ten intersections were provided by the cities of Tempe and Phoenix
to analyze existing (2019) conditions. Heavy vehicle percentages were computed from
collected traffic count data and updated by approach. Crosswalk counts were
incorporated in Synchro as pedestrian conflicts (number/hour).

Timing plans were optimized in Synchro for future (2040) conditions. Signal cycle length
was optimized for between 90 and 120 seconds; coordination was optimized, as well.
Yellow and red times remained unchanged from existing conditions.

2.5.4 Microsimulation Modeling

A microsimulation model was developed for the project Study Area using PTV Vissim
(Version 10) software to provide a detailed assessment of traffic patterns in the Study
Area. A microsimulation model is a detailed model, able to depict lanes, turn bays, parking,
crosswalks, ramp meters, signals, and other physical characteristics of a network as one
might see them in aerial imagery. It also allows the user to fine-tune a wide range of non-
physical characteristics of the network, including signal timing, priority, and speed
decisions. The same signal timing plans used in Synchro, discussed in Section 2.5.3 were
implemented in this microsimulation model. The microsimulation model was run for
future a.m. and p.m. scenarios.

BURGESS & NIPLE Page 42 of 56

05/29/2020



R —— [-10/Baseline Road Service Traffic I.n’Fe?rchange
’ : ASSOCIATION of Feasibility Study
A ETRECTSIG, = MAG Contract No. 780-A

2.6 1-10 and Baseline Road TI

Planning level analysis and design were performed to evaluate alternatives. The goal of
improving intersection operations was weighed against the constraints of matching
proposed improvements to 1-10 off ramps, salvaging the existing I-10 structure over
Baseline Road, and maintaining access to the Arizona Mills intersection. Cost estimates
were developed for all alternatives that had geometrics drafted.

Itemized cost estimates for each alternative are included in Appendix D.
Exhibits depicting the alternatives are included in Appendix E.

All build alternatives improve capacity and should therefore decrease the frequency of
the congestion related rear end collisions.

Active Transit Considerations
The active transit considerations are to be implemented on any build alternative. The costs
for the improvements are included in the cost estimates for the build alternatives.

Per the Tempe Public Works Engineering Design Criteria (May 2015), sidewalks are
required adjacent to both sides of all city streets. Arterial streets require 8'-0" wide
sidewalks, L-1 streets require 5'-6" wide sidewalks, and all other streets require 6'-0" wide
sidewalks. Sidewalks and pedestrian paths shall be built in compliance with ADA
requirements, and a minimum 8’ x 8' concrete clear area adjacent to the curb shall be
required at all bus stops. Bus stops in areas with sidewalks less than 8' wide or with
sidewalks separated from the curb shall be upgraded to meet the minimum clear area per
City policy.

Appropriate quality and placement of lighting can increase comfort and safety at
pedestrian crossings. Pedestrians need to be adequately illuminated to the approaching
motorists. Any infrastructure improvements at the intersections should consider the
visibility of pedestrians at the crossings and driveways.

A north-south shared-use path is shown in the alternatives between 1-10 and Arizona Mills
mall to permit cyclists and pedestrians traveling along Baseline Road access to the
proposed Western Canal path extension and I-10 crossing. The Western Canal path
extension and 1-10 crossing will be constructed as part of the ADOT I-10 Broadway Curve
improvements and will connect the Western Canal path crossing at Priest Drive with the
Western Canal path near Wendler Drive.
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The north side of Baseline Road is the preferred location to connect to the north-south
shared-use path and the Baseline Road intersection with Priest Drive. With this
connection, improved pedestrian facilities are required on the north side of Baseline Road
along the route. The preferred design includes a pedestrian sidewalk, landscape buffer,
and a bicycle path (allowing contraflow travel). If a separated bicycle path is not provided,
signs will be required to allow contraflow riding, so it is not in conflict with Tempe's
Ordinance No. 02017.05, and the width should align with shared-use paths. Design
requirements for shared-use paths are provided in Tempe Standard Detail T-656. Per
detail T-656, the minimum path width is 10 feet with a recommended path width of 12
feet. The proposed 2020 update of the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle
Facilities has not yet been published; however, may provide new standards and guidance
that should be incorporated during final design.

2.6.1 No Build
This alternative analyzes the no build conditions. Future volumes are analyzed with
existing signal timings.

The existing ramp intersections at 1-10 and Baseline Road are signalized. There is a
crosswalk with a median refuge on Baseline Road at each intersection. Crosswalks are also
provided crossing each ramp. The existing ramp intersections at 1-10 and Baseline Road
experience heavy conflicting right-turn vehicle volumes impacting pedestrian crossings,
and vehicle queues currently block the crosswalks on Baseline Road during peak periods.
The existing infrastructure is not in full compliance with ADA and PROWAG guidelines.

In 2040 the existing intersections operate at the LOS as indicated in Table 15. Several
intersections in the study corridor operate at a poor LOS due to a combination of
increased traffic volumes and poor coordination.

Table 15 — No-Build Intersections 2040 LOS

Intersection A.M. Peak Hour LOS P.M. Peak Hour LOS
Arizona Grand Pkwy/Wendler Dr D/D
Baseline Rd & EB Ramp E
Baseline Rd & WB Ramp E E
Arizona Mills A B
Priest Dr E D
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2.6.2 Standard Diamond

This alternative analyzes a modified standard diamond interchange. An additional right
turn lane is added for both the Eastbound and Westbound I-10 on-ramps. At the I1-10 TI,
storage lengths are increased for all approaches. The lane configuration underneath the
I-10 bridge remains unchanged and does not impact the 1-10 bridge over Baseline Road.
Raised median is present along Baseline Road, with breaks at signalized intersections,
including Calle Los Cerros, Arizona Grand Parkway, 1-10 WB, I-10 EB, Arizona Mills, and
Priest Drive. All other access points within the corridor are modified to right-in right-out
(RIRO).

The existing I-10 structure over Baseline Road is preserved. Access to adjacent businesses,
including Aunt Chiladas, TitleMax, Harvest, and Waffle House will need to be reconfigured.
Access to Aunt Chiladas is proposed to be relocated to Arizona Grand Parkway.

The standard diamond alternative provides crosswalks at the ramps and across Baseline
Road similar to existing conditions with improved refuge islands and sidewalk ramps. The
standard diamond alternative is expected to improve operation potentially decreasing the
vehicle queues that currently block the crosswalks. The conflicting right-turn vehicle
volumes would continue to impact the pedestrian crossing experience. An improved
sidewalk on the north side of Baseline Road with a connection to a new shared-use path
is proposed with this alternative. New improvements will be built in compliance with the
ADA and PROWAG guidelines.

Wendler Realignment

Due to the proximity of Wendler Drive to the 1-10 Eastbound ramp intersection, the
roadway alignment will need to be modified to improve operations within the corridor.
Along Wendler Drive, 600 feet north of Baseline Road, Wendler Drive will curve west and
intersect Baseline Road in line with Arizona Grand Parkway. The realignment will impact
parking for Fry's Electronics by dividing the parking lot in half. Measures will need to be
taken to ensure there is safe pedestrian crossing along Wendler Drive.

Access at Old Wendler Drive is modified to a RIRO to provide access to restaurants on the
NWC and NEC of Baseline and Wendler. The existing Wendler Drive signal is removed.

The intersection LOS are displayed in Table 16.
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Table 16 — Standard Diamond Intersections 2040 LOS
Intersection A.M. Peak Hour LOS P.M. Peak Hour LOS
Wendler Dr/Arizona Grand Pkwy
Baseline Rd & EB Ramp
Baseline Rd & WB Ramp
Arizona Mills
Priest Dr

wib-Aleli"Ala}
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The estimated cost of this alternative is $13,100,000, which does not include costs for
utilities and right-of-way needs. The estimated cost is in 2019 dollars. The cost estimate
includes design services and construction items. The cost estimate is included in
Appendix D.

Developing right-of-way costs, including but not limited to real property acquisition,
relocation costs, and costs to cure, should be an emphasis of the next step of the project
development.

Intersection improvements at I-10 are shown in Figure 24. Location of proposed access
points will be determined during final design in conjunction with the right-or-way
acquisition process. Disposition of the impacted access points will be determined during
final design while coordinating with impacted landowners. For the full design of this
alternative, see Appendix E.
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Figure 24 - Baseline Road Tl Standard Diamond
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2.6.3 Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI)
This alternative analyzes a modified DDI with signalized ramps to and from [-10.

The existing structure over I-10 is preserved. Access to adjacent businesses, including Aunt
Chiladas, TitleMax, Harvest, and Waffle House, will need to be reconfigured. Denny’s on
the northeast corner of Baseline Road and Wendler Drive will be directly impacted.

A benefit of the DDI is the flexibility to have the turning movements from Baseline Road
onto the eastbound entrance ramp operate simultaneously. All DDI entry and exit ramps
are signalized to allow improved operations within the corridor.

The DDI alternative eliminates the north-south crosswalks across Baseline Road at the |-
10 interchange ramps. The existing pedestrian counts crossing Baseline Road at the ramps
are minimal. With this alternative, pedestrians could cross at the nearest signalized
intersections east and west of the interchange (Arizona Mills and Arizona Grand Parkway).
The proposed diverging diamond alternative provides signals at each ramp eliminating
free flow right-turns, thus reducing crash risk and providing a more comfortable crossing
for pedestrians travelling east-west. An improved sidewalk on the north side of Baseline
Road with a connection to a new shared-use path is proposed with this alternative. New
improvements will be built in compliance with the ADA and PROWAG guidelines.

Wendler Realignment

Due to the proximity of Wendler Drive to the 1-10 Eastbound ramp intersection, the
roadway alignment will need to be modified to improve operations within the corridor.
Along Wendler Drive, 600 feet north of Baseline Road, Wendler Drive will curve west and
intersect Baseline Road in line with Arizona Grand Parkway. The realignment will impact
parking for Fry's Electronics by dividing the parking lot in half. Measures will need to be
taken to ensure there is safe pedestrian crossing along Wendler Drive.

Access at Old Wendler Drive is removed as it intersects with the I-10 Eastbound off-ramp
before it has reached Baseline Road. The existing Wendler Drive signal is removed.

The intersection LOS are displayed in Table 17. Each approach is forecasted to operate at
a passing LOS.
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Table 17 - DDI A.M. and P.M. Peak Hour LOS
Intersection A.M. Peak Hour LOS P.M. Peak Hour LOS
Wendler Dr/Arizona Grand Pkwy
Baseline Rd & EB Ramp
Baseline Rd & WB Ramp
Arizona Mills
Priest Dr

O|> @O0
(> @ 0O|N

The estimated cost of this alternative is $14,300,000, which does not include costs for
utilities and right-of-way needs. The estimated cost is in 2019 dollars. The cost estimate
includes design services and construction items. The cost estimate is included in
Appendix D.

Developing right-of-way costs, including but not limited to real property acquisition,
relocation costs, and costs to cure, should be an emphasis of the next step of the project
development.

Intersection improvements at Baseline Road are shown in Figure 25. Location of proposed
access points will be determined during final design in conjunction with the right-or-way
acquisition process. Disposition of the impacted access points will be determined during
final design while coordinating with impacted landowners. For the full design of this
alternative, see Appendix E.
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Figure 25 - Baseline Road Tl DDI
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2.6.4 Continuous Flow Intersection
Analysis for the Continuous Flow Intersection (CFl) conceptual alternative was carried out
in Vissim. Operational analysis revealed that queuing between ramp terminal intersections
and between the westbound ramp terminal intersection and Arizona Mills intersections
to be excessive. The excessive queuing was the result of:
1. Inadequate storage space for vehicles between the closely spaced intersections
and;
2. Poor progression through the corridor due to the non-conventional signal phasing
of the CFl concept and traditional phasing patterns in proximity.

A cost estimate and figure were not prepared for the CFl alternative due to flaws in
operations and geometry.
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3.0 Summary of Alternatives

Table 18 provides a summary of the improvement alternatives investigated for the I1-10
Baseline Road TI. A detailed evaluation matrix is provided in Appendix F.

Table 18 - Summary of Alternatives

Alternative Cost* Notes
e Allintersections operate at acceptable
LOS in design year.
Standard Diamond $13.1M e Impacts to businesses at EB and WB
ramps.
e Old Wendler Drive transformed to RIRO
e All intersections operate at acceptable
LOS in design year.
Diverging Diamond e Total take of Denny’s and impacts to
$14.3M .
Interchange other businesses.
e Full closure of Old Wendler Drive
intersection.
e Allintersections besides Arizona Mills
See Table 19 operate at LOS D or worse in both a.m.
No-Build for user delay and p.m. peak in design year.
cost e Crash frequency likely to increase with
increased congestion.
Continuous Flow e Not evaluated further due to design and
Intersection ] operational fatal flaws.

*The cost estimates are in 2019 dollars. The cost estimates include design services and
construction items. Utilities and right-of-way costs are not included and will need to be
identified. The cost estimates are included in Appendix D.
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Table 19 displays the projected user delay and volumes serviced for each alternative in
the design year for the major movements, including:
e Baseline Road EB to I-10 EB and WB ramps;
e Baseline Road WB to I-10 EB and WB ramp; and
e Baseline Road through movements in both directions between Arizona Mills and
44th Street.

