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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Milton Road Corridor Overview

ES -

The character and function of Milton Road has changed over the years with the evolution and
growth of the City of Flagstaff. Historically, Milton Road primarily served residents and visitors as
a connection between Interstate 17 (I-17) to downtown Flagstaff, Interstate 40 (1-40), Historic
Route 66, and US Highway 180 (US 180). Although Milton Road continues toserve in that capacity
today, the roadway has now grown into an automobile-centric corridor primarily serving
commercial services that cater to Flagstaff residents, seasonal visitors, Northern Arizona
University (NAU) students, and rural Coconino County residents seeking goods and services. The
Milton Road corridor stives to provide travel options for alternative modes of travel for those who
walk, bike, or take public transit, but the current infrastructure to support multimodal travel
options is insufficient with narrow sidewalks, no bike lanes or bike ways, and a high concentration
of driveways which creates conflict between vehicles and bicyclist/pedestrians.

Milton Road is home to a considerable amount of the commercial retail growth and high
occupancy student housing in the region. Milton Road is also the primary corridor serving
residents and regional visitors as the gateway to the Grand Canyon and recreational sites in the
Coconino National Forest.

As lllustratedin Figure ES-1, the Milton Road Corridor Master Plan (CMP) study corridor consists
of a 1.8-mile segment from West Forest Meadows Street (Mile Post 402.16) to Beaver Street (MP
180.20).

There is an extensive list of
issues within the study
corridor, including periodic
periods of moderate to severe
traffic congestion that also
fluctuate seasonally, caused
by the combination of local
traffic, visitors, and a lack of
alternative north-south
surface street connectivity,
particularly occurring during
winter snow play weekends
and holidays. The frequency and close proximity of driveways andintersections along Milton Road
creates access management conflicts and safety issues. Milton Road’s proximity to a significant
number of commercial, employer, and housing destinations, as well as adjacency to NAU, brings
a more modern articulation of multimodal challenges facing bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit
users that were not necessarily prioritized in the early stages of the roadway.
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Figure ES-1: Milton Road Study Corridor
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Milton Road CMP Purpose & Need

The purpose of the Milton Road CMP is to identify a 20-year vision for the Milton Road corridor
that addressedthe seven Project Partner identified goals (expressed in Figure 1-5) by evaluating
a mixture of previously recommended and newly introduced System Alternatives. These System
Alternatives included a mix of alternatives that utilize and maintain the existing Milton Road right-
of-way, alternatives that would require an expanded right-of-way, and alternative routes separate
and in addition to Milton Road.

The System Alternatives are also complemented by a series of Spot Improvements — which
constitute targeted, near-term, primarily low investment mitigation measures that support mid-
termand long-term System Alternatives.

The Milton Road CMP process included public and stakeholder involvement consisting of a
thorough, pragmatic and community-vetted set of qualitative and quantitative evaluation criteria
over athree-tiered evaluation of the System Alternatives. This process was designed to ultimately
reach a Recommended Alternative by achieving an informed consensus of the Project Partners
while obtaining desires and feedback from stakeholders and the community. Reference Section
4.0 - Recommended Alternative for detailed information about the Recommended Alternative.
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Planning Process

The Milton Road CMP consisted of a thorough and lengthy process with a three-tiered technical
analysis that was supported by invaluable contributions from the Project Partners, stakeholders,
and members of the public. Figure ES-2 below depicts the general steps in the Milton Road CMP
planning process.

Figure ES-2: Milton Road CMP Process Flow Chart

* Project Partner & Agency Stakeholder Kick-off Meeting
* Signed Project Partner Charter

Project * Public Involvement Plan
Initiation B Project Goals & Objectives

« Data Collection

e Existing & Future Conditions Analysis

Working BN Tier 1 Alternative Evaluation & Screening

Paper #1 » Elected Officials Briefing & Community Open House #1

e Tier 2 / Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation Criteria
e Tier 2 / Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation & Screening

UG-8 .« Flected Officials Briefing & Community Open House #2
Paper #2

u| Jaulied 123loud Sulosdu

e Corridor Vision
e Short-Term Recommended Alternative
e Long-Term Recommended Alternative

This process was supported by the dedication of the Project Partners who worked through 25
meetings over the course of the planning process to help guide the consultant, offer important
input, desires, feedback on draft documents, development of the alternatives and evaluation
criteria, refinement of alternatives, creation of controlling design criteria and spot improvement
inventories, and ultimately review and select the Short-term and Long-term Recommended
Alternative.
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Evaluation of Corridor Alternatives

ES -

The Milton Road CMP alternative evaluation and screening process was conducted through a
Three Tier approach (Figure ES-3). Each of the Three Tier Alternative Evaluation and Screening
processes were conducted under the guidance and direction of the Project Partners with updates
and meetings at major milestones during the process. The Three-Tiered approach is described
below:

e Tier 1 Alternative Evaluation was based on public and stakeholder feedback on the
Preliminary System Alternatives developed through the initial phases of the study
presented in Working Paper #1 — Existing & Future Conditions for the first screening of
alternatives. Reference the project website to view Working Paper #1.

e Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation focused on the development of qualitative and quantitative
evaluation criteria that analyzed and measured the performance of the Milton Road Tier
2 Alternatives. The development, methodology, and results of the Tier 2 Alternative
Evaluationis presentedin Working Paper #2 — Alternatives Analysis. Reference the project
website to view Working Paper #2.

e Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation expanded upon efforts conducted in the Tier 2 Alternative
Evaluation phase to further analyze the remaining alternatives through a further refined
series of diverse evaluation criteria focusing on quantitative measures to complement
traffic modeling outputs that assessed the overall performance of the Tier 3 Alternatives.
The development, methodology, and results of the Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation is
presentedin Working Paper #2 — Alternatives Analysis. Reference the project website to
view Working Paper #2.

In developing transportation projects, there is sometimes a tradeoff between safety, capacity,
convenience, and/or comfort of mode basedon transportation controls and designthat result in
impacts totravel times. These tradeoffs mustbe carefully consideredin a future analysis that goes
beyond the scope of a planning document.

Some intersection and/or mid-block crossing locations that are identified as future opportunities
in the Milton Road Corridor Master Plan may not be implemented as proposed after being
analyzed through the planning process and evaluation criteria agreed upon by
partners. However, these opportunities could present themselves as we move into the
future. Approval to build such crossings requires a technical evaluation process which may not
support the implementation of the improvements or may require additional enhancements such
as intersectionimprovements, median refuges, grade separations or location adjustments. Ifthe
intersectionand segment level of service or other potential negative impacts improve or can be
mitigated from the predicted level of service identified in the study at the horizon year, then the
additional pedestrian crossings could be considered if warrantedin the future. Even though this
is a 20-year plan, potential changes from realto projection maybe checked on a five-year basis.
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Figure ES-3: Three Tier Alternative Evaluation & Screening Process Flow Chart

TIER 1 TIER 2 TIER 3

Universe of System
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« Community Open
House #1
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Short-Term Application of the Recommended Alternative: Forest Meadow Street to Route 66

This section describes the short-term application of the Recommended
Alternative from Forest Meadows Street to Route 66, as shown in
Figure ES-4. From Forest Meadows Street to Route 66, as illustrated in
Table ES-1, there is 100’ of available right-of-way beginning from the
southern terminus of the study corridor and continues north to Route
66. As part of the segmentation process, there are a total of 16
segments between Forest Meadows Street and Route 66 as
determined by the existing cross section condition (Segment A through
Segment P). All three of the existing cross section conditions occur
between Forest Meadows Street and Route 66:

e ATravellanes-0RTL-1CTL
e ATravellanes-1RTL-1CTL
e ATravel-2RTL-1CTL

Table ES-1 summarizes the short-term application for the
Recommended Alternative by showing the facility types and widths
while cross referencing the existing cross section for each segment.
Figure ES-4 depicts the recommendations by cross referencing the
proposed cross section with the corresponding segment. Refer to the
proceeding subsections for more information.

I—- Chambers Dr

University Ave

The Recommended Alternative, and corresponding short-term Hnivarsity D

recommendations, are based on existing ADOT policies. Should ADOT
policies change, any impacted recommendation should be re-
evaluatedas applicable.
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i
| Saunders Dr
A
orest Meadows 5t

ES -7 METROPLAN

= " :SEE:ET@N] EEIN Michael Baker

UNIVERSITY ‘«% INTERNATIONAL
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Table ES-1: Short-Term Recommended Alternative: Forest Meadow Street to Route 66

Phase 1 Recommendation

Final Report

Existing Phase 1
Segment ’
Cross Section ROW
100" |[Segment A A4GP-2RTL-1CTL| Yes 8'SwW 5.5'SH|11’ RTL|11'GP|11’' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’' GP|11’ RTL|5.5' SH 8" SW 106'
100" |SegmentB |4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10’ SW | 3' Pw |5.5’SH|11’ RTL|11' GP|11’ GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’ GP|5.5’ SH| 3’ PW 10’ SW 105
100" |[Segment C A4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10" SW 3'PW |5.5'SH|11’ GP|11’ GP| 13’ CTL [{11'GP|11’ GP|11’ RTL|5.5’ SH| 3’ PW |10’ SW 105'
100" |Segment D 4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10’ SW 3’ PW |5.5SH|11' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’ GP|11’ RTL|5.5’ SH| 3’ PW |10’ SW 105'
100' |SegmentE 4GP-2RTL-1CTL| Yes 8’ SW 5.5'SH|11'RTL|11’ GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’ GP|11’ RTL|5.5’ SH 8'SwW 106'
100" |[Segment F A4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10" SW 3'PW |5.5'SH|11’ GP|11’ GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’ GP|11’ RTL|5.5’ SH| 3’ PW |10’ SW 105'
100" |[Segment G A4GP-0RTL-1CTL| Yes 10’ SW 6’ PW |5.5SH|11' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11' GP|5.5 SH| 6' PW 10' SW 100'
100' |Segment H 4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10°SW | 3' PW |5.5" SH|11’ RTL|11’ GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’ GP|5.5' SH| 3’ PW 10' SW 105'
100" |Segment | 4GP-2RTL-1CTL No 5'SW 5.5'SH|11'RTL|11'GP|11'GP| 13" CTL |11' GP|11" GP|11’ RTL|5.5" SH 5'SW 100'
100" |Segment ) 4GP-0RTL-1CTL| VYes 10" SW 3'PW |5.5'SH|11’' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’' GP|5.5' SH| 3' PW 10" SW 100
100" |Segment K 4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10' SW 3’ PW |5.5’SH|11' GP|11’' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11' GP |11’ RTL|5.5" SH| 3’ PW |10’ SW 105'
100" |[Segment L A4GP-2RTL-1CTL| Yes 8 SwW 5.5'SH|11'RTL|11'GP|11'GP| 13" CTL |11' GP|11" GP|11’ RTL|5.5" SH 8'SwW 106'
100" (SegmentM [4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10" SW | 3'PW |5.5°SH[11’RTL|11' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’ GP|5.5 SH] 3’ PW 10’ SW 105'
100' |Segment N 4GP-0RTL-1CTL| Yes 10' SW 6' PW |5.5’SH|11' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’ GP|5.5'SH| 6’ PW 10' SW 100'
100" |Segment O 4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10’ SW 3' PW |5.5°SH|11' GP(11' GP| 13’ CTL (11’ GP|11' GP|11’ RTL|5.5" SH| 3’ PW |10’ SW 105'
100" |Segment P 4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10" SW | 3'PW |5.5°SH[11’RTL|11' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’ GP|5.5 SH] 3’ PW 10’ SW 105'
Legend
Center Turn / Median Shoulder (includes 2.5’ gutter pan and curb)
Travel Lane Sidewalk
Right Turn Lane Parkway
NORTHERN Michael Baker
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Short-Term Application of the Recommended Alternative: Route 66 to Beaver Street

This section describes the short-term application of the Recommended
Alternative from Route 66 to Beaver Street, as shownin Figure ES-5. From
Route 66 to Beaver Street, as illustrated in Table ES- 2Table 4-2, the
existing right-of-way footprint fluctuates between 80’ and 90’ but is
predominately 80’ for the majority of the roadway segments north of
Route 66. As part of the segmentation analysis, there are a total of eight
(8) segments between Route 66 and Beaver Street as determined by the
existing cross section condition (Segment Q through Segment X). Two of
three of the existing cross section conditions occur between Route 66
Beaver Street:

e ATravellanes-0RTL-1CTL
e ATravellanes-1RTL-1CTL

Table ES- 2 provides a summary of the short-term application of the
Recommended Alternative north of Route 66 by showing the different
facility types and widths while cross referencing the existing cross section
for each segment. Figure ES- 5 depicts the recommendations by
referencing the proposed cross section with the corresponding roadway
segment. Refer to the proceeding subsections for more information. The
following sub-sections provide more detail on the short-term application
of the Recommended No-Build Hybrid Alternative from Route 66 to
Beaver Street.

The Recommended Alternative, and corresponding short-term
recommendations, are based on existing ADOT policies. Should ADOT
policies change, anyimpacted recommendation should be re-evaluated as
applicable.
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Table ES- 2: Short-Term of the Recommended Alternative: Route 66 to Beaver Street

Phase 1 Recommendation
Sexment Existing Possible
: CrossSection |ROW Ag.

90' |[SegmentQ [4GP-1RTL-1CTL| VYes ‘8.5’ SW|5.5’SH|11’RTL|11' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11' GP 5_5’5HI8.5 SW 96'
80" |[SegmentR |4 GP-ORTL-1CTL| Yes* 9'SW |5.5°SH|11' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11'GP|11’ GP|5.5"SH| 9’ SW 26'
87.5' |SegmentS |4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes* 10’ sw5.5sH| 11’ 6P| 11’ 6P| 13’ CTL |11 GP |11 GP[ 11’ RTL[S.5°SH| EistingSW | ggr
80' |SegmentT |4GP-ORTL-1CTL| No 6’ SW I5.5’SH 11'GP|11'GP| 13" CTL |11' GP|11" GP|5,5’ SH| 6’ SW 80'
80' |SegmentU |4GP-ORTL-1CTL| No 6'SW |5.5’SH 11'GP|11'GP| 13'CTL |11’ GP|11' GP 5.5’5H| 6’ SW 80'
80' |[SegmentV |4 GP-ORTL-1CTL| Yes 9'sw |5.5'sH| 11’ Gp|11' 6P| 13’ 1L |11 GP| 11’ GP[5.5"SH o' sw 86'
80' |[SegmentW |4GP-ORTL-1CTL| VYes 9 sw [5.5'sH|11' 6P|11' 6P| 13 CTL |11’ 6|11’ GP[5.5"sH| o' sw 86'
80' |[SegmentX |4 GP-ORTL-1CTL| No 6'SW [5.5'SH| 11’ GP|11’ GP| 13’ CTL (11’ GP|11’ GP|5.5'SH| 6’ sw 80'
Legend

Center Turn / Median Shoulder (includes 2.5 gutter pan and curb)
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Recommended Alternative Long-Term Vision for Milton Road

As the Vision Statement expresses, the long-term application of the Recommended Alternative
establishes a long-term community desired vision for Milton Road, consisting of a specific
roadway cross section for both ADOT and the City of Flagstaff to collaboratively implement,
including enhanced multimodal features. Implementation of this vision is designed to occur
incrementally, leveraging future development and redevelopment permitting processes for
parcels along the Milton Road corridor to achieve the desired roadway enhancement with little
to no impacts to adjacent businesses. As previously described, some of the Spot Improvements
are unique to the long-term application of the Recommended Alternative, while others are
included in both the short-termand long-term applications.

Figure ES- 6, Figure ES- 7, and Figure ES- 8 illustrate the cross section of the Long-term
application, which vary between 116’ and 144’ wide depending on the presence or not of right
turn lanes. The Long-term application of the Recommended Alternative includes:

e Maintains the four 11’ travel lanes with two northbound and two southbound travels
lanes as described in Short-term application;

e A wider center treatment with eithera 15’ median instead of a 13’ median in Short-term
recommendation; and also, a wider center left turn and median than Phaseat 11’ and 4’
to maintain the 15’ center facility throughout the entire corridor;

e Expanded right turn lanes of 14’ to satisfy ADOT design guidelines and to help facilitate
right turns for larger vehicles. It is important to note that the right turn lanes are not
anticipated to exist throughout the entire corridor as continuous right turn lanes in Long-
term; Rather, the right turn lanes are anticipated to exist where they are located today
and where they are required as a recommendation from the TIA process in conjunction
with new development or redevelopment along the Milton Road corridor. City
implementation of connecting roads and requiring improved internal circulation between
business can alleviate the need for some future turn lanes;

e Includes the introduction of 6 buffered bike lanes to accommodate improved bike
facilities compared to Short-term;

e Ensures a consistent 10’ parkway between the sidewalk and the curb. The Long-term
Parkway would include vegetation south of Route 66, while north of Route 66, it would
consist of hardscape and street furniture amenities, including bike racks, benches, trash
receptacles, wayfinding signage, and other types of street furniture/amenities as needed.

e Includes a uniform 10’ sidewalk throughout the corridor on both sides of Milton Road to
accommodate multimodal users.

e Although outside of the right-of-way, Long-term includes a suggested 10’ public utility
easement that can also double as a landscaped area between sidewalk and building
setbacks. The city of Flagstaff is currently evaluating appropriate building setbacks in
response to this Long-term recommendation.

Reference Appendix A for a design schematic showcasing the long-term right-of-way linework
along the entire Milton Road CMP study corridor.
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Figure ES-6: Long-Term Vision Cross Section ofthe Recommended Alternative —No Right Turn Lanes

4, 11’ GP Lanes — 1, 15’ CTL/Median -2, 6’ Bike Lanes — 10’ Parkways — 10’ Sidewalks — 10’ Setbacks 116’ ROW

mmaﬂmn-ﬂmam

' 10° |3 6 13 10° 10°
Sidewalk | Parkway <-" SB Southbound Median* & Northbound Parkway | Sidewalk
S| Bike Travel Lanes Center Left Travel Lanes i
Lane Turn Lane

76’
Curb to Curb

116’

Right-of-Way

No Right Turn Lanes

*Median treatment will vary along the corridor. The width of the median will change from 2’ to 13’ depending on the presence of a center turn lane. The position of the median
will also shift based on the directionality of the turn lane.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for 11’ travel lanes
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Figure ES- 7: Long-Term Vision Cross Section of the Recommended Alternative — One Right Turn Lane

4, 11’ GP Lanes — 1, 15’ CTL/Median 1, 14’ RTL — 2, 6’ Bike Lanes —10’ Parkways — 10’ Sidewalks — 10’ Setback 130’ ROW

e 1. Tl T

10° 10° 15’ 22’ 14’ o 10 10’
Sidewalk | Parkway 0 sSB Southbound Median* & Northbound NB ©O| Parkway | Sidewalk
i Travel Lanes Center Left Travel Lanes i Right Tum |3
Turn Lane Lane

90’
Curb to Curb

130°

Right-of-Way

OneRight Turn Lane

*Median treatment will vary along the corridor. The width ofthe median will change from 2’ to 13’ depending on the presence of a center turn lane. The position ofthe median
will also shift based on the directionality of the turn lane.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for 11’ travel lanes
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Figure ES- 8: Long-Term Vision Cross Section of the Recommended Alternative — Two Right Turn Lanes

4,11’ GP Lanes — 1, 15’ CTL/Median -2, 14’ RTLs - 2, 6’ Bike Lanes — 10’ Parkways — 10’ Sidewalks — 10’ Setback 144’ ROW

Southbound Median* & Northbound
Right Turn | Bi Travel Lanes Center Left Travel Lanes i Right Turn
Lane Turn Lane

104’
Curb to Curb

144’
Right-of-Way

Two Right Turn Lanes

*Median treatment will vary along the corridor. The width of the median will change from 2’ to 13’ depending on the presence of a center turn lane. The position of the median
will also shift based on the directionality of the turn lane.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for 11’ travel lanes
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN OVERVIEW

1.1

Milton Road Corridor Overview

The character and function of Milton Road has changed over the years with the evolution and
growth of the City of Flagstaff. Historically, Milton Road primarily served residents and visitors as
a connection between Interstate 17 (I-17) to downtown Flagstaff, Interstate 40 (1-40), Historic
Route 66, and US Highway 180 (US 180). Although Milton Road continues toserve in that capacity
today, the roadway has now grown into an automobile-centric corridor primarily serving
commercial services that cater to Flagstaff residents, seasonal visitors, Northern Arizona
University (NAU) students, and rural Coconino County residents seeking goods and services. The
Milton Road corridor stives to provide travel options for alternative modes of travel for those who
walk, bike, or take public transit, but the current infrastructure to support multimodal travel
options is insufficient with narrow sidewalks, no bike lanes or bike ways, and a high concentration
of driveways which creates conflict between vehicles and bicyclist/pedestrians.

Milton Road is home to a considerable amount of the commercial retail growth and high
occupancy student housing in the region. Milton Road is also the primary corridor serving
residents and regional visitors as the gateway to the Grand Canyon and recreational sites in the
Coconino National Forest.

As lllustrated in Figure 1-1, the Milton Road Corridor Master Plan (CMP) study corridor consists
of a 1.8-mile segment from West Forest Meadows Street (Mile Post 402.16) to Beaver Street (MP
180.20).

There is an extensive list of
issues within the study
corridor, including periodic
periods of moderate to severe
traffic congestion that also
fluctuate seasonally, caused
by the combination of local
traffic, visitors, and a lack of

alternative north-south

surface street connectivity, ” -
particularly occurring during il looking northboun
winter snow play weekends B 4= rt ern-tern

and holidays. The frequency

and close proximity of driveways and intersections along Milton Road creates access management
conflicts and safety issues. Milton Road’s proximity to a significant number of commercial,
employer, and housing destinations, as well as adjacency to NAU, brings a more modern
articulation of multimodal challenges facing bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit users that were
not necessarily prioritizedin the earlystages of the roadway.
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Figure 1-1: Milton Road Study Corridor
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1.2

1.3
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Milton Road CMP Purpose & Need

The purpose of the Milton Road CMP is to identify a 20-year vision for the Milton Road corridor
that addressedthe seven Project Partner identified goals (expressed in Figure 1-5) by evaluating
a mixture of previously recommended and newly introduced System Alternatives. These System
Alternatives included a mix of alternatives that utilize and maintain the existing Milton Road right-
of-way, alternatives that would require an expanded right-of-way, and alternative routes separate
and in addition to Milton Road.

The System Alternatives are also complemented by a series of Spot Improvements — which
constitute targeted, near-term, primarily low investment mitigation measures that support mid-
termand long-term System Alternatives.

The Milton Road CMP process included public and stakeholder involvement consisting of a
thorough, pragmatic and community-vetted set of qualitative and quantitative evaluation criteria
over a three-tiered evaluation of the System Alternatives. This process was designed to ultimately
reach a Recommended Alternative by achieving an informed consensus of the Project Partners
while obtaining desires and feedback from stakeholders and the community. Reference Section
4.0 - Recommended Alternative for the information about the Recommended Alternative.

Milton Road CMP Vision Statement

The Vision for the Milton Road Corridor is to enhance community character while maintaining
acceptable operations ina manner that respects all users, modes of travel, and local business. The
Vision for Milton Road balances improvement with preservation. The improvements to Milton
Road will help create an environment of shared benefits, whereby one user group does not
benefit at the expense of another. The Milton Road Corridor Master Plan has determined—
through extensive analysis and public input—that ADOT cannot simply build its way out of
congestion within this corridor. Therefore, it is recommended here that Milton Road be enhanced
within the confines of the existing roadway prism. Specifically, this means that for at least a 20-
year period (through 2041), no new through lanes are recommended for Milton Road. All
multimodal improvements, as specified below, are designed to avoid or minimize encroachment
and impacts to existing businesses or property to the best extent practicable. Specifically, the
improvements on Milton Road, as defined by the Milton Road Corridor Master Plan, will
encourage walking, cycling, bus ridership, and business, without negatively impeding traffic
operations or impacting existing buildings or parking spaces.

The Project Partners and ADOT have determined this Vision should be achieved in two stages:

e Milton Road Short-Term Vision is a modified, or “hybrid” No-Build scenario that
implements recommended roadway and multimodal enhancements as identified in
Milton Road CMP in the near-termandis achieved primarily within ADOT’s existing right-
of-way, with minimal impacts to private parking lots and no impacts to existing buildings.
Reference Section 4.1 - Short-Term Recommended Alternative: No-Build Hybrid for more
information on the Short-term implementation.

e Long-term Milton Road Long-Term Vision is a community-desired vision for robust
walking and biking bicycle facilities in a well-landscaped corridor. The long-term vision
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includes wide sidewalks, buffered bike lanes and generous parkways that create a safe,
accessible, and business-friendly environment. More information on the long-term vision
implementation is provided in the follow sub-section and in Section4.2 - Recommended
Alternative: Long Term Vision for Milton Road.

Milton Road Long-Term Vision

The Long-term vision for robust walking and bicycle facilities in a well-landscaped corridor is
implemented in Long-term vision. The wide sidewalks, buffered bike lanes and generous parkways
illustrated in the specific roadway cross-section create a safe, accessible and business-friendly
environment. They allow for beautification that transforms Milton Road into a Great Street.
Comfortable transit stops are easily accessed by people on their way to work, shop and tour
Flagstaff. Traffic flow is managed by well-appointed medians and strategically located turnlanes.
Over time and working with the private sector the City will develop complementary roadways and
private parking circulation to aid access and mobility throughout the corridor. Roles are clear for
ADOT, the City of Flagstaff, Mountain Line Transit, and the private-sector to collaboratively
implement all aspects of this vision. Implementation of this vision is designed to occur
incrementally, leveraging future development and redevelopment permitting processes for
parcels along the Milton Road corridor to achieve the desired roadway enhancement. Projects of
opportunity will be considered in the citysite plan review and development permitting processes
with necessary right-of-way being acquired at that time. Long-term Corridor Master Plan
improvements to achieve the vision will be implemented through redevelopment of
adjacent parcels and/or agency projects.

As Figure 1-2 through Figure 1-4 illustrate, the long-term vision would result in a uniform and
continuous wider sidewalk, landscaped buffers, and buffered bicycle lanes. The cross sections
depict how the long-term vision of Milton Road would look under three conditions:

a) When tworight turn Lanes are present;

b) When one right turn Lane is present; and

c) When no right turn lanes are present (Long-term vision does not include the addition of
new through traffic lanes).