The serviced volume may be lower than the projected demand if the alternative
experiences congestion as indicated by the LOS at individual intersections. An average
user wage rate was determined utilizing the ADOT Road User Cost formula.

In the design hours, the standard diamond and DDI service approximately the same
volumes and have similar calculated user costs. The no-build scenario average cost per
user is 2 to 3 times more compared to the proposed build alternatives. A detailed
breakdown of the user cost and projected volumes for all alternatives is found in
Appendix G.

Table 19 — 2040 Design Hours’ Projected Volumes and User Cost

Major Movement Major Movement Average Cost
Alternative Serviced Volume User Cost Per User
a.m. p.m. a.m. p.m. a.m. p.m.
No-Build 3,025 1,644 $4,200 $3,400 $1.39 $2.07
Standard 3,704 2,828 $2,500 | $2,120 $0.67 $0.75
Diamond
DDI 3,730 2,844 $2,600 $2,000 $0.70 $0.70
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Alignment with Vision Zero

Vision Zero is a traffic safety policy that takes an ethical approach towards achieving safety
for all road users. Tempe is the first Vision Zero city in Arizona. The active transportation
improvements proposed with the standard diamond and diverging diamond alternatives
align with Vision Zero Tempe's Pedestrian and Bicycles and Scooters action areas by
improving existing infrastructure and connectivity. Infrastructure improvements include
compliance with ADA standards, improved sidewalks, access management, lighting, and
connection to a future grade separated crossing of [-10. The diverging diamond
alternative also supports the Intersection action area. Vision Zero is rooted in the shared
responsibility among system designers and policymakers to design and operate safe
systems for transportation. The following transportation safety strategies should continue
to be implemented in future design and construction phases of this project:

e Int.1 |dentify intersections for low cost pedestrian and bicyclist safety
countermeasures (e.g. pavement markings, signal timing, signs);

e Int2 Identify intersections that could benefit from converting to protected
left turns;

e B2 Coordinate bicycle and pedestrian expert reviews of project designs;

e P.1 Develop guidelines for installation of high visibility crosswalks (May
include shared-use path crossings and school areas);

o P2 |dentify corridors that could benefit from the installation of raised
medians and pedestrian refuge islands;

e P3 |dentify locations with excessive pedestrian delay at signalized
intersections and examine opportunities to improve pedestrian wait
time;

e P4 |dentify locations that could benefit from grade separated pedestrian

crossings. (Connection to a future grade separated crossing of the I-10
is identified in this study.); and

e Imp.3 Continue to and expand engagement with businesses and
establishments that serve/provide alcohol and drugs (pharmacies,
medical marijuana dispensaries) to be an increased part of the solution.
(A marijuana dispensary exists on the southeast corner of I-10 and
Baseline Road.)
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4.0 Conclusion

This study identified that the Standard Diamond and DDI, along with the realignment of
Wendler Drive, improve operations and should be advanced for further development.
These alternatives enhance regional travel and mitigate safety issues.

The following is a general list of steps that should be taken to implement the study
findings:

Complete Feasibility Study of Adjacent Intersections — The existing conditions
analysis determined that the number and proximity of traffic signals, the condition
of the active transportation infrastructure, and the types of access control along
Baseline Road between 48th Street and Hardy Drive contribute to operational and
crash challenges within the corridor. At the Planning Partners’ direction, this study
focused the proposed improvements on the [-10 TI area and provides
recommendations for geometric improvements between Calle Los Cerros Drive
and Priest Drive. Operations along Baseline Road, including at the TI, would benefit
from improvements at the adjacent intersections of Baseline Road and 48th Street,
Calle Los Cerros Drive, Darrow Drive and Hardy Drive.

Implement Independent Utility Improvements — There are several proposed
improvements that are common with both the Standard Diamond and DDI
alternatives and do not directly interface with the Baseline Road TI Ramps. These
improvements can be designed independently of the Tl improvements themselves
and can be constructed to provide users immediate benefit. Qualifying
improvements include:
e Optimize signal timings along the corridor through multiagency
coordination with Tempe, Phoenix, and ADOT;
e Realignment of Wendler Drive to the west and removal of the existing
Wendler Drive signal with Baseline Road; and
e Pedestrian and bicycle improvements, specifically the two-way shared-use
path on the northside of Baseline Road between |-10 and Priest Drive and
on the east side of I-10.

Incorporate Preferred Concepts into Existing and Future Studies and Planning
Documents - Involved agencies should include the study findings in future
planning and project development efforts. Any future changes should still address
the underlying issues identified by this study, accommodate the proposed ADOT
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I-10 Broadway Curve improvements, align with Vision Zero practices, and not
preclude BRT along Baseline Road.

Complete Scoping Phase (Design Concept Report) — The concepts should be
carried forward as Design Concept Alternatives in the project development
process. The geometric recommendations are conceptual in nature; the formal
scoping process will need to be completed, including required typical local,
state, and federal agencies approvals. Use of the information contained herein
for right-of-way acquisition and similar activities is not recommended until the
appropriate time during the project development process. Potential additional
Design Concept Alternatives that may surface through the process should be
consistent with the operational and access goals of this study. The concepts herein
considered the recommended alternative identified in the MAG 1-10/1-17 Spine
Corridor Master Plan (March 2018). As part of the formal scoping process, the
geometric recommendations for the I-10 and Baseline Road Tl should consider any
updates of the planned I-10 corridor improvements. It is recommended that the
planning partners continue coordination throughout the Scoping Phase.

A focus of the scoping phase should be to generate right-of-way costs, including
but not limited to real property acquisition, relocation costs, and costs to cure.

Prior to the final design of any improvements, additional investigation and analyses
should be conducted, including necessary environmental/NEPA evaluations,
geotechnical investigations, and others.

Project Funding - Funding for project development and construction need to be
identified.
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NOTES

I-10/Baseline Road
Traffic Interchange Feasibility Study

Kickoff Meeting
April 3, 2019

ATTENDEES
See attached sign-in sheet.

HANDOUTS
Agenda, Project Scope Summary Sheet, Study Area Map, Spine Study Pages.

Jason Stephens, MAG Project Manager, convened the meeting at 1:30 p.m.

1. INTRODUCTIONS
Jason Pagnard (Burgess & Niple) welcomed attendees and asked all participants to
introduce themselves.

2. PROJECT OVERVIEW

Mr. Pagnard provided a brief overview of the project. He indicated that the purpose of
the meeting was to discuss study goals and objectives and identify project area
opportunities, constraints, and additional pertinent studies or projects. Mr. Pagnard
provided a description of the study area, identifying intersections along Baseline Road
that would be analyzed. He continued by reviewing study scope elements, including:

e Obtaining traffic count data, crash data, relevant studies, and CAD files to
establish baseline conditions;

e Performing existing and future conditions traffic operations analysis, including
microsimulation, and safety assessment;

e Developing up to three conceptual alternatives for the I-10/Baseline Road Traffic
Interchange (TI) in a workshop setting and developing microsimulation model(s);

e Evaluating conceptual alternatives; and

e Preparing a technical memorandum to document study findings and presenting
the findings at a Planning Partners meeting.

3. I-10/1-17 CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN “SPINE STUDY"

Mr. Pagnard provided an overview of the Spine Study recommendations within the
vicinity of the I-10/Baseline Road TI.
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4. STUDY AREA ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

Julian Dresang (city of Tempe) confirmed that Baseline Road is the highest volume
corridor in Tempe. It has more than 60,000 vehicles per day and a correspondingly high
crash volume. Tempe is interested in accommodating current and future traffic volumes
as well as improving safety.

Yung Koprowski (Y2K) briefly outlined Tempe's Vision Zero, a series of transportation
strategies and policies aimed at reducing crash-related pedestrian deaths to zero. Ms.
Koprowski explained that there were several Vision Zero strategies that would be
appropriate for the study area. She explained the pedestrian and bicycle considerations
for the study area and the potential of the pedestrian bridges recommended by the
Spine Study. Quinn Castro (MAG) and Amy Ritz (ADOT) confirmed that the Spine Study
recommended pedestrian/bicycle overpass at Highline Canal is not scoped as part of
any upcoming projects at this time.

Stakeholders continued with a discussion of safety and design considerations relevant to
the study area on Baseline Road. Robert Yabes (city of Tempe) and Mr. Dresang
confirmed Tempe’s desire to improve the safety and traffic operations at the I-
10/Baseline Road TL Jeff Kulaga (town of Guadalupe) indicated that Guadalupe wants to
improve safety in the area but has concerns with potential right-of-way needs for the
improvements. Mr. Kulaga noted that the Spine Study ultimate build encroaches on
Guadalupe right-of-way and impacts vital businesses.

Ms. Ritz indicated that ADOT has received numerous public concerns over the I-
10/Baseline Road TI and the related safety issues. Ms. Ritz also confirmed that the
upcoming improvements to the I-10 Broadway Curve were estimated to begin
construction in Spring of 2021 and any improvements to the I-10/Baseline Road TI
would need to tie into those plans.

Mr. Desang inquired about the costs of the Spine Study improvements, asking if there
was any funding at this time. Ms. Castro confirmed that only portions of the Spine Study
are funded at this time. Mr. Yabes expressed interest in the possibility to design an
alternative for Baseline Road that could be completed in sections and phases.

Mr. Pagnard asked Mr. Yabes about the extension of the Study Area extents to Hardy
Drive. Mr. Yabes explained that Hardy Drive is a reliever road for ASU traffic and is a bike

route through Tempe.

Mr. Kulaga requested clarification on the pedestrian crossings for a Diverging Diamond
Interchange (DDI). Mr. Pagnard described routing pedestrian traffic through the median
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of a DDI, which was one approach. Mr. Dresang clarified that the DDI is one possible
alternative for the I-10/Baseline Road TI. Mr. Dresang also spoke of his own experience
driving on a DDI in Kansas City, Kansas. Mr. Pagnard confirmed that the purpose of this
Study is to evaluate the feasibility of the DDI and additional TI alternatives.

Mr. Pagnard asked if there were any further concerns attendees would like to put
forward. Mr. Dresang mentioned that Wendler Drive is a concern due to its proximity to
[-10 and the existing businesses using the roadway. Mr. Dresang stressed the interest in
cost-effective solutions.

Mr. Kulaga noted that the current Spine Study linework would impact several businesses
and may create an issue with remnant parcels. Mr. Kulaga also noted that Arizona Mills
Mall may be nearing the end of its lifecycle and that might affect the design of the TL he
noted that Guadalupe’s only commercial district is between I-10 and Avenida del Yaqui;
maintaining access to the businesses is important. Mr. Kulaga confirmed that safety is an
important concern of Guadalupe and they desire a cost-effective solution.

Mr. Pagnard brought up transit in the corridor. He mentioned that Baseline Road is a
primary corridor for the city of Phoenix’s Bust Rapid Transit (BRT) plans. He continued
that it appears unknown how far east the BRT will extend. Mr. Pagnard inquired if the
design should include bus pullouts from Tempe's perspective. Mr. Yabes and Mr.
Dresang said that Tempe does not require pullouts but is fine if they are included and
considered. Mr. Pagnard asked attendees if they were aware of any additional transit or
roadway plans or studies that would impact the area. None were offered.

Mr. Yabes expressed the need to clarify to the public that the proposed DDI from the
Spine Study may not be the final design for the I-10/Baseline Road TI.

5. NEXT STEPS
Mr. Pagnard reviewed upcoming action items, including data collection and traffic

counts. Mr. Pagnard thanked attendees for their participation.

Meeting was adjourned at 3:00 p.m.
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Planning Partners Kickoff Meeting
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1:30 p.m.
2nd Floor, Tempe Transportation Center, 200 E 5th Street, Tempe
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I-10/Baseline Road AGENDA

Traffic Interchange Feasibility Study

Planning Partners Kickoff Meeting
Wednesday, April 3, 2019
1:30 p.m.
2nd Floor, Tempe Transportation Center, 200 E 5th Street, Tempe
Bus Conference Room

Meeting Purpose — Kickoff meeting that will engage ADOT, FHWA, MAG, City of Tempe, and Town of
Guadalupe in a discussion about the study’s purpose and study area considerations.

1. Introductions

2. Project Overview 2. For information and discussion.
Brief overview of the study and scope of work. A discussion
will be facilitated to identify study goals and objectives.

3. 1-10/1-17 Corridor Master Plan "Spine Study” 3. Forinformation.
Brief overview of the Spine Study recommendations for the
[-10/Baseline Road traffic interchange.

4.  Study Area Issues and Considerations 4. For information and discussion.
Discussion to identify opportunities, constraints, and
additional relevant studies that should be considered.

5. Next Steps 5. For information
Discussion of the next action items.



I-10/Baseline Road
Traffic Interchange Feasibility Study

PROJECT SCOPE

Planning Partners Kickoff Meeting
Wednesday, April 3, 2019

1:30 p.m.