Based on years of analysis, public comment, and consensus of Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Project Partners, let this collective Milton Road CMP Vision serves as a fundamental step in the
improvement of Milton Road.
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Figure 1-2: Long-Term Vision Cross Section of the Recommended Alternative — No Right Turn Lanes

4, 11’ GP Lanes — 1, 15’ CTL/Median -2, 6’ Bike Lanes — 10’ Parkways — 10’ Sidewalks — 10’ Setbacks 116’ ROW
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Sidewalk | Parkway Southbound Median* & Northbound Parkway | Sidewalk
i Travel Lanes Center Left Travel Lanes i
Turn Lane

76’
Curb to Curb

116’

Right-of-Way

No Right Turn Lanes

*Median treatment will vary along the corridor. The width of the median will change from 2’ to 13’ dependingon the presence of a center turn lane. The position of the median
will also shift based on the directionality of the turn lane.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for 11’ travel lanes
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Figure 1-3: Long-Term Vision Cross Section of the Recommended Alternative — One Right Turn Lanes

4, 11’ GP Lanes — 1, 15’ CTL/Median 1, 14’ RTL - 2, 6’ Bike Lanes —10’ Parkways — 10’ Sidewalks — 10’ Setback 130’ ROW

e 1. Tl T
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i Travel Lanes Center Left Travel Lanes i Right Tum |3
Turn Lane Lane

90’
Curb to Curb

130°

Right-of-Way

OneRight Turn Lane

*Median treatment will vary along the corridor. The width ofthe median will change from 2’ to 13’ depending on the presence of a center turn lane. The position ofthe median
will also shift based on the directionality of the turn lane.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for 11’ travel lanes
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Figure 1-4: Long-Term Vision Cross Section of the Recommended Alternative — Two Right Turn Lanes

4,11’ GP Lanes — 1, 15’ CTL/Median -2, 14’ RTLs - 2, 6’ Bike Lanes — 10’ Parkways — 10’ Sidewalks — 10’ Setback 144’ ROW
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Lane Turn Lane

104’
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Right-of-Way
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*Median treatment will vary along the corridor. The width ofthe median will change from 2’ to 13’ depending on the presence of a center turn lane. The position ofthe median
will also shift based on the directionality of the turn lane.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for 11’ travel lanes
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1.3b Project Partner Goals & Objectives

As part of the CMP Process, a team of Project Partners was assembled with representatives from

the following agencies:
Federal Highway

ADDT eAdminis’rrcﬂion

METROPLAN

O JUNE] % L: GREATER § FLAGSTAFF

U.S. Department of Transportation

NORTHERN

ARIZONA @@
UNIVERSITY

The Project Partners were established to guide the success of the Milton Road CMP planning
process and consultant’s efforts by maintaining a positive and supportive working relationship
with all partnering agencies, communicating regularly, and staying committed to the project’s
core values. The Project Partners met early in the planning process to agree upon and create a
Charter (Please see Appendix B) to establish a set of fundamental principles and values for the
Partners to abide by for the duration of the planning process. The Project Partners also established
the following seven goals (Figure 1-5) for the Milton Road CMP which are not prioritized in any
particular order.

g
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Figure 1-5: Milton Road CMP Goals
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Address year-round congestion and safety
on Milton Road

Identify the long-term (20-year) vision of

the corridor

Obtain public and stakeholder input on
alternatives, including multimodal

alternatives

Scope out and furtherimplement previous
and new strategies, consistent with the

long-term vision

Prioritize implementation projects for

design.

Assist NAIPTA in completing its Bus
Rapid/Transit/High Capacity Transit system
design.

Follow the Planning and Environmental
Linkages (PEL) process to carry forward
decisions into the design and NEPA.
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1.4  Planning Process

The Milton Road CMP consisted of a thorough and lengthy process with a three-tiered technical
analysis that was supported by invaluable contributions from the Project Partners, stakeholders,
and members of the public. Figure 1-6 below depicts the generalsteps in the Milton Road CMP
planning process.

Figure 1-6: Milton Road CMP Process Flow Chart

* Project Partner & Agency Stakeholder Kick-off Meeting
» Signed Project Partner Charter

Project * Public Involvement Plan
Initiation B Project Goals & Objectives

* Data Collection

 Existing & Future Conditions Analysis

Working B Tier 1 Alternative Evaluation & Screening

Paper #1 [N Elected Officials Briefing & Community Open House #1

e Tier 2 / Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation Criteria
e Tier 2 / Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation & Screening

TSI .« Elected Officials Briefing & Community Open House #2
Paper #2

U] J2uled 103load dulodu

e Corridor Vision
e Short-Term Recommended Alternative
e Long-Term Recommended Alternative

This process was supported by the dedication of the Project Partners who worked through 25
meetings over the course of the planning process to help guide the consultant, offer important
input, desires, feedback on draft documents, development of the alternatives and evaluation
criteria, refinement of alternatives, creation of controlling design criteria and spot improvement
inventories, and ultimately review and select the Short-term and Long-term application of the
Recommended Alternative.
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10 _CQ0 -] " ARIZONASY LI~ CAASILARS)
METROPLAN  [fiS— i ~ UNIVERSITY s Am—— INTERNATIONAL




1.4a

11

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Final Report

Public Engagement Process Summary

As part of the CMP initiation, a Public Involvement Plan (PIP) for the Milton Road CMP was
developed in accordance with ADOT’s formal PIP and public involvement requirements. The
Milton Road CMP PIP demonstrated how ADOT will engage people of all races, cultures and
income levels, including minority and low-income populations in the Milton Road CMP planning
process. Refer to Appendix C to review the Milton Road CMP Public Involvement Plan.

The two rounds of public outreach conducted for the Milton Road CMP consisted of a combination
of anin-person open house meeting, a virtual open house meeting, elected official briefings, and
considerable comment card and project survey feedback from residents and business owners. A
summary of each open house meeting is provided below. Refer to Appendix D for the first and
second Public Meeting Summary Reports for additional information.

Public Open House Meeting #1

The foundation of the Tier 1 Alternative Evaluation process was based on public and stakeholder
feedback on the Preliminary System Alternatives presented in Working Paper #1 — Existing &
Future Conditions (view on project website). The majority of the feedback was received at Public
Open House Meeting #1 held at Flagstaff High School on May 10, 2018, in which 86 community
members attended.

The primary objective of Public Open House Meeting #1 was to present the Preliminary System
Alternatives for the Milton Road CMP study corridor and seek public input to help the Project
Partners determine which Preliminary System Alternatives should move forward into the Tier 2
Alternative Evaluation process.

Additional input and guidance on the Tier 1 Alternative evaluation process was received from a
series of Project Partner meetings and from City of Flagstaff City Council and Coconino County
Board of Supervisors briefings.

_.mﬁ!ﬁ-‘:‘!"ﬂ:

- = Photo of public

w— - ' - B participation at

the Public Open
House Meeting #1

Held at Flagstaff
High Schoolon

May 10, 2018, in
which 86
community
members
attended.
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Public Open House Meeting #2

The Public Open House Meeting #2 occurred on November 18, 2021 was held virtually due tothe
COVID-19 Pandemic. The purpose of Public Open House Meeting #2 was to present the detailed
three-Tier Alternative Analyses results and solicit public and stakeholder input on the Tier 3
Alternatives. Public feedback received from the open house meeting was an important
contribution to complement the technical findings and assist the Project Partners inthe selection
of the Recommended Alternative. In fact, the public’s opinion was directly integrated into the
selection of the Recommended Alternative, as reflectedin the series of graphics.

Public Open House Meeting #2 began with a brief presentation to explain the three-tier
alternative evaluation process, provide an overview of the Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation analysis,
metrics and results, and notify the participants of the online community survey. The online
community survey included a series of 24 targeted questions. A total of 104 survey responses
were received. In addition to feedback received from the community survey, there was alsoa Live
Question and Answer (Q&A) session to allow meeting participants the opportunity to ask
questions about the CMP process as a whole to project representatives ina live format. The Live
Q&A session was one hour long with 51 participants and a total of 24 questions recorded and
answered. Public input from the survey was the feedback that contributed to the outcome of the
final alternatives selected.

November 18, 2020 . -
Presentation o

Station #3

2021. The virtualroom was accessed here:

http://miltonroadcorridormasterplan.com/

METROPLAN (i

= " ARIZONA S RN S Michael Baker
N A—

UNIVERSITY INTERNATIONAL

12




2.0

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Final Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR PROFILE

2.1

13

Milton Road is a multi-functional corridor serving residents and regional visitors to the Grand
Canyon, recreational sites in the Coconino National Forest, and many nearby cultural offerings.
There is an extensive list of issues within the study corridor, including moderate to severe traffic
congestion that fluctuates seasonally, caused by the combination of local traffic, visitors, and a
lack of north-south connectivity in the adjacent street network. The traffic congestion is further
exacerbated during winter snow play weekends and holidays as visitors flock to the region.

The frequency and close proximity of driveways and intersections causes access management
conflicts. Milton Road has multimodal challenges facing bicyclists, pedestrian, and transit users
including safetyissues, lack of adequate facilities, lack of safe and convenient crossings, and poor
comfort for these modes. The growth of NAU’s student body and the number of new student
living complexes on and near Milton Road within the last 10 years have caused an increase of
pedestrian and bicycle activity along the Milton Road corridor creating a higher demand to
provide improved facilities to support multimodal travel options. These improved facilities should
include wider and detached sidewalks, dedicated space for bicyclists,and more frequent and safer
crossings.

Existing land uses along the Milton Road corridor predominantly consist of retail and service
commercial land uses for parcels with frontage on Milton Road. The commercial-oriented land
uses along Milton Road serve a combination of local, regional and tourist demands. This section
provides a brief overview of the current and project conditions of the Milton Road CMP study
corridor. For more detailed information and synopsis, reference Working Paper #1 — Existing &
Future Conditions on the project website.

Land Use & Growth Impacting Milton Road - Today & Tomorrow

The NAU campus is situated just east of Milton Road and is a significant economic engine for the
City of Flagstaff. Northern Arizona University’s Flagstaff campus had over 22,000 students in 2016
which accounts for approximately 30 percent of Flagstaff's population. NAU has been
experiencing rapid growth in recent years and is planning for a Flagstaff campus population of
24,000in 2025.

With the current and future anticipated growth of on campus and off campus housing, strong
student interest in pedestrian, bicycle, and bus use over a personal vehicle, and the close
proximity to the retail, dining and entertainment opportunities along the Milton Road corridor,
an exciting and challenging opportunity for multimodal transportation operations and safety
consideration is an important influencing factor for the Milton Road CMP.

In anticipation and response to the ongoing and planned growthin the area, the city of Flagstaff
has identified key activity center and high occupancy housing sites located along the Milton Road
corridor(see Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2 for locations). Please note that both plans identify the need
for high multimodal access in the Milton Road corridor to serve high occupancy housing (HOH)
and activity centers.
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Figure 2-1: Potential HOH Development Zones

[ | city Limits
'fm Conventional and Transect Zones where HOH Development is Allowed
I High Muttimodal Access

Moderate Multimodal Access

Y — Miles. - 1 |

Source: City of Flagstaff High Occupancy Housing Draft Specific Plan
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Existing Roadway Conditions & Characteristics

Milton Road is classified as a Major Arterial per the City of Flagstaff's functional classification
hierarchy and classified as a Principal Arterial per the FHWA functional classification. As defined
by FHWA, these roadways serve major centers of metropolitan areas, provide a high degree of
mobility and can also provide mobility through rural areas. Unlike their access-controlled
counterparts, abutting land uses can be served directly.

The Milton Road CMP study corridor is primarily a five-lane corridor with two general purpose
through lanes in eachdirection, and a center two-way left-turn lane. The majority of the corridor
has 100’ of existing right-of-way from south of Route 66 to Forest Meadows Street, and the rest
of the corridor north of Route 66 to San Francisco Street fluctuates between 90" and 80" —
although, predominately 80’. The existing right-of-way footprints are as follows:

e 100’ — Forest Meadows Street to Route 66;

e 90’—Route 66 to Private Drive (Dairy Queen);

e 80’ — Private Drive (Dairy Queen) to Malpais Lane;
e 87.5'—Malpais Lane to Butler/Clay Avenue; and

e 80’—Butler/ClayAvenue to San Francisco Street.

Dedicated left-turn and right-turn lanes exist at many intersecting streets. Curb, gutter and
sidewalk exist through the entire corridor, while back-of-curb amenities such as landscaped
buffers (AKA parkways) and furnishing strips are virtually absent universally across the corridor.
There are no bike lanes, however a wider shoulder that can be used by bikes exists on both sides
of Milton Road between Old Route 66 and Phoenix Avenue and from approximately 290 feet west
of Humphreys Street to Beaver Street.

The posted speed limit is 30 miles per hour throughout the corridor with the exception of the
speed limit along the curvature approaching the railroad tracks, where the posted speed limit is
25 mph and a posted speed limit of 35 mph from Forest Meadows Street to Plaza Way. There are
eight signalized and seven stop-controlled intersections along the Milton Road CMP study
corridor.

Existing Traffic Volumes & Level-of-Service (LOS)

Twenty-four-hour daily approach and departure traffic volumes in 15-minute intervals were
collected at nine locations along the Milton Road study corridor on Tuesday, September 12, 2017.
The collected traffic volumes included vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle counts. Table 2-1
summarizes the existing daily traffic volumes along the study corridor. Figure 2-4 also illustrates
the existing average daily vehicle traffic and the existing intersection level of service (LOS) along
the Milton Road corridor.
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Table 2-1: Existing (2017) Daily Traffic Volumes

4 0 a3 0 e
0 0 d D

Between Forest Meadows Stand University Dr 17,825 17,437
Between Forest University Dr and Chambers Dr 17,820 16,119
Between Forest University Dr and Plaza Way 14,584 15,891
Between Riordan Rd and Historic Route 66 17,422 17,199
Between Historic Route 66 and Malpais Ln 26,671 27,014
Between Malpais Lnand Butler Ave 25,125 26,367
Between Butler Ave and Phoenix Ave 20,175 20,614
Between Phoenix Ave and Humphreys St 15,863 18,323
Between Humphreys Stand Beaver St 12,908 11,954

Figure 2-3 shows a graphical representation of the 24-hour daily traffic volumes along Milton
Road corridor.

Figure 2-3: 24-Hour Daily Traffic Volumes
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The ability of a transportation system to transmit the vehicle-based transportation demand is
characterized as its Level of Service or LOS. LOS is a rating system from “A”, representing the best
operation, to “F”, representing the worst operation. The appropriate reference for LOS operation
is the Highway Capacity Manual, published by the Transportation Research Board. This LOS
analysis does not take bike, pedestrian, and transit use into account, and sometimes adding these
improvements decreases the vehicle LOS. This manual characterizes the LOS for an urban street
facility as described in Table 2-2.

In general, LOS A and B represent no congestion, LOS C and D represent moderate congestion,
and LOS E and F represent severe congestion. Traffic congestion levels were estimated using the

.
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existing 24-hour daily traffic volumes. Per ADOT guidelines, the lowest acceptable LOS threshold
for the study corridor is LOS D.

Highway Capacity Software (HCS) and the previously described traffic counts were used to
determine the roadway segment LOS for the Milton Road study corridor. Figure 2-4 depicts the
roadway intersection LOS for the Milton Road study corridor. The signalized and unsignalized
study area intersections operate at LOS “D” or better with the existing 2017 traffic volumes,
existing lane geometrics and existing signal timing. Allthe approaches operate at LOS “D” or better
with the following exceptions:

1. Milton Road and Clay/Butler Avenue — LOS E in the eastbound direction during Mid-Day
and PM peak hours, LOS E in the westbound direction during the PM peak hour.

2. Milton Road and University Drive— LOS E in the eastbound direction during Mid-Day and
PM peak hours, LOS E in the westbound direction during the PM peak hour.

3. Milton Road and Forest Meadows Street — LOS E in the westbound direction during Mid-
Dayand PM peak hours, and

4. 1-17 Exit Ramp and McConnell Drive — LOS F in the northbound direction during the PM

peak hour.
18 == " ARIZONASY LTSN~ Michael Baker
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Figure 2-4: Existing Number of Average Daily Vehicles & Intersection Level-of-Service
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Table 2-2: Level of Service Criteria for Urban Street Facilities

Level-of-Service Characterized by Highway Capacity Manual as:

A
" : Primarily free-flow speed. Vehicles are completely unimpeded in their
ﬁ ability to maneuver within the traffic stream. Control delay at the
P = boundary intersectionsis minimal. The travel speed exceeds 85 percent
g of the base free-flow speed.
B
Reasonably unimpededoperation. The ability to maneuver withinthe
¢&-—c=2 trafficstreamisonlyslightly restrictedand control delay at the
= boundary intersectionsis notsignificant. The travel speed is between
67 percentand 85 percent of the base free-flow speed.
= =
C

Stable operation. The ability to maneuverand changelanes at mid-
segmentlocations may be more restricted than at LOS B. Longer
gueues atthe boundary intersections may contribute to lowertravel
speeds. The travel speed is between 50 percentand 67 percent of the
base-flow speed.

Less stable condition in which small increases in flow may cause
substantialincreases in delay and decrease in travel speed. This
operation may be dueto adverse signal progression, high volume, or
inappropriate signal timing at the boundaryintersections. The travel
speedis between 40 percentand 50 percent of the base free-flow
speed.

Unstable operationand significant delay. Such operation may be dueto
some combination of adverse progression, high volume, and
inappropriate signal timing at the boundaryintersections. The travel
speedisbetween 30 percentand 40 percent of the base free-flow
speed.

Flow at extremely low speed. Congestion is likelyoccurring at the
boundary intersections, asindicated by high delay and extensive
gueuing. The travel speedis 30 percent or less of the base free-flow
speed. Also, LOSFis assigned to the subject direction of travel if the
through movementat one or more boundary intersections has a
volume-to-capacity ratio greaterthan 1.0.
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Bicycle & Pedestrian Counts

Table 2-3 and Table 2-4 summarizes the number of pedestrians and bicyclists respectively at the
study area intersections within the Milton Road study corridor during the Mid-Day (11:00 am to
1:00 pm) and PM peak hours (4:00 pm to 6:00 pm).

The highest number of pedestrians crossing Milton Road occurred at Beaver Street, Clay/Butler
Avenue and at University Drive. Pedestrian volume is observed to be higher during the PM peak
hour at the study intersections with the exception of Route 66, Plaza Way, Chambers Drive and
Forest Meadows Street, where the pedestrianvolume is higher during the Mid-Day peak hour.

The highest number of bicyclists crossing Milton Road also occurred at Beaver Street, Clay/Butler
Avenue and at University Drive. Bicycle volume is observed to be higher during the PM peak hour
at the study intersections with the exception of Riordan Road, Plaza Way, Chambers Drive,
University Avenue and Forest Meadows Street where the bicyclist volume is higher during the
Mid-Day peak hour.

Table 2-3: Existing Pedestrian Crossing Volume

North Leg South Leg
Intersection
PM PM Total
Day
Beaver St 17 35 52 9 3 12 65 101 | 166 41 63 104 334
Humphreys St 6 20 26 N/A 0 - No Crosswalk 0 - No Crosswalk 26
Phoenix Ave 1 | 2| 3 1 | o] 1 7 | o | 16 || 23 |33 ] s6 | 76
Clay/Butler Ave 93 116 | 209 0 - No Crosswalk 73 71 144 29 35 64 417
Malpais Ln 0 - No Crosswalk 0 - No Crosswalk N/A 6 14 20 20
Route 66 0 - No Crosswalk 33 0 33 N/A 54 51 105 138
Riordon Rd 16 22 38 24 16 40 10 25 35 24 19 43 156
Plaza Way 14 8 22 43 34 77 9 12 21 29 16 45 165
ChambersDr 0 - No Crosswalk 6 0 6 7 8 15 N/A 21
University Ave 1 0 1 0 - No Crosswalk 8 8 16 26 27 53 70
University Dr 80 106 | 186 0 - No Crosswalk 16 10 26 25 23 48 260
Forest MeadowsSt | 0 -NocCrosswalk | 8 [ 13| 21 | 10 | 8 | 18 || 12 | 6 | 18 | 57
Total | 1,740
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Table 2-4: Existing Bicycle Crossing Volume

Intersection
Beaver St 4 7 11 5 1 6 6 13 19 34 | 28 62 98
Humphreys St 2 6 8 N/A 1 1 2 0 1 1 11
Phoenix Ave 1 7 1 1 2 7 2 9 14 36 50 69
Clay/Butler Ave 17 29 46 4 7 11 11 36 47 3 6 113
Malpais Ln 0 - No Crosswalk 0 - No Crosswalk 0 3 3 5 12
Route 66 1 0 1 2 0 2 0 3 3 12 3 15 21
Riordon Rd 4 12 16 1 4 5 6 3 9 6 12 42
Plaza Way g 6 15 6 4 10 3 3 6 2 4 35
ChambersDr 0 - No Crosswalk 1 0 1 2 0 2 N/A 3
University Ave 0 - No Crosswalk 1 0 1 4 2 6 3 9 16
University Dr 36 32 68 0 - No Crosswalk 2 4 6 12 21 95
Forest Meadows St 0 0 0 2 | 10 | 12 3 5 8 4 9 13 33
Total | 548

2.2b  Existing Non-Motorized Mobility
Existing Bike Facilities

Bike lanes do not exist along the Milton Road study corridor between Forest Meadows Street and
Old Route 66. Striped shoulders, varying from two- to three-foot wide, exist on both sides of
Milton Road between Old Route 66 and Phoenix Avenue. Striped shoulders also exist on both
sides of Milton Road from approximately 290 feet west of Humphreys Street to Beaver Street.
There are no existing bike lane signs posted or on street markings in association with these
facilities as they do not meet the standards for bike lanes.

Existing Pedestrian Facilities

Continuous five- to six-foot wide sidewalks exist on both sides of Milton Road throughout the
study corridor. The existing sidewalk widths meet ADA and ADOT requirements, but do not meet
the Project Partner preferred standard of 10 feet. Crosswalks along the Milton Road study corridor
only exist at the signalized intersections. At the signalized intersection of Milton Road and
Humphreys Street, thereis no existing crosswalk to cross Milton Road. Several intersections also
have at least one prohibited crossing on Milton Road including: Forest Meadows Street, University
Drive, Route 66, Butler Avenue, as well as two prohibited crossings at University Avenue and
Humphreys Street.
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Existing Transit Services

The Northern Arizona Intergovernmental Public Transportation Authority (NAIPTA) is the transit
agency in Northern Arizona operating Mountain Line, Mountain Lift and Mountain Link systems
in Flagstaff.

Mountain Line and Mountain Lift services are available along the Milton Road study corridor. Bus
stops for various routes of Mountain Line are located at the following locations along the Milton
Road study corridor:

e North of Forest Meadows — Route 14 in the northbound direction and Route 4 in the
southbound direction,

e North of University Drive —Route 14 in the northbound direction,

e North of University Avenue — Route 4 in the southbound direction,

e South of Plaza Way—Route 14 in the northbound direction and Route 4 in the southbound
direction, and

e South of Butler Avenue — Route 8 and Route 14 in the northbound direction.

Mountain Line Route 2, Route 4, Route 5, Route 14 and Route 66 operate along the Milton Road
corridor between Phoenix Avenue and Beaver Street originating at the Downtown Convention
Center, Mountain Line Transit’s primary hub. Route 10 crosses Milton Road on McConnell Drive.
However, bus stops for these routes do not exist along the corridor.

The bus stops located north of University Drive, north of University Avenue and south of Butler
Avenue have covered structures to accommodate sitting pedestrians and provide shading
structures. Route frequencies and average weekday trip ridership numbers are indicated below:

e Route4: 20-minute frequency with average 550 weekday trips;

e Route 8: 30-minute frequency with average 130 weekday trips;

e Route 10 (crosses Milton Road): 8- to 10-minute frequency with average 4,347 weekday
trips; and

e Route 14: 30-minute frequency with average 410 weekday trips.

Milton Road is identified as part of Mountain Line’s Permanent Transit Network, which are a set
of corridors on which Mountain Line can make the strongest commitment to service.
Development of multimodal street improvements and locating transit priority projects on these
corridors will do the most to help Mountain Line to deliver efficient and high-ridership service in
the future, as identified in the Five-Year Transit Plan.

Mountain Lift is a shared-ride program, which is an origin to destination, demand-responsive
paratransit service that mirrors Mountain Line fixed-route service in terms of service times and
areas. Mountain Lift service is available to people with disabilities who do not have the functional
ability to ride fixed-route buses, either permanently or under certain conditions. Mountain Lift
service is available along the Milton Road study corridor.
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2.2c  Existing Access Management & Current Guidelines

Access management is defined as a process or program implemented to manage access to and
from major arterials, intersections and freeway systems so they will operate safely and efficiently.
Effective access management programs control the location, spacing, design, and operation of
driveways, median openings and intersections to reduce the number of vehicular conflict points.
Driveway and access management guidelines for ADOT and City of Flagstaff are summarized
below:

ADOT

A summary of the ADOT Traffic Engineering Guidelines and Procedures (TGP) Section 1060 —
Median Openings for urban areas is summarized below:

1. All median openings shall be designedtoinclude medianstorage lanes for both directions
of travel.

2. Spacing between median openings at intersections shall not be less than 330 feet.

3. Inurban areas, median openings between intersections may be established for public
safetyand convenience if the opening is not closerthan 660 feet to an intersection with
an improved public street or another median opening.

4. Median openings may be established for business generating relatively high traffic
volumes, provided that:

a. The minimum left-turn traffic volume is 500 vehicles per day or 100 vehicles
during the peak hour in urban areas where the major street speed limit is less
than 40 miles per hour.

b. The minimum left-turn traffic volume is 350 vehicles per day or 70 vehicles during
the peak hour in urban areas where the major street posted speed limit is 40 mph

or greater.
c. Thedistanceto the nearest adjacent medianopening is not less than 330 feet.
City of Flagstaff

A summary of the City of Flagstaff access management guidelines, included in Engineering Design
Standards and Specifications for New Infrastructure Section 13-10-006-0001 are as follows:

1. Distances between centerlines of adjacent intersections shall be a minimum of 135 feet,
regardless of the direction of the intersectionstreets.

2. The minimum spacing of driveways to signalized and unsignalized intersections shall be
in accordance with Table 2-5.

Table 2-5: Minimum Spacing of Driveways to Intersections per City of Flagstaff

Posted Speed (mph) Spacing

<30 230 -
30 - 115
35 275 135
40 320 155
45 365 180
0200
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Current Access

Eachaccess point along the study corridor was identified through a review of aerial mapping. Each
access point was then categorizedinto one of the following two access types:

» Right-in/Right-out (RIRO) — only two traffic movements, right-in and right-out, are
permittedinto and out of a side street or a driveway. Intersections aretypically controlled
by a STOP sign on the side street. RIRO access points along the study corridor provide
access to private commercial properties.

> Full Access — Full access driveways generally allow all traffic movements on all
approaches. These intersections are either STOP controlled on both the side streets or
traffic signal controlled.

Figure 2-5 illustrates the locations of existing driveways and intersections along the study
corridor. Milton Road corridor has excessive number of driveways as well as varying types of
driveways along the corridor. This creates multiple potential conflict points for bicyclists,
pedestrians, and vehicles, likely increasing the likelihood of collisions and congestion along the
corridor. There s a total of 75 driveways along the Milton Road CMP corridor and the number of
each type arelisted below:

e 65 Full access (without stop sign),

e 1 full access (withstopsign),

e 1 right-in/ right-out (with stop sign),

e 3right-in/ right-out (without stop sign),
e 1 EntranceOnly,

e 4 Exit Only, and

e 0Alleys.

Milton Road corridor has a two-way left-turn lane through the corridor. Due to the absence of a
raised medianalong the corridor, access control at existing driveways and intersections is limited.
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Figure 2-5: Existing Access Points
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Safety Considerations

An extensive crash analysis was conducted as part of the Milton Road CMP planning process. Five
years of crash data (January 2012 — December 2016) was analyzed to determine trends, pattermns,
crash types, crash rates and intersection crash breakdown analysis. 338 of 1,489 crashes (23
percent) within the study corridor resulted in an injury crash, which is less than the statewide
average injury crash percentage for the year 2012 to 2016 (31 percent). A comparison of total
crashes that occurred within the five-year period for the Milton Road study corridor and the
Statewide averageis shown in Table 2-6. For a more in-depth review and analysis of crash data,
see the Safety Section of Working Paper #1 — Existing & Future Conditions on the project website.

As the implementation of this plan move forward, updated safety analyses will be conducted
during each individual design phase.

Table 2-6: Crash Severity Comparison - All Crashes

Milton Road % Statewide Average
(]

Crash Severity

o5 %
Fatal 2 0.1% 1%
Injury 338 23% 31%

PropertyDamage Only 1,149 77% 68%
*Average of all crashes from 2012-2016

A comparison of pedestrian/bicycle crashes that occurred within the five-year period for the
Milton Road study corridor and the Statewide average is shown in Table 2-7.

Table 2-7: Pedestrian & Bicycle Crash Severity Comparison

27

Statewide Average

Crash Severity Number Milton Road % 9k

()
Fatal 2 0.03% 6%
Injury 38 61% 84%
PropertyDamage Only 22 35.5% 11%

*Average of all pedestrian/bicycle crashes from 2012-2016

Figure 2-6 shows the location of crashes along Milton Road on a map and categorizing them by
the severity of the injury. The highest concentration of crashes occurs at the inter section of
Milton Road and Butler Avenue. Itis also important to note that the two fatalities occurred at the
intersection of Route 66 and Humphrey’s Street, and the intersection of Milton Road and
University Avenue.
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Figure 2-6: Milton Road All Crashes by Injury Severity Map (January 2012 — December 2016)
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Future Vehicular TrafficConsiderations

The primary purpose of forecasting future traffic volumes is to estimate the additional vehicular
travel demand added to existing roadways and to forecast congestion levels due to projected
growth in population and employment. The culmination of the following inputs was utilized to
develop a sophisticated traffic model which could compare traffic impacts of a 2040 Base-Build
Condition to all alternatives evaluated. Inputs from ADOT, MetroPlan, the City of Flagstaff, and
Mountain Line were utilized to develop the Base-Build Condition for the 2040 design year. To
enhance modeling accuracy, any funded roadway construction project within or adjacent to the
Milton Road corridor study limits was included in the Base-Build Condition of the traffic model.
To be included, the project had to have been identified in an approved Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) or Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). This supplemental modeling
methodology, analysis and results are also described and elaborated on in Working Paper #2 —
Alternative Analysis. This model only includes considerations for vehicular traffic (including
buses), multimodal transportation was not included.

Future Roadway Network

The following list of approved CIP or TIP projects were included in the Base-Build Condition of the
Milton Road CMP traffic model at the time of the traffic modeling analysis:

e Humphreys Street and Route 66 — southbound to westbound add 2" right turn lane;

e Milton Road and Plaza Way — southbound to westbound right turn lane;

e Milton Road and University Avenue — convert to right-in/right-out only intersection;

e Milton Road and University Drive — connect University Drive west through to University
Avenue;

e Beulah Boulevard extension north from Forest Meadows to Yale Drive with new
roundabout intersectionand University Drive/Avenue realignment (Appendix E); and

e Lone Tree Road overpass — volume distribution effects due to the Lone Tree Road
overpass.

The Mill Town development is an 18-acre mixed-use development in the southwest quadrant of
Milton Road and University Drive that is currently undergoing final design. The development
includes commercial space and a rooming and boarding facility. Transportation improvements
proposed as part of this development include the Beulah Boulevard extension to University Ave,
roundabout at Beulah Boulevard and University Ave, and realignment of University Ave to the
signalat Milton Road and University Boulevard, as mentioned above.

DesignYear 2040 Traffic Volumes

For the purposes of this analysis, year 2040 is considered as the design year. Additional volume
development efforts were undertaken between Working Paper #1 and #2 to support the
microsimulation analysis of the corridor undertaken for Working Paper #2. Peak hour turning
movement volumes for the intersections along the Milton Road study corridor were developed in
cooperation with the Mountain Line Bus Rapid Transit Study and in coordination with Metro Plan’s
(formerly FMPO) Travel Demand Model, and then provided to the analysis team as a prepared
future year no build Vissim model. Traffic redistribution resulting from the CIP Lone Tree Overpass
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and Mill Town transportationimprovements was included in the FMPO travel demand model and
volume set used in developing future year traffic volumes. The volume development effort was
summarizedina memo to Mountain Line (formerly NAIPTA). This memo can be found in Appendix
F.

AM and PM peak hour simulation traffic volumes for the year 2040 at the intersections along the
Milton Road study corridor are shown in Figure 2-7 and Figure 2-8.

Future No-Build Vissim Operational Analysis

The operational analysis for the No Build future year was conducted utilizing the projected turning
movement volumes with existing and programmed roadway geometry improvements, and
existing traffic control. Signal timings for the Milton Road corridor were optimized for the 2040
peak hour traffic volumes using Trafficware Synchro version 10 and evaluated in the
microsimulation model. Figure 2-9 shows the intersection control and lane geometry for the year
2040 along the Milton Road study corridor.

Design Year 2040 LOS

LOS for the study area intersections along the Milton Road study corridor was analyzed for the
year 2040 with the peak hour traffic volumes. Future 2040 peak hour traffic volumes, shown in
Figure 2-7 and Figure 2-8, and future intersection control and lane geometry, shown in Figure 2-9,
were utilized to determine the future 2040 peak hour LOS at the study area intersections. Table
2-11 presents the 2040 peak hour LOS summary for the intersections along the Milton Road study
corridor.

Table 2-11 shows approach delay and overall intersection delay as an average of ten simulation
runs from the microsimulation model. That delay was then cross-referenced with HCM 6t Ed.
LOS thresholds for signalized intersections and two-way stop-control (TWSC) intersections, as
shown below in Table 2-8. Overall intersection LOS for TWSC intersections is reported as the
worst movement, in accordance with current industry practices.

Table 2-8. HCM 6th Edition LOS Thresholds for Interrupted Flow

Signalized LOS TWSCLOS
Thresholds Thresholds
LOS Lower Upper Lower Upper
A 0 10 0 10
B 10 20 10 15
C 20 35 15 25
D 35 55 25 35
E 55 80 35 50
F 80 - 50 -

Microsimulation Travel Time and Network Delay Results

30

Model travel times were captured for Milton Road beginning at Forest Meadows Street and
ending at Beaver Street and are shown below in Table 2-9:. For reference, using the speed limit
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over the same distance would resultin a travel time of approximately 3.0 minutes, note that this
time assumes free-flow operations and no interruptions.

Table 2-9: 2040 AM and PM No Build Milton Road Travel Times

A Peg 0 » Peg 0

U
Northbound | Southbound | Northbound | Southbound
Travel Time 9.9 min 5.2 min 6.6 min 6.6 min
Avg. Speed 10.4 mph 19.8 mph 15.7 mph 15.7 mph

Network delay and latent delay capture the delay for all vehicles in the model. This metricis most
useful in capturing the overall performance of an alternative as compared to the No Build.
Networkandlatent delay results are presentedin Table 2-10. Networkdelayrepresents the delay
of vehicles in the model. Latentdelay represents delayfor vehicles which are beyond the model
boundaries but are trying to enter the model. For example, latent delay can occur on a short link
where a signal or flow interruption is causing queue to build up to and past the total link length.
The latent delay for the PM peak makes up a greater portion of the total delay than the AM,
showing that minor movements and mobility are more restricted by congestionin the PM peak.
This is consistent with the PM peak being more congestedthan the AM.

Table 2-10: 2040 AM and PM No Build Network Delay

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Network LatentDelay | TotalDelay Network LatentDelay | TotalDelay
Delay (hrs) (hrs) (hrs) Delay (hrs) (hrs) (hrs)
645 780 1,425 824 1,346 2,170
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Figure 2-7: 2040 No-Build AM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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Figure 2-8: 2040 No-Build PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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Figure 2-9: 2040 No-Build Intersection Control &Lane Geometry

Milton/Forest Meadows Milton/Malpais Ln \ 8
w e,
(1) Pep, e 3
2 v
3 T
(2]
(=]
QQ’ 7)) 100 NE
wigoe
10
5 11
Ti Pp
Csop Av, %enix
¥
)
y Av N &
8 g 5
F k Pl 2 @
5. 3
3]
® 4 8
7))o %
oc, @ I i
Ny [o]
6) VA & g
G 5
SO 5
S ; £
I3 3
Q' L.
5 2 7
.0‘
AL )\ i X
5> g
A vl
s '\TV r:/: % Blom F ~ /
c
/ _/ c = NAU
; . g n c
Milton/Riordan @ Beaver/Route 66 = = %
®
a f———
[
3 Citizen's
9 Cemetery
S
S RS
2
Calvary
Cemetery
%
%
N =
Legend
——+ BNF Railroad
= Study Corridors
= < . = Milton Road
® g 1 om\e‘\o — Us 180
- K] 2 “\co = Lane
'g W = ¥ Configuration
©
o MCCO""E” Dr = @ Unsignalized
]
\ @ @ Signalized
0 0.25 0.5 N % Two-Way
Miles 0\ Left-Turn Lane
24 . ( NOHY

METROPLAN  [ff——

UN\VEHE\TYQ!’ -

INTERNATIONAL



Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Final Report

Table 2-11: 2040 AM and PM Peak Hour No Build LOS at Signalized and Unsignalized

Intersections
2040 AM Peak 2040 PM Peak 2040 AM Peak 2040 PM Peak
Intersection Approach Delay Delay Intersection Approach Delay Delay
Los (Sec/Veh) Los (Sec/Veh) Los (Sec/Veh) LS (Sec/Veh)
Northbound|| - - - - Northbound|| A 6.5 A 1.6
Milton Road and Southbound” D 46.7 D 53.4 Milton Road and Southbound" A 1.6 A 8.6
Beaver Street Eastbound || B 14.4 C 20.9 Chambers Drive Eastbound || - - - -
(signal) Westbound|| B 10.5 B 18.0 (Twsc) Westbound|| D 28.1 B 14.0
overall || ¢ 21.0 C 30.6 overall || D 32.9 C 20.0
Nor'thbound” - - - - Northbound" D 46.3 D 48.9
Milton Road and | Southbound|[ B 16.2 B 12.8 Milton Road and | Southbound|| B 14.1 [ 25.0
Humphreys Street Eastbound || B 10.7 B 14.5 University Drive Eastbound || D 35.0 E 56.6
(signal) Westbound|| B 10.3 B 15.2 (signal) Westbound|| D 50.4 F 98.2
overall || B 11.8 B 14.1 overall || ¢ 214 D 40.5
Northbound]| D 325 A 8.2 Northbound]| A 9.7 D 42.2
Milton Road and Southbound” A 1.1 A 7.9 Milton Road and Forest Southbound" B 12.0 B 13.1
Phoenix Avenue Eastbound || A 8.6 A 8.9 Meadows Street Eastbound || D 46.5 D 49.6
(Twsc) Westbound|| F 350.4 F 67.7 (signal) Westbound|| - - - -
overall || F 626.4 F 80.5 overall || B 19.8 [ 313
Northbound|| D 379 C 24.4
Milton Road and Clay [ Southbound]| A 3.2 A 3.6
/ Butler Avenue Eastbound || F 205.2 F 89.6
(signal) Westbound|| E 716 E 70.8
Overall || D 41.7 C 32.3
Northbound]| € 243 A 6.4
Milton Road and Southbound” A 34 A 5.6
Malpais Lane Eastbound || F 578.2 F 3219
(TwWsC) Westbound|[ - - - -
overall || F 578.2 F 330.5
Northbound]| D 456 B 15.8
Milton Road and | Southbound|| B 10.0 B 13.9
Historical Route 66 | Eastbound || E 739 D 50.6
(signal) Westbound|| B 19.0 B 14.9
overall || D 36.1 C 222
Northbound]| C 237 A 9.7
Milton Road and | Southbound]| A 2.7 A 7.7
Riordan Road Eastbound ” D 38.2 C 323
(signal) Westbound|| D 45.6 D 382
overall || B 18.0 B 14.8
Northbound]| ¢C 25.0 C 282
Milton Road and Southbound” A 4.2 B 16.2
Plaza Way Eastbound || F 104.7 E 703
(signal) Westbound|| E 56.9 E 62.6
overall || ¢ 264 C 334

*Vissim output. LOS reported is based on the Average Delay
**See Section 2.4a for itemsincluded in analysis as part of CIP/TIP
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3.0 EVALUATION OF CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES

The Milton Road CMP alternative evaluation and screening process was conducted through a
Three Tier approach (Figure 3-1), which is summarized at a high-level in this report, but outlined
in greater detail in Working Paper #2 — Alternatives Analysis (view on project website). Each of
the Three Tier Alternative Evaluation and Screening processes were conducted under the
guidance and direction of the Project Partners with updates and meetings at major milestones
during the process. The Three-Tiered approach is described below.

e Tier 1 Alternative Evaluation was based on public and stakeholder feedback on the
Preliminary System Alternatives developed through the initial phases of the study
presented in Working Paper #1 — Existing & Future Conditions (view on project website)
for the first screening of alternatives.

e Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation focused on the development of qualitative and quantitative
evaluation criteria that analyzed and measuredthe performance of the Milton Road Tier
2 Alternatives. The development, methodology, and results of the Tier 2 Alternative
Evaluationis presentedin Working Paper #2 — Alternatives Analysis. Reference the project
website to view Working Paper #2.

e Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation expanded upon efforts conducted in the Tier 2 Alternative
Evaluation phase to further analyze the remaining alternatives through a further refined
series of diverse evaluation criteria focusing on quantitative measures to complement
traffic modeling outputs that assessedthe overall performance of the Tier 3 Alternatives.
The development, methodology, and results of the Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation is
presentedin Working Paper #2 — Alternatives Analysis. Reference the project website to
view Working Paper #2.
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Figure 3-1:Three Tier Alternative Evaluation & Screening Process Flow Chart
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Corridor Alternative Evaluation & Results

This section summarizes the results of the Tier 1, Tier 2, and Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation
processes. For more detailed results of the Three-Tiered Alternatives Evaluation and screening
process, please refer to Working Paper #2 — Alternatives Analysis (view on project website).

Tier 1 Corridor Alternatives Evaluation & Results

The foundation of Tier 1 Alternative Evaluation results was based on public and stakeholder
feedback on the Preliminary System Alternatives presented in Working Paper #1 — Existing &
Future Conditions (view on project website). Most the feedback was received at Public Open
House Meeting #1, and further enhanced by the Project Partners Other input and feedback on
the Tier 1 Alternative evaluation process was received from a series of Project Partner meetings,
as well as through City of Flagstaff City Council and Coconino County Board of Supervisors
briefings.

Table 3-1 shows and summarizes the results of the sticky-dot voting and prioritization exercise
conducted by the members of the public at the Public Open House Meeting #, and ultimately,
which of the Tier 1 Preliminary System Alternatives were elected to move forward into Tier 2
Alternative Evaluation by the Project Partners.

Itis worth noting here that the Tier 1 System Alternatives included a series of; 1) four alternatives
within the existing Milton Road right-of-way, 2) four alternatives that contemplated expanded
Milton Road right-of-way scenarioand, 3) a series of six total alternate routes to Milton Road (five
of which were “backage roads”). All fourteen (14) alternatives were presented to the public and
reviewed by the Project Partners as part of the Tier 1 Alternative Evaluation process.

Following Public Open House Meeting #1, the Project Partners deliberated over a series of
meetings to discuss and select which of the Tier 1 Milton Road alternatives would proceed into
Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation. The Project Partners agreed to move forward with the following
Preliminary System Alternatives for Tier 2 consideration:

e No-Build (Maintain as-is);

e Preliminary System Alternative 3 — Six Travel Lanes;

e Preliminary System Alternative 4 — Four Travel Lanes with Shared Bus/Bike Lanes (SBBL);

e Preliminary System Alternative 5 — Six Travel Lanes with Bike Lanes;

e Preliminary System Alternative 6 —Six Travel Lanes with SBBLs and a raised center median;
and

e Preliminary System Alternative 9 — No-Build with the Lone Tree Road Widening Design
Concept.

Itis worth noting here that the Tier 1 System Alternatives included a series of alternate routes to
Milton Road known as “backage roads” that were collectively captured as System Alternative 10
in Tier 1. Through the Project Partner review and deliberation of the public inputs and operational
challenges of the backage road concept, Alternative 10 was eliminated from Tier 2 consideration
as those improvements are outside ADOT control. Should the City assess that backage roads are
beneficial to the corridor it may include them inits plans and programs.
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Table 3-1: Tier 1 Alternative Evaluation & Screening Results

Tier 1

Preliminary System Alternatives

Public Open House Meeting #1 Voting Results

Move Forward
for Further Study

Be Eliminated from
Further Study

Move Forward for
Further Study
with Adjustment

System Alternatives Utilizing Existing Right-of-Way

Preliminary System Alternative 1: No-Build (Maintain as Is)

Not Applicable

Pralirmi - Al o2 M Road B blod 2 34 2
Preliminary System Alternative 3:Six, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes with Center Median/Turn
. . 17 26 2
Lane with 6-foot Sidewalks
PreliminarySystem Alternative 4: Four, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes with Center Median/Left 34 7 3
Turn Lane, and two 14-foot Shared Bus/Bike Lanes (SBBL) with 7-foot sidewalks
System Alternatives that May Require Expanded Right-of-Way
PreliminarySystem Alternative 5:Six, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes with a Center 25 20 3
Median/CenterTurnLane, and 6-Foot Bicycle Lanes with 6-Foot Sidewalks
PreliminarySystem Alternative 6:Six, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes, Two 13-Foot Shared 36
Bus/Bike Lanes(SBBL), and Center Median/Turn Lane with 7-Foot Sidewalks
— ——— ) 2 0
17 34 ol
Alternative Routes to Milton Road
PrellmlnarySystemAlternatlve9 Milton Road No-Build and Lone Tree Design Concept Report 43 3
' o= 17 2
al S
10 3
6 4
i 1
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Tier 2 Corridor Alternatives Evaluation & Results

This section describes the Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation process and results. At this point in the
study process, the former Tier 1 alternatives no longer were classified as “preliminary,” and
became to be known as “alternatives.” Once the initial selection of the Tier 2 Alternatives were
refined and established, another series of Project Partner meetings determined through group
consensus that the Tier 2 Alternatives needed refinement before the evaluation could start.

Refinement of Tier 2 Alternatives

It was recognized by the Project Partners that the Preliminary System Alternatives from Tier 1 that
were selected for Tier 2 analysis generally captured the range and functionality of the preferred
and desired facility. However, the Preliminary System Alternatives from Tier 1 were preliminary
in nature designed to initially gauge public support or not on broader concepts, primarily
developed from previous studies, and did not include detailed specifications such as individual
facility widths. The Project Partners desired greater definition on the individual roadway facility
components/widths needed to be defined prior to the commencement of the formal Tier 2
evaluation. In addition, the Project Partners felt some other potential alternatives were desired
to reflect the possibility of what modernized improvements, particularly for multiple modes of
travel, would look like for the “build alternative” types. Four stages of refinement took place prior
to evaluation which are described below:

1. AsetofControlling Design Criteria was collectively developed by the Project Partners to guide
Tier 2 Alternative refinement of the roadway features for the Tier 2 Alternatives. The
Controlling Design Criteria were created to identify and compare adopted FHWA and ADOT
standards/specification with Project Partner agency standards/specifications for the various
roadway features. This process helped acknowledge and document the minimum
ADOT/FHWA standards in comparison to Project Partner agency current and preferred
standard(s) to consider for inclusion in any refined Tier 2 Alternatives. The Controlling Design
Criteria also document any variances or design exceptions that would require FHWA approval.
Over the course of several meetings, the Project Partners discussed and confirmed the series
of Controlling Design Criteria that guided the refinement of the widths of certain roadway
facility types. The Controlling Design Criteria exercise also helped recognize which facility
improvements ADOT would/could contribute towards construction funding versus those
roadway feature types above and beyond the ADOT standards that other agencies would be
required to contribute towards construction cost (should the need arise). The final Controlling
Design Criteria can be found in Appendix G.

2. The refinement of Alternative 6 — To allow for a full range of alternatives for public
consideration, Alternative 6 was refined to consist of six Travel Lanes with SBBLs and a raised
center median, which included an effort of maintaining a diversity of SBBL alternatives witha
higher and lower capacity options in order to allow for a full range of possibilities for traffic
operation analysis. The result of this discussion and analysis yielded two hybrid alternatives
for Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation: Alternative 6a — Six Travel lanes with SBBLs and Alternative
6b — Four Travel Lanes with SBBLs.
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3. Conversion of Alternative 9 - No-Build with the Lone Tree Road Widening Design Concept,
into the No-Build alternative. This was a direct result of the Lone Tree Overpass project being
approved by Flagstaff voters via Proposition 419 — coupled with fact that — Alternative 9
already closely resembled the No-Build option and was determined redundant and ultimately
eliminated from the analysis and the overpass and widening of Lone Tree Road was
incorporated as part of the No-Build option.

4. Inclusion of Mountain Line’s Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) alternatives from their concurrent BRT
Feasibility Study to align the goals and implementation of both the Milton Road CMP and the
Mountain Line BRT Feasibility Study. A total of three BRT alternatives were discussed among
the Project Partners for potential inclusion. However, as a result of Project Partner
deliberation on the three newly introduced BRT alternatives, it was determined that one BRT
alternative would move forward for Tier 2 consideration: Alternative 13: Two Travel Lanes
with Center Running BRT Lanes.

Refer to Section 4.2 of Working Paper #2 — Alternatives Analysis on the project website to view
more detailed information pertaining to the refinement of the Tier 2 Alternatives.

Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation Criteria

A series of Tier 2 evaluation criteria and weightings were developed to evaluate and measure the
performance of the seven Tier 2 Alternatives. The Tier 2 evaluation criteria were crafted to be
diversein nature through the combination of quantitative and qualitative measurements specific
to features of each Tier 2 Alternative.

The first stepin developing the evaluation criteria was to identify general categories of roadway
performance to measure the operational and environmental qualities of the corridor. The
Consultant Team worked with the Project Partners and agreedto use the following categories —
in no particular order of importance — on to measure and compare the Tier 2 Alternatives:

e Traffic Operations; e Construction/Implementation;
o Safety; e Project Economics; and
e Expand Travel Mode Choices; e Environmental Impacts.

e Public Acceptance;

Once the categories were selected, the Consultant Team and the Project Partners created a
preliminary list of evaluation criteria metrics for each category. The process included researching
regulatory mandates across the state and with ADOT; understanding what issues were of highest
importance for the ADOT Districts; communicating with ADOT and the Project Partners to
understand strategic safety initiatives of the highest value within the various organizations and
agencies; investigating measures to evaluate the level of difficulty of implementation through
assessment of the costs and right-of-way impacts; and the publics acceptance of each alternative.
As a result, 14 different evaluation criteria were developed over the seven categories to use in
Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation process. Table 3-2provides a summary of the Tier 2 Evaluation
Criteria. Refer to Section 4.6 of Working Paper #2 — Alternatives Analysis on the project website
for more detailed information about the development of the Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation Criteria,
andthe specific measures and methodologies used to calculate the results of the Tier 2 Alternative
Evaluation.
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Table 3-2: Final Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation Criteria & Weightings

Evaluation Criteria

Category Criteria / Measure Threshold / Formula Modifier
Formula = (Best Result / Alternative
Improves Congestion Result) * Weight * 100 N/A 5.25%
Ex - Alt 4: (6.25/11.03) * 5.25% * 100 = 2.97
Travel Speed as % of Base Free Flow | Formula = ((Alternative Result * 100) BeP
Speed / Best Result) * Weight * 100 / 2 B
AM Ex - Alt 4: ((46.1%*100)/62)* 3.32% * 100 /2 (1.66%)
Reduction in Vehicular Congestion PM S (1:66%)
Improved Intersection LOS Formula = (Best Result / Alternative SR
AM Result) * Weight * 100 / 2 N/A (3.02%)
PM Ex - Alt 4: (2/3) * 6.04% * 100 /2 = 3.02 (3.02%)
Signal/Stop Control Delay FEIE= e ATErnative 3.29%
AM Result) * Weight * 100 / 2 o (1.645%)
Ex - Alt 4: (29.5/41.6) * 3.29% * 100 /2 =
PM 5 i d (1.645%)
Travel Time: Formula = (Best Result / Alternative 4.79%
AM Result) * Weight * 100 / 2 N/A (2.395%)
PM Ex - Alt 4: (339/560) * 4.79% * 100 /2 = 1.45 (2.395%)
Formula = (Alternative Result / Best
Reduction in Total Crashes Result) * Weight * 100 N/A 7.13%
Ex - Alt 4: (19.4/28.98) * 7.13% * 100 = 4.77
safety Formula = (Alternative Result / Best
Reduced Injury Crashes Result) * Weight * 100 N/A 8.18%
Ex - Alt 5: (21.78/28.78) * 8.18% * 100 = 6.19
Formula = (Alternative Result / Best
Reduced Bicycle Crashes Result) * Weight * 100 N/A 7.10%
Ex - Alt 5: (14/14) * 7.10% * 100 = 7.10
Meets or Exceeds both ADOT’s minimum standard
and the City/FMPO/NAIPTA’s (PP) preferred 1
standards
Pedestrian Meets or Exceeds ADOT’s minimum standard OR the 7.12%
City/FMPO/NAIPTA’s (PP) preferred standards, but 0.5
not both
Expand Travel Mode Choices Maintains Existing Condition 0
Meets or Exceeds both ADOT’s minimum standard 1
and the City/FMPO/NAIPTA’s preferred standards
q Meets or Exceeds ADOT’s minimum standard OR the o
Blcycle City/FMPO/NAIPTA’s preferred standards, but not 0.5 7.48%
both
Maintains Existing Condition 0
Transit Formula = (Best Result / Alternative 2
AM Result) * Weight * 100 / 2 N/A (3.135%)
PM Ex - Alt 4: (250/371) * 6.27% * 100 /2 = 2.11 (3.135%)
Public Acceptance " Public support was moved to Tier 3
Public Support . . . 8.26%
Alternative Evaluation & Screening
Formula = (Best Result / (Alternative
* i *
. . Project Cost"*" Result/10M)) * Weight * 100 N/A A
Construction/ Implementation Ex - Alt 4: (1/(40.542M/10M)) * 4.68% * 100
=115
Formula = (Best Result / (Alternative
ROW Impact*” Result/10K)) * Weight * 100 e e
(Square Feet) Ex - Alt 4: (1/(26,326/10K)) * 4.98% * 100
=1.89
Aggregate Score
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Tier 2 Evaluation Criteria Results & Analysis Findings

This section describes a brief summary of the results for the Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation process
of the sevenTier 2 Alternatives through the application of the Tier 2 Evaluation Criteria. Refer to
Section 4.8 of Working Paper #2 — Alternative Analysis for more detailed results and a systematic
synopsis for each of the Tier 2 Evaluation Criteria.