2nd Floor, Tempe Transportation Center, 200 E 5th Street, Tempe
Bus Conference Room

Task 1: Project Initiation and
Administration

. Complete Project Management Plan
. Conduct kickoff meeting with Planning Partners

Task 2: Baseline Conditions Analysis

. Collect data

a. Traffic counts at 10 intersections

b. Relevant studies and CAD files
Perform existing conditions traffic operations
analysis, including microsimulation
Perform a safety assessment
Review active transportation circulation
Prepare refined 2040 traffic forecast

Task 3: Develop and Evaluate
Alternatives

. Conduct a workshop with Planning Partners to:

a. Review baseline conditions
b. Develop maximum of 3 conceptual
alternatives
Engineer conceptual alternatives

. Complete microsimulation analysis

Task 4: Prepare Technical
Memorandum

Estimate project costs
Prepare a technical memorandum to document

findings
. Conduct a Planning Partners meeting to present

study findings
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DISCLAIMER:

Locations of improvements in this project are conceptual

in nature and subject to additional study, review, and
approval of the Arizona Department of Transportation,
Federal Highway Administration, and the appropriate
municipal jurisdiction. Final project alignments and rights

of way will be determined following completion of
appropriate planning, environmental, and design studies.

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.
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NOTES

1-10/Baseline Road
Traffic Interchange Feasibility Study

Phoenix Partner Meeting
April 16, 2019

ATTENDEES
See attached sign-in sheet.

HANDOUTS
Agenda, Project Scope Summary Sheet, Study Area Map, Spine Study Pages.

Jason Pagnard, Burgess & Niple Project Manager, convened the meeting at 2:00 p.m.

1. INTRODUCTIONS
Jason Pagnard (Burgess & Niple) welcomed attendees and asked all participants to
introduce themselves.

2. PROJECT OVERVIEW

Mr. Pagnard provided a brief overview of the project. He indicated that the purpose of
the meeting was to discuss study goals and objectives and identify project area
opportunities, constraints, and additional pertinent studies or projects. Mr. Pagnard
provided a description of the study area, identifying the jurisdictional boundaries and
identifying intersections along Baseline Road that would be analyzed. He continued by
reviewing study scope elements, including:

e Obtaining traffic count data, crash data, relevant studies, and CAD files to
establish baseline conditions;

e Performing existing and future conditions traffic operations analysis, including
microsimulation, and safety assessment;

e Developing up to three conceptual alternatives for the 1-10/Baseline Road Traffic
Interchange (T1) in a workshop setting and developing microsimulation model(s);

e Evaluating conceptual alternatives; and

e Preparing a technical memorandum to document study findings and presenting
the findings at a Planning Partners meeting.

3. 1-10/1-17 CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN “SPINE STUDY"

Mr. Pagnard provided an overview of the Spine Study recommendations within the
vicinity of the I1-10/Baseline Road TI.
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4. STUDY AREA ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

Thomas Remes (city of Phoenix) inquired as to why the 1-10/Baseline Road traffic
interchange (TI) was not part of the scope for the I-10 Broadway Curve improvements
project, given its proximity. Mr. Pagnard explained that the funding for the Broadway
Curve improvements does not extend to Baseline Road, and that Project Partners want
to tie in the improvements to the I-10/Baseline Road Tl when additional funding
becomes available.

Mr. Remes asked if the DDI linework for the Tl was part of the Spine Study. Mr. Pagnard
confirmed that it was. Jason Stephens (MAG) expressed interest in receiving a list of
upcoming DDI projects in the region.

Mr. Pagnard reiterated that city of Tempe has confirmed that Baseline Road is the
highest volume corridor in Tempe, with more than 60,000 vehicles per day. Arizona Mills
Mall, on the northwest corner of the Tl, and the surrounding commercial businesses also
result in significant pedestrian traffic. Mr. Stephens and Mr. Remes agreed with Tempe
and Guadalupe’s concerns for pedestrian safety.

Mr. Remes inquired about the other possible design considerations for the TlI; Mr.
Pagnard confirmed that no designs have been created at this time. Mr. Remes asked if
the existing bridge for I-10 over Baseline Road would remain as is, noting that the DDI in
construction at Happy Valley Road requires the complete reconstruction of the bridge
overpass. Mr. Pagnard confirmed that ADOT has given no indication that the bridge will
require improvement work.

Myesha Harris (city of Phoenix) and Mr. Remes noted that coordinating suggested
improvements to the I-10/Baseline Road Tl with the Broadway Curve project sooner
rather than later might result in fewer design constraints, rather than attempting to
design around the proposed ramp braiding for the Broadway Curve.

Mr. Pagnard inquired about possible future developments in the southwest corner of
the TI. Mr. Remes stated he would confirm the developments.

Mr. Stephens noted that ADOT has considered creating informational videos for the
public on how to drive through DDIs, and that there are other videos on the internet
showing similar experiences on DDIs in other states. Leticia Vargas (city of Phoenix), Mr.
Remes, and Ms. Harris expressed interest in seeing such videos.
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Mr. Pagnard inquired about the Bus Rapid Transit possibility on Baseline Road and if the
limits of the BRT system were known. Ms. Harris and Mr. Remes confirmed that BRT is
still a possibility and that they would confirm the limits of the system.

Mr. Pagnard mentioned that access management along the study area corridor may
become a concern as the project progresses.

Mr. Stephens reiterated Tempe's concerns with bicycle and pedestrian safety through
the study area corridor.

5. NEXT STEPS
Mr. Pagnard reviewed upcoming action items, including data collection and traffic

counts. Mr. Pagnard thanked attendees for their participation.

Meeting was adjourned at 3:00 p.m.
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Traffic Interchange Feasibility Study

City of Phoenix Project Partner Meeting
Tuesday, April 16, 2019
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5th Floor, 5 East Conference Room

Initials Name Agency

Zj’%)&ﬁ"Myesha Harris City of Phoenix
1] %l

Thomas Remes City of Phoenix

Mark Melnychenko City of Phoenix

— ; _ . ,
Cj\\} e DBUA Vw@ai O/d'\al a Fire—

=
0(/ < | Jason Stephens Maricopa Association of Governments
(1%~ | Jason Pagnard Burgess & Niple
) _— | Rebecca Lengua Burgess & Niple
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I-10/Baseline Road AGENDA

Traffic Interchange Feasibility Study

City of Phoenix Project Partner Meeting
Tuesday, April 16, 2019
2:00 p.m.
Phoenix City Hall
5th Floor, 5 East Conference Room

Meeting Purpose — Project Partner meeting that will engage city of Phoenix in a discussion about the study's
purpose and study area considerations.

1.  Introductions

2. Project Overview 2. Forinformation and discussion.
Brief overview of the study and scope of work. A discussion
will be facilitated to identify study goals and objectives.

3. 1-10/1-17 Corridor Master Plan “Spine Study” 3. For information.
Brief overview of the Spine Study recommendations for the
[-10/Baseline Road traffic interchange.

4.  Study Area Issues and Considerations 4. For information and discussion.
Discussion to identify opportunities, constraints, and
additional relevant studies that should be considered.

5. Next Steps 5. For information
Discussion of the next action items.
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NOTES

1-10/Baseline Road
Traffic Interchange Feasibility Study

Alternatives Development Workshop
September 3, 2019

ATTENDEES
See attached sign-in sheet.

HANDOUTS
Agenda.

Jason Stephens, MAG Project Manager, convened the meeting at 1:00 p.m.

1. INTRODUCTIONS
Jason Pagnard (Burgess & Niple) welcomed attendees and asked all participants to
introduce themselves.

2. EXISTING AND FUTURE CONDITIONS OVERVIEW

Mr. Pagnard provided a brief overview of the workshop agenda. He indicated that the
purpose of the meeting was to review existing and future no-build conditions analysis
and identify alternatives to investigate. Mr. Pagnard provided a description of the
project study area plans and features. David Lenzer (Burgess & Niple) provided existing
corridor information along the corridor including: lane continuity, signal spacing, access
management, and other constraints. Ravi Ambadipudi (Burgess & Niple) provided a
traffic analysis of existing and forecasted turning movements and LOS. Dana Biscan
(Burgess & Niple) provided a crash and safety analysis that highlighted intersections and
analysis of number of signals with in a mile along the corridor. Yung Koprowski (Y2K)
provided an analysis of pedestrian and bicycle facilities, which included: continuity,
generators, crosswalk counts, existing deficiencies, and ADA and PROWAG
considerations. Ms. Koprowski also provided a safety analysis of pedestrian and bicycle
crashes along the corridor. Brian Toombs (Burgess & Niple) summarized challenges of
the corridor and provided a brief overview of workshop goals and rules of engagement.
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3. ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT VALUES/INTERESTS
Mr. Toombs and Mr. Pagnard facilitated a discussion among the stakeholders regarding
concerns and priorities within the project area.

Julian Dresang (city of Tempe) confirmed Tempe's desire to improve safety, pedestrian
and bike connectivity, and traffic operations along the corridor. Mr. Dresang also stated
that it is Tempe's desire to be proactive in finding solutions along the high demand
corridor and that this area is one of the highest crash locations in the city for severity,
frequency, and impacts on operations.

Jeff Kulaga (town of Guadalupe) indicated that Guadalupe wants to improve safety and
access in the area but has concerns with potential right-of-way needs for the
improvements. Mr. Kulaga noted that designs for the I-10/Baseline Road Tl encroach on
Guadalupe right-of-way and impacts vital businesses. Mr. Kulaga noted that there are
no bike lanes along Baseline Road and that potential solutions should not create areas
that encourage people to camp within the right-of-way.

Representatives from the city of Phoenix (COP) indicated that 48th Street intersection is
an issue and that the signal needs to be upgraded. In addition, Baseline Road is
currently identified as a bus rapid transit (BRT) corridor. The eastern terminus of the BRT
is to be determined and the BRT may operate within the project area.

Aryan Lirange (FHWA) proposed considering solutions for 48th Street that included
adjacent intersections. Mr. Lirange also stated that prior studies have identified solutions
immediately at the 1-10/Baseline traffic interchange (Tl), and this study should consider
any Tl improvements in concert with access management along Baseline Road.

MAG stated that that in addition to the concerns and priorities stated by the project
stakeholders, pedestrian connectivity—including accommodating Highline Lateral Canal
Trail users—is key.

ADOT representatives stated that they had no additional input to the discussion.

Ms. Koprowski confirmed that vehicle queues are backed up into crosswalks. In addition,
frustrated and impatient drivers are unwilling to yield to pedestrians.

Mr. Kulaga stated that he would prefer the team investigate multiple alternatives that
emphasize/prioritize different things. Also, that the stakeholders should concur on what
is acceptable LOS for this corridor (e.g. improve LOS for 20 hours/day, fail the other
four).
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Mr. Dresang acknowledged that the intersection of Wendler and Baseline is not ideal.

COP indicated that Phoenix wants to consider complete streets and to investigate the
optimal placement of pedestrian generators like bus stops.

Mr. Lirange proposed decorative fencing to channelize pedestrians.

Ms. Koprowski stated that pedestrians do not need to cross north or south at the I-
10/Baseline Road TI.

4. ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT SESSION: ROADWAY/TRAFFIC INTERCHANGE
The discussion of roadway improvements was split into two parts: Tl improvements and
corridor improvements.

The following Tl options were discussed:
e Option 1: Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI)
o Modify the proposed DDI in the Spine Study by reducing the space
between the crossovers
o Ensure that cyclists can be accommodated
o Modify adjacent intersections of Wendler and Arizona Mills
e Option 2: Tight Diamond
o Provide dedicated right for east to south movement, but accommodate a
pedestrian crossing
o Modify adjacent intersections of Wendler and Arizona Mills
o Optimize signal timings and movements
e Option 3: Modified CFI
o Not desired by city of Tempe
e Option 4: No build
o No changes to pavement at Tl, but improve approaching corridor
o Optimize signal timings

Mr. Kulaga proposed converting the abutment walls to piers and placing pedestrian
within this new span.
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The following corridor improvement options along Baseline Road were discussed (see
attachment for map with intersection numbers):
e Option A
o Intersection 1; 48th Street
= No change
o Intersection 2; Calle Los Cerros
= No change
o Intersection 3; Arizona Grand Parkway
* Maintain signal; add realigned Wendler as northern leg
o Intersection 4; Wendler Drive
= Remove intersection (Wendler realigned opposite Arizona Grand
Parkway)
o Intersection 5; I-10 SB Ramps
= Institute Tl Alternative improvements (potential improvements
include conversion to DDI or construction of dual right turn lanes)
o Intersection 6; 1-10 NB Ramps
» |Institute Tl Alternative improvements
o Intersection 7; Arizona Mills South
» Remove signal and prohibit left out (convert to 3/4 intersection)
o Intersection 8; Priest Drive
= Construct U-turn improvements
o Intersection 9; Darrow Drive
= No change
o Intersection 10; Hardy Drive
* No change
e Option B
o Intersection 1; 48th Street
= Geometric improvements to allow NB and SB to run concurrently
o Intersection 2; Calle Los Cerros
= Eliminate signal
= Convert to right-in/right-out (RIRO)
o Intersection 3; Arizona Grand Parkway
* Maintain signal; add realigned Wendler as northern leg
o Intersection 4; Wendler Drive
= Remove intersection (Wendler realigned opposite Arizona Grand
Parkway)
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o Intersection 5; 1-10 SB Ramps

= [nstitute Tl Alternative improvements (potential improvements

include conversion to DDI or construction of dual right turn lanes)

o Intersection 6; 1-10 NB Ramps

= |Institute Tl Alternative improvements
o Intersection 7; Arizona Mills South

= Remove signal and prohibit left out (convert to 3/4 intersection)
o Intersection 8; Priest Drive

= Construct U-turn improvements
o Intersection 9; Darrow Drive

= Convert to RIRO
o Intersection 10; Hardy Drive

= No change

Mr. Pagnard indicated that the Tl and corridor improvements could be developed in a
way to allow them to be combined (e.g. Tl Option 1 may be shown with Corridor Option
A, but it would also work with Corridor Option B). Individual follow-up meetings with the
project stakeholders will take place prior to alternative development.

5. ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT SESSION: ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION
The following active transportation improvements were discussed:

e Any roadway improvements must incorporate the most recent ADA and
PROWAG standards, including driveway cross-slopes, curb ramps, truncated
domes, and pedestrian push buttons.

e Tempe's Vison Zero is a traffic safety policy that takes an ethical approach
towards achieving safety for all road users. Improvements should incorporate
strategies from the plan.

e The I-10/Baseline Road interchange is currently an uncomfortable experience for
pedestrian and bicycles due to the large number of vehicles at the interchange,
particularly the right-turn volumes. Per the existing crosswalk volumes, there
were few pedestrians crossing Baseline Road at the interchange. Therefore,
pedestrian crossings across Baseline Road (north/south) are not necessary as
long as there are north/south crossings to the east and west at Arizona Mills and
Fry's Electronics/Arizona Grand. It is recommended to provide a wider and more
comfortable path for pedestrians and bicycles on the north side of Baseline Road
across I-10. The north/south crossings and the sidewalk on the south side could
be eliminated as long as the design makes it physically impossible to walk on the
south side.

9/3/2019 Page 5 of 6



NOTES

The intersection with the most crosswalk activity is Baseline Road and Priest
Drive. Other intersections with significant activity include Baseline Road/Arizona
Mills South, Baseline Road/Hardy Drive and Baseline Road/Darrow Drive.

There is a lot of pedestrian activity around Arizona Mills and the Baseline
Road/Priest Drive intersection, and there are multiple transit connections at the
Baseline Road/Priest Drive intersection. Therefore, it is recommended to provide
a comfortable environment for pedestrians in this area. The intersection of
Baseline Road and Priest Drive (Avenida del Yaqui) is also important since it
provides a connection to the south to the Highline Canal Shared Use Path via
Avenida del Yaqui through the Town of Guadalupe. There is a future design
project for Avenida del Yaqui, which provides improvements for active
transportation.

As part of another project, an 1-10 shared use path crossing is being considered
to the north in the vicinity of the Western Canal. A connection from Baseline
Road to the Western Canal should be considered.

The City of Phoenix is planning a future BRT route along Baseline Road, which will
end at 48th Street. It is possible that the BRT route will travel further east on
Baseline Road in the future, which should be considered in the project.

6. NEXT STEPS
Mr. Pagnard reviewed upcoming action items, including data collection and traffic
counts. Mr. Pagnard thanked attendees for their participation.

Meeting was adjourned at 4:00 p.m.
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Traffic Interchange Feasibility Study

SIGN-IN SHEET

Alternatives Development Workshop
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Ironwood Conference Room

Initials Name Agency
ICE

) Tafwachi Katapa ADOT
CA@_ | Amy Ritz ADOT
Ed Stillings FHWA
Thomas Deitering FHWA
= Eunice Chan FHWA
(’jﬂu Aryan Lirange FHWA

Jeff Kulaga

Town of Guadalupe

ﬂ if/{{ John Bullen MAG
W\ | Quinar€astro kKt Mees [ MaG
CH%— | Jason Stephens : MAG
_ |, Leticia Vargas City of Phoenix
; /, —yesha Harris City of Phoenix
UJGM/ Tom Remes City of Phoenix
JJ\t'.r’L/ F’T\\U\\)“ﬂ'\ Ca¥y of m‘“«g\
‘ _
JID Julian Dresang City of Tempe
By Robert Yabes City of Tempe
Chase Walman City of Tempe

Page 1 of 2



I-10/Baseline Road SIGN-IN SHEET

Traffic Interchange Feasibility Study

Initials Name _Agency
D> | Dana Biscan Burgess & Niple
Ty David Lenzer Burgess & Niple
{2 /%< | Ravi Ambadipudi Burgess & Niple
J¥ Jason Pagnard Burgess & Niple
=l Brian Toombs Burgess & Niple
Rebecca Lengua Burgess & Niple
AC | Allie Charles Burgess & Niple
‘ N/ Yung Koprowski Y2K
WP | ke lH Fletcher YU

Page 2 of 2



9/3/2019

ans and Features

DOT Five-Year Transportation = City of Phoenix Trag outation

Facilities Constru 2050 = |
= City of Tempe Transportation
€ A . Master Plan il

« 3 lanes of continuity
Shared lanes




9/3/2019

ing Movements

of Service — a.m. Peak Hour ; el of Service — p.m. Peak Hour




9/3/2019

opulation Projections

urning Movements

9% growth from
2018 was used in the
forecasting of 2040 ||

Total Population Growth from 2018 ADTs

Population Grwoth (%)

evel of Service — a.m. Peak Hour evel of Service — p.m. Peak Hour

luding 2 fatal and

> urban area average

e

IS 4 o -

H

o w
o s
1 376

2




9/3/2019

R

Generators &

s dndn, ir

(Peak Hour of Crosswalk)

@ - 100125 perhour
@ =7599 per hour
bt fun gt @  =50-74 per hour
B s g i ] ; : i O =25-49 per hour
§ e e Ty X " ® =024 per hour




o

stria Bicycle
Existing Deficiencies
Pedestrians were observed and recorded in  The s

the counts crossing thi
crosswalk at 48t Si

idewalk
east leg without a aseline

astria Bicycle
Crash Analysis (2014-2018)

« 17 crashes involving a bicyclist
12 crashes involving a pedestrian

Fatal

Possible Injuny]

No Injuy|
. L m

Fatal

icycle
Crash Analysis
—— 71T Police reports were r the pedestfan
Through Vehicle 3 6 9 and bicycle ils.
Left-turning Vehicle ['] 3 3 d f .
Right-turning Vehicle 5 6 1 LAS a trend of ve a riglt-tdr
Pu"msm;wfnwewz 2 2 4 onto Baseline Road when pedestrians a
Other/Unkr 2 0 2 . . -
oAl 5 bicyclists arestruck. 20l |
| ad—2= s

9/3/2019

PROWAG Considerations

astrian & Bicycle
Crash Anlysis

watrrg e Pt
- parice [2014-2018)

= Crmitves invatving a B
during S-yace parcd [2014-2018)
= Frd Pucimbice Crath

= Soriout Injury Byoid Croth

onnectivity

The nearest pedestrian I-10 crossings to
Baseline Road are located one-mile north at
the Southern Avenue underpass and one-
mile south at the G 2 a




9/3/2019

gagement




-

A EaS S

oy P ¢

RN ey .

T LA
B s -
-‘“;" \E-I

.'Al- "q"h ﬂ-'tl
= F." b 2l S PR -

. N 1N e M o
I-ix:_; LR R \' "“i" e &
"L uTj Trlru.*',‘i‘\* . & .‘;’ ’;-.d’ ‘-,-t‘.‘ .

s b - L . T SoE ‘f ‘. .."‘.
o e 1..‘.""’" N :' BF g =T o TFe. R

P e ey RS P =N anpvw

F ‘h"y h o B o a p -

;&2:.:;Jhn¢ = meagenasigiyy | 5

| & AR Ty, T
G |- s ’ i
o EAYYANE 3 o
o : bt X
» BRER A ol B
} AT, 25
ARG TG

Los Cerrqs

'rﬂ:""

!
#
-

v
7
B

—_

r—=

l'liF
:.-IJ..
1) g
L

ny

ST

.| poe
1

1 TTIM1 8 [
Tl

T
- \‘ S
T AT
| S
P s
QYO RO LS

- -,!-“-—

1
Wi

iy

c."t'al__

W8

L8

:f_.n

!l}'- K
AT

1,.
ol
S A ¥ ST

| B ]
L
I.:,

-——

. { s

N S el g b o

IONLCYEN .

.

.

12 ni .-Nlm"

RS o
i

ghuis
AL T
duv 7
Fa |

Arual
|y® oopuwn

TN

Vv .

L ]
e
L P
~ Baol om

|

&
e

. Tf'k;lﬁ
fvyEvyy

]

iy

SREII e <
rE 8 [V TN ‘ﬂ;& :

-

—

N
»

\“ \

W
ik

My

ST L LR L

‘- vy u 1
3 AT mend
L J 18 ]
Palimi
LLAL B

s
-
-
r
-

J T L el

-

ol 21

T

i

ol

- " o
p

i1

¥

- L

-

-loua

ivea ey
] soe

h__‘-‘\-—-

o

.‘:.,‘3\ 3 F

g
et oy A
. L oq R L 1:!.‘:. )
= T

4
»

.
- v

-

: ——
ok S

) )
ﬁ.'&!

le

- |

Fig

AN
-“._ﬂ. ))’

D EE G ONAR y
WL LEERE Project No. 780-A
I-10/Baseline
Feasibility
Study

Study Area
Intersection

MARICOPA
COUNTY

\
AR SN | Assessor's Office
N ,"5& LLE TS

.‘".A *;.‘"; s!-;; Map




SE LN

')
e o

e
S— ik .

; — "

43 53

. X, M -

OMM. OF KY
ey

" DAW

|

: |
2 |

I

\

\

\ N L .:’;t; »“-"

3

%
e

i |
LT e T T —— —

S\t 46-1-50 N
\\, EMMA MAY

DAWSON
z i

r Extension s

\y G‘“ EBfZ—Z\
C BR,?W)__ Ay

i

: // o
2 /i

/;//(-/'-//f/; /%/

¥

;—-’?g;‘ﬂ i g | L

: B
f!lfwl ,'Ir:f A &i"‘ s

M
’i I ]f !, ,

."I-" y

B NKEVIN &
| MELISSA N

IR A5

N VWY, 7 3 ( .!‘ B
/; /.{f}-"_ A / fz; ///,fﬁ >\

.

146-4-4

' FACKLER '\
< 1$104k i |

s ¥ 3 3
o
Lot
-

= D
e o

¥

LY

T " : -
oy (U1 — e — T e N

-

1

11$133.7

3

- afle LT - ] ) g T
plns ¥ i o - AETIE) .
_%‘ A" M S A A -‘.'/-i-: - : A= LI
e o AR - : ’ - T - b S 2l ol e
T - »
¢ s e

LRt

e\ Al

N — e
]
e

N

-
b

S

L=

N
o . .'/. e .
i ol

ol

Y g
o e I, T e )
: = .

=

(<. = PRIDE TR

% 9 s

[

33
N\

iy

L ] :: .'!II , A= . CE D_ 1
e ek | (o w
PETROLEUM INC} *
T HES

'[.\._‘=_l_

— —

S -\ ! :.“."‘- <
| ..46-4-11 _
LSl BOBBY RAY &

IPEGGY MILLER', R

(

e
B ROLLING ACRES[F
B ARV, LLCEE

P\ JIDITCH WITCH>
4" INTERNATIONAL INC_

= 37313 "
S RANDY L 0% |
4 FRANCES J O'CONNOR2.

.u A

R

e

TPH INVESTMEN

- e
A=

3 "-H?'?‘: v o = e = -

PROPERTIES LLC

GRAPHIC SCALE IN FEET

—_——m
e~ —



et

P oo 3
Te N S N

S
S ..w; e R f L

s

-~
Y VA

~

T e s

—
S

e T

/‘__ —_—
s —
e e e e e e

'.‘-
X

~

S

o SR

‘”'_:!:.A

e el N
iz ¥ oy AN
. 3

e £ ..
e .
& oo L

! .. s 'w-p-u-..t‘ ’_v,.'- =
A u\_ﬁPRIDE TEU\CK WASH

N

A ATl
\ o\ R '

I o . -'-MP_—- —

-~

Dawson Dr Extension s

.k-!_"____r_..'._-;.mv-:f‘-‘"'l"“...." & ~"a-- Paes —— .
" »

2%
e ——
5 % 4t

S Y >
J Sree 3 |

— L — |

i A0 : 3 4

{ .,_" £ 2 W, . o i
h WP - 3 ! —
: 4 s 43 ! g
— T I . ! J
—— < § 52", B \ P & ¥ . ' ¢

| | \‘-i_('..
S\t 46-1-5° N\ = N
EMMA MAY & e

- 7. A i ] -
| v iy
= :

v/L

" DAWSON

§37-1AS . . 1 | (R

-
4 ?c .
T}\\

: | : ,_ St g S il S TRl (A S DEVELOPMEN
L L - - N -, AL UAS PETROLEUM INC =

472 MARK
li_: T

Lia

L

B 46-5-4] - ag PO g
VID MARA C v et oo CRUR T $133 .7k

L

A

‘PEGGY MILLER__
e 37-9 ~ “J' { b 8 ;:;f A J..f;u . % Mr SR o i -- ﬁ:m}giﬁ;l;_ .A .H;wffﬁﬁ'qV
- NCOMM. OF KYI¥ RRENVATYL AT e 5 5 e O i SR e e

~

—
—_—
—y

T R Z
- = R 4641100 T,
T e - — - /= BRi8Y BOBBY RAY &/ | L.
e o SKEVIN & [SREEERRIRR: T O MILLER' |
. MELISSA MOONEY SRS 7 o A Gl lamese e o \F

i
L/l

" At

+.