The Milton Road CMP Tier 2 Alternatives range in performance rating based on the score of the
Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation Criteria. The highest performing alternative received a score of 59.02
points while the lowest performing alternative received a score of 29.20 points —nearly a 30-point
difference. Table 3-3 ranks the alternatives from highest scoring to lowest scoring alternative.

Table 3-3: Tier 2 Alternative Rankings Based on Tier 2 Evaluation Criteria Result

43

|  Rank Tier 2 Alternative Tier 2 Score
1 Alternative 5 - Six Travel Lanes with Bike Lanes 58.30
2 Alternative 6a - Six Travel Lanes with SBBLs 51.25
3 Alternative 13 — Two Travel Lanes with Center BRT Lanes 43.44
4 Alternative 3 - Six travellanes 38.85
5 Alternative 6b - Four Travel Lanes with SBBLs 34.87
6 No-Build (leave road as is) 30.27
7 Alternative 4 - Four Travel Lanes with SBBLs 29.20

As demonstrated in Table 3-3, Alternative 5 received the highest score of 58.30 points followed
by Alternative 6a with 51.25 points, Alternative 12 with 43.44 points, Alternative 3 with 38.85
points, Alternative 6b with 34.87 points, No-Build with 30.27 points, and Alternative 4 with 29.20
points.

The results of the Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation process appear to be aligned with the visual
representation of the benefits and trade-offs associated with each of the alternatives. For
instance, Alternative 5 intuitively could be expectedto be the best performing alternative because
the alternative includes a benefit for all modes of transportation by increasing vehicular capacity
through the addition of two travel lanes, improving the corridor for bicyclists by introducing a
buffered bike lane, and enhancing back-of-curb facilities with a parkway and a widened sidewalk
improving the pedestrian environment; all while not having the highest project cost or the largest
right-of-way footprint compared to come of the other alternatives.

Conversely, Alternative 4 and Alternative 6b both could be expectedto not perform as well as the
other alternatives because these two alternatives do not add vehicular capacity and do not
sufficiently address other modes of transportation. These two alternatives differ from each other
in their back-of-curb facility types, where Alternative 3 may maintain a narrower right-of-way
footprint and thus a less expensive cost, but does not have sufficient sidewalks; while onthe other
hand, Alternative 6b may have much wider sidewalks and a parkway, consequently resulting in a
much larger right-of-way impact and a much higher project cost.

Figure 3-2 illustrates a graphical summary of the results for Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation process.
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Projects Included in Traffic Model Software as Part of Alternative Evaluation

Vissim traffic modeling software was utilized to measure various traffic operations metrics as part
of the Tier 2 (and Tier 3) Alternative Evaluation. Since the alternative evaluation year — and
ultimate planning horizon of the Milton Road CMP — was the year 2040, a list of programed
projects from the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Capital Improvement Program
(CIP) and other projects currently under construction were included in the baseline (No-Build)
model and carried over into the models developed for each of the Tier 2 (and Tier 3) Alternatives.
As previously described in Section 2.4a - Future Roadway Network, The list below includes the
projects currently under construction or constructed during the duration of the CMP, as well as
projectsincluded in the TIPand CIPthat were integratedintothe Vissim models include:

e Humphrey’s Street and Route 66 — southbound to westbound add 2" right turn lane;

e Humphreys Street and Aspen Street— northbound to eastbound right turn lane;

e Milton Road and Plaza Way — southbound to westbound right turn lane;

e Milton Road and University Avenue — convert to right-in/right-out only intersection;

e Milton Road and University Drive — connect University Drive west through to University
Avenue;

e Milton Road (I-17)/Forest Meadows Street— northbound to westbound add 2" left turn
lane; and

e Beulah Boulevard extension north from Forest Meadows to Yale Drive with new
intersection and University Drive/Avenue realignment (Appendix E).

e Lone Tree Overpass
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Tier 2 Alternatives Recommended for Tier 3 Analysis

The Project Partners were presented with the traffic modeling findings and the detailed Tier 2
Evaluation Criteria results. Over the course of a couple Project Partner meetings, the Project
Partners discussed which of the Tier 2 alternatives they preferred to move forward into the final
Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation and Screening process.

As Figure 3-2 illustrates, the Project Partners ultimately eliminated Alternative 3 and Alternative
4. Simply put, Alternative 4 was the lowest performing alternative intotal, ranking lastin 7t place.
With a total sum of approximately one-half of the top ranked alternative, Alternative 4 performed
poorly across almost all criteria, but especially poor in the Safety, Expand Travel Mode Choices
and Congestion Reduction criteria. From a model results perspective, Alternative 4 did not
demonstrate significantly improved travel time or travel speed results, LOS at signalized
intersections, and all non-signalized intersections experiencing a LOS of F.

The Project Partners also agreed to eliminate Alternative 3 from further study. Receiving a rank
of 4t in the Tier 2 analysis, Alternative 3 was eliminated from further consideration due to its
marginal performance in the Tier 2 modeling and moderate to below average scoring in the Tier
2 evaluation criteria, particularly in the Expand Travel Mode Choice criteria. Also, as the Project
Partners desired to pair-down Tier 2 alternatives for the Tier 3 analysis, it was generally felt that
the roadway features of Alternative 3 (six general purpose travellanes)were already captured in
Alternative 5 (which ranked 1°t). Moreover, the bicycle, pedestrian and landscape elements of
Alternative 3 were felt to be less desirable/sufficient than Alternative 5, so the Project Partners
felt that Alternative 3 became duplicative and substandard to the functionality and character of
Alternative 5, so Alternative 3 was eliminated for further consideration. The Project Partners also
discussed and agreed that Alternative 6a and 6b would move forward to Tier 3 analysis. The No
Build was recommended for Tier 3 in part to be compliant with NEPA requirements to maintaina
No Build alternative in the analysis and the No Build Plus was created torecognize that select spot
improvements to the existing corridor was desired by the Project Partners.

Accordingly, the Project Partners selected the following Alternatives to move forward for Tier 3
analysis:

e No-Build;

e No-Build Plus;

e Alternative 5;

e Alternative 6a;

e Alternative 6b; and
e Alternative 13.

Please refer to Section 3. 1c - Tier 3 Corridor Alternatives Evaluation & Results for a description of
the No Build Plus alternative.
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Figure 3-2: Tier 2 Alternatives Recommended for Tier 3 Analysis

Recommended for
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- Project Cost: M/A
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Alternative 6a

- Project Cost: 573,667,000
- Required ROW: 362,398 ft?
- Potential Buildings Impacted: 32

Reduction in
Vehicular

|22.6% Possible
Puainis)

Alternative ba Evaluation Criteria Results

Alternative 6b

- Project Cost: 555,137,000

- Required ROW: 237,564 ft?

- Potential Buildings Impacted: 23

21.79

Reduction in
Vehicular

|22.6% Possible
Puainis)

Alternative 6b Evaluation Criteria Results

Implementation
(%64 Possible
Points)

Alternative 13

- Project Cost: 557,695,000
- Required ROW: 245,096 ft?
- Potential Buildings Impacted: 23

17.00
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Alternative 13 Evaluation Criteria Results
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Tier 3 Corridor Alternatives Evaluation & Results

As discussedin the previous sub-section, based on recommendations from the Project Partners,
the following alternatives were included in the Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation and Screening
process:

e No-Build;

e No-Build Plus (No-Build Plus Spot Improvements);

e Alternative5 - Six Travel Lanes with Bike Lanes;

e Alternative 6a - Six Travel Lanes with SBBLs;

e Alternative 6b - Four Travel Lanes with SBBLs; and

e Alternative 13 - Two Travel Lanes with Center BRT Lanes.

No-Build Plus Spot Improvements —AKA “No-Build Plus”

As previously introduced, one component that separates the Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation process
from the Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation process is the inclusion of spot improvements, and the
introduction of the No-Build Plus — which essentiallyis the prior No-Build option, plus the addition
of the spot improvements.

Through a progression of meetings between the Consultant Team and the Project Partners, a
series of spot improvements were developed to be integrated into all the Tier 3 Alternatives,
except the No-Build alternative. Spot improvements were recognized by the Project Partners as
being desired to potentially inventory which type of low investment (compared to the Build
Alternatives) enhancements could/should be included as part of the No Build Plus alternative
(newly introduced to the Tier 3 process), but also recognize the desire and value of incorporating
and measuring the effectiveness (or not) of other desired enhancements such as pedestrian,
bicycle, transit, safety and traffic operations along the Milton Road corridor.

The spot improvements are concentrated at intersections since the alternative’s cross section
address the mid-block applications. Spot improvements were also characterized in one of the
following categories:

e RoadwayGeometry; e Pedestrian;
e RoadwayOperations; e Bicycle; and
e Vehicular Safety; e Transit.

e Access Management;
Once the spot improvement inventory was completed, the Project Partners collaborated and
recognized the variation in the spot improvement applications and identified the need to assign
specific improvements to certain Tier 3 Alternatives. Spotimprovements are assignedto the Tier
3 Alternatives by one of three applications:

e No Build + Alternative Only;
e Build Alternatives Only; or
e All Alternatives.

Refer Section 5.1a of Working Paper #2 — Alternatives Analysis on the project website for the
complete inventory of the initial spot improvements.
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Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation Criteria

Similar to the Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation process, a series of Tier 3 Evaluation Criteria and
Weightings were developed to evaluate and measure the performance of the six Tier 3
Alternatives. The Tier 3 evaluation criteria were crafted to cover a diversity of community
objectives, although the Tier 3 Evaluation Criteria tend to focus more on quantitative
measurements and remove any qualitative metrics carried over from Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation
process.

The Project Partners held a series of meetings to determine which of the Tier 2 Evaluation Criteria
would carry over to the Tier 3 Evaluation Criteria; which Tier 2 Evaluation Criteria should be
eliminated from the Tier 3 Evaluation Criteria; which of the Tier 2 Evaluation Criteria need to be
revised in order to move into the Tier 3 Evaluation Criteria; andfinally, considered potential new
evaluation criteria to the Tier 3 Evaluation process.

A few members of the Project Partners elected to participate in a separate small working group
to develop the Tier 3 Evaluation Criteria. These meetings of the Consultant Team and the Tier 3
Evaluation Criteria Task Force produced a new set of more refined evaluation criteria. Detailed
notes were collected and distributed during the progression of meetings and can be referenced
in Appendix H.

As a result of the small work group meetings, 16 different evaluation criteria were developed to
apply in Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation process (Table 3-4), 10 of which were newly introduced
evaluation criteria. The newly introduced alternative evaluation criteria included:

e Network Delay; e Implementation Opportunities
e Conflict Points; e Title VI Impacts;

e Bicycle Comfort Index; e Neighborhood Impacts;

e Pedestrian Comfort Index; e Air Quality; and

e Transit Ridership; e Community Character.

Refer to Section 5.3 of Working Paper #2 — Alternatives Analysis for more detailed information
about the development of the Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation Criteria, and the specific measures
and methodologies used to calculate the results of the Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation.

A new approach to developing evaluation criteria weighting was introduced in Tier 3, which were
determined through the combined results of a Project Partner and a community-based survey.
The Project Partners were provided a survey to populate their desired weight (level of
importance/preference) for each of the Tier 3 Evaluation Categoryand Criteria. This survey used
a pair-wise comparison mathematical analysis; allowing each respondent to systematicaly
evaluate each Evaluation Criteria Categoryagainst each other twoat a time and set their relative
impact in achieving the project goals. In addition, the public’s perspective integrated into the
weighting process from the result of an online survey was created by the Project Partners. The
survey generated 813 visits and 562 responses. A full report of the Public Survey can be referenced
in Appendix |. Also reference Section 5.4 of Working Paper #2 — Alternatives Analysis on the
project website for more information on the methodology in developing Tier 3 Evaluation Criteria
weighting.
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Table 3-4: Final Tier 3 Evaluation Criteria

Category

Traffic Operations

Metrics

Level of Service
(Volume / Capacity Ratio)

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Final Report

Final T3 Evaluation Criteria

Scoring Formula

Result = (Alternative Result/ Best Result ) * Weight * 100

Travel Time (AM) - minutes

Travel Time (PM) - minutes

Result = (Best Result / Alternative Result) * Weight * 100

Network Delay (AM) - hours

Network Delay (PM) - hours

Result = (Best Result / Alternative Result) * Weight * 100

Vehicular Safety

Reduction in Conflict Points

Result = (Best Result / Alternative Result) * Weight * 100

Expand Travel Mode Choices

Bicycle Comfort Quality Index

Result = (Alternative Result/ Best Result ) * Weight * 100

Pedestrian Comfort Index

Result = (Alternative Result/ Best Result ) * Weight * 100

Transit Travel Time (AM) -
minutes

Transit Travel Time (PM) - minutes

Result = (Best Result / Alternative Result) * Weight * 100

Transit Ridership

Result = (Alternative Result/ Best Result ) * Weight * 100

Public Acceptance

Public Support

# of Public Support
Result = (Best Result / Alternative Result) * Weight * 100

Cost / Implementation

Construction Cost

Result = (Best Result / (Alternative Result/10M)) * Weight
*100

ROW Impact
(Square Feet)

Result= (Best Result / (Alternative Result/10K)) * Weight
*100

Implementation Opportunities

Result = (Alternative Result/ Best Result ) * Weight * 100

Environmental Impacts

Neighborhood Impacts

Result = (Best Result/Alternative Result) * Weight * 100

Title VI Impacts

Result = (Best Result/Alternative Result) * Weight * 100

Air Quality Result = (Best Result/Alternative Result) * Weight * 100
50% - Meets *City 2030 Regional Plan Policy
50% - Public Survey Output
Community Character
Great Street
*Formula for City 2030 Policy:
% of corridor able to accommodate trees + % of corridor
with "wide" sidewalks
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Tier 3 Evaluation Criteria Results & Analysis Findings

This section provides a brief summary of the results for the Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation process
of the six Tier 3 Alternatives through the application of the Tier 3 Evaluation Criteria. There is a
series graphics immediately following this sectionthat include the detailed results of each Tier 3
Evaluation Criteria for each of the Tier 3 Alternatives.

Unlike the Tier 2 Alternative Evaluation process, the Milton Road CMP Tier 3 Alternatives have a
very small range in performance rating based on the score of the Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation
Criteria. The highest performing alternative - the No Build - received a score of 60.10 points while
the lowest performing alternative received a score of 50.75 points — only a difference of 9.35
There is little variationin the final results of each of the Tier 3 Alternatives.

The study team conducted the technical evaluation and totaled the preliminary set of Tier 3
evaluation criteria results for all the criteria except the “Great Streets” and “Public Acceptance”
categories. Public surveyinputs obtainedin the second round of public involvement were utilized
to finalize the “Great Streets” and “Public Acceptance” criteria, to then complete the
comprehensive Tier 3 evaluation criteria scoring process. The tier 3 Evaluation Criteria scoring
results areindicated in Table 3-5, ranking the alternatives from highest scoring to lowest scoring
alternative.

Table 3-5: Tier 3 Alternative Rankings Based on Tier 3 Evaluation Criteria Results

50

| Rank Tier 3 Alternative Score
1 Alternative 5 - Six Travel Lanes with Bike Lanes 61.2
2 No-Build (leave road as is) 60.3
3 Alternative 6a - Six Travel Lanes with SBBLs 58.9
4 Alternative 6b - Four Travel Lanes with SBBLs 53.9
5 No-Build Plus (spotimprovements only) 56.5
6 Alternative 13 — Two Travel Lanes with Center BRT Lanes 53.9

The final results of the Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation process represent the diverse set of
evaluation criteria and assigned weightings that allow one alternative to score well underin some
areas and anothertoscore well against different criteria. Thus, the resultingscoresare very close.

A couple observations on these findings include:

e The introduction of spot improvements has disproportionally increased the gap in the
results for the Project Cost and the Right-of-Way Impact Criteria between the No-Build
and the other alternatives.

e According to the Vissim model results, the traffic operations are generally performing
worsein Tier 3 than the traffic operations results in Tier 2. Although difficult to pinpoint,
the degradation in traffic operations is likely a result of some of the spot improvements
which were deemed necessary for safety or connectivity. Items such as dual left turn
lanes, the addition of two new traffic signals, and the inclusion of two HAWK signals have
a negative consequence on traffic operations but assist other modes. In addition, Transit
Signal Priority (TSP) was also added at select signalized intersections toaddress deficient
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transit operations and further decreased traffic operations. However, multimodal
improvements were two of the six project goals and the Project Partners agreedthat the
vehicle delay was a potential possible tradeoff for the inclusion of multimodal
improvements.

e Regarding the effects of the HAWKs - Any inclusion of any stop along Milton Road will
increase delay. This is not necessarily negative as this provides the ability to cross safely
for pedestrians who would not have a way to safely and reasonably cross otherwise.
These trade-offs were generally considered by the Project Partners when developing the
spot improvement inventory. Although the delay encumbered in minimal, the aggregate
of alltrade-offs made throughout the corridor contribute to the total vehicular travel time
through the corridor.

e The inclusion of dual lefts reduces the amount of green light time for through traffic,
particularly noticeable in the southbound operationresults. Dual lefts, particularly onthe
side streets did help left turning traffic. This results in a proportional reduction in time
for side street through movements and mainline time as well.

e A Project Partner small working group and the Consultant Team worked to determine and
apply increased traffic volumes for the Build Alternatives resulting from road widening.
The group elected not toanalyze these inthe Vissim modeland as such, the model results
cannot readily attest tothe specific effects this would have. Rather, this evaluation was
captured in the congestion needs score spreadsheet that was modified according to the
Project Team.

The higher ranking No-Build alternative is likely correlated with the fact that the No-Build
alternative condition perform moderately well (that is, not disproportionately worse) when
compared to the other alternatives across most of the evaluation criteria. The No-Build ranking
also reflects the favorable cost-benefit ratio, suggesting that the lower costs of the No-Build
alternative generally outweigh the perceived operational benefits (and higher construction
costs/right-of-wayimpacts) of the build Alternatives, with the exception of Alternative 5 .

Figure 3-3 illustrates a graphical summary of the results for Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation process.
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Figure 3-3: Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation Results
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No-Build Tier 3 Evaluation Results

The No-Build option represents the existing roadway
conditions of Milton Road, which includes two travel
lanes in each direction with a center two-way left turn
lane, and (generally) six-foot sidewalks on both sides of
the corridor, though the width of the sidewalk is
narrower than six feet in some locations. The No-Build
condition also includes various right turn lanes across
the corridor, either in one direction or both directions.
The No-Build option is the only alternative that would
not impact private properties. Finally, it is critical to
include the No-Build option as the baseline condition to
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Tier 3 Rank

an

Tier 3 Score

60.3

highlight positive and/or negative change relative to the other alternatives.
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Expand Travel Modes
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No-Build Plus Tier 3 Evaluation Results

The No-Build Plus option represents the existing
roadway conditions of Milton Road, which includes two Tier 3 Rank
travellanes in each direction with a center two-way left
turn lane, and (generally) six-foot sidewalks on both 5th
sides of the corridor, though the width of the sidewalk

is narrower than six-foot in some locations. The No-
Build Plus condition also includes various right turn Tier 3 Score
lanes throughout the corridor, either in one direction
or both The No-Build Plus maintains the existing
condition with the inclusion of a series of spot
improvements, as previously described. The spot
improvements do not include any new right turn lanes.
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Expand Travel Modes
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Alternative 5 Tier 3 Evaluation Results

This Alternative offers both increased capacity and

opportunities for expanded mode choices through the Tier 3 Rank
introduction of two vehicular lanes and the addition of

buffered bike lanes on both sides of the road. Alternative 1 St

5 includes six, 11-foot general purpose travel lanes with

center median/left turn lane and 6-foot bicycle lanes and
10-foot sidewalks. Alternative 5 also includes enhanced Tier 3 SCOre
facilities back of curb with a 10-foot sidewalk with a
parkway on both sides of the road.
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*Median treatment may vary along the study corridor.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for the application of 11"travel lanes.
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Expand Travel Modes

Bicvcle Comfort Index Pedestrian Comfort Index Transit Ridership
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Alternative 6a Tier 3 Evaluation Criteria Results

This Alternative offers a combination of both increased .
capacity and opportunities for expanded mode choices by Tle r 3 Rank
adding both an additional vehicular lane and a shared

bus-bike lane (SBBL) in each direction. Alternative 6a 3rd
includes six, 11-foot general purpose lanes, two 14-foot

SBBLs, and center median/turn lane with 10-foot

sidewalks. Alternative 6a also includes enhanced facilities Tier 3 Score
back of curb with a 10-foot sidewalk and a parkway on
both sides of the road.
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*Median treatment may vary along the study corridor.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for the application of 11'travel lanes.
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Alternative 6b Tier3 Evaluation Criteria Results

This  Alternative  primarily  provides increased
opportunities for expanded mode choices by adding a Tier 3 Rank
shared bus-bike lane (SBBL) in each direction, while also
introducing a larger buffer between the vehicular lanes 4th
and the widened sidewalk. Alternative 6b includes four,

11-foot general purpose lanes, two 14-foot SBBLs, 15-
foot center median/turn lane with 8-foot parkway Tier 3 Score

buffers and 10-foot sidewalks.
53.9

. i i 12/
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*Median treatment may vary along the study corridor.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for the application of 11"travel lanes.
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Alternative 13 Tier 3 Evaluation Results

Alternative 13 includes four 11-foot general purpose .
lanes, two center-running bus-only bus rapid transit Tler 3 Rank
lanes, and two six-foot buffered bike lanes. This
Alternative would further include 10-foot sidewalks 6th
and 10-foot parkways. Alternative 13 would restrict

vehicles from making left turns in and out of business

access points. Tier 3 Score

Sidewalk = Parkway = Bike S8 B e NBE NB NB Bike Parkway ~ Sidewalk

Lane TravellLane TravelLane Bus Rapid Bus Rapid Travel Lane Travel Lane Lane
Transit Lane TransitLane
129

Approximate Proposed Right-of-Way
*Median treatment may vary along the study corridor.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for the application of 11"travel lanes.

Traffic Operations

Travel Time Level-of-Service Total Network Delay

SRE S G &
A\' \\» Bh Ik " Ala

RANK

ﬂl

Safety
Conflict Points
694
Total Conflict Points
R G 5 G R
' EL]
. ol B (1 6 Ny e




Expand Travel Modes

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Final Report

Blcvcle Comfort Index Pedestrlan Comfort Index 2040 Transit Rldershlp

0 5o \\)

RANK

Cost /Implementation

Project Cost
$77,334,000

& ‘\A

Environmentallmpacts

Neighborhood Impacts

‘? %

u

"R AA )

2040 Tran5|t Travel Time

Clal®

A,) AL

RANK

Implementation Opportunities Right-of-Way Impact

P 2 A\ ¢2.§2'227 Eftz
5,0 154 Ak Q] 2.

RANK —

Air Quality

195,552ty 2000

traffic through a d]xentmlghbo hoods

)

AL

64

Clay Ave Cut-thru Traffic
10,177 sty 0 mtc

through the La Plaza Vieja nelghborhood
L EL

2 2, 9 9 2 Ibs COZ2e (2040)

g e

Ly % q o £y
: - “L\“"
RANK RANK
o000 | NORTHERN : Michael Baker
st~ " ARIZONA 67 \&J V=747 o chael bakel
METROPLAN [mme =t [Ra= UNIVERS Ty '4p! MM |NTERNATIONAL




3.2

65

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Final Report

Recommended Alternative Selection Process

After reaching the final results of the Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation, the next step in the Milton
Road CMP process was for the Project Partners to evaluate and vet the Tier 3 Alternatives to select
a Recommended Alternative. The selection of the Recommended Alternative was a systematic
and collaborative process, including the utilization of the survey input from the public and many
stakeholders as well as feedback received form the briefing of the Flagstaff City Council.

On Wednesday, November 18, 2020, the second public open house meeting (Public Open House
Meeting #2) was held virtually due to the COVID-19 Pandemic. The purpose of Public Open House
Meeting #2 was to present the detailed three-Tier Alternative Analyses results and solicit public
and stakeholder input on the Tier 3 Alternatives. Public feedback received from the open house
meeting was an important contribution to complement the technical findings and assist the
Project Partners in the selection of the Recommended Alternative.

Public Open House Meeting #2 began with a brief presentation to explain the three-tier
alternative evaluation process, provide an overview of the Tier 3 Alternative Evaluation analysis,
metrics and results, and notify the participants of the online community survey. The online
community survey included a series of 24 targeted questions. A total of 104 survey responses
received collectively yielded a total of 562 individual responses. Inaddition to feedback received
from the community survey, there was also a Live Question and Answer (Q&A) session to allow
meeting participants the opportunity to ask questions about the alternatives, alternatives
evaluation process, and the CMP process as a whole to project representatives in a live format.
The Live Q& A session was one hour long with 51 participants and a total of 24 questions recorded
and answered. The results of the online survey were utilized to equitably quantify and distill the
public survey results into the T3 evaluation criteria format.

Inaddition, and prior tothe Public Open House Meeting #2, a project briefing was provided tothe
Flagstaff City Council on the status of the Milton Road CMP focusing on the results of the Tier Two
and Tier Three Alternative Analysis, Evaluation Criteria results, and which alternatives where the
highest preforming.

A brief synopsis of the public and stakeholder feedback on Tier 3 Alternatives as part of the
Recommended Alternative selection process is provided in the following section. However, for
more detailed information regarding the process and findings of Public Open House Meeting #2,
please refer to Appendix D where one may find the virtual website used to conduct the meeting,
the PowerPoint presentation, the results of the Live Q&A, the Tier 2 and Tier 3 Alternative
Evaluation display boards, and the detailed results of the online community survey.

Summary of Public/Stakeholder Feedback Received and Considered as Part of the Selection
of the Recommended Alternative

The public open house meeting #2 and the community survey enabled the consultant team to
incorporate those findings to complete the “Public Acceptance” and “Great Streets” criteria and
finalize the entire Tier 3 evaluation criteria analysis.
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A series of questions in the online community survey asked participants on a numeric scale on
how much they would “support” or “oppose” each of the Tier 3 Alternatives, potential spot
improvements as well as questions designed to gauge the public’s appetite (or not) for acquisition
of private property or impacts to private property (parking/buildings) that may be needed to
widen the existing roadway. The public feedback received, particularly on the Great Streets
criterion gave additional points to the build Alternatives 5, 6A, 6B and 13. It should be noted
however that no alternative received clear support or opposition. Thatis to say, the results were
varied and mixed, and in the application of the Tier 3 evaluation criteria, only two alternatives
(Alternative 5 and Alternative 6b) yielded slightly positive results from the public acceptance
criterion.

The public survey findings also expressed significant opposition to additional right-of-way
acquisition and the potential negative impacts to private properties along the Milton Road
frontage. While some of the public feedback and survey findings are conflicting, the Project
Partners discussed and ultimately achieved consensus that the broader interpretation of the
collective survey results suggested that, while the public would like to see a wider “Great Street”
with multi-modal characteristics and enhanced streetscape elements, the survey findings were
also suggest that the public did not wish to see the widening of Milton Road at the expense of
private property acquisition. Moreover, it is important to note here that each of the “build
alternatives” yielded negative vehicular travel time impactsin the Tier 3 traffic modeling results
as compared to the No-Build alternative, rendering it difficult for ADOT to justify or recommend
a costly build alternative that did not provide a benefit to travel time in the Milton Road corridor.

With and through the Project Partner deliberations on the Tier 3 evaluation criteria findings and
public feedback received, Project Partner consensus was achievedtoselect the “No-Build Hybrid”
as the Recommended Alternative fort the Milton Road CMP in the short-term.

Defining the No Build Hybrid and Rationale for its Selection as the Recommended
Alternative

The No-Build Hybrid Recommended Alternative can be describedas:

a) a hybrid of the No-Build and No-Build Plus alternatives;

b) would not add new travellanes and right turn lanes on Milton Road;

c) would maintaintraffic operations;

d) would avoid or minimize impacts to private property;

e) would retain existing roadway lanes and turn lanes (additional right turn lanes may be
recommended through future development and formal Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)
processes);

f) Improves pedestrian mobility with wider sidewalks for much of the corridor and potential
for some additional crossings (proposed crossings are for future consideration only, and
will be considered for implementation upon meeting ADOT warrant and/or TIA
approval);

g) Accommodates bicycles with a near continuous shoulder, but no standard bike facility;
and

h) Allows for potential transit signal priority to assist transit travel times at several
intersections (proposed transit signal priority is for future consideration only and will be
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considered for implementation upon meeting ADOT warrant and/or TIA that concludes
no negative impacts tovehicular operations).

As the name implies, this Recommended Alternative is a “hybrid” for two reasons. First, it offers
and effective balance between achieving desired Project Partner and public-desired multi-modal
and streetscape enhancements to Milton Road, while maintaining minimum ADOT design
standards and existing travel operations (and/or not degrading traffic operations), together with
an implementation cost that is substantially less than the build alternatives - and more realistic
and achievable in the near term. Second, the practicalimplementation of the No Build Hybrid as
the Recommended Alternative will occur in a “hybrid manner”, depending on the existing and
varied nature of the current Milton Road facilities/features along various segments of the Milton
Road corridor. Thatis to say, the No-Build Hybrid is not a one size fits all solution. As Section 3.3a
- Refinement of Short-Term Spot Improvements Applications & Facility Specifications describes, 24
individual segments of Milton Road were evaluated to ascertain the optimum application of
desired facilities/features based on existing roadway features and rights-of-way.

So, while the No Build Hybrid became the Project Partners’ Recommended Alternative, much
analysis and discussion was still needed to fine tune the Recommended Alternative by evaluating
and determining the optimum application of Project Partner-desiredfacilities/features (and their
respective widths) and spot improvements specific to each of the 24 roadway segments along the
Milton Road corridor.

Refinement of Short-Term Spot Improvements Applications & Facility Specifications

In order to develop an accurate depiction of the No-Build Hybrid for Milton Road, a segment
analysis was conducted with the Project Partners to balance maintaining minimum feature widths
(required for safe operations), including multimodal improvements, improving bike
accommodations, and avoiding encroaching upon private buildings and parking.

The following refined roadway feature parameters and goals were followed as part of the
segmentation analysis:

1. *Maintain ADOT-acceptable roadway feature widths for safe operations, including:
a. 13’ median/two-way left-turn lane

10’ left-turn lanes at signalized intersections

11’ travel lanes

11’ right-turn lanes

5’ sidewalk (minimum)

Add a 3’ on-street paved shoulder (to comply with ADOT’s 2021 design standard

for urban facilities)

2. Widen the sidewalk up to 10’ (when doing so would not impact buildings or parking
spaces)

3. Add a parkway/landscaped buffer up to 10’ (when doing so would not impact buildings
or parking spaces)

0 a0

*Some recommended features, such as reduced lane widths, do not meet current ADOT design
standards and will require a design exception approval by ADOT.
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The first step was to map the existing right-of-way footprints, which has four different footprints
in five different sections across the Milton Road corridor, as depicted in Figure 3-4. The existing
right-of-way is widest in the southern port of Milton Road and progressively gets more narrower
to the north, being 100" at its widest point and 80’ and its most narrow point. The existing right-
of-way footprints are as follows:

e 100’ - Forest Meadows Street to Route 66;

e 90’ —Route 66 to Private Drive (Dairy Queen);

e 80’ — Private Drive (Dairy Queen) to Malpais Lane;
e 87.5’—Malpais Lane to Butler/Clay Avenue; and

e 80'—Butler/ClayAvenue to San Francisco Street.

The majority of the corridor has 100’ of existing right-of-way from south of Route 66 to Forest
Meadows Street, and the rest of the corridor north of Route 66 to San Francisco Street fluctuates
between 90" and 80’ — although predominately 80’ in this section. After the exiting right-of-way
footprints were mapped, the various existing roadway facilities were identified as the roadway
facility types evolve along the Milton Road study corridor. The corridor consistently has a two-
way left turn lane (TWTL)/ center left turn lane (CTL) at signals, and four travel lanes throughout
the entire corridor. The roadway feature that changes throughout the corridor is the presence of
a right turn lane (RTL), which either doesn’t exist, exists in one direction, or exists in both the
northbound and southbound directions. As a result, three generalized cross sections were
identified throughout the Milton Road.

e Condition 1:4 Travel Lanes—1 TWLTL/CTL-—0RTL
e Condition 2:4 Travel lanes—1 TWLTL/CTL—1 RTL
e Condition 3:4 Travel lanes—1 TWLTL/CTL—2 RTL

Once the three baseline cross section conditions were determined, the corridor was broken into
unique segments across Milton Road determined by the change in the existing condition — which
mainly consisted of the presence of a right turn lane (or not). As a result, 24 unique segments
were established and classifiedin alphabetical order (Segment A through Segment X) starting at
Forest Meadows Street, and moving north to San Francisco Street, as shown in Figure 3-5.

Further illustrated in Table 3-6, the 100’ right-of-way footprint from Forest Meadows Street to
Route 66 includes 16 segments: Segment A through Segment X that consist of three cross section
conditions. The 90’ right-of-way footprint includes one segment: Segment Q with one cross
section condition; the 80’ right-of-way footprint includes seven segments: Segment R and
Segment T thought Segment X with one cross section condition. Finally, the 87.5’ right-of-way
footprint has one segment: Segment S with one cross section condition.

Another element of Table 3-6 is the results of an adjacent parcel analysis, which analyzed at a
high level. the adjacent parcels within each segment to determine if some limited right-of-way
acquisitionis feasible without impacting structures or parking. Right-of-way limits were compared
to aerial imagery — no survey data was used for this analysis. The majority of the corridor can
accommodate some limited right-of-way acquisitions where it is needed in order to provide
enhanced back-of-curb facilities. However, it is important to note that most segments do not
require right-of-way acquisition, supporting the No-Build Hybrid directive.
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Figure 3-4: Existing Milton Road Right-of-Way
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Figure 3-5: Milton Road Segmentation
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Limited Right-of-
Way Acquisition
Accommodated?

475’ Forest Meadows St to Saunders Dr 100' 4GP-2RTL-1CTL Yes
250’ Saunders Drto mid-block (250’ north) 100' 4GP-1RTL-1CTL Yes
858’ Mid-block to University Dr 100' 4GP-1RTL-1CTL Yes
365’ University Drto University Ave 100' 4GP-1RTL-1CTL Yes
389’ University Ave to mid-block (389’ north) 100' 4GP-2RTL-1CTL Yes
574 Mid-block to mid-block 100' 4GP-1RTL-1CTL Yes
353’ Mid-block to mid-block 100’ 4GP-0RTL-1CTL Yes
195 Mid-block to mid-block 100' 4GP-1RTL-1CTL Yes
394/ Mid-block to Plaza Way 100' 4GP-2RTL-1CTL No
224 Plaza Way to mid-block 100' 4GP-0RTL-1CTL Yes
202’ Mid-block to Riordan Road 100' 4GP-1RTL-1CTL Yes
207 Riordan Road to mid-block 100’ 4GP-2RTL-1CTL Yes
231’ Mid-block to mid-block 100' 4GP-1RTL-1CTL Yes
312’ Mid-block to mid-block 100' 4GP-0RTL-1CTL Yes
168’ Mid-block to mid-block 100' 4GP-1RTL-1CTL Yes
240 Mid-block to Route 66 100' 4GP-1RTL-1CTL Yes
315 Route 66 to mid-block 90’ 4GP-1RTL-1CTL Yes
168’ Mid-block to mid-block 80' 4 GP-0ORTL-1CTL | Yes(eastsideonly)
815’ Mid-block to Butler/Clay Avenue 87.5' 4GP-1RTL-1CTL | Yes(eastsideonly)
902’ Butler/Clay Avenue to Phoenix Avenue 80" 4GP-0RTL-1CTL No
350’ Phoenix Avenue to mid-block 80' 4GP-0RTL-1CTL No
405’ Mid-block to mid-block 80' 4GP-0RTL-1CTL Yes
340 Mid-block to Humphrey's Street 80' 4GP-0RTL-1CTL Yes
350’ Humphrey’s Street to Beaver Street 80' 4GP-0RTL-1CTL No
AR
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RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

4.1
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Once the No-build Hybrid was selected as the Recommended Alternative, the Project Partners
assembled over the course of multiple meetings to develop and define specific facility
enhancements for the corridor that aligned with Milton CMP goals, Project Partner desired
facilities, and within the scope of the No-Build Hybrid. As a result, a Short-term, or near-term vison
as well as a long term, Long-term ultimate roadway configuration for Milton Road were created.

The Recommended Alternative, and corresponding recommendations, are based on existing
ADOT policies. Should ADOT policies change, any impacted recommendation should be re-
evaluated as applicable.

In developing transportation projects, there is sometimes a tradeoff between safety, capacity,
convenience, and/or comfort of mode basedon transportation controls and designthat result in
impacts totravel times. These tradeoffs mustbe carefully considered in a future analysis that goes
beyond the scope of a planning document. Select at-grade crossing requests did not receive
Project Partner concurrence and as a result were evaluated and resolved during an escalation
ladder process. The resulting conclusion and supporting language is captured in the below
paragraph.

Some intersection and/or mid-block crossing locations that are identified as future opportunities
in the Milton Road Corridor Master Plan may not be implemented as proposed after being
analyzed through the planning process and evaluation criteria agreed upon by
partners. However, these opportunities could present themselves as we move into the
future. Approval to build such crossings requires a technical evaluation process which may not
support the implementation of the improvements or may require additional enhancements such
as intersectionimprovements, median refuges, grade separations or location adjustments. Ifthe
intersectionand segment level of service or other potential negative impacts improve or can be
mitigated from the predicted level of service identified in the study at the horizon year, then the
additional pedestrian crossings could be considered if warrantedin the future. Even though this
is a 20-year plan, potential changes from realto projection maybe checked on a five-year basis.

Short-Term Recommended Alternative: No-Build Hybrid

As previously described, the short-term application Recommended Alternative is classified as the
No-Build Hybrid which constitutes a near-term recommendation that implements multimodal
enhancements and fundamental spot improvements that are achieved primarily within ADOT's
existing right-of-way; all while achieving ADOT minimum roadway design standards (including the
design exceptions) and satisfy Project Partner preferred facilities and widths, where feasible. The
limited right-of-wayacquisition required toimplement the No-Build Hybrid is minimal having little
to no impacts to private parking lots and no impacts to existing buildings.
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As previously described in Section 3.3a - Refinement of Short-Term Spot Improvements
Applications & Facility Specifications, three existing cross section conditions were derived within
the Milton Road corridor within the four existing right-of-way footprints. Both the existing right-
of-way and the existing cross section condition will be referenced throughout this section as the
short-term application of the No-Build Hybrid Recommended Alternative is described. Due tothe
nature of the No-Build Hybrid, and in concert with the variability in available right-of-way and
existing cross section, the proposed condition under short-term changes/adjusts along the
corridor. As a result, the short-term application of the Recommended Alternative is presented in
two different areas of the Milton Road CMP study corridor: Forest Meadows Street to Route 66;
and Route 66 to Beaver Street.

The following subsections go into more detail about the short-term application of the
Recommended Alternative in these two sections, segment-by-segment toinclude cross sections
and descriptions of what is proposed under the short-term in comparison to the existing
condition. Note that some segments are able to accommodate limited right-of-way acquisition in
order to provide enhanced back-of-curb facilities desired by the Project Partners, while also
achieving ADOT’s key priorities for travellane and turn lane widths within the pavement section
in order to balance maintaining traffic operations, promoting safety applications, and
accommodate multimodal improvements.

For supplemental detail of the short-term application of the Recommended Alternative, reference
Appendix A for a plan-view schematic drawing illustrating the recommended right-of-way
boundary along eachroadway segment type for the entire Milton Road CMP study corridor.
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Short-Term Application of the Recommended Alternative: Forest Meadow Street to Route 66

This section describes the short-term application of the Recommended Figure 4-1: Forest Meadows Street to Route 66
Alternative from Forest Meadows Street to Route 66, as shown in Reference Map

Figure 4-1. From Forest Meadows Street to Route 66, as illustratedin

Table 4-1, there is 100’ of available right-of-way beginning from the

southern terminus of the study corridor and continues north to Route

66. As part of the segmentation process, there are a total of 16

segments between Forest Meadows Street and Route 66 as

determined by the existing cross section condition (Segment A through

Segment P). All three of the existing cross section conditions occur

between Forest Meadows Street and Route 66:

e ATravellanes-0RTL-1CTL
e A4Travellanes-1RTL-1CTL
e ATravel-2RTL-1CTL

Table 4-1 summarizes the Short-term application for the Recommended
Recommendation by showing the facility types and widths while cross
referencing the existing cross section for each segment. Figure 4-2
depicts the recommendations by cross referencing the proposed cross
section with the corresponding segment. Refer to the proceeding
subsections for more information.

I—.- Chambers Dr

University Ave

The Recommended Alternative, and corresponding Short-term
recommendations, are based on existing ADOT policies. Should ADOT
policies change, anyimpacted recommendation should be re-evaluated
as applicable.
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Table 4-1: Short-Term Recommended Alternative: Forest Meadow Street to Route 66

Phase 1 Recommendation

Segment Existing_ Phase 1
Cross Section ROW
100" |[Segment A A4GP-2RTL-1CTL| Yes 8'SwW 5.5'SH|11’ RTL|11'GP|11’' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’' GP|11’ RTL|5.5' SH 8" SW 106'
100" |SegmentB |4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10’ SW | 3' Pw |5.5’SH|11’ RTL|11' GP|11’ GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’ GP|5.5’ SH| 3’ PW 10’ SW 105
100" |[Segment C A4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10" SW 3'PW |5.5°SH|11' GP(11' GP| 13’ CTL (11’ GP|11' GP|11’ RTL|5.5" SH| 3’ PW |10’ SW| 105
100" |Segment D 4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10’ SW 3’PW |5.5SH|11' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’ GP|11’' RTL|5.5’ SH| 3' PW |10’ SW| 105'
100' |SegmentE 4GP-2RTL-1CTL| Yes 8’ SW 5.5'SH|11'RTL|11’ GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’ GP|11’ RTL|5.5’ SH 8'SwW 106'
100" |[Segment F A4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10" SW 3'PW |5.5°SH|11' GP(11' GP| 13’ CTL (11’ GP|11' GP|11’ RTL|5.5" SH| 3’ PW |10’ SW| 105
100" |[Segment G A4GP-0RTL-1CTL| Yes 10’ SW 6’ PW |5.5SH|11' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11' GP|5.5 SH| 6' PW 10' SW 100'
100' |Segment H 4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10’ SW | 3' PwW |5.5”SH|11’ RTL|11' GP |11’ GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’ GP|5.5" SH| 3' PW 10' SW 105'
100" |Segment | 4GP-2RTL-1CTL No 5'SW 5.5'SH|11'RTL|11'GP|11'GP| 13" CTL |11' GP|11" GP|11’ RTL|5.5" SH 5'SW 100'
100" |Segment ) A4GP-0RTL-1CTL| VYes 10" SW 3'PW |5.5'SH|11’' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’' GP|5.5' SH| 3' PW 10" SW 100
100" |Segment K 4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10' SW 3’ PW |5.5’SH|11' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’ GP|11’ RTL|5.5” SH| 3’ PW |10’ SW| 105'
100" |[Segment L A4GP-2RTL-1CTL| Yes 8 SwW 5.5'SH|11'RTL|11'GP|11'GP| 13" CTL |11' GP|11" GP|11’ RTL|5.5" SH 8'SwW 106'
100" (SegmentM [4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10" SW | 3'PW |5.5°SH[11’RTL|11' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’ GP|5.5 SH] 3’ PW 10’ SW 105'
100' |Segment N 4GP-0RTL-1CTL| Yes 10' SW 6' PW |5.5’SH|11' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’ GP|5.5'SH| 6’ PW 10' SW 100'
100" |Segment O A4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10’ SW 3’ PW |5.5°SH|11' GP (11’ GP| 13’ CTL (11’ GP|11' GP|11’ RTL|5.5" SH| 3’ PW |10’ SW| 105
100" |Segment P 4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes 10" SW | 3'PW |5.5°SH[11’RTL|11' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11’ GP|5.5 SH] 3’ PW 10’ SW 105'
Legend
Center Turn / Median Shoulder (includes 2.5’ gutter pan and curb)
Travel Lane Sidewalk
Right Turn Lane Parkway
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Figure 4-2: Short-Term Recommended Cross Section: Forest Meadows Street to Route 66
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Existing Condition 1: No Right Turn Lanes with 100’ of Available Right-of-Way

There are three segments —Segment G, Segment J, and Segment N—from Forest Meadows Street
to Route 66 where there are no existing right turn lanes within the 100’ right-of-way footprint.
Figure 4-3 shows the location of the three segments in relationship to the rest the corridor, and
alsodisplays the existing cross section of Segments G, J and N in comparison with the cross section
of the short-term application of the Recommended Alternative.

These three segments of Milton Road present the greatest opportunity to incorporate desired
facility enhancements because the absence of right turn lanes allows for approximately 23’ of
available right-of-way that can be allocated towards other roadway facilities. This results in the
ability to provide the Project Partners and ADOT desired roadway facilities and facility widths
without the need for right-of-way acquisition.

As displayed in the proposed cross section, short-term application of the Recommended
Alternative:

e Maintains four travel lanes with two northbound and two southbound travels lanes,
although narrowing each travel lane by one foot from 12’ to 11’ which allocates an
additional 4’ for other roadway uses;

e Includes an enhanced center treatment of either a 13’ median or a 10’ center left turn
lane with a 3’ median which promotes improved access control;

e The addition of two 3’ shoulders to achieve ADOT’s updated roadway design guidelines
intended to improve safety and roadway operations by providing space within the
pavement section to accommodate bicycles, snow storage during the winter season,
additional space for Mountain Line buses to pull over at bus stops without a pullout, and
help facilitate right turns for larger vehicles. In addition, the 3’ shoulder also acts as a
horizontal buffer between vehicles in the travel lanes and sidewalk users by creating more
horizontal space between the two;

e Hasavastimprovement of the back-of-curb facilities with the introduction of a 6’ parkway
(landscaped buffer) and the widening of the sidewalk to 10’ from 5’ in the existing
condition; and

In the scenario a right turn lane is added as a result of development/ redevelopment, and warranted
through a formal ADOT TIA/TGP process, the width of the right turn lane would be in addition to the
proposed back-of-curb facilities.
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Figure 4-3: Short-Term Recommended Cross Section for Milton Road Segments G, J, & N
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Existing Condition 2:1 Right Turn Lane with 100’ of Available Right-of-Way

There are nine segments from Forest Meadows Street to Route 66 where there is one right turn
lane within the 100’ right-of-way footprint: Segment B-D, Segment F, Segment H, Segment K,
Segment M, Segment O- P. Figure 4-4 shows the location of the nine segments inrelationship to
the rest the corridor and the other segments, and displays the existing cross section of the nine
segments in comparison with the cross section of the short-term Recommendation. For
illustrative purposes only, the right turn lane is depicted in the southbound direction, however,
depending on the segment, the existing right turn lane could be in either the northbound or
southbound direction.

These nine segments experience a lesser level of improvement compared to the three existing
condition 1 segments under Short-term; Although, these nine segments are still able to provide
enhanced back-of-curb facilities while achieving the ADOT’s key priorities for travel lane and turn
lane widths within the pavement section in order to balance maintaining traffic operations,
promoting safety applications, and accommodating multimodal improvements. This is
accomplished since under existing condition 2, with one right turn lane and with 100’ of available
right-of-way, there is approximately 13’ feet of available right-of-way that can be utilized for other
roadway facilities.

To achieve this Recommended Short-term cross section, anadditional 5’ of right-of-way will need
to be acquired, totaling 105’ right-of-way footprint. During the adjacent parcel analysis, it was
determined that an additional 5’ could be acquired (without impacting any parking or structures)
in the most right-of-way constrained area of these nine segments. Inan effort to create a typical
cross section for existing condition 2 and these nine segments, this proposed cross section is
recommended, with the caveat that the parkway (landscape buffer) and/or sidewalk could be
wider along certain parcels depending on the adjacent land and the amount of right-of-way that
could be acquired without impacting parking or a structure. This level of detail will be addressed
during the design process. However, it is important to note that this proposed cross section will
not be any reduced or not include any of the roadway facilities displayed.

As displayed in the proposed cross section, short-term application of the Recommended
Alternative:

e Maintains four travel lanes with two northbound and two southbound travels lanes,
although narrowing each travel lane by one foot from 12’ to 11’ which allocates an
additional 4’ for other roadway uses;

e Includes an enhanced center treatment of either a 13’ median or a 10’ center left turn
lane with a 3’ median which promotes improved access control;

e The addition of two 3’ shoulders to achieve ADOT’s updated roadway design guidelines
intended to improve safety and roadway operations by providing space within the
pavement sectionto accommodate bicycles, snow storage during the winter season, and
help facilitate right turns for larger vehicles. In addition, the 3’ shoulder also acts as a
horizontal buffer between vehicles in the travel lanes and sidewalk users by creating more
horizontal space between the two;

METROPLAN

. ( ARIZONASY LTI 5 o~ Michael Baker

UNIVER5\TYQ9« A— INTERNATIONAL




80

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Final Report

Segment E has a long and continuous right turn lane on the east side that serves two
driveways and continues in Segment Fto the intersection with Chambers Dr. This lane will
be evaluated to opportunities to segment it for each driveway and prevent passing and
other driving behavior that presents a risk to pedestrians, cyclists and other vehicles.
Has improved back-of-curb facilities with the introduction of a 3’ parkway and the
widening of the sidewalkto 10’ from 5’ in the existing condition; and

In the scenarioaright turn lane is added as a result of development/ redevelopment, and
warrantedthrough a formal ADOT TIA/TGP process, the width of the right turn lane would
be in addition to the proposed back-of-curb facilities.
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Figure 4-4: Short-Term Recommended Cross Section for Milton Road SegmentsB, C,D, F, H,K, M, O, & P
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*Median treatment will vary along the corridor. The width of the median will change from 3’ to 13’ depending on the presence of a center turn lane. The position of the median
will also shift based on the directionality of the turn lane.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for 11’ travel lanes
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Existing Condition 3:2 Right Turn Lanes with 100’ of Available Right-of-way

There are four segments — Segment A, Segment E, Segment |, and Segment L — from Forest
Meadows Street to Route 66 where right turn lanes exist in both the northbound and southbound
directions. Figure 4-5 shows the location of the three segments in relationship to the rest the
corridor and the other segments, and also displays the existing cross section of Segment A, E, |,
and L in comparison with the cross section of the short-term Recommendation. Segment | has a
different short-term application under the Recommended Alternative due to potential right-of-
way constraints whichis addressedin more detail below.

These four segments (including Segment 1) do not have the variations as compared to the other
100-foot right-of-way segments because the presence of the two right turn lanes utilize most of
the “additional” right-of-way that offered greater flexibility in other segments. However, under
the short-term of the Recommended Alternative — by including 6’ of right-of-way acquisition -
these four segments still achieve ADOT's key priorities within the pavement section in order to
balance maintaining traffic operations and promoting safety applications; all while still
accommodating multimodal improvements by widening the sidewalk by a total of 3’ from 5’ in
the existing condition to at least 8 in the proposed condition.