E _.. ’ R, e :' | ,. ...~,r:_ ' ¥ .II “ ._: Vo e- .' ., \ ’,:_ .. J -_“v...: ; \A_‘ .'.‘ﬁ“ . ” ’ ; : |
S FARM, LLCER b o AT g B B o o
A B FARM, LLCIEE

C

PN DITCH WITCH>?
@l INTERNATIONAL INC__

T

5340k *S§- 2

37 3_ 1310
| JRANDY L & W& |
#{ FRANCES J O'CONNOR

o~ L
T ]

4

AL os === T

N
./".9,-!-"_-_..__’_.\\\ ]

TPH INVESTMEN
PROPERTIES LLC

B "’\\.. o b - R

— ————

¥

.

; oad S —
v .

—_—

&
~—
2

GRAPHIC SCALE IN FEET

|



MARICOBA [-10/Baseline Road Service Traffic I.n’Fe?rchange
’ : ASSOCIATION of Feasibility Study
NV ERIE TS MAG Contract No. 780-A

Tempe Partner Meeting

BURGESS & NIPLE

05/29/2020



I-10/Baseline Road
Traffic Interchange Feasibility Study

SIGN-IN SHEET

Planning Partners Kickoff Meeting
Tuesday, October 22, 2019
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3rd Floor, Tempe Transportation Center, 200 E 5th Street, Tempe
Bike Conference Room

Initials Name Agency
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¢~ | Jason Stephens MAG
Y David Lenzer Burgess & Niple
(L~ Ravi Ambadipudi Burgess & Niple
'\,‘\g Jason Pagnard Burgess & Niple

Page 1 of 1



\

o

A

4| Ty
- M [
P-4 '!Fi””
el o

Ao .: :

]
. ¢
! = o FiE, " TEna
b he=! St sl :
S ey =Wl .

B

- . :
Arizona Mills Mall™s -
] L "!‘

-
q
. owm
-

b e N
consider developing as R
tand utilizing Darrow; could eliminate N-S

1 CARRE ERER T JF . consider multiple options: Y.y T AN D E. L SRS el X o |
i 5 N9 - s ([ ‘BN IE, AL e LB, N | Priest through movement; Tempe
(
r
C‘,

'S Beck Ave,

e £ -
~

¥

- lintersecting Baseline at a skew to

| ' |increase distance between new alignment

Eminton st nienlilE. - B- 4 B M M. | SE B L e e and Frys; entrance to Arizona Grand
g TR, & . DR @S — Ry O oA ¥ w3 N d need to be reconstructed

N BT - -

Jé
S ::ﬂ'l"-:_- :

a—— ke

1. 3/4 access (full access to south, convert northleg [
sof intersection to RIRO; allow full access to south with |

2eda 3 3 4N

L 2. As is with other improvements

5 — T~ i, — g 'f1.5 = L

|*1the number of through lanes & 4 TR - R

]

|

§ |

~ S47th|PI

»

' ™ y : L&' ..
1. Option 1: free flow r
|banana island
| QOption 2:two d

- -
|l r
! L
A E b
II

¥ o
TS M L Tk
Lt . . Ay
i | i
Mg I

ey

: l, . .;;:_:.- : 3 5 8 ; o [T T _ . s & ; - vy . ;
Tempe - defer to Phoc?nlx On e et E il | s g‘-&?&‘ i aﬁ'
[ Improvements to 48th; Py , B e e . : | . T v
, : - wie Lodad I Folik e 3 e If Wendler is redirected to intersect with Calle Los
|MAG - pedestrians solution |+ =+ | s | . . )
- | - - . Cerros, consider preventing SB lefts from Calle to

#1 "¥|should be included , | | ey 110 LT e 5 B crdier io d T
4 . - considering the bus transfer | 2=« g . o — _ ' # S |scourag? Cu,__, rgug
ped generator = S A (e oF | | W ey S S |
{4 k. B ' k. | signal must remain

n N

*H’--!",!"-ﬂ-{\-ﬂ-ﬂ- =2

Eat

T ———————————————— :

S Darro

S Beck'/Ave

8

AL
- T v b A
d 15 W LAERT R $ 1 | - )
o Il ‘ag il . B, 11y L .- -z 34 -, E: _ : o o -
. T EEile ! = o S - T g I/ s & - : 1 | ‘ | 1 : C— ™ s X v . A 5 %3 - el - - ! . 2 I ‘
e Fos 5 ! 2 et A WL : = - | | : e A J 5 ] Y~ il = R < B it il LN 5 A | r ) F R
N L . > { BT L L { TE SR A ' E : 3 i 1 - g s =i i 2 . : £l ' § 4 ; g - o - -~ ; 3
L R | N &jtlkl IEIE of lﬂ :*fl "r‘ o WY = ; 1 | _ : . - A . : -3 i ¥ | P—; w_ i
(¥ ) - O . : " o ! il g il ¥ R, - . ¢ § | X gt 4 I . m g
SIS i ..“ PR AR "fi?'.{ gs i » - Joas { J. : | | y ? Uy P (g = : { .. ! SR ) 1 . 7 P o= . ! i { . - "8 Ja samme M
A '-_. - y 3 ¥e ’ X ¥ g £~ 3 . : 4 4 ] = 4 ;i Ao - . '_" J ; ;" - j " - . | )} 1 . e, T i f LA § ¢ ) : A
. v 1 # E : \ ; =< e Fe [d ¢ i = i . f \ : - ¥ o . - = g L L . v R -‘ ) I la’ - T'J - ‘ﬁ ?"

=

ST .

-

W

fl_ilill.

W/ Baseline Rd
T Yo D

e — 1 -

“m - P TN
- L~~~

J "
7"'.  wm) -a-*’” , 14} n-'

s [0 | |dedicated riht to be
® 2O structed by develop

L
- . 3 . | I 3 |
- § " & \
3 ¥ ’ s -3 | 5 . £ > 3
I N 3 | o |
A - F - ] s
| A " > !

E Beautiful » .

b "

EBeaut'lfU‘!-“ T :

I -

B | i T

3 | .‘-:{’T '- %‘ : * '

2 A 3 : oY ol Wy il
- 7% = : 7 A

- |Option 1: free flow right with U& |
banana island
Option 2: two dedicated rights

N

!"
A o N
"
»

'] - } ! A o s - .,"-". 3 L - . s f
1 " W . \ . . 4 Tyt FiLgts 4@ > E = ‘] - - AP e : .
’ 3 - i 1 it - ! ' y 4 N o 1 b . / L ; = - i L A . o . b ._ 4 1 4 B L i 4 - 1 3 i | }
=4 S maye - . » A 1 - d 4 3 F, / 3 N o 5: 3 S . ¥ " - o ! ¥ . g P ¥ J F Fel \ . v | | | i ; - - i 8 . i I # F .
. ‘_- - i - ] . . ' r i, A) - \ " . 3 = e N - - Y b e T I ‘& o e , " '|"l SN Feis. . 1 v .l: ! 3 § ; itk 4 . e i 2 I i g = r
at. i kel - 'l"- 3 {; . 7 ’ J g P - - = e N i N . v v : 9 - - P 2 e TR " . . - ) ' e P 1 ’ s | —— ’ e i - ik
y - : - i = _ ¥ f - ! > : X A P 4 A s : ; " N o 1 Ri \ 3 o ¥ = 4 | : _ | i S 4 H ; o 2 g
: R = DL v . N AN N O, R . ' 3 = i e * L . | _ A . B L : - Y 4 _ e sy . ;|-

AP W, N A - . 1 ; - 4 ¥ d 4 Ly 4 | | I3 ’ f | P " » g < AR ‘P
o | .- | : g BB va LR = 2 InCrease spa een

S g d . % ome: d ~ 219N

L el | | ' | e s 18 T T, T i N\ N | L BN L G P | MRS Y -7 T e e " . . lintersections to achieve 350
' | ol B i ' T of storage per lane

-
7

TS BN 2 A s ST i - TR B N S
>nida Del\Yaquil  /

Avenida

- T
N - ~ ' .

.o* N ' -

f— s s sl -

TLEETTH

el 1

u + : ;
. ...;T‘ .“. ® B

‘ # 3 ‘
oAl . ' v ¢ 7 i : £
j el e, P A e /’ﬂ' ("
. T

A 8
 EcCalleCerritoss  E(CalleCerritos:  ECalleCerritos. P :E

A

.~ EBeverlyRd |

e .
Fe

kwyW — ©

[ P
e ‘-4_‘“\"'-,. r T

'AvenidalDel\Yaquil

S/Calle'Bella Vista™

- -
. ~
(o W—.:_———__H -
- m . b
- 3
. A . w .
. . ¥y
; ) i i i
A - - ] i I 1
- = 3 [ [N y . )
: » 0 3 B
' i - - -
. - 3 = -
+ e q i FRE v
! . o | ’ = 5 L, T
i » L . \ '\
o & . " e LY.
i & + E
I - - " - ey P .
. b r' r ._’ I c-.‘ = =
. R " -, T g
- ¢ R - !
y . ' > g
. 1 RLE e

~ SPointel

ve

'S Beck

~
i

.

t - L y g 5% /7 4 ; i X . D\ Ny AN : TR -yl % 3 X . . 2qif i - i ¥ s, - a Z. gy
- ‘ { ‘ 2 S ‘ : 2= o Co il i 8. oh : i . aar: e pe
| " ' : | W Ellis DF"%

»
Ty
.

v
1
—

~ WFreemont Dr.

- WEllisbr,
',

e & . i ;
s e o
i lﬁb ] B

WDunbarDr.

o e A

h

P A

.~ STerry

L — W —
~ WDonner Dr, "‘-i
i S .‘*A'I & Jil 2 Y ,.',‘

w Sy o
e

he - pe :
3= -TJ o LA
i o- -"-‘ ‘_‘_-l. 1 -é:'-'-"—" '..I " .‘.
g Sy - & q : ,’ .
L - ; o j -
™

Jurisdictional Boundary
City of Phoenix

City of Tempe

Town of Guadalupe

Bus Stations

Lane Use
“ Left

<> Left Through Right
Right
Straight
Through Left
Through Right

e High Voltage Overhead Power Line

Canal

Facility that accomodates bikes

Bus Stop

¥
@
B .-

Right-of-Way

~ SHardyDr

convert to left, left,

J s e wesnn
Tl q'ﬂ.,._}.ﬁ‘“*‘ J y iy _

-

Te‘mpe will suplport
placement of medians

Maricp__pa.(r)@lﬁh’t‘gyZA'E sse‘s‘sor's Office




MARICOBA [-10/Baseline Road Service Traffic I.n’Fe?rchange
’ : ASSOCIATION of Feasibility Study
NV ERIE TS MAG Contract No. 780-A

Guadalupe Partner Meeting

BURGESS & NIPLE

05/29/2020



I-10/Baseline Road SIGN-IN SHEET

Traffic Interchange Feasibility Study

Town of Guadalupe Planning Partner Update Meeting
Thursday, November 21, 2019
8:30 a.m.
Maricopa Association of Governments, 302 N 1st Ave #300, Phoenix
Palo Verde Conference Room

Initials Name Agency

/| & | Jeff Kulaga Town of Guadalupe
S

T

( j-"“, Jason Stephens MAG

7

¢ | Jason Pagnard Burgess & Niple
O | David Lenzer Burgess & Niple
" | Ravi Ambadipudi Burgess & Niple
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NOTES

1-10/Baseline Road
Traffic Interchange Feasibility Study

Partners Meeting
February 24, 2020

ATTENDEES
See attached sign-in sheet.

HANDOUTS
Agenda, Presentation Slides, Evaluation Matrix.

Jason Stephens, MAG Project Manager, convened the meeting at 10:00am

1. INTRODUCTIONS
Jason Pagnard (Burgess & Niple) welcomed attendees and asked all participants to
introduce themselves.

2. PROJECT OVERVIEW

Mr. Pagnard provided a brief overview of the project. He indicated that the purpose of
the meeting was to discuss proposed alternatives and identify a preferred alternative.
Conceptual alternatives were assessed through:

e Developing CAD linework;

e Utilizing microsimulation models;

e Preparing project cost estimates; and

e Identifying engineering opportunities and challenges.

Mr. Pagnard provided an overview of the study goals and objectives for the I-
10/Baseline Road TI.

David Lenzer (Burgess & Niple) presented an overview of the project area. Traffic LOS
was presented showing the 2040 no-build condition

Yung Koprowski (Y2K) discussed active transit within the corridor. There are high
existing active transit volumes at Priest Dr, Arizona Mills, and Hardy Drive. Both
alternatives incorporate a two-way multi-use trail on the north side of Baseline Road
between 1-10 and Priest Drive. The trail will extend north parallel to the I-10 eastbound
on-ramp and connect to the proposed pedestrian crossing over I-10.
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NOTES

Dana Biscan (Burgess & Niple) presented the results of crash analysis within the study
area. It was noted that a significant factor to the high crashes along the corridor is due
to the 8 signals within approximately a mile along Baseline Road.

3. ALTERNATIVES OVERVIEW AND DISCUSSION

Mr. Lenzer presented the three alternatives, which are summarized below. A more
detailed evaluation matrix is attached. The signal at Calle Los Cerros Dr will remain due
to planned development on the southeast corner of the intersection. Both the tight
diamond and the DDI alternatives impact access to businesses near the I1-10 and
Baseline TI. Due to the proximity of the Wendler Drive intersection to the I-10
Westbound ramps, the north leg will be realigned to intersect Baseline Road at Arizona
Grand Parkway for all alternatives. Realigning Wendler Drive may be an interim solution
to improve the corridor.

Alternative Cost Impacts

Impacts to Denny’s, Aunt Chiladas,
TitleMax, Harvest, and Waffle House
Denny'’s full take, impacts to Aunt
Signalized DDI $17.8 M | Chiladas, TitleMax, Harvest, and Waffle
House

Continuous Flow Intersection | Was not evaluated further due to fatal flaws
Increased congestion and crash
frequency

Standard diamond $16.1 M

No-Build Alternative

The goals of each alternative were to improve operations throughout the corridor for all
modes of transportation and accommodate planned improvements to the I-10.

Jeff Kulaga (City of Guadalupe) inquired on the solution to the modified access at Waffle
House and TitleMax. It was discussed that the solution to the access change will be
refined throughout scoping.

The access to Denny’s for both the DDI and standard diamond alternatives were
clarified. For the standard diamond intersection, Old Wendler Drive could become a
right in right out intersection and the signal would be removed. For the DDI the Old
Wendler Drive intersection would be closed, and the Denny'’s building would be treated
as a total take.
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NOTES

Julian Dresang, City of Tempe, inquired if the City of Phoenix had determined whether
this corridor has been determined as a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) corridor. Tom Remes
(City of Phoenix) noted the BRT limits had not been finalized but the corridor should be
planned to accommodate future BRT.

Meeting attendees voiced concerns regarding the Wendler Drive realignment. Concerns
include allowing safe crossing of shoppers to the Fry’s Electronics, providing the most
usable space in the parcels once divided, and ensuring all parcels are accessible. The
Wendler Drive realignment can be modified throughout the design process to
accommodate these concerns.

Mrs. Koprowski asked the City of Tempe meeting attendees if there were significant
concerns regarding the two-way shared-use path of the north side of Baseline Road
from the 1-10 Eastbound Ramps to Priest Drive. Mr. Remes noted the path should be
fine but signing will need to be added to ensure drivers are aware of the two-way path.

4. NEXT STEPS
Mr. Lenzer stated the project team will complete the alternatives analysis report to be

circulated for review.

Project partners concurred that there would not be a preferred alternative selected at
this time.

Meeting was adjourned at 11:00 a.m.
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1-10/Baseline Road
Traffic Interchange Feasibility Study

SIGN-IN SHEET

Planning Partners Meeting
Monday, February 24, 2020
10:00 a.m.
2nd Floor, Maricopa Association of Governments, 302 N 1st Ave, Phoenix
Ironwood Conference Room

Initials Name Agency
Amy Ritz ‘ ADOT
2000 Thoor (Sec Amy 22| ATCN ‘= (B2
Ed Stillings FHWA
Aryan Lirange FHWA
\ {_ | Jeff Kulaga Town of Guadalupe
V2| Tom Remes City of Phoenix
“UAt—| Myesha Harris City of Phoenix
Leticia Vargas City of Phoenix
Shelly Seyler City of Phoenix
o
U Julian Dresang City of Tempe
(//CY| JRobert Yabes City of Tempe
//7”| | Chase Walman City of Tempe
Cotllerive Hollowd City of Tempe,
\_
Jason Stephens MAG
John Bullen MAG
& © | Quinn Castro MAG
W7tl" Audra Thomas MAG
D ¢> | Dana Biscan Burgess & Niple
N | David Lenzer Burgess & Niple
P4 | Ravi Ambadipudi Burgess & Niple
\_/_\?’ Jason Pagnard Burgess & Niple
My~ | Yung Koprowski Y2K
T
Il
Lpn [ Enshing M MU NA(=>
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/ ““:fi_j;\ I-10/Baseline Road Tl Feasibility Study

) AGENDA
MARICOPA
ASSOCIATION of February 24,2020
GOVERNMENTS

Meeting Purpose
Workshop to review and evaluate developed alternatives.

1. Introductions

2. Existing Conditions Overview
« Traffic Analysis
« Safety Analysis

 Active Transportation Connectivity

3. Alternatives Analysis
+ Tight Diamond
« DDI

« CFI

4. Summary and Next Steps



Interstate 10 &
Baseline Road TI
Feasibility Study

Planning Partners Meeting
February 24, 2020

LI

R —

2/24/2020

R —

through:

and

LI,

= Develop conceptual alternatives
for the 1-10/Baseline Road Traffic
Interchange area.

= Assess conceptual alternatives

= Developing CAD linework;
= Utilizing microsimulation models;
= Preparing project cost estimates;

= |dentifying engineering
opportunities and challenges.

Study Goals and Objectives

R —

LI,

Traffic LOS

9.5% increase in

volumes by 2040

Existing Overall LOS | 2040 No Build LOS
Intersection
a.m p-m a.m. p-m.

48" St & Baseline Rd D D

Calle Los Cerros & Baseline Rd A B E B
|Arizona Grand Pkwy & Baseline Rd C C D
|Wendler Dr & Baseline Rd A A E D
I-10 SB Ramps & Baseline Rd D D E

I-10 NB Ramps & Baseline Rd D D E E
|Arizona Mills South & Baseline Rd A B A B
Priest Dr & Baseline Rd C D E D
Darrow Dr & Baseline Rd A B A C
Hardy Dr & Baseline Rd D C D D

Note: Results use Synchro's built-in

logy to determine LOS.

1 2020, All Rights Reserved 4




Total Pedestrian and Bicyclist Crossings . 1 7 CraSheS |nVOIV|ng a bleClISt

* = Significant Generator

(Peak Hour of Crosswalk)

@ - 100125perhour + 12 crashes involving a pedestrian
@ =7599 perhour
©  =5074perhour + Baseline Rd/Hardy Dr (7 total crashes)

? = 25-49 per hour « Baseline Rd/48th St (5 total crashes)
=0-24 per hour

LI

© 2020, All Rights Reserved.

2/24/2020

High

© 2020, All Rights Reserved. 6

—

Crash Overview

* Interactive Highway Safety Design Model (IHSDM) analysis — high PSI.
* TRB Access Management Guidelines.

* Volumes about 70,000 west of I-10 TI. Very low cross-street volumes.
» Other Observations.

T s
0 e ] bt areun 1, 8).

© 2020, All Rights Reserved. 7

LI

[ !I Alternatives Analysis

Baseline Road TI

Goals:
= Improve traffic operations;
= Improve safety for all users;

= Provide additional active transportation
connectivity;

= Improve existing active transportation
infrastructure;

= Accommodate future BRT; and

= Preserve existing bridge.

LI,

Considerations:

Reconfigure interchange;

Works with planned improvements
for I-10;

Change nearby access; and

Right-of-way impacts.

Alternatives Considered:
= Tight Diamond
= Diverging Diamond Intersection (DDI)
= Modified CFI
= No Build




Me Road TI _

Tight Diamond
Pro;ect Cost (Englneermg, Construction, ROW Ut|||t|es) $16.1 M

LEGEND

Planned development
4= Proposed access point

X Impacted access point
N Remove road
— Proposed multi-use path

©2020, All Rights Reserved.

me Road TI _

Diverging Diamond Intersection
Pro;ect Cost (Engmeermg, Constructlon ROW Utilities) - $17. 8 M
Bq - ~ LEGEND
] Planned development
‘ 4= Proposed access point
X Impacted access point
[™J Remove road

© 2020, All Rights Reserved.

2/24/2020

Me Road TI .

Tight Diamond
Pro;ect Cost (Engineering, Construction, ROW, Utilities) - $16.1 M

.“ T
e LEGEND
. A&m Planned development
e wnllsmq.l

4= Proposed access point
-

©« & | x Impacted access point

AM. Peak Hour LOS | PM, Peak Hour LS gl

osed multi-use path
Wendler Dr/ Arizona
.. Grand Pkwy

; . Baseline Rd & EB Ramp
Baseline Rd & WB Ramp
Arizona Mills
Priest Dr

©2020, All Rights Reserved. 10

me Road TI .

Diverging Diamond Intersection
Pro;ect Cost (Engmeermg, Constructlon ROW Utilities) - $17. 8 M

“LEGEND

Planned development
4= Proposed access point
X Impacted access point

' A.M. Peak Hour LOS PM. Peak Hour LOS el

.. Wendler Dr/ Arizona
. Grand Pkwy

Baseline Rd & EB Ramp
Baseline Rd & WB Ramp
~ Arizona Mills

© 2020, All Rights Reserved.




-!aseline Road TI

Diverging Diamond Intersection

© 2020, AllRights Reserved. 13

s

Corridor Travel Times
Y B

| = (- =

EB to I-10 EB 66.24 94.71 75.19 89.96
EB to I-10 WB 127.8 102.16 162.62 113.85
WB to I-10 WB 108.36 106.7 99.11 98.71

WB to I-10 EB 185.1 117.02 207.13 123.58

© 2020, All Rights Reserved. 15
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-!aseline Road TI

Diverging Diamond Intersection

© 2020, AllRights Reserved.

-!aseline Roa;d Tl

CFI

Operational Analysis Observations:
= Signal coordination challenges at ramp termini intersections
= Queuing issues between Arizona Mills and I-10 WB ramp intersection

= Lack of adequate storage between ramp termini intersections

Other challenges:
= Right-of-way impacts due to additional lanes outside of interchange area

= Lack of driver familiarity within Tempe

LI,

© 2020, AllRights Reserved.
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Baseline Road TI

Summary of Alternatives

2040 Operations

Safety

I

Right-of-Way Impacts

CLIEC L
:CC€ JIEE
J{

‘ Excellent

Next Steps

= Complete report and circulate for review.

= Select preferred alternative.

LI,

Access = ) Unsatisfactory|
Pedestrians . | Poor
-
Cyclists v
Project Cost Maintenance only $17.8M
End of
information
for this
presentation

Pedestrian & Bicycle
Crash Analysis (2014-2018)

+ 17 crashes involving a bicyclist
+ 12 crashes involving a pedestrian

+ Baseline Rd/Hardy Dr (7 total crashes)
» Baseline Rd/48t St (5 total crashes)

LI,

Fatal 0 0 0 ) 0 [
Serious Injury| 0 0 0 1 0 1
ing Injury| 1 1 2 2 0 6
Possible Injur 3 0 ) 3 2 8
Nolnjury] 0 0 0 1 1 2

Pedestrian Crash Severi

Crash Severity 2014 [ 2015 [ 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | TOTAL
Fatal 0 0 0 0 1 1
Serious Injun 0 0 0 0 0 )
Non-incapacitating Injury| 2 2 1 2 0 7
Possible Injury| 0 1 0 1 1 3
Nolnjury] 0 0 0 1 0 1
TOTA 2 3 1 4 2 12




[—

Pedestrian & Bicycle
Crash Analysis

@) = Croshes invalving o Pedestrion
during S-year perod [2014-2018]

@ = Croshes involving a Bicyclist
during 5-year perod (2014-2018)

= Faial Pedestrion Crash

k| = Sericus Injury Bicyclist Crash

© 2020, Al Rights Reserved. 2

[—
Crash Overview

+ Crash data five year period January
1, 2014 — December 31, 2018

+ 1,803 total crashes, including 2
fatal and 21 incapacitating

* Rear end and left-turn crashes
exceed the statewide average

* Bicycle crashes match the urban
area average

oot
Chnidrate

Crash Severity 2014-2018
Crash Severity Number Percent 2018 Statewide

Urban Average

Property Damage Only 1,325 73.5% 70.6%

7 aes% 21%
I TR @ 0% 07%
1e03 1000%  1000%

2/24/2020

[—

Pedestrian & Bicycle
Crash Analysis
Crashes by Vehicle Movement g g g g .
Vehicle Movement  Pedestrian Bicycle  Total There Isa t.rend Of VehICIeS maklng a ng ht turn
Through Vehicle 3 6 9 | onto Baseline Road when pedestrians and
Left-turning Vehicle 0 3 3 = 0
Right-turning Vehicle 5 6 11 b|CyCI|StS are struck.
Pulling out of Driveway 2 2 4
Other/Unknown 2 0 2
TOTAL 12 17 29

Corridor Alternatives Analysis

Intersection with q q
Baseline Rd Option A Option B
48th st No change Geometric improvements to allow NB and
SB to run concurrently
Calle Los Cerros No change Eliminate signal (RIRO)

Add realigned Wendler
Eliminate

Arizona Grand Pkwy
Wendler Dr

1-10 SB Ramps

1-10 NB Ramps
Arizona Mills South
Priest Dr

Darrow Dr

Hardy Dr

Institute TI Alternative improvements

Eliminate signal (3/4)

Construct U-turn improvements
Convert to RIRO
No change

No change

No change ‘

ot
CRniirate




Baseline Road TI
Tight Diamond

[P

2/24/2020

LI,

Pedestrian & Bicycle

Facilities & Safety Analysis

[P

Existing Pedestrian Connectivi

ty
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Pedestrian & Bicycle ADA and PROWAG Considerations
Existing Deficiencies

: - . . The existing driveways on Baseline Road do not
Pedestrians were observed and regorded in  The s!dewalk on .the south 5|d.e.of meet ADAAG and PROWAG with cross-slope of
the counts crossing the east leg without a Baseline Road is in poor condition

0,
crosswalk at 48t Street & Baseline Road east of I-10. more than 2%.
despite signs.