The proposed sidewalk is classified as “at least” 8 because during the adjacent parcel analysis, it
was determined that approximately 6’ of additional right-of-way could be acquired (without
impacting any parking or structures)in the most right-of-way constrained areas of these four
segments. As a result, the proposed cross section represents the most constrained locations of
these segments, meaning that there will most likely be opportunities along these segments to
have wider than 8’ sidewalks depending on the characteristics of the adjacent properties, which
will be addressed in the design process. As displayed in the proposed cross section, the short-
term application of the Recommended Alternative:

e Maintains four travel lanes with two northbound and two southbound travels lanes,
although narrowing each travel lane by one foot from 12" to 11’ which allocates an
additional four feet for other roadway uses;

e Includes an enhanced center treatment of either a 13" median or a 10’ center left turn
lane with a 3" median which promotes improved access control;

e The addition of two 3’ shoulders to achieve ADOT’s updated roadway design guidelines
intended to improve safety and roadway operations by providing space within the
pavement section to accommodate bicycles, snow storage during the winter season, ad
and help facilitate right turns for larger vehicles. In addition, the 3’ shoulder also acts as
a horizontal buffer between vehicles in the travel lanes and sidewalk users by creating
more horizontal space betweenthe two;

e Hasanimproved sidewalk with the widening of the sidewalk to at least 8’ from 5’ in the
existing condition; and

e hasalong and continuous right turn lane on the east side that serves two driveways and
continues in Segment F to the intersection with Chambers Dr. This lane will be evaluated
to opportunities to segment it for each driveway and prevent passing and other driving
behavior that presents a risk to pedestrians, cyclists and other vehicles. For more detail
on Segment |, proceed to the following subsection.
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Figure 4-5 Short-Term Recommended Cross Section for Milton Road Segments A, E, and L
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*Median treatment will vary along the corridor. The width of the median will change from 3’ to 13’ dependingon the presence of a center turn lane. The position of the median
will also shift based on the directionality of the turn lane.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for 11’ travel lanes
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Short-term Application of the Recommended Alternative — Segment |

As illustratedin Figure 4-7, Segment | is located at
the south leg of the intersection of Milton Road
and Plaza Way, and has the existing cross section
condition 3, including two right turn lanes. Due to
the orientation and building placements of the
adjacent properties, Segment | has a unique Short-
term application of the Recommended Alternative
comparedto the other condition 3’s Segments A, E
and L, as depicted in Figure 4-7. The right-of-way
constraints associated with the adjacent structures
located at the southeastern and southwestern
corner of the intersection present added
constraints for Segment |. As previously noted, one
of the fundamental tenants of Short-term
implementation is the minimal impact of right-of- :
way acquisition for sidewalk or parkway widening, as long as no eX|st|ng bwldmgs or parklng is
minimally impacted. As shown in Figure 4-6, the Wells Fargo building at the southeastern corner,
and the gas station structure at the southwestern corner, have architectural-forward designs,
inhibiting the ability to acquire right-of-way in Segment | to allow sidewalk or parkway widening
without impacting the structures. Until one or both of these circled parcels redevelop, the existing
condition (5’ sidewalk with no parkway) will likely need to be maintained adjacent to the building
structures.

Figure 4-6: Segment | Reference Map

As displayed in the proposed cross section, Short-term of the Recommended Alternative:

e Maintains four travel lanes with two northbound and two southbound travels lanes,
although narrowing each travel lane by one foot from 12’ to 11’ which allocates an
additional four feet for other roadway uses;

e Includes an enhanced center treatment of either a 13" median or a 10’ center left turn
lane with a 3" median which promotes improved access control;

e The addition of two 3’ shoulders to achieve ADOT’s updated roadway design guidelines
intended to improve safety and roadway operations by providing space within the
pavement sectionto accommodate bicycles, snow storage during the winter season, and
help facilitate right turns for larger vehicles. In addition, the 3’ shoulder also acts as a
horizontal buffer between vehicles in the travel lanes and sidewalk users by creating more
space horizontal space between the two; and

e Maintains the existing 5’ sidewalk due to right-of-way constraints, which could be
addressed during the City’s redevelopment processes.
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*Median treatment will vary along the corridor. The width of the median will change from 2’ to 13’ depending on the presence of a center turn lane. The position of the median
will also shift based on the directionality of the turn lane.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for 11’ travel lanes
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4.1b Short-Term Application of the Recommended Alternative: Route 66 to Beaver Street

This section describes the short-term application of the Recommended Figure 4-8: Forest Route 66 to Beaver Street Reference
Alternative from Route 66 to Beaver Street, as shown in Figure 4-8. Map
From Route 66 to Beaver Street, asillustratedin Table 4-2, the existing
right-of-way footprint fluctuates between 80’ and 90’ but is
predominately 80’ for the majority of the roadway segments north of

Route 66. As part of the segmentation analysis, there are a total of

eight (8) segments between Route 66 and Beaver Street as determined

by the existing cross section condition (Segment Q through Segment

X). Two of three of the existing cross section conditions occur between

Route 66 Beaver Street:

e ATravellanes-0RTL-1CTL
e ATravellanes-1RTL-1CTL

Table 4-2 provides a summary of the short-term application of the
Recommended Alternative north of Route 66 by showing the different
facility types and widths while cross referencing the existing cross
section for each segment. Figure 4-9 depicts the recommendations by
referencing the proposed cross section with the corresponding
roadway segment. Refer to the proceeding subsections for more
information. The following sub-sections provide more detail on the
Short-term application of the Recommended No-Build Hybrid
alternative from Route 66 to Beaver Street.

The Recommended Alternative, and corresponding short-term
recommendations, are based on existing ADOT policies. Should ADOT
policies change, any impacted recommendation should be re-
evaluatedas applicable.
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Table 4-2: Short-Term Recommended Alternative: Route 66 to Beaver Street

Phase 1 Recommendation
Sexment Existing Possible
: CrossSection |ROW Ag.

90' |[SegmentQ [4GP-1RTL-1CTL| VYes ‘8.5’ SW|5.5’SH|11’RTL|11' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11’ GP|11' GP 5_5’5HI8.5 SW 96'
80" |[SegmentR |4 GP-ORTL-1CTL| Yes* 9'SW |5.5°SH|11' GP|11' GP| 13’ CTL |11'GP|11’ GP|5.5"SH| 9’ SW 26'
87.5' |SegmentS |4GP-1RTL-1CTL| Yes* 10’ sw5.5sH| 11’ 6P| 11’ 6P| 13’ CTL |11 GP |11 GP[ 11’ RTL[S.5°SH| EistingSW | ggr
80' |SegmentT |4GP-ORTL-1CTL| No 6’ SW I5.5’SH 11'GP|11'GP| 13" CTL |11' GP|11" GP|5,5’ SH| 6’ SW 80'
80' |SegmentU |4GP-ORTL-1CTL| No 6'SW |5.5’SH 11'GP|11'GP| 13'CTL |11’ GP|11' GP 5.5’5H| 6’ SW 80'
80' |[SegmentV |4 GP-ORTL-1CTL| Yes 9'sw |5.5'sH| 11’ Gp|11' 6P| 13’ 1L |11 GP| 11’ GP[5.5"SH o' sw 86'
80' |[SegmentW |4GP-ORTL-1CTL| VYes 9 sw [5.5'sH|11' 6P|11' 6P| 13 CTL |11’ 6|11’ GP[5.5"sH| o' sw 86'
80' |[SegmentX |4 GP-ORTL-1CTL| No 6'SW [5.5'SH| 11’ GP|11’ GP| 13’ CTL (11’ GP|11’ GP|5.5'SH| 6’ sw 80'
Legend

Center Turn / Median Shoulder (includes 2.5 gutter pan and curb)

Travel Lane Sidewalk

Right Turn Lane Parkway
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Existing Condition 2: 1 Right Turn Lane with 90" of Available Right-of-Way

Thereis one segment —Segment Q — from Route 66 to Beaver Street where there is one right turn
lane and has 90’ of existing right-of-way. Figure 4-10 shows the location of Segment Q in
relationship to the remaining portions of this portion of the Milton Road corridor, from Route 66
to Beaver Street; while also displaying the existing cross section of Segments G, J and N in
comparison with the cross section of the short-term Recommendation.

This Segment presents an added challenge in developing the short-term application since the
property recently acquired by NAU is currently being study for a potential 4t" leg intersectionand
access way onto the university property, thus potentially modifying the intersection of Route 66
and Milton Roadinto a four-leg intersection from its current condition as a three-leg intersection.
Since this 4th leg concept remains preliminary as NAU is working to secure funding for the design
and construction of the project, it is difficult to anticipate the future configuration of this
intersectionand impact to Segment Q as a whole. However, with limited right-of-way acquisition
(6’), the proposed condition under the short-term application of the includes a consistent
roadway facilities and widths within the pavement section as the other segments along Milton
Road, while also offering a widened sidewalk to 8.5’ on both sides of Milton Road.

It is recommended that the City of Flagstaff, NAU, ADOT and other necessary Project Partners
work torefine the short-term Application of the Recommended Alternative in this Segment as the
final design of the intersectionis determined. As a result, the sidewalks could potentially be wider
than 8.5’ on one, or both sides of Milton Road.

As displayed in the proposed cross section, the short-term application of the Recommended
Alternative:

e Maintains four travel lanes with two northbound and two southbound travels lanes,
although narrowing each travel lane by one foot from 12’ to 11’ which allocates an
additional four feet for other roadway uses;

e Includes an enhanced center treatment of either a 13’ median or a 10’ center left turn
lane with a 3" median which promotes improved access control;

e The addition of two 3’ shoulders to achieve ADOT’s updated roadway design guidelines
which is an application to improve safety and roadway operations by providing space
within the pavement section to accommodate bicycles, snow storage during the winter
season, and help facilitate right turns for larger vehicles. In addition, the 3’ shoulder also
acts as a horizontal buffer between vehicles in the travel lanes and sidewalk users by
creating more space horizontal space between the two;

e Hasanimproved sidewalk withthe widening of the sidewalkto atleast 8.5’ from5’ in the
existing condition; and

e Inthescenarioarightturnlane is added as a result of development/ redevelopment, and
warranted through a formal ADOT TIA/TGP process, the width of the right turn lane would
be in addition to the proposed back-of-curb facilities.
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Figure 4-10: Short-Term Recommended Cross Section for Milton Road Segment Q
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*Median treatment will vary along the corridor. The width of the median will change from 2’ to 13’ depending on the presence of a center turn lane. The position of the median
will also shift based on the directionality of the turn lane.

**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for 11’ travel lanes
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Existing Condition 2: 1 Right Turn Lane with 87.5” of Available Right-of-Way

Thereis one segment —Segment S — from Route 66 to Beaver Street where there is one right turn
lane and has 87.5" of existing right-of-way. Figure 4-11 shows the location of Segment S in
relationship to the segments between Route 66 to Beaver Street, and displays the existing cross
section of Segment S compared to the Recommended No-Build Hybrid short-term application.

SegmentSS is also unique because the existing sidewalk on the east side of Milton Road is located
outside of ADOT’s right-of-way on NAU property. Segment S is also one of the only segments on
Milton Road that contains shoulders in the existing condition. The fact that the sidewalk on the
east side of the roadway is not contained within the existing ADOT right-of-way allows for the
potential accommodation of a much wider sidewalk on the west side of Milton Road with only
1.5 of right-of-way acquisition needed. This is also achieved with the narrowing of the travel lanes
and the northbound right turn lane.

As part of a separate effort, NAU will work with the other Project Partners to determine improved
and final specifications of the east sidewalk. However, the existing sidewalk on the east side is
separated from Milton Road andis considered one of the more desirable sidewalk segments along
Milton Road.

As displayed in the proposed cross section, the short-term Application of the Recommended
Alternative:

e Maintains four travel lanes with two northbound and two southbound travels lanes,
although narrowing each travel lane by one foot from 12’ to 11’ which allocates an
additional four feet for other roadway uses;

e Includes an enhanced center treatment of either a 13" median or a 10" center left turn
lane with a 3" median which promotes improved access control;

e The addition of two 3’ shoulders to achieve ADOT’s updated roadway design guidelines
intended to improve safety and roadway operations by providing space within the
pavement sectionto accommodate bicycles, snow storage during the winter season, and
help facilitate right turns for larger vehicles. In addition, the 3’ shoulder also acts as a
horizontal buffer between vehicles in the travel lanes and sidewalk users by creating more
space horizontal space betweenthe two;

e Has animproved sidewalk with the widening of the west sidewalk to 10’ from 5’ in the
existing condition; and

In the scenario a right turn lane is added as a result of development/ redevelopment, and
warranted through a formal ADOT TIA/TGP process, the width of the right turn lane would be in
addition to the proposed back-of-curb facilities.
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Figure 4-11: Short-Term Recommended Cross Section for Milton Road Segment S
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Existing Condition 1: No Right Turn Lane with 80 of Available Right-of-Way

Thereis a total of sixsegments —Segment R, Segment T, Segment U, Segment V, Segment W, and
Segment X — from Route 66 to Beaver Street where there are no right turn lanes with 80" of
existing right-of-way. Figure 4-12 shows the location of these segments in relationship to the
segments between Route 66 to Beaver Street, and displays the existing cross section compared
to the Recommended No-Build Hybrid alternative short-term application.

Three of the six segments are right-of-way constrained, thereby limiting the ability to potentially
acquire additional right-of-way without impacting existing parking or buildings on private
property.

Segment R, V, and W present opportunities for potential limited right-of-way acquisition, and
during the adjacent parcel analysis, it was determined that only an additional 5’ could be acquired
(without impacting any parking or structures)inthe most right-of-way constrained area of these
three segments. As a result, the Short-term application achieves ADOT’s key priorities within the
pavement section in order to balance maintaining traffic operations and promoting safety
applications, while still accommodating multimodal improvements by widening the sidewalk to
at least 9’ in the proposed condition. The proposed sidewalk is classified as “at least” 9" because
during the adjacent parcel analysis, it was determined that only an additional 6’ could be acquired
(without impacting any parking or structures)inthe most right-of-way constrained area of these
four segments, and as a result the proposed cross section represents the most constrained point
of these segments, meaning that there will most likely be opportunities along these segments to
have wider than 9’ sidewalks depending on the characteristics of the adjacent properties which
will be addressedin the design process.

As displayed in the proposed cross section, the short-term application of the Recommended
Alternative:

e Maintains four travel lanes with two northbound and two southbound travels lanes,
although narrowing each travel lane by one foot from 12’ to 11’ which allocates an
additional four feet for other roadway uses;

e Includes an enhanced center treatment of either a 13" median or a 10’ center left turn
lane with a 3" median which promotes improved access control;

e The addition of two 3’ shoulders to achieve ADOT’s updated roadway design guidelines
intended to improve safety and roadway operations by providing space within the
pavement sectionto accommodate bicycles, snow storage during the winter season, and
help facilitate right turns for larger vehicles. In addition, the 3’ shoulder also acts as a
horizontal buffer between vehicles in the travel lanes and sidewalk users by creating more
horizontal space between the two;

e Has an improved sidewalk condition from widening the sidewalk t from 5" to 9’ in the
existing condition; and

In the scenario a right turn lane is added as a result of development/ redevelopment, and warranted
through a formal ADOT TIA/TGP process, the width of the right turn lane would be in addition to the
proposed back-of-curb facilities.
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Figure 4-12: Short-Term Recommended Cross Section for Milton Road SegmentsR, V, & W
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*Median treatment will vary along the corridor. The width of the median will change from 2’ to 13’ depending on the presence of a center turn lane. The position of the median
will also shift based on the directionality of the turn lane.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for 11’ travel lanes
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Short-term Application of the Recommended Alternative — Segments T, U, & X

As illustrated in Figure 4-13, Segment T is located between Clay/Butler Avenue and Phoenix
Avenue. Segment U is located between Phoenix Avenue and the BNSF overpass; and Segment X
is located between Humphrey’s Street and the northern terminus of the Milton Road CMP study
corridor at Beaver Street. The existing cross section in all three of these segments is 80-feet in
width with four general purpose lanes, one TWTL or median under the BNSF overpass, no right
turn lanes, and two shoulders.

These three segments have a unique proposed short-term recommended cross section due tothe
adjacent properties and land uses that present added right-of-way constraints, future
development intentions, and unique characteristics such as the BNSF overpass.

Even with the surrounding land uses limiting right-of-way acquisition possibilities, the short-term
application of the No-Build Hybrid Recommended Alternative is able to achieve a consistent
pavement section with the remainder of the corridor, while accommodating a slight improvement
to the sidewalk which is 6’ in the proposed condition versus the 5" existing condition. However,
certainareas within Segment U and Segment X have other unique elements:

e Segment U-MountainLine informed the Project Partners of their intentions for a future
Downtown Connection Center (DCC) to be located at the northeast corner of Phoenix
Avenue and Milton Road whichincludes the entire east side of Segment U. Mountain Line
is currently under the preliminary design phase of the DCC and noted that they would like
to offer more desirable back-of-curb facilities on the Milton Road frontage of the future
DCC property — which would include a parkway and a wider sidewalk. As a resul,
Mountain Line and the Project Partners will have to determine the back-of-curb
treatments after the completion of the Milton Road CMP and ensure that these
improvements are conducive with the rest of the proposed Segment U cross section.

e Segment X—the Project Partners notedthat there are no left turns permittedin Segment
X due to the three-leg intersection at Humphrey’s Street and that Beaver Street is one-
way in the southbound direction. As a result, the Project Partners recommend that this
center treatment in Segment X be a consistent 13’ raised median to act as a pedestrian
refuge. This element will be further explored in the final design. However, informal left
turn access tothe Flagstaff Chamber of Commerce currently takes place from this striped
median. The proposed median, while attractive, will need to be coordinated like any
other access management implementation. Driveways on the north side of Route 66 also
use this area for left in/out.

As displayed in the proposed cross section, aside from the unique characteristics previously
described, the short-term application of the Recommended Alternative:

e Maintains four travel lanes with two northbound and two southbound travels lanes,
although narrowing each travel lane by one foot from 12’ to 11’;

e Includes an enhanced center treatment of either a 13’ median or a 10’ center left turn
lane with a 3" median which promotes improved access control;

e The addition of two 3’ shoulders to achieve ADOT’s updated roadway design guidelines;
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e Widens the existing 5’ sidewalk to 6’ due to right-of-way constraints; and

e Inthescenarioarightturnlane is added as a result of development/ redevelopment, and
warranted through a formal ADOT TIA/TGP process, the width of the right turn lane would
be in addition to the proposed back-of-curb facilities.
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Figure 4-13: Short-Term Recommended Cross Section for Milton Road Segments T, U, & X

4,12’ GP -1, 12° TWLTL -5’ Sidewalks 80’ ROW
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Travel Lanes Travel Lanes

EXISTING

80’ : 80'ROW
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Southbound Median* & Northbound
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Turn Lane

PROPOSED

80’
Right-of-Way

*Median treatment will vary along the corridor. The width of the median will change from 2’ to 13’ depending on the presence of a center turn lane. The position of the median
will also shift based on the directionality of the turn lane.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for 11’ travel lanes
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Spot Improvements

Spot Improvements were initially integrated into the CMP process during the Tier 3 Alternative
Evaluation process when the No-Build Plus alternative was first introduced.

Through a progression of meetings between the Consultant Team and the Project Partners, a
series of spot improvements were integratedinto all the Tier 3 Alternatives, except the No-Build
alternative. Spot improvements were recognized by the Project Partners as being desired to
potentially inventory low investment enhancements (compared to the build alternatives) that
could and should be included as part of the No-Build Plus alternative. Their intent is also to
recognize the desire and value of incorporating and measuring the effectiveness of other desired
enhancements such as pedestrian, bicycle, transit, safety and traffic operations along the Milton
Road corridor.

The spot improvements are concentrated at intersections to complement each alternative’s cross
section, which are mid-block (segment by segment) applications. Spot improvements were also
characterizedinone of the following categories:

e RoadwayGeometry; e Pedestrian;
e RoadwayOperations; e Bicycle; and
e Vehicular Safety; e Transit.

e Access Management;
Once the spot improvement inventory was completed, the Project Partners collaborated and
recognized the variation in the spot improvement applications and identified the need to assign
specific improvements to certain Tier 3 Alternatives. Spot improvements were originally assigned
to the Tier 3 Alternatives by one of the three applications:

e No Build + Alternative Only;
e Build Alternatives Only; or
e All Alternatives.

The Project Partners discussed and confirmed the Tier 3 Alternative Spot Improvement Inventory,
which can be referenced in section 5.1a Spot Improvements of Working Paper #2 — Alternative
Analysis (view on the project website).

Once the No-Build Hybrid was selected as the Recommended Alternative, the Project Partners
collaborated once again over a series of meetings to refine the list of Spot Improvements to be
specific to both short-term and long-term applications. As a result, most of the Spot
Improvements associated with the Build Alternatives were eliminated in favor of the No-Build
Hybrid Recommended Alternative while the other Spot Improvements were either assigned to
short-term, long-term, or both the short-term and long-term applications of the Recommended
Alternative. Ultimately, a total of 96 Spot Improvements across 16 intersection/locations are
included in both short-term and long-term application of the Recommended Alternative. Table
4-3 provides a list of the final inventory of Spot Improvements included with the Recommended
Alternative.
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Itis recognized that current ADOT policy prevents warranting crosswalks on a predictive volume
basis or for the simple existence of special generators such as bus stops. Therefore, the Project
Partners recommend that a local agency initiate an effort to seeka formal design variance.

At the November 22, 2021 Milton Road/US 180 CMP TAC Meeting, ADOT and the Project Partner
agencies could not come to anagreement on a few issues concerning the potential application of
additional at-grade pedestrian crossings on Milton Road and US 180. The threeissues that ADOT
and the partnering agencies could not come to consensus on are as follows:

1. Adding a 4th leg pedestrian crossing on Milton tothe Forest Avenue (north leg), Route 66
(north leg) and Clay/Butler (south leg) intersections. The project partners want the 4th
leg added. ADOT does not want toadd the fourth leg due tothe impacts tothe operations
of the state highway.

2. Adding signalized midblock, at grade, crossings on Milton south of Saunders and North of
Chambers. The project partners want the signalized at grade mid-block crossings. ADOT
does not want to add the at grade mid-block crossings due to the impacts to the
operations of the state highway.

3. ADOT requires ped crossing and new signals to meet ADOT warrants prior to installing
them on Milton and US 180. The project partners would like for monitored test crossings
to be allowed, where appropriate. ADOT has warranting criteria for these features and
believes the warrants should meet prior installing the features.

Due to the Project Partner impasse on these issues, the escalation process (a formal process
collaboratively defined and agreedto by the Project Partners at the beginning of the Milton Road
CMP process) was triggered to offer a formal resolution. The resulting language is found in Section
4.0. Please see Appendix J for additional information on the results of the escalation process.
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Table 4-3: Short-Term & Long-Term Spot Improvements

1 —Short-Term Spot Improvement
Recommended No-Build Hybrid Alternative Spot Improvements 2 —Long-Term Spot Improvement
3 —Short- & Long-Term Spot Improvement

Intersection/

Location

e Include an adaptive traffic signaP
Forest e RestrictU-Turns3*
Meadows ° Imer>ve existing standard crosswalks with high—vi.sibility crosswalks (south and west leg)?
Street e Continue to ensureall curb ramps are ADA-compliant®
e Pedestrianstaging areaimprovements by expanding the staging areaat the northwest and southwest corners?
e Introducebicyclesignal detectionand actuation?
e Consideraredesignin westlegfor areducedturning radi?
Saunders *  Constructa4-footfingerisland/medianand or/ensure median is constructed at the north leg?
Drive e Include high-visibility crosswalks across the east and future proposed west legs®*
e Continue to ensureall curb ramps are ADA-compliant®
*  Constructa4-footfingerisland/medianand/orensure a median is constructed atthe north leg?
University e Improve existing standard crosswalks with high-visibility crosswalks (north and east leg)?
. e Continue toensureall curb ramps are ADA-compliant?
Drive . .
e RestrictU-Turns3*
e Bicycle signal detectionand actuation®
University e Right-in, right-out (impacted by the introduction of the University Drive intersectionand roundabout with Beulah Blvd)3*
Avenue e Tightenthe SBto WB turn radius to improve pedestriancondition (currently being implemented/constructed by property owner)?
e Continue to ensureall curb ramps are ADA-compliant®
e Include northboundand southbound transit stops?
e Continue toensureall curb ramps are ADA-compliant?
e Add high-visibility crosswalk onthe eastleg#
Chambers e Southbound andwestboundleftturn restrictions3”*
Drive e RestrictU-Turns3”
e Ensure median are constructed atthe north andsouth legs of the intersection®
e Constructatraffic signal atthe intersection (forfuture consideration upon meeting warrantand/or Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)
approval)?
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1 —Short-Term Spot Improvement
Recommended No-Build Hybrid Alternative Spot Improvements 2 —Long-Term Spot Improvement
3 —Short- & Long-Term Spot Improvement

Intersection/
Location

Lengthenthe storage for northbound left turn lane3

Dedicated right and left turn phase for vehicles3*

Improve existing standard crosswalks with high-visibility crosswalks (all legs)?

Restrict U-Turns3*

Continue to ensureall curb ramps are ADA-compliant?

Bicycle signal detectionand actuation?

Improve the south leg pedestrian crossing by shortening the crossing length throughthe inclusion of a pork chop atthe southeast
corner®

Dedicated right and left turn phase for vehicles3*

Improve existing standard crosswalks with high-visibility crosswalks (all legs)?

Restrict U-Turns3*

Continue to ensureall curb ramps are ADA-compliant®

Bicycle signal detectionand actuation®

Dedicated rightand leftturn phase forvehicles3”*

Improve existing standard crosswalks with high-visibility crosswalks (west and south legs)?

Restrict U-Turns®*

Introduce transit signal prioritization ITS infrastructure’*

Continue to ensureall curb ramps are ADA-compliant®

Bicycle signal detectionand actuation®

Include northboundand southbound transit stops?