Multiple ramps at the existing signalized study
intersections are not up to date with the most
recent standards, specifically not having truncated
domes.

The existing pedestrian refuge islands on Baseline
Road at the I-10 ramps do meet current ADAAG and
PROWAG. They lack truncated domes and the reach
to push buttons is greater than 10"




—

Future Connectivity

The nearest pedestrian I-10 crossings to
Baseline Road are located one-mile north at
the Southern Avenue underpass and one-
mile south at the Guadalupe Road overpass
bridge.

The Western Canal and Highline Canal are
two possible locations for a multi-use
crossing over I-10.

There are potential pedestrian bridges
proposed at Guadalupe Road, Western Canal
(I-10/US60 interchange), and Alameda Drive
(Diablo Stadium) as part of other projects.

LI

September 3, 2019

—

Forecasted Level of Service - a.m. Peak Hour

110 & Basaline
R

4Bih Street to
Mardy Drive

Futurs Mo-Build
Cenifing

© 2019, Al Rights Reserved

LI,

Interstate 10 &
Baseline Road Tl
Feasibility Study

Alternatives Development Workshop

2/24/2020

—

Forecasted Level of Service — p.m. Peak Hour
o— -

LI,

e

© 2019, AllRights Reserved
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raffic LOS: AM Peak — No Build 2040

1-10 5B Ramp:
1-10 NB Ramps

Peak a.m.

Avenida del Yaqui T Il

LI,

raffic LOS: PM Peak — No Build 2040

1-10 SB Ramps
1-10 NB Ramp:

Peak p.m.

LI,

1N



Traffic LOS: AM Peak — No Build 2040

10 SB Ramps

Arizona Grand Pkwy
Wendler Dr

Arizona Mills South

Avenida del Yaqui k2

2/24/2020

Baseline Road TI

Alternative

2040
Operations

Safety

Right-of-Way
Impacts

Access

Pedestrians

Cyclists
Project Cost

Summary of Alternatives

No-Build

No improvements

No impacts

No impacts

No improvements

No improvements

Maintenance only

hamod | oo

Removal of unsignalized « Removal of unsignalized access
access points and signal at points and signal at Wendler
Wendler « Improved operations mitigate
Improved operations mitigate congestion crashes

congestion crashes « Eliminate T-bone crashes

Aunt Chilada’s parking lot * Aunt Chilada’s parking lot
Fry's parking lot «  Fry's parking lot

* NWC and SEC parcels

Wendler relocated to Arizona Grand
Business access impacted near I-10
Aunt Chilada’s access relocated to Arizona Grand

Sidewalk with path connection + Sidewalk with path connection
« Sidewalk along outside of DDI
(no north-south crossing)

Multi-use path along Baseline between I-10 and Priest
$16.1M - $178M

11



I-10/Baseline Road = =
Traffic Interchange Feasibility Study E va l ua t 10n M a t rix

2040 Failing intersections in the 2040 * Improves intersections from * Improves intersections from
Operations design year (Arizona Grand, Arizona Grand to Priest Arizona Grand to Priest
Wendler, EB Ramps, WB Ramps,
and Priest)
Safety * Noimprovements * Removal of unsignalized access * Removal of unsignalized access
points and signal at Wendler points and signal at Wendler
* Improved operations mitigate * Improved operations mitigate
congestion crashes congestion crashes

e Eliminate T-bone crashes

Right-of-Way * Noimpacts * Aunt Chilada’s parking lot * Aunt Chilada’s parking lot
Impacts * Fry’s parking lot * Fry’s parking lot
* NWC and SEC parcels

Access * Noimpacts * Wendler relocated to Arizona Grand
* Business access impacted near I-10
* Aunt Chilada’s access relocated to Arizona Grand

Pedestrians * Noimprovements * Sidewalk with path connection * Sidewalk with path connection
* Sidewalk along outside of DDI
(no north-south crossing)

Cyclists * Noimprovements * Multi-use path along Baseline between |-10 and Priest

Project Cost * Maintenance only e S16.1M e S17.8M
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MARICOPA ASSOCIATON OF GOVERNMENTS
CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

ROUTE: 1-10 PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Standard Diamond Intersection
SEGMENT: ESTIMATE LEVEL: Level 0
LENGTH: DATE: 4/2/20
ITEM | MAJOR ITEM DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
200 EARTHWORK
CLEARING & REMOVALS L.SUM s 400,000.00 400,000,
ROADWAY EXCAVATION CU.YD. $ 20.00
DRAINAGE EXCAVATION CU.YD. $ 8.00
BORROW CU.YD. $ 16.00
SUBGRADE TREATMENT SQ.YD. $ 15.00
FURNISH WATER L.SUM
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS L.SUM
TOTAL ITEM 200 400,000,
300 & 400 BASE AND SURFACE TREATMENT
AGGREGATE BASE SQ.YD. 55,534] $ 10.00 555,340
CONCRETE PAVEMENT SQ.YD. 22,467 $ 62.00 1,392,970
ASPHALT PAVEMENT SQ.YD. 33,067 $ 34.00 1,124,260
ARAC SURFACE SQ.YD. $ 6.00
MILLING & OVERLAY SQ.YD. $ 16.00
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS L.SUM
TOTAL ITEM 300 & 400 3,072,570
500 DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE SYSTEM (CLOSED) L.FT. 2,000( $ 240.00 480,000,
DRAINAGE SYSTEM (OPEN) L.FT. $ 185.00
DRAINAGE SYSTEM (CONVEYANCE CHANNEL) L.FT. $ 415.00
PUMP STATION (NEW) EACH $ 2,500,000.00
PIPE CULVERTS L.FT. $ 365.00
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS L.SUM
TOTAL ITEM 500 480,000
600 STRUCTURES
FLYOVER RAMP (NEW SYSTEM TI) SQ.FT. $ 135.00
FLYOVER HOV RAMP SQ.FT. $ 175.00
OVERPASS TI BRIDGE SQ.FT. $ 140.00
RIVER CROSSING BRIDGE SQ.FT. $ 145.00
PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE SQ.FT. $ 180.00
BRIDGE WIDENING SQ.FT. $ 160.00
BRIDGE REHABILITATION SQ.FT. $ 100.00
BOX CULVERT L.FT./CELL $ 1,330.00
SIGN STRUCTURES EACH 418 100,000.00 400,000,
ITS STRUCTURE AND PANEL EACH $ 200,000.00
O&M CROSSING EACH $ 350,000.00
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS L.SUM
TOTAL ITEM 600 400,000,
700 TRAFFIC ENGINEERING
SIGNING (FREEWAY) MILE/DIR 0.30( $ 35,000.00 10,500
SIGNING (STREET) MILE 1.00( $ 65,000.00 65,000
PAVEMENT MARKING LANE-MILE 6.20( $ 5,000.00 31,000
LIGHTING MILE 0.59( $ 375,000.00 220,840
TRAFFIC SIGNAL EACH 418 300,000.00 1,200,000
INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM (ITS) MILE $ 525,000.00
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS L.SUM
TOTAL ITEM 700 1,527,340
800 ROADSIDE DEVELOPMENT
LANDSCAPING AND TOPSOIL SQ.YD. $ 15.00
UTILITY RELOCATION L.SUM 18 250,000.00 250,000
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS L.SUM
TOTAL ITEM 800 250,000
900 INCIDENTALS
RETAINING WALLS SQ.FT. $ 75.00
SOUND WALLS SQ.FT. $ 40.00
ROADWAY APPURTENANCES L.SUM s 700,000.00 700,000
ADA IMPROVEMENTS EACH $ 2,500.00
TRANSIT APPURTENANCES L.SUM
RAILROAD ACCOMMODATIONS L.SUM
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS L.SUM
TOTAL ITEM 900 700,000
SUBTOTAL A (ITEM SUBTOTAL) $6,829,900
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MARICOPA ASSOCIATON OF GOVERNMENTS

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

ROUTE: 1-10 PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Standard Diamond Intersection
SEGMENT: ESTIMATE LEVEL: Level 0
LENGTH: DATE: 4/2/20
ITEM | MAJOR ITEM DESCRIPTION |  UNIT | QUANTITY | UNITCOST | TOTAL COST
PW PROJECT WIDE
TRAFFIC CONTROL (8% OF SUBTOTAL A) 8.0% 546,400
DUST PALLIATIVE (0% OF SUBTOTAL A)(INCLUDED IN FURNISH WATER) 0.0% 0
QUALITY CONTROL (1% OF SUBTOTAL A) 1.0% 68,300
CONSTRUCTION SURVEYING (1.5% OF SUBTOTAL A) 1.5% 102,400
EROSION CONTROL (1% OF SUBTOTAL A) 1.0% 68,300
MOBILIZATION (8% OF SUBTOTAL A) 8.0% 546,400
UNIDENTIFIED ITEMS (20% OF SUBTOTAL A) 20.0% 1,366,000
SUBTOTAL B (SUBTOTAL A + PROJECT WIDE) $9,527,700)
OTHER PROJ OTHER PROJECT COSTS
DPS TRAFFIC CONTROL 0
JOINT PROJECT AGREEMENT ITEMS 0
CONTRACTOR INCENTIVES 0
ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION 0
PRESENT YEAR CONSTRUCTION BID COST (EXCLUDING UTILITIES & R/W) $9,527,700)
INFL INFLATION AND BELOW THE LINE ITEMS
LABOR AND MATERIAL INFLATION TO CONSTRUCTION YEAR 20xx (X%/YR) NOT INCLUDED 0
POST DESIGN SERVICES (1% OF SUBTOTAL A) 1.0% 95,300
CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCIES (5% OF SUBTOTAL A) 5.0% 476,400
CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING (8% OF SUBTOTAL A) 8.0% 762,200
INDIRECT COST ALLOCATION (9.9% OF SUBTOTAL B + OTHER PROJECT COSTS) 9.90% 1,075,300
CONSTRUCTION YEAR DEPARTMENT CONSTRUCTION COST (EXCLUDING UTILITIES & R/W) $11,936,900
DES PREDESIGN AND FINAL DESIGN
PREDESIGN/NEPA/PI SERVICES (3% OF CONSTRUCTION YEAR COST) 3.0% 285,800
FINAL DESIGN SERVICES (8% OF CONSTRUCTION YEAR COST) 8.0% 762,200
INDIRECT COST ALLOCATION (9.9% OF ALL DESIGN COSTS) 9.90% 103,800
TOTAL ESTIMATED DESIGN COST $1,151,800)
UTIL UTILITY RELOCATION
PRIOR RIGHT UTILITY RELOCATIONS & SERVICE AGREEMENTS 0
INDIRECT COST ALLOCATION (9.9% OF ALL UTILITY COSTS) 9.90% 0
UTILITY RELOCATION COST INFLATION TO CONSTRUCTION YEAR 20xx (X%/YR) 1.00 0
TOTAL ESTIMATED UTILITY COST $0
R/W RIGHT-OF-WAY
RIGHT-OF-WAY 0
INDIRECT COST ALLOCATION (9.9% OF ALL RIGHT-OF-WAY COSTS) 9.90% 0
RIGHT-OF-WAY PRICE ESCALATION TO ACQUISITION YEAR 20xx (X%/YR) 1.00 0
ACQUISITION YEAR RIGHT-OF-WAY COSTS $0
TOTAL ESTIMATED PROJECT COST $13,089,000
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MARICOPA ASSOCIATON OF GOVERNMENTS
CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