Pedestrianstaging areaimprovements by expanding the staging areaat the northwestand southwest corners3
Improve the westleg pedestriancrossing by shortening the crossing length through the inclusionof a pork chopat the southwest
corner®

Plaza Way

Riordan
Street

Route 66
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1 —Short-Term Spot Improvement

Intersec.tlon/ Recommended No-Build Hybrid Alternative Spot Improvements 2 —Long-Term Spot Improvement
Location
3 —=Short- & Long-Term Spot Improvement
e Restrictleftturnsinand out, or enforcerightin, right outonly to eliminate NB Milton Road left turns to WB Malpais Lane (one of top
intersections in districts for crashes, left turns)3%
e Introducewestleg high-visibility crosswalks across Malpais Lane3#
e RestrictU-Turns3*
e Continue toensureall curb ramps are ADA-compliant®
Malpais Lane e Improve the westleg pedestriancrossing by shortening the crossing length through the inclusion of a pork chopatthe southwest
corner?
e Reconstructthe westlegof the intersectionto better perpendicularly align with Milton Road?
e Include northboundand southbound transit stops?
e Grade separated pedestrian overpass over the north legof the intersection aligned with the north drive of Jack-in-the-Box (Notan
ADOT fundedprojectand not part of the CMP Master Plan funding process)?
e Improve existing standard crosswalks with high-visibility crosswalks (west and south legs)?
e RestrictU-Turns3*
Butler/Clay ° Intro_ducetransitsignal prioritization ITS infrastrut?ture3+
Avenue e Continue to ensureall curb ramps are ADA-compliant®
e Relocate south legstop barcloserto the existing intersectioncurb returns?
e Pedestrianstaging areaimprovements by expanding the staging areaatall corners?
e Bicycle signal detectionand actuation®
e Introduce high-visibility crosswalk at the east leg across Mikes Pike Street3#
Mikes Pike e Reconstructthe southeast corner to allow right turn onlylane to continue through the Butler/Clay Avenue intersection®
Street e Rightin, rightoutonly3*
e Continue to ensureall curb ramps are ADA-compliant®
Tucson e Introduce high-visibility crosswalks across Tucson Avenue on the west leg3*
Avenue e Continue toensureall curb ramps are ADA-compliant?
e ConstructTrafficSignal (for future considerationupon meeting warrant and/or TrafficImpact Analysis (TIA) approval)?
e Grade separated crossing (north leg)?
Phoenix e Continue to ensureall curb ramps are ADA-compliant®
e Introducetransitsignal prioritization ITS infrastructure (if signal is implemented **
Avenue : L .
e Introduce high-visibility crosswalks (across Phoenix Ave only on both the eastand west legs)®*
e Restrict U-Turns (if trafficsignal is implemented)3*
e Include northboundand southbound transit stops?
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1 —Short-Term Spot Improvement
Recommended No-Build Hybrid Alternative Spot Improvements 2 —Long-Term Spot Improvement
3 —Short- & Long-Term Spot Improvement

Intersection/
Location

Santa Fe e Continue to ensureall curb ramps are ADA-compliant®
Avenue e Introduce high-visibility crosswalks across Santa Fe Avenue3#
e Implementnorthbound MiltonRoad left turnrestrictions3”*
e Continue toensureall curb ramps are ADA-compliant®
e Improve existing standard crosswalks by including high-visibility crosswalks?
Humphrey’s e Dual LeftTurn on Milton Rd to NB Humphrey's St (requires two NB travel lanes on Humphrey’s Street)?
Street e Improve the pedestrian crossing environment by implementing leading pedestrian intervals®
e Introducetransitsignal prioritization ITS infrastructure3*
e RestrictU-Turns3”
e Continue toensureall curb ramps are ADA-compliant®
BeaverStreet | © Improve existing standard crosswalks by including high-visibility crosswalks®
e Introducetransitsignal prioritization ITS infrastructure®*
e Restrict U-Turns3*
Notes:

#Proposed crossings and crossing improvements are for future consideration only, and will be considered for implementation upon meeting ADOT
warrant and/or TIA approval

+Proposed transit signal priority is for future consideration only, and will be considered for implementation upon meeting ADOT warrant and/or
TIA that concludes no negative impacts to vehicular operations.

% Proposed signal phasing adjustments and turn restrictions are for consideration only, and will be considered for implementation upon meeting
ADOT warrant and/or TIA approval.
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4.2 Recommended Alternative: Long Term Vision for Milton Road

As the Vision Statement expresses, the long-term application of the Recommended Alternative
establishes a long-term community desired vision for Milton Road, consisting of a specific
roadway cross section for both ADOT and the City of Flagstaff to collaboratively implement,
including enhanced multimodal features. Implementation of this vision is designed to occur
incrementally, leveraging future development and redevelopment permitting processes for
parcels along the Milton Road corridor to achieve the desired roadway enhancement with little
to no impacts to adjacent businesses. As previously described, some of the Spot Improvements
are unique to the long-term application of the Recommended Alternative, while others are
included in both the short-term and the long-term applications.

Figure 4-14, Figure 4-15, Figure 4-16 illustrate the cross section of the long-term application,
which vary between 116" and 144’ wide depending on the presence or not of right turn lanes. The
long-term application of the Recommended Alternative includes:

e Maintains the four 11’ travel lanes with two northbound and two southbound travels
lanes as described in the short-term application of the Recommended Alternative;

e A wider center treatment with either a 15" median instead of a 13’ median in short-term
recommendation; and also, a wider center left turn and median than Phaseat 11’ and 4’
to maintain the 15’ center facility throughout the entire corridor;

e Expanded right turn lanes of 14’ to satisfy ADOT design guidelines and to help facilitate
right turns for larger vehicles. It is important to note that the right turn lanes are not
anticipated to exist throughout the entire corridor as continuous right turn lanes in the
long-term; Rather, the right turn lanes are anticipated to exist where they are located
today and where they are required as a recommendation from the TIA process in
conjunction with new development or redevelopment along the Milton Road corridor.
City implementation of connecting roads and requiring improved internal circulation
between business can alleviate the need for some future turn lanes;

e Includes the introduction of 6" buffered bike lanes to accommodate improved bike
facilities compared to short-term;

e Ensures a consistent 10’ parkway between the sidewalk and the curb. The long-term
Parkway would include vegetation south of Route 66, while north of Route 66, it would
consist of hardscape and street furniture amenities, including bike racks, benches, trash
receptacles, wayfinding signage, and other types of street furniture/amenities as needed.

e Includes a uniform 10’ sidewalk throughout the corridor on both sides of Milton Road to
accommodate multimodal users.

e Although outside of the right-of-way, long-term includes a suggested 10’ public utility
easement that can also double as a landscaped area between sidewalk and building
setbacks. The city of Flagstaff is currently evaluating appropriate building setbacks in
response to this long-term recommendation.

Reference Appendix A for a design schematic showcasing the long-term right-of-way linework
along the entire Milton Road CMP study corridor.
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Figure 4-14: Long-Term Vision Cross Section of the Recommended Alternative — No Right Turn Lanes

4, 11’ GP Lanes — 1, 15’ CTL/Median -2, 6’ Bike Lanes — 10’ Parkways — 10’ Sidewalks — 10’ Setbacks 116’ ROW

* ot 3 N> T T
mmammmmmam

10° 10’ 22’ 13 22’ i 10 10’
Sidewalk | Parkway Southbound Median* & Northbound Parkway | Sidewalk
i Travel Lanes Center Left Travel Lanes i
Turn Lane

76’
Curb to Curb

116’

Right-of-Way

No Right Turn Lanes

*Median treatment will vary along the corridor. The width of the median will change from 2’ to 13’ depending on the presence of a center turn lane. The position of the median

will also shift based on the directionality of the turn lane.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for 11’ travel lanes
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Figure 4-15: Long-Term Vision Cross Section of the Recommended Alternative — One Right Turn Lanes

4, 11’ GP Lanes — 1, 15’ CTL/Median 1, 14’ RTL — 2, 6’ Bike Lanes —10’ Parkways — 10’ Sidewalks — 10’ Setback 130’ ROW

10° 10° ol 10’ 10°
Sidewalk | Parkway 0 sSB Southbound Median* & Northbound ©O| Parkway | Sidewalk
i Travel Lanes Center Left Travel Lanes i Right Tum |3
Turn Lane

90’
Curb to Curb

130°

Right-of-Way

OneRight Turn Lane

*Median treatment will vary along the corridor. The width of the median will change from 2’ to 13’ dependingon the presence of a center turn lane. The position of the median

will also shift based on the directionality of the turn lane.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for 11’ travel lanes
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Figure 4-16: Long-Term Vision Cross Section of the Recommended Alternative — Two Right Turn Lanes

4,11’ GP Lanes —1, 15’ CTL/Median -2, 14’ RTLs - 2, 6’ Bike Lanes — 10’ Parkways — 10’ Sidewalks — 10’ Setback 144’ ROW

Southbound Median* & Northbound
Right Turn | Bi Travel Lanes Center Left Travel Lanes i Right Turn
Lane Turn Lane

104’
Curb to Curb

144’

Right-of-Way

Two Right Turn Lanes

*Median treatment will vary along the corridor. The width of the median will change from 2’ to 13’ dependingon the presence of a center turn lane. The position of the median

will also shift based on the directionality of the turn lane.
**An ADOT design exception and FHWA approval would be required for 11’ travel lanes
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Access Management in Application of Short-Term & Long-Term Recommended
Alternative

As part of the development of the Tier 3 Alternatives, certain representatives from the Project
Partner Agencies formed a separate taskgroup to specify the access management application for
the Tier 3 Alternatives. This task group worked with ADOT’s Transportation Systems Management
and Operations (TSMO) group throughout the develop of the access management specifications
for their guidance and input. See Appendix K for the final Access Management Specifications
Memo and the meeting notes from the task group meetings.

As a result, the following access management specifications have been determined for the short-
and long-term application of the Recommended Alternative.

Raised Median and Center Left Turn Lane Specifications

As part of this process, it was assumed the raised median, access control specifications would be
evaluated between Forest Meadows Street and south of Phoenix Ave (with the assumption that
there would be a signalized intersection at Phoenix Ave). Further evaluation north of Phoenix
Avenue is required. However, for both the short- and long-term Recommended Alternative, the
raised median would drop where left turn lane(s) currently exist at signalized intersections, and
following the facility widths below:

e Short-term: 13’ wide raised median, or 10’ center left turn lane with 3’ median
e Long-term: 15’ wide raised median, or 11’ center turn lane with a 4’ median

The U-turn movements would follow Tier 3 Spot Improvements, which would generally allow U-
turns at signalized intersections and approved left turn movements (raised median breaks) for
both the short- and long-term, but would restrict most U-turns unless an exception is identified
in the Spot Improvements list.

Raised Median / Access Control Spacing Guidance

As part of the public involvement process, 67.8 percent of the public respondents supported the
idea of constructing a raised median along Milton Road to improve safety, with 22.6 percent of
the public supporting a raised median “in certain areas, but not along the entire corridor” and
25.3 percent supporting a raised median “but only to correct proven safety problems.” The Raised
Median / Access Control Spacing Guidance below attempts toaddress the public’s comments and
should be considered as part of future construction design and redevelopment. Should ADOT
policies, City of Flagstaff policies, or conditions change, this guidance should be re-evaluated. It is
important to note that “frontage” is defined as the linear distance of the property along ADOT
right-of-way.

1. Driveway spacing and left-turn-out access median breaks are subject to Level of Service
(LOS) and safety analysis at any proposed driveway access point prior to permitting
changes to access.

2. 300’ or less of frontage: one driveway with right-turn-in, right-turn-out access permitted;
no median break for left-turn-in, left-turn-out access prohibited.
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3. 300-500’ of frontage: two driveways with right-turn-in, right-turn-out access permitted;
no median break for left-turn-in, left-turn-out access prohibited.

4. Over 500 feet of frontage: two site driveways and one median break for one left-turn-in
movement could be considered.

5. A break in the median for left-turn-in access could be considered when cross access
agreements are in place, and when consistent with the above guidance. In order for
multiple properties to achieve cross access for 500’ of frontage, an access agreement
should be in place and submittedto ADOT.

6. With the exceptions of permitted left-turn-out access, as identified in Table 4-4, left-turns
onto Milton Road are restricted to signalized intersections if a raised median were
constructed on Milton Road.

Table 4-4: Left-Turn Access Control (assuming a Raised Median)

Recommended Alternative
Short-Term

Location
Saunders Drive

Permitted Left-Turn Movements
Left-in permitted’; left-out restricte d?

1830 University West Apartment
Homes Access Road (north of
Pizza Hut)

Left-in permitted; left-outrestricted

University Avenue (currently
west side of Milton

Rightin Right out Assuming University
Drive isrealigned and signalized

TargetAccess (eastside of
Milton across from current
University Ave alignment, north
of University Drive)

Left-in restricted; left-out restricted

ChambersDrive

Left-in permitted; left-out permitted
(Note: Recommended to stay as non-
signalized in No Build Hybrid. Thisis the
only non-signalized intersection
recommended to permita left-out
movement.)

McDonald’s Access (west side of
Milton)

Left-in restricted; left-out restricted
(Reviewed dueto connection to Yale St)

Malpais Lane

Left-in restricted; left-out restricted

Mikes Pike Street

Left-in restricted; left-out restricted

Tucson Avenue

Left-in permitted; left-outrestricted

Phoenix Avenue

If signalized: Not Applicable
If notsignalized: Left-in permitted; left-
out permitted

Santa Fe Avenue

Left-in permitted; no left out (existing
condition)

Long-Term Same asthe short-term All Left-Turn Movement
recommendations from Short-term
would apply

Notes:

1Left-in: Traveling on Milton Rd and turning leftinto an access point
’Left-out: Making a left turn from an access point on to Milton Road
All of these assumptions are subject to future operational evaluations, and are subject to change based on
traffic volumes and operational effects
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5.0 IMPLEMENTATION

Just as the character and function of Milton Road has evolved from the impacts of steady
population, employment and NAU student growth over the last several decades, the successful
implementation of strategies and roadway improvements to enhance traffic operations and
multimodal experiences along Milton Road will not happen overnight. As the Project Partners
discussedand acknowledged, we will not build ourselves out of congestion on Milton Road with
a singular design solution, but rather, it will take collective inter-agency efforts, cooperation,
funding and/or grants to ultimately achieve the recommended short-term enhancements and
long-term vision for Milton Road.

Through the extensive three-tiered qualitative and quantitative analysis, two rounds of public
engagement and numerous Project Partner deliberations over the course of the four-year Milton
Road CMP planning process, it became evident that a near term, low investment implementation
strategyinthe short-term, and a long- termvision for Milton Road were necessaryto successfully
and pragmatically address the varied and complex needs of the Milton Road.

The narrative and illustrations presented in Section 4.1 - Short-Term Recommended Alternative:
No-Build Hybrid, articulate a clear and concise, segment-by- segment descriptionand illustration
of the short-term application of the Recommended Alternative as it applies to each of the 24
Milton Road roadway segments prepared for this CMP analysis. The discussion below presents a
synopsis of related tasks and action items and assigns Project Partner roles and responsibilities
for the short-term implementation and long-term vision of the Milton Road corridor.

5.1 Cost Estimate

As presentedin Table 5-1, a planning-level cost estimate was developed for both the short- and
long-term applications of the Recommended Alternative. The preliminary construction cost
estimate for the study corridor from Forest Meadows Road to Beaver Street was developed under
the 2021 Fiscal Year; and the probable cost to implement the short-term application of
recommended alternative is approximately $37,358,000, while the estimated cost to implement
the long-term application of the Recommended Alternative is $95,092,000

A detailed cost estimate by segment can be found in Appendix L. The detailed cost estimates by
segment include estimate spreadsheets, spot improvement cost estimates, construction costs,
factor percentages, and right-of-way costs. All costs and factors rates were either provided by or
reviewed and approved by ADOT. The new right-of-way costs include $36/square feet for new
right-of-way.

Table 5-1: Total Planning-Level Cost Estimate

Short-Term Cost Estimate Long-Term Cost Estimate

$37,358,000 $95,092,000
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Short-Term Implementation

The short-term recommendations would implement multimodal enhancements as construction
funding becomes available from Federal and/or other partner agencies or grants. This would be
achieved primarily within ADOT’s existing right-of-way, with minimal impacts to private
property/parking lots and no impacts to existing buildings.

Because there are several varying roadway design and spot improvement solutions spread across
the 24 Milton roadway segments, the construction of improvements for each segment will likely
be achieved incrementally over time. The short-term recommended improvements to Milton
Road will occur either through requested initiatives from ADOT or the Project Partners should
funding become available (with the exception of the upcoming paving overlay project, ADOT does
not have funding for any short-term enhancements at this time). But in many cases, the short-
term improvements will be evaluated and implemented in response to city land development
and/or re-development permitting processes that may trigger modified access and right-of-way
considerations.

Short-Term Implementation Guiding Principles

As explained in Section 4.1 - Short-Term Recommended Alternative: No-Build Hybrid, the short-
termimplementation generally adhere to the following guiding principles:

1) Many of the proposed facility enhancements will occur within the existing Milton Road
right-of-way (with right-of-way widths and facility types varying depending on roadway
segment)

2) Ininstances where short-term recommendations for certainroadway segments (1-24)
recommend limited right-of-way acquisition, said rights-of-way acquired are intended
to be targeted and minimal in their impact to private property. The preference and
intent is for limited impact to existing parking and no impact to existing buildings. Refer
to Section 4.1 - Short-Term Recommended Alternative: No-Build Hybrid for information
on obtaining short-term right-of-way.

3) All roadway and “back of curb” facility enhancements must achieve minimum ADOT
design standards or obtain a required design exception. ADOT design exceptions are
necessary for reduced lane widths.

4) When evaluating the application of enhancements for each of the 24 roadway segments
during the short-term implementation, the preference and intent is to satisfy Project
Partner preferred facility widths and to the greatest extent possible, improve
multimodal facilities, where feasible, based on existing right-of-way constraints.

5) When redevelopment presents opportunities in Short-term to acquire the right-of-way
needed for the long-termvision, ADOT and Project Partners may exact or acquire right
of way and build improvements that do not disrupt the continuity of Short-term and
may include temporarylandscaping and removable features.

6) Should ADOT or Project Partner representatives have interest in applying for any grant
opportunities to implement short-term, contact ADOT’s Grant Coordinator, Kohinoor
Kar at kkar@azdot.govor (602) 712-8239 prior to applying.

METROPLAN

4\ =5 .
, TN " ARIZONASY LTS =50 Michael Baker

UNIVERSITY 'wpf 4 INTERNATIONAL



mailto:kkar@azdot.gov

5.2b

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Final Report

Short-Term Implementation Actions

The following sub-sections present a series of tools and interrelated considerations to effectively
execute the actionable implementation of the short-term facility enhancements for Milton Road.

Obtain Necessary ADOT Design Variance & Engineering Exception Approvals

As explained above, the Project Partners vetted and determined the recommended short-term
roadway facilities, including roadway and back-of-curb feature widths and selection/application
of specific spot improvements across the 24 roadway segments and 16 intersections in the Milton
Road CMP study corridor. This discussion and vetting by the Project Partners inherently evaluated
and balanced the trade-offs and compromises regarding the operational and safety
appropriateness of travel lane and turn lane facility widths in order to “create space” to
accommodate enhanced bicycle facility, pedestrian sidewalk widths and parkway/landscaping
features.

By example (as describedin Section 4.1 - Short-Term Recommended Alternative: No-Build Hybrid),
approximately 80 percent of the Milton Road corridor can achieve 8 to 10’ wide sidewalks, a 5’
wide shoulder/ bicycle facility and introduction of a landscape buffer (parkway) as part of the
short-termimplementation.

In order to successfully integrate these Project Partner-desired bicycle and pedestrian facility
enhancements, ADOT must formally approve necessary design exceptions for the existing
roadway design standards highlighted in Table 5-2. The Milton Road CMP recommends ADOT
consider and approve the following design exceptions for Milton Road:

Table 5-2: Desired Roadway Facility Widths

112

Roadway Feature Current Standard Recommended Design

Exception

General Purpose Lane 12 feet 11feet
RightTurn lane 12 feet 11 feet
LeftTurn Lane 12 feet 10feet

Center Turn lane (with 15 feet 13 feet
median)

Shoulder (striped or 3feet Maintain at 3 feet, no
unstriped) exception recommended

Incorporate Recommended Lane Widths into Design for Upcoming ADOT Milton road
Overlay Project

Assuming ADOT design exception approvals are granted, Implement/construct revised general
purpose lane, right turn lane, left turn lane and striped shoulder widths into new pavement
design, implement as part of project construction scheduled for the Spring of 2022.
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Short-term Right-of-Way Acquisition: Role, Responsibility & Funding Intentions

The following guiding principles provide the role, responsibility, and funding Intentions for the
appropriate stakeholders under the short-term implementation of the Recommended
Alternative:

(1) IfADOT initiated:

(a) ADOT leads ROW acquisition/encroachment permit process;

(b) ADOT responsible for survey/legal description costs;

(c) ADOT leads property owner negotiations;

(d) ADOT responsible for land acquisition costs;

(e) ADOT responsible for O&M (except for back of curb landscaping)

(f) ADOT/City of Flagstaff shall require minimum design standards as identified and
assignedtoeach of the 24 roadway segments

(g) While ROW is preferred, easements for select back of curb improvements may be
utilized if mutually agreeable by ADOT and the City of Flagstaff

(2) If City initiated:
(a) City agrees to follow ADOT ROW acquisition/encroachment permit process;
(b) City leads and funds survey and legal description;
(c) City takes lead with property owner negotiations/outreach;
(d) City funds land acquisition costs;
(e) ADOT responsible for O&M (except for back of curb landscaping)
(f) While ROW is preferred, easements for select back of curb improvements may be
utilized if mutually agreeable by ADOT and the City of Flagstaff

(3) Ifin response to city development/re-development permitting:

(a) City lead agency and negotiator with landowner for ROW acquisition/encroachment
permit process;

(b) City consults with ADOT and both agencies mutually determine the location and
amount of ROW needed at specific location;

(c) City leads ROW acquisition/encroachment permit process (city may obtain ROW via
dedication or acquisition depending on nature of city permit type, amount of ROW
being sought and other required development improvement considerations).

(d) While ROW s preferred, easements for select back of curb improvements may be
utilized if mutually agreeable by ADOT and the City of Flagstaff

Short-term facility improvements that meet or exceeds ADOT standards: Role,
Responsibility and Funding Intentions

When a future project need (either ADOT initiated, Cityinitiated or private development initiated)
calls for a recommended short-term roadway or spot improvement design solution that meets or
exceeds current ADOT standards/specifications (current, meaning at the time of the initiated
project need), the following shall apply:
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| | ADOT City Land Owner

Role Lead design and Review agency N/A
construction permitting

Responsibility | Provide noticeand Provide timely N/A
solicitcity’sinputon commentsto ADOT
design and construction | on design drawings
schedule. Leadproperty | and construction
owner notification if schedule.
property and/oraccess
impacted.

Funding ADOTfundingtomeet | If ADOTstandardsare | N/A
ADOT exceeded, City
standards/specifications | funding (or alternative

funding) needed for
facility improvements
that exceed ADOT
facility width/
standards/
specifications.

City Initiated

I

Role

ADOT

Review and permitting
agency

(14"

Lead design and
construction
permitting

Landowner

Responsibility

Provide timely
comments to city on
design drawings and
construction schedule.

Provide noticeand
solicitADOT'sinput
on design and
construction
schedule. Lead
property owner
notification if
property and/or
accessimpacted.

If applicable, adheres to the
city’s permitting processes.

Funding

City responsibleifthey
initiate

City funding (or
alternative funding)
for facility
improvements
above/beyond ADOT
standards/specificatio
ns

Possible funding
contributionfrom
landowner if projectrelates
to ROW enhancements to
partially supportincoming
development/re-
development activity.
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Development/Re-developmentPermitting Initiated

ADOT

City

Landowner

Role Review and approval | Review and Lead in preparation of
of landowner design | approval of improvement designs
and permit requests. | landowner design and construction and

and permit permitting
requests.

Responsibility | Provide timely Provide timely Preparation of design
comments to city comments to ADOT | drawings, coordinate

and landowner on
designdrawings and
construction
schedule. Ensure
minimum ADOT
standards are met.

and landowner on
designdrawings and
construction
schedule. Identify
added
improvements city

with city and ADOT for
review. Respond and

incorporate ADOT and
city review comments.

Permit for may desireas a

improvements to result of

ADOT ROW. development
activity.

Funding No funding Citymay fund Landowner responsible

obligations. desired expanded for funding of
improvements improvements associated
beyond what is with development/re-
necessarytoserve development of
incoming property.

development.

Miscellaneous Considerations:

The following listis an inventory of miscellaneous considerations to take into account during the
potential implementation of the short-term application of the Recommended Alternative:

Long-Term Vision

City of Flagstaffto evaluate existing ordinance development standards to accommodate
necessary building setbacks toachieve Long-term vision.
City of Flagstaff to incorporate access management recommendations into future
ordinance text amendments and policy
TSP implementation — Mountain Line provide data; ADOT and city to review

Mountain Line DCC development - currently beginning TIAand COF/ADOT review.

Grade separated crossing funding and construction — ADOT will support per CMP
recommendations and design standards; funding provided by other Project Partners

As described and illustrated in Section 4.2 - Recommended Alternative: Long Term Vision for
Milton Road, the long-term vision establishes a community desired and ADOT vision, consisting
of a specific roadway cross section for both ADOT and the City of Flagstaff to collaboratively
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implement, including enhanced multimodal features. Implementation of this vision is designed to
occur incrementally, leveraging future development and redevelopment permitting processes for
parcels along the Milton Road corridor to achieve the desired roadway enhancement with little
to no impacts to adjacent buildings. The long-term improvements are intended to be
implemented through redevelopment of the corridor by means of the ADOT encroachment
permitting process and the City of Flagstaff private development process. ADOT will also work
with agencies wishing to program projects to implement the long-term improvements through
the encroachment permitting process. The long-term improvements are not intended to be
implemented in a manner in which businesses would be condemned. However, there may be
instances where incremental or patchwork implementation creates unsafe conditions or a
compelling connectivity need (access management, business access, cross-access easements,
supporting backage roads, etc) that warrant consideration of eminent domain. Projects of
opportunity could be considered in the city site plan review /development permitting processes
with ROW dedication or acquisition as defined in the long-term plan or the granting of an
easementin order to implement the long-term vision specification. The following guidance shall
apply to offer a realistic and collaborative approach to the implementation of long-term
improvements for Milton Road:

a. The ADOT/City of Flagstaff TIA process will be utilized to evaluate proposed private
development facility improvements to Milton Road

b. ADOT’s responsibility - cost to meet ADOT controlling design criteria standards or
approved design exceptions. If ADOT standards for select facilities are exceeded, ADOT
will seek funding from other participating partners/agencies.

c. City of Flagstaff or other partnering agency) responsibility — additional costs for facility
designs that exceed ADOT controlling design criteria standards

d. Final design considerations will determine the ultimate geometric alignment. For
instance, the Milton Road CMP recommendations herein evaluated the widening from
center line of roadway at a planning level of analysis. It is recognized that deviations from
centerline may be optimal to widen Milton Road.

e. The City of Flagstaff will evaluate existing ordinance development standards and/or
design guidelines to accommodate the necessary building setbacks to achieve the Milton
Road CMP Long-termvision. The City of Flagstaff will evaluate andincorporate the Milton
Road CMP access management recommendations into  future city
ordinance/development code text amendments.

f.  City BNSF underpass study — the 144-foot Milton Road CMP long-term cross section for
the ADOT Bridge Across Milton Road is recommended but also recognizes that deviations
may be needed as the final designis confirmed, but in no case shall be less than the 116-
foot cross section.

g. Roundabouts are recognized as an option for future Milton Road intersection designif so
desired by the City of Flagstaff. The Milton Road CMP study did not model, evaluate,
and/or measure the potential impact of roundabouts on operations/performance. As
shown in Figure 5-1, a high-level, conceptual analysis of a potential roundabout ROW
footprint at a typical Milton Road intersection is approximately 236’. While the City of
Flagstaff is open to potentially considering roundabouts, future studies are needed to
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determine the operational impacts, design configuration and impacts from their
implementation.