ROUTE: 1-10 PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Diverging Diamond Intersection
SEGMENT: ESTIMATE LEVEL: Level 0
LENGTH: DATE: 4/2/20
ITEM | MAJOR ITEM DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
200 EARTHWORK
CLEARING & REMOVALS L.SUM I $ 400,000.00 400,000
ROADWAY EXCAVATION CU.YD. $ 20.00
DRAINAGE EXCAVATION CU.YD. $ 8.00
BORROW CU.YD. $ 16.00
SUBGRADE TREATMENT SQ.YD. $ 15.00
FURNISH WATER L.SUM
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS L.SUM
TOTAL ITEM 200 400,000
300 & 400 BASE AND SURFACE TREATMENT
AGGREGATE BASE SQ.YD. 51942.6054| $ 10.00 519,430
CONCRETE PAVEMENT SQ.YD. 21,519 $ 62.00 1,334,160
ASPHALT PAVEMENT SQ.YD. 30,424 $ 34.00 1,034,410
ARAC SURFACE SQ.YD. $ 6.00
MILLING & OVERLAY SQ.YD. $ 16.00
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS L.SUM
TOTAL ITEM 300 & 400 2,888,000
500 DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE SYSTEM (CLOSED) L.FT. 2,000( $ 240.00 480,000
DRAINAGE SYSTEM (OPEN) L.FT. $ 185.00
DRAINAGE SYSTEM (CONVEYANCE CHANNEL) L.FT. $ 415.00
PUMP STATION (NEW) EACH $ 2,500,000.00
PIPE CULVERTS L.FT. $ 365.00
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS L.SUM
TOTAL ITEM 500 480,000
600 STRUCTURES
FLYOVER RAMP (NEW SYSTEM TI) SQ.FT. $ 135.00
FLYOVER HOV RAMP SQ.FT. $ 175.00
OVERPASS TI BRIDGE SQ.FT. $ 140.00
RIVER CROSSING BRIDGE SQ.FT. $ 145.00
PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE SQ.FT. $ 180.00
BRIDGE WIDENING SQ.FT. $ 160.00
BRIDGE REHABILITATION SQ.FT. $ 100.00
BOX CULVERT L.FT./CELL $ 1,330.00
SIGN STRUCTURES EACH 4% 100,000.00 400,000
ITS STRUCTURE AND PANEL EACH $ 200,000.00
O&M CROSSING EACH $ 350,000.00
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS L.SUM
TOTAL ITEM 600 400,000
700 TRAFFIC ENGINEERING
SIGNING (FREEWAY) MILE/DIR 0.30] $ 35,000.00 10,500
SIGNING (STREET) MILE 1.00| § 65,000.00 65,000
PAVEMENT MARKING LANE-MILE 6.20] $ 5,000.00 31,000
LIGHTING MILE 0.59] $ 375,000.00 220,840
TRAFFIC SIGNAL EACH 4% 500,000.00 2,000,000
INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM (ITS) MILE $ 525,000.00
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS L.SUM
TOTAL ITEM 700 2,327,340
800 ROADSIDE DEVELOPMENT
LANDSCAPING AND TOPSOIL SQ.YD. $ 15.00
UTILITY RELOCATION L.SUM 1 $ 250,000.00 250,000
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS L.SUM
TOTAL ITEM 800 250,000
900 INCIDENTALS
RETAINING WALLS SQ.FT. $ 75.00
SOUND WALLS SQ.FT. $ 40.00
ROADWAY APPURTENANCES L.SUM I $ 700,000.00 700,000
ADA IMPROVEMENTS EACH $ 2,500.00
TRANSIT APPURTENANCES L.SUM
RAILROAD ACCOMMODATIONS L.SUM
MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS L.SUM
TOTAL ITEM 900 700,000
SUBTOTAL A (ITEM SUBTOTAL) $7,445,300
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MARICOPA ASSOCIATON OF GOVERNMENTS

CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

ROUTE: 1-10 PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Diverging Diamond Intersection
SEGMENT: ESTIMATE LEVEL: Level 0
LENGTH: DATE: 4/2/20
ITEM | MAJOR ITEM DESCRIPTION |  UNIT | QUANTITY | UNITCOST | TOTAL COST
PW PROJECT WIDE
TRAFFIC CONTROL (8% OF SUBTOTAL A) 8.0% 595,600
DUST PALLIATIVE (0% OF SUBTOTAL A)(INCLUDED IN FURNISH WATER) 0.0% 0
QUALITY CONTROL (1% OF SUBTOTAL A) 1.0% 74,500
CONSTRUCTION SURVEYING (1.5% OF SUBTOTAL A) 1.5% 111,700
EROSION CONTROL (1% OF SUBTOTAL A) 1.0% 74,500
MOBILIZATION (8% OF SUBTOTAL A) 8.0% 595,600
UNIDENTIFIED ITEMS (20% OF SUBTOTAL A) 20.0% 1,489,100
SUBTOTAL B (SUBTOTAL A + PROJECT WIDE) $10,386,300
OTHER PROJ OTHER PROJECT COSTS
DPS TRAFFIC CONTROL 0
JOINT PROJECT AGREEMENT ITEMS 0
CONTRACTOR INCENTIVES 0
ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION 0
PRESENT YEAR CONSTRUCTION BID COST (EXCLUDING UTILITIES & R/W) $10,386,300
INFL INFLATION AND BELOW THE LINE ITEMS
LABOR AND MATERIAL INFLATION TO CONSTRUCTION YEAR 20xx (X%/YR) NOT INCLUDED 0
POST DESIGN SERVICES (1% OF SUBTOTAL A) 1.0% 103,900
CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCIES (5% OF SUBTOTAL A) 5.0% 519,300
CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING (8% OF SUBTOTAL A) 8.0% 830,900
INDIRECT COST ALLOCATION (9.9% OF SUBTOTAL B + OTHER PROJECT COSTS) 9.90% 1,172,200
CONSTRUCTION YEAR DEPARTMENT CONSTRUCTION COST (EXCLUDING UTILITIES & R/W) $13,012,600
DES PREDESIGN AND FINAL DESIGN
PREDESIGN/NEPA/PI SERVICES (3% OF CONSTRUCTION YEAR COST) 3.0% 311,600
FINAL DESIGN SERVICES (8% OF CONSTRUCTION YEAR COST) 8.0% 830,900
INDIRECT COST ALLOCATION (9.9% OF ALL DESIGN COSTS) 9.90% 113,100
TOTAL ESTIMATED DESIGN COST $1,255,600)
UTIL UTILITY RELOCATION
PRIOR RIGHT UTILITY RELOCATIONS & SERVICE AGREEMENTS 0
INDIRECT COST ALLOCATION (9.9% OF ALL UTILITY COSTS) 9.90% 0
UTILITY RELOCATION COST INFLATION TO CONSTRUCTION YEAR 20xx (X%/YR) 1.00 0
TOTAL ESTIMATED UTILITY COST $0
R/W RIGHT-OF-WAY
RIGHT-OF-WAY 0
INDIRECT COST ALLOCATION (9.9% OF ALL RIGHT-OF-WAY COSTS) 9.90% 0
RIGHT-OF-WAY PRICE ESCALATION TO ACQUISITION YEAR 20xx (X%/YR) 1.00 0
ACQUISITION YEAR RIGHT-OF-WAY COSTS $0
TOTAL ESTIMATED PROJECT COST $14,268,000

Page 1 of 3
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I-10/Baseline Road
Traffic Interchange Feasibility Study

Evaluation Matrix

2040
Operations

Safety

Right-of-Way
Impacts

Access

Pedestrians

Active
Transportation

Project Cost

Failing intersections in the 2040
design year (Arizona Grand,

Wendler, EB Ramps, WB Ramps,

and Priest)

No improvements

No impacts

No impacts

No improvements

No improvements

User delay cost, see Table 19 in
report

Improves intersections from * Improves intersections from
Arizona Grand to Priest Arizona Grand to Priest

Removal of unsignalized * Removal of unsignalized
access points and signal at access points and signal at
Wendler Wendler

Improved operations mitigate * Improved operations mitigate

congestion crashes congestion crashes

e Eliminate T-bone crashes

Aunt Chilada’s parking lot * Aunt Chilada’s parking lot
Fry’s parking lot *  Fry’s parking lot
* NWC and SEC parcels

Wendler relocated to Arizona Grand

Business access impacted near I-10
Aunt Chilada’s access relocated to Arizona Grand

Sidewalk with path connection * Sidewalk with path connection
* Sidewalk along outside of DDI
(no north-south crossing)

Multi-use two-way path along the north side of Baseline Road between
I-10 and Priest Drive for all active transit modes.

$13.1 M + S143M
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No-Build a.m.

Design Travel Time / Vehicle Vehicles* Total User Travel
Movement - . Total User Cost**
Hour minutes / veh hours / veh (a.k.a. Users) Time (hours)
Baseline EB to I-10 WB a.m. 6.79 0.113 370 41.9 S 823.31
Baseline EB to I-10 EB a.m. 3.67 0.061 1,009 61.8 S 1,214.34
Baseline WB to I-10 WB a.m. 1.25 0.021 372 7.7 S 151.73
Baseline WB to I-10 EB a.m. 411 0.069 95 6.5 S 128.01
Calle Los Cerros
a.m. 4.83 0.080 384 30.9 S 607.16
to Darrow (EB)
Calle Los Cerros a.m 4.81 0.080 795 63.7 $ 1,252.45
to Darrow (WB) o ' ' ' S
Total X = E 4,176.99

*Includes 2% truck percentage

**Uses average user wage rate of $19.65 per hour as determined by the Arizona Department of Transportation Road User Cost formula

No-Build p.m.
Design Travel Time / Vehicle Vehicles* Total User Travel
Movement Hour minutes / veh hours / veh (a.k.a. Users) Time (hours) Total User Cost™*
Baseline EB to I-10 WB p.m. 17.30 0.288 155 44.7 S 878.58
Baseline EB to I-10 EB p.m. 5.99 0.100 418 41.7 S 819.68
Baseline WB to I-10 WB p.m. 1.06 0.018 231 41 S 80.31
Baseline WB to I-10 EB p.m. 7.38 0.123 107 13.2 S 258.81
Calle Los Cerros
to Darrow (EB) p.m. 9.29 0.155 302 46.8 S 919.28
Calle Los Cerros
to Darrow (WB) p.m. 2.84 0.047 431 20.4 S 400.77
Total m = E 3,357.44

*Includes 2% truck percentage

**Uses average user wage rate of $19.65 per hour as determined by the Arizona Department of Transportation Road User Cost formula




Standard Diamond a.m.

Design Travel Time / Vehicle Vehicles* Total User Travel
Movement - . Total User Cost**
Hour minutes / veh hours / veh (a.k.a. Users) Time (hours)
Baseline EB to I-10 WB a.m. 2.13 0.036 499 17.7 S 348.17
Baseline EB to I-10 EB a.m. 1.1 0.018 1,177 21.6 S 424.11
Baseline WB to I-10 WB a.m. 1.81 0.030 415 12.5 S 246.06
Baseline WB to I-10 EB a.m. 3.09 0.052 135 7.0 S 136.65
Calle Los Cerros
a.m. 2.29 0.038 483 18.5 S 362.66
to Darrow (EB)
Calle Los Cerros a.m 2.98 0.050 995 49.4 $ 971.12
to Darrow (WB) o ' ' ' '
Total 3,720 [ 2,488.77

*Includes 2% truck percentage

**Uses average user wage rate of $19.65 per hour as determined by the Arizona Department of Transportation Road User Cost formula

Standard Diamond p.m.

Movement Design Travel Time / Vehicle Vehicles* Total User Travel Total User Cost**
Hour minutes / veh hours / veh (a.k.a. Users) Time (hours)

Baseline EB to I-10 WB p.m. 2.71 0.045 520 23.5 S 461.62

Baseline EB to I-10 EB p.m. 1.25 0.021 851 17.7 S 348.46

Baseline WB to I-10 WB p.m. 1.66 0.028 233 6.4 S 126.70

Baseline WB to I-10 EB p.m. 3.45 0.058 264 15.2 S 298.35
Calle Los Cerros

to Darrow (EB) p.m. 2.79 0.047 646 30.1 S 591.00
Calle Los Cerros

to Darrow (WB) p.m. 2.84 0.047 314 14.9 S 292.60

Total 2,323 [ 5 2,118.72

*Includes 2% truck percentage

**Uses average user wage rate of $19.65 per hour as determined by the Arizona Department of Transportation Road User Cost formula




DDI a.m.

Design Travel Time / Vehicle Vehicles* Total User Travel
Movement - . Total User Cost**
Hour minutes / veh hours / veh (a.k.a. Users) Time (hours)
Baseline EB to I-10 WB a.m. 1.70 0.028 503 14.3 S 280.55
Baseline EB to I-10 EB a.m. 1.58 0.026 1,162 30.6 S 600.84
Baseline WB to I-10 WB a.m. 1.78 0.030 421 12.5 S 245.25
Baseline WB to I-10 EB a.m. 1.95 0.033 143 4.6 S 91.36
Calle Los Cerros
a.m. 2.61 0.043 493 21.4 S 421.23
to Darrow (EB)
Calle Los Cerros a.m 2.80 0.047 1,008 47.1 $ 925.42
to Darrow (WB) o ' ' ’ ' '
Total e  E 2,564.65

*Includes 2% truck percentage

**Uses average user wage rate of $19.65 per hour as determined by the Arizona Department of Transportation Road User Cost formula

DDI p.m.
Design Travel Time / Vehicle Vehicles* Total User Travel
Movement Hour minutes / veh hours / veh (a.k.a. Users) Time (hours) Total User Cost™*
Baseline EB to I-10 WB p.m. 1.90 0.032 517 16.4 S 321.35
Baseline EB to I-10 EB p.m. 1.50 0.025 841 21.0 S 413.05
Baseline WB to I-10 WB p.m. 1.65 0.028 252 6.9 S 136.20
Baseline WB to I-10 EB p.m. 2.06 0.034 270 9.3 S 182.17
Calle Los Cerros
to Darrow (EB) p.m. 2.87 0.048 651 31.2 S 612.45
Calle Los Cerros
to Darrow (WB) p.m. 2.82 0.047 313 14.7 S 289.08
Total 2,24 I 5 1,954.31

*Includes 2% truck percentage

**Uses average user wage rate of $19.65 per hour as determined by the Arizona Department of Transportation Road User Cost formula