Figure 5-1: Example Roundabout Concept

117

The City of Flagstaffis encouraged to consider the development of connecting roads and
regulatory requirements for internal commercial circulation and multi-modal design
elements that support access management and business access and reduce the need for
right-turn deceleration lanes that create excessively wide segments of pavement.
Parkway enhancements — in areas located near city-designated Urban Historic activity
centers, the Project Partners desire incorporation of street furnishings and hardscape
improvements rather thanlandscaping.

Milton Road CMP improvements to achieve the vision will be implemented through
redevelopment of adjacent parcels and/or agency projects. Long-term Grants are likely
not a valid implementation strategy for the long-term vision. The long-term vision is
primarily intended to occur as part of the City of Flagstaff’s redevelopment process. The
City of Flagstaff or other partnering agencies may consider seeking strategic grant
opportunities to implement the long-term vision for specific parcels when condemnation
would not be applicable
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Appendix A - Right-of-Way Aerial Exhibit

Appendix B - Project Charter

Appendix C - Public Involvement Plan (PIP)

Appendix D - Public Meeting Summary Reports

Appendix E — Beulah Boulevard Extension & University Avenue Extension DesignPlans
Appendix F - Bus Rapid Transit Traffic Analysis & Model Results Memo
Appendix G - Controlling Design Criteria

Appendix H - Tier 3 Evaluation Criteria Task Force Notes & Outcomes
Appendix | — Tier 3 Evaluation Criteria Weighting Public Survey Results
Appendix J — Conflict Resolution Results

Appendix K— Milton Road Access Control Specifications
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AppendixA - Right-of-Way Aerial Exhibit
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PARTNERSHIP CHARTER
Milton Road & US 180 Corridor Master Plans

August 2, 2017
ADOT
s
NAIPTA
NAU

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
COCONINO COUNTY

&% NORTHERN
‘Na® ARIZONA(
- UNIVERSITY

MISSION STATEMENT

AS PROJECT PARTNERS, WE ARE COMMITTED TO FOSTERING AND MAINTAINING A
POSITIVE AND SUPPORTIVE WORKING RELATIONSHIP WITH ALL AGENCY PROJECT
PARTNERS THROUGHOUT THIS MASTER PLANNING PROCESS. AS PROJECT
PARTNERS, WE HOLD COMMUNICATION, THESE COMMITMENTS, AND
COOPERATION AS CORE PRINCIPLES FACILITATING THE SUCCESS OF THESE '
' CORRIDOR MASTER PLANS.

| PARTNERSHIP VALUES |!
MUTUAL RESPECT LISTENING WITH AN OPEN MIND HONESTY
POSITIVE COMMUNICATION OPENNESS TACT
TRUST IN EACH OTHER LEAD BY EXAMPLE PERSONAL INTEGRITY
COMMIT TO ATTEND MEETINGS WILLING TO COMPROMISE HAVE FUN
FOLLOW THROUGH ON VALUE INNOVATIVE IDEAS

ASSIGNMENTS




PARTNERSHIP CHARTER

Milton Road & US 180 Corridor Master Plans
August 2, 2017

2017 PARTNERSHIP GOALS

TEAMWORK
Develop and maintain a positive partnering relationship by encouraging the support and mutual respect
of all project partners and the planning process.

MUTUAL GOALS
’ Seek to accomplish the mutually beneficial objectives of finalizing the long term vision for Milton Road
r and US 180 and prioritize future design projects for both corridors.

CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT

Evaluating the progress of the partnership and identify opportunities for improvement as needed.

TIMELINESS '
Being on time for meetings, promptly following up on requests for information and following up on
' commitments.

CONFLICT RESOLUTION
Embrace conflicts as opportunities for improvement and be willing to resolve differences in a
constructive and timely manner.
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August 2, 2017

"PARTNERSHIP CHARTER
Milton Road & US 180 Corridor Master Plans

2) Identify the Long-Term (20-year) vision of the corridor.

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan Goals

1) Address year round congestion and safety on Milton Rd.

f 3) Obtain public and stakeholder input on alternatives, including multimodal
alternatives (answer the question: Are we going to expand Milton Rd?)

> 4) Scope out and further implement previous and new strategies, consistent with

l the Long-Term vision.

5) Prioritize implementation projects for design.

@ UNIVERSITY 's

6) Assist NAIPTA in completing its Bus Rapid/High Capacity Transit system design.

7) Follow the “PEL” process to carry forward decisions into Design & NEPA.

&%. NORTHERN

© ARIZONAF




"PARTNERSHIP CHARTER

Milton Road & US 180 Corridor Master Plans
August 2, 2017

US 180 Corridor Master Plan Goals

1) Address congestion (with special emphasis on winter congestion) and safety on
US 180.

2) Identify the Long-Term (20-year) vision of the corridor.

3) Obtain public and stakeholder input on alternatives, including multimodal
alternatives (answer the question: Are we going to expand US 180 or create an
'> Alternate Route?)

4) Scope out and further implement previous and new strategies, consistent with
the Long-Term vision.

5) Prioritize implementation projects for design.

6) Address snow play parking issues on US 180 during winter weekends.
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AppendixC - Public Involvement Plan (PIP)
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. PLAN OVERVIEW

The purpose of this Public Involvement Plan (PIP) is to describe how the Project Partners,
stakeholders, business owners and residents of Flagstaff and Coconino County will be
involved in the Milton Road and US 180 Corridor Master Plans project/process. It is very
important to encourage public involvement at all stages of decision making, and is critical
at the onset of the study and planning stages.

The Public Involvement Plan will support the already defined study tasks, objectives, and
schedule and help assist the study team to understand the issues, concerns, needs, and
desires of all project partners, stakeholders, business owners and residents. Given the
nature of this project, it is vital that the Project Partners, residents, business owners, and
other stakeholders provide input for a successful study.

This PIP is intended to be a working document, and will be updated as needed as the
project progresses. This Public Involvement Plan includes goals,
communication/engagement methods and tools, project timeline, key messages, and a
list of primary stakeholders. Most importantly the PIP will be a set of guidelines,
techniques, and examples that ADOT will use to interact and engage the public
throughout the study process.

The Arizona Department of Transportation is a multimodal transportation agency
responsible for planning, building and operating a complex highway system. ADOT’s
mission is to provide a safe, efficient, cost-effective transportation system. ADOT
recognizes that transportation is personal to users which is why the agency holds this
public involvement philosophy: “As ADOT strives to create and maintain a transportation
system for Arizona that improves the quality of life and bolsters the state’s economy, we
will include a diversity of voices and viewpoints from across the state that provide
valuable insight to help inform the decision-making process”. This public involvement
plan for the Milton Road & US 180 Corridor Master Plan reflects this agency philosophy
and is designed to engage as many groups as possible who will benefit from, be impacted
by or are interested in the transportation project alternatives.

Il. PROJECT PURPOSE

The purpose and goals of the Milton Road and US 180 Corridor Master Plans project as
agreed upon by the Project Partners is to:
1) Prepare two Corridor Master Plans — one for Milton Road, one for US 180.
2) Address year round safety and congestion on Milton Rd. and US 180 (with special
emphasis on winter congestion and safety on US 180).
3) Identify the Long-Term (20-year) vision of each corridor.
4) Obtain public and stakeholder input on the alternatives, including multi-modal
alternatives. This will be achieved in part by answering the following questions:
Are we going to expand Milton Rd?
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Are we going to expand US 180 or create an Alternate Route?
5) Scope out and further implement previous and new strategies, consistent with the
Long-Term vision for each corridor.
6) Prioritize implementation projects for design for each corridor.
7) Assist NAIPTA in completing its Bus Rapid/High Capacity Transit system design.
8) Address snow play parking issues on US 180 during winter weekends.
9) Follow the PEL process to carry forward decisions into Design & NEPA.

lll. STUDY AREA

The Milton Road CMP study area consists of a 1.8 mile segment that includes begins at
W. Forest Meadows Street (MP 402.16) to the south to Beaver Street (MP 180.2) to the
north.

Forest Meadows St

— Milton Road CMP e S 180 CMP
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IV.

The US 180 CMP study area consists of a 17.4 mile from segment from its intersection
with Milton Road near downtown (MP215.44) to the Crowley Pit Snow Play Area (MP
232.25).

Crowley Pit
Mile Marker 232.25

180/

National
Forest Rd 222B

Snow Bowl|Rd

e Milton Road CMP e S 180 CMP

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT GOALS & OBJECTIVES FOR THIS
PROJECT

The primary goals of the Public Involvement Plan are to:
e Enhance and broaden the awareness of this project.
e Promote an understanding of purpose and need for the Milton Road and US 180
Corridor Master Plans.
e Provide ample opportunities for residents, business owners and stakeholders of
Flagstaff and Coconino County to provide input during the study process, and prior
to recommendations being made.

PROJECT PARTNERS & AGENCY STAKEHOLDERS

Project Partners

The ADOT Multi-Modal Planning Division is conducting this study in cooperation with
several Project Partnering Agencies committed to preparing a long-term Corridor Master
Plans (CMPs) for Milton Road and US 180. A Project Partner is a stakeholder who is
actively engaged in the leadership of the project by helping develop the project charter
that includes a mission statement, values, goals and objectives. Project Partners will meet
at least bi-monthly, review deliverables, provide strategic direction, and input through
the duration of the CMPs. The Project Partnering Agencies for this project include:
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VI.

ADOT FMPO USFS
Coconino County City of Flagstaff
NAIPTA FHWA

NAU

Project Stakeholders

Project stakeholders include representatives from the Partner agencies, but also include
an expanded group of representatives from other agencies and organizations. The Project
Stakeholders will meet with Project Partners at key milestones to review and provide
input on major deliverables. An Agency Stakeholder list will be provided to the Project
Partners for review.

The Project Partners and Project Stakeholders are tasked with overseeing the project
study team’s efforts over the course of the entire process. They will review draft
documents, attend meetings at key project milestones and offer feedback and guidance
to ensure that the CMPs meet desired project goals and objectives. Project Stakeholders
will also assist the study team in advertising, communicating and delivering public notices
for public open house meetings and scheduled meetings with elected officials to receive
project updates at key project milestones.

KEY PROJECT MESSAGES

Responses to frequently asked questions regarding the study will be updated below.
These messages will be revised and refined as project objectives and concerns and public
outreach evolves. These responses should generally be used by the Project Partners,
Stakeholders, and Study Team, over the course of the study.

Where will this project be conducted?

The Milton Road CMP study area consists of a 1.8 mile segment that includes begins at
W. Forest Meadows Street (MP 402.16) to the south to Beaver Street (MP 180.2) to the
north.

The US 180 CMP study area consists of a 17.4 mile from segment from its intersection
with Milton Road near downtown (MP215.44) to the Crowley Pit Snow Area turnoff (MP
232.25).

There have been previous studies evaluating these issues — how will this study be
different?

A key objective of this project is to address year round safety and congestion on Milton
Rd. and US 180 (with special emphasis on winter congestion and safety on US 180). The
project will identify the Long-Term (20-year) vision of each corridor and prioritize
implementation projects for design for each corridor. Residents, business owners and
other stakeholders of Flagstaff and Coconino County will be encouraged to participate in
the study process at key project milestones.
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VILI.

The analysis and various alternatives from the previous studies will be useful for the study
team to evaluate a variety of existing alternatives and perhaps generate additional
alternatives for the potential widening of Milton Road. The project will investigate and
how those alternatives (and their respective right-of-way needs) may impact adjacent
properties today and in the future.

For US 180, the study team will also utilize information from previous studies and
evaluate potential methods to enhance safety and reduce congestion on US 180. Methods
to be evaluated will generally include capacity of existing roadway, alternative
transportation methods and an alternative route.

As a resident of Flagstaff/Coconino County, how can | be involved in this project, and what
ways will | be notified of project information and meetings?

This process will include two pubic open house meetings, as well as briefings to the
Flagstaff City Council and Coconino County Board of Supervisors at key project
milestones. Information on dates/times of public meetings will be broadly distributed
through; public service announcements and local newspapers such as the Arizona Daily
Sun and Flagstaff Business News, through a project link on the ADOT, City of Flagstaff and
Coconino County websites; emails to Flagstaff and Coconino County list serve subscribers;
Chamber of Commerce members/subscribers; and ADOT, Flagstaff and Coconino County
social media outlets such as Twitter and Facebook.

PUBLIC OUTREACH TOOLS & METHODS
Project Website(s)

An inviting, user-friendly website will be important to this project. ADOT will host a
project webpage on the ADOT existing website which will serve as the hub for all project
information. The website will serve as a repository for project documents as well as a
virtual notice board for upcoming meetings, surveys, and social media. Other
participation tools can be embedded in or linked to from the main project webpage. The
project consultant will be responsible for preparing and providing website content
material (based on deliverables prepared in association with relevant project tasks such
as working papers and maps) and public meeting notices. ADOT staff will be responsible
for posting said material and maintaining the project website. The Study Team will
periodically review website content to ensure consistency of project information and
collaborate with ADOT staff to identify any possible modifications to enhance the
effectiveness of this outreach tool.
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b. Media Relations

The study team will periodically develop press release content and supply it to ADOT for
disbursement to necessary print and online media outlets. There will be up to three press
releases that will promote the Milton Road/US 180 CMP study process, milestones, and
public open house meetings. These press releases will help to increase exposure of the
study with a goal to gain more public input and participation. Confirmation of the
preferred print and online media organizations will be coordinated with ADOT, Flagstaff
and Coconino County staff, however, preliminary outlets likely include:

1. Arizona Daily Sun: http://azdailysun.com/

Flagstaff Business News: http://www.flagstaffbusinessnews.com/

3. Greater Flagstaff Chamber of Commerce Blog:
https://www.flagstaffchamber.com/blog-feed/

4. ABC 15-Flagstaff: http://www.abc15.com/flagstaff

5. ABC 15 Northern Arizona: http://www.abcl5.com/northernarizona

6. KAFF News: https://gcmaz.com/category/news/flagstaff/

N

In addition to the press releases, the study team will also prepare advertisements/flyers
for each community meeting. These advertisements and flyers will consists of the purpose
of the meetings, date, location, and time to be clearly conveyed. As well as complying
with Title VI and NEPA. The study team will public an advertisement and news release at
least seven business days prior to any open house/public meetings. Not only will the
public get these notifications, elected officials will also be invited to any open
house/public meeting. These advertisements/flyers may also be placed by
ADOT/City/County staff in:

Electronic notifications

Posted on project website

Local non-profit groups

Faith based organizations

Email blast to City and County list serve subscribers

Included in local utility mailers

HOA Newsletters

City and/or County Newsletters

Posted in other public places that are identified by the study team

=

LooNDLEWN

c. Social Media

During the course of this process, the use of ADOT, Flagstaff and Coconino County’s
current social media platforms to inform residents of any public meetings, events, project
status updates, and milestones. Content and scheduling will be provided by the study
team, and ADOT/City/County to be tasked with the dispersal of information to necessary
social media accounts.
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INTERNATIONAL


http://azdailysun.com/
http://www.flagstaffbusinessnews.com/
https://www.flagstaffchamber.com/blog-feed/
http://www.abc15.com/flagstaff
http://www.abc15.com/northernarizona
https://gcmaz.com/category/news/flagstaff/

ADOT

1. Facebook
a. https://www.facebook.com/CityofFlagstaff/
b. https://www.facebook.com/CoconinoCounty
c. https://www.facebook.com/AZDOT/

2. Twitter
a. https://twitter.com/CityofFlagstaff
b. https://twitter.com/coconinocounty
c. https://twitter.com/ArizonaDOT

3. YouTube

a. https://www.youtube.com/user/coconinocnty

b. https://www.youtube.com/user/ArizonaDOT

4. Board of Supervisor Meeting Videos
a. http://www.coconino.az.gov/1589/BOS-Video-Stream

d. Community Contacts list

A contact list/mailing lists will be created for any residents or stakeholders that wish to
stay continuously updated throughout the project. These contacts will be collected at
each public meeting. In addition to the community contact list, any comments received
will be logged in a data base noting the day/time of comments, who the comment was
from, the comment, and any follow up/explanation/answers to the comments.

e. Public Open House Meetings

During the course of the study there will be two public open house meetings. It is
important to provide the Flagstaff and Coconino County community — those who are
affected by actions — an opportunity to participate in this important study. These
meetings will be important to collect, exchange, and provide information to and from
residents and stakeholders. During these meetings the public will be provided with
printed materials of fact sheets that will help enhance the public involvement, and
encourage more public participation. The public will The following are the two public
open house meetings proposed for this project:

1. Public Open House Meeting #1: Project Introduction,
Existing/Future Conditions Overview & Tier 1 Evaluation
Criteria on Proposed Alternatives

The Study Team will facilitate the first public open house meeting to review the findings
of Working Paper #1. A high level summary review of previous studies, existing and future
conditions of land use patterns, traffic data and crash history, roadway/pavement
conditions, existing rights-of-way, demographic and socioeconomic characteristics, and
general environmental conditions overview will be provided. In addition to introducing
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the overall project to the community and providing existing conditions information, the
workshop will engage attendees in a discussion about its assets, issues, and objectives for
the project in a brief high-level understanding.

The majority of the meeting will cover the first tier of the two-tiered Alternatives Analysis
Screening process. This meeting will solicit input on the evaluation criteria and weighting
used to develop the first tier of alternatives for consideration as recommended projects.
Attendees will receive a presentation on the methodology that went into creating the Tier
1 evaluation criteria and proposed alternatives and have an opportunity to rank each
proposed alternative themselves. The opportunities and constraints of each alternative
will be presented and discussed with meeting attendees.

The workshop portion of the public meeting will be conducted using state-of-the-art
Interactive Audience Response Technology that will electronically survey the attendees
over preferences of evaluation criteria used as well as each of the alternatives presented.

2. Public Open House Meeting #2: Tier 2 Evaluation Criteria &
Recommended Alternatives

The second public open house meeting will review the methodology and results of the
evaluation criteria for the Tier 2 screening of alternatives. The Study Team will review the
conceptual engineering plans with environmental, utility, and R/W and Tier 2 “Planning
Level” evaluation criteria and weighting. Attendees will have the opportunity to rank each
of the final recommended alternatives. The opportunities and constraints of each
alternative will be presented and discussed with meeting attendees.

The workshop portion of the public meeting will be conducted using state-of-the-art
Interactive Audience Response Technology that will electronically survey the attendees
over preferences of evaluation criteria used as well as each of the alternatives presented.

f. Elected Official Project Briefings

Similar to the timing of the public open house meetings, the City of Flagstaff City Council
and Coconino County Board of Supervisors will each receive project briefings in advance
of the public open house meetings to receive progress updates and obtain input on draft
Working Paper #1 (Existing and Future Conditions Overview/Tier 1 Alternatives) and draft
Working Paper #2 (Tier 2 Evaluation Criteria and Proposed Alternatives). Each meeting
will consist of a presentation and dialogue with the elected officials to solicit their input
and guidance on draft Working Paper elements and recommendations prior to the
scheduling of each public open house meeting.
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g. Business Outreach

As the planning process evolves and the spectrum of alternatives are narrowed through
the Tier 2 alternatives review and analysis process, outreach to local businesses with
property frontage upon Milton Road will occur.

The Study Team may utilize one or more methods of outreach to local business owners.
The precise approach will be dependent upon the nature, location and impact of the
recommended alternatives for Milton Road.

Business outreach methods will likely consist of one or more of the following options;
business workshops, focus group meetings, one-on-one meetings, distribution of flyers,
door to door surveys or some combination of these methods.

The Study Team will coordinate closely with the City of Flagstaff and other Agency
Stakeholders to refine the precise business outreach approach as the Tier 2 alternatives
analysis is completed.

h. Intergovernmental Collaboration

The collaboration of other government agency’s his highly encouraged, and every effort
to include the applicable governmental agencies will be made.

Title VI, Environmental Justice& Limited English Proficiency

In order to comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, Environmental Justice, and Limited
English Proficiency (LEP), socioeconomic data was collected from the Environmental
Protection Agency's EJ Screen Tool. As 579 persons (or 5% of the total population) within
the CMP areas Speak English "less than very well", it is anticipated that public outreach
materials will be translated and include language to contact ADOT if a translator is
required. It is not anticipated that public meeting translators or other CMP materials
would be translated at this time, pending confirmation from Local Officials and the ADOT
Civil Rights Office.
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1 — Meeting Summary Report

PURPOSE OF THE MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Introduction

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) in conjunction with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), City of Flagstaff, Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning Organization (FMPOQ), and
other project partners are studying potential improvements to Milton Road between Forest Meadow
Street and Beaver Street (see Figure 1 for map of study corridor).

The purpose of the Milton Road Corridor Master Plan (CMP) is to identify a 20-year vision for the Milton
Road corridor that addresses current safety and traffic congestion issues by evaluating a mixture of
previously recommended and newly introduced System Alternatives. These System Alternatives include
a mix of alternatives that utilize and maintain the existing Milton Road right-of-way, alternatives that
would require an expanded right-of-way, and alternative routes separate and in addition to the Milton
Road corridor itself.

The System Alternatives are also complemented by a series of Base Build Spot Improvements — which
constitute targeted, near term, low investment mitigation measures that support mid-term and long-
term System Alternatives.

The Milton Road CMP process will include an extensive public and stakeholder involvement process that
consists a thorough and community-vetted, quantitative evaluation criteria exercise for the evaluation
of the System Alternatives to ultimately reach a set of preferred System Alternative(s) and achieve an
informed consensus by the Project Partners, stakeholders and citizens.

Figure 1: Milton Road CMP Study Corridor
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Public Open House #1 — Meeting Summary Report

PusLIC OPEN HOUSE MEETING #1 PURPOSE

As part of the project process, a public open house meeting was held to introduce the project and
obtain public and stakeholder input regarding the System Alternatives. This Report documents the
process following up to the public open house, the format of the public open house meeting that was

held to solicit public comments, and summarizes the results and the comments received at the meeting.
This report also provides a summary of all comments received by May 31, 2018.

The purpose of the Public Open House Meeting #1 was to provide an introduction to the study and
preliminary Milton Road Study Corridor. In addition, this was also an opportunity for attendees to ask
questions submit comments, and participate in a sticky-dot voting exercise for each alternative to lead
to a list of preferred alternatives. Approximately of 86 people attended the public open house.

PuBLIC OPEN HOUSE MEETING #1 NOTIFICATION PROCEDURES

ADOT held the Milton Road CMP Public Open House Meeting #1 on May 10, 2018. Public outreach
methods included sending out mailers to residents adjacent to the Milton Road study corridor, playing
radio advertisements, posting social media announcements, and displaying paper and online newspaper
advertisements. This section represents a summary of the outreach.

Newspaper Advertisements

Newspaper advertisements providing the date and location of the Milton Road CMP Public Open House
Meeting #1 were published in the following newspapers:

e Daily Sun News (April 24, 2018)
Copies of the advertisement can be found in Appendix A.

Online Newspaper Advertisements

The Public Open House Meeting #1 information, date, and time were also released to the public as
another method to notify community members. The following websites published an advertisement for
the meeting:

e Northern Arizona Gazette (www.northernarizonagazette.com)

e ADOT Media Center (www.azdot.gov/media/News/news-release.com)

e Flagstaff Biking (www.http://flagstaffbiking.org)

e Arizona Daily Sun (ww.azdailysun.com)

e Northern Arizona’s Locally Owned News Paper (www.flagstaffbusinessnews.com)

Social Media

Multiple Project Partners utilized their respective Facebook pages to advertise the Public Open House
Meeting #1 to the community. The following agencies/municipalities posted on their Facebook pages:

e (City of Flagstaff Facebook
e ADOT Facebook
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e NAIPTA Mountain Line Facebook
e Coconino County Facebook

Website

The project website was developed and the web address was published on all informational materials.
Public meeting information and project details were provided on the website:
www.azdot.gov/MiltonCorridorMasterPlan

PuBLIC OPEN HOUSE MEETING #1 FORMAT

Introduction . . .
Figure 2: Pinning Exercise Map

The Milton Road CMP Public Open House Meeting #1 TELL US WHERE YOU LIVE...

was held on May 10, 2018 from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.  Flacea Fin Where You Generally Live . ?‘:‘"
at The Commons at Flagstaff High School, 400 W. Elm ]r‘ : T R o
Avenue, Flagstaff, Arizona 86001. The Public Open e : i3] ; "

House Meeting #1 began with attendee registration at
the entrance, where attendees were asked to sign-in
and were provided an agenda of the meeting with a
“road map” of the meeting room layout. The sign-in
sheets were created to update the mailing list as well
as account for the number of attendees. A copy of the
sign-in sheets can be found in Appendix B. Attendees
were then asked to participate in a pinning exercise
which asked them to place a pin on a map (Figure 2)
approximately where they lived. This exercise was
widely accepted and appreciated by the attendees,
which provided useful geographical reference behind
the feedback and comments received at the meeting.
The results from the map pinning exercise can be
found in Appendix C.

Presentation

At 6:15 p.m. the consultant project manager, Kevin Kugler, gave a brief PowerPoint presentation about
the study. A copy of the PowerPoint presentation can be found in Appendix D and covered the following

topics:
e Welcome & Introductions e Milton Road Project Work Plan &
e Meeting’s Agenda Schedule
e Open House Format & Objectives e Next Steps
e Milton Road CMP Study Corridor & e Methods of Providing Comments

Project Goals e Q&A

Mr. Kugler began the presentation by introducing himself and welcoming all of the attendees and the
Flagstaff Unified School District for hosting the meeting. Mr. Kugler then indicated that there were
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various colleagues and Project Partners in attendance to assist him, noting they would be wearing name
tags, but did not want to take the time to introduce everyone. Mr. Kugler said he would go into a brief
presentation and about the project and the format of the public meeting, and then take 3-5 questions
following the presentation, but wanted to make sure all questions were answered, so additional
question cards were handed out to all attendees who could fill them out and hand them in following the
presentation. A copy of the question card can be found in Appendix E. Mr. Kugler then reviewed the
Agenda for the evening followed by the format and objectives of the Milton Road CMP Public Open
House. Mr. Kugler then presented the Milton Road Study Corridor, the Milton Road CMP Goals, and the
project process/schedule. Mr. Kugler concluded the presentation by talking about the next steps of the
project and informing the attendees about the five different Stations at the meeting and described the
format of the open house and the various ways to provide comments. The presentation concluded at
6:33 p.m. and the open house forum began.

Open House

As the open house forum began, attendees were encouraged to walk around and visit the various
stations, view the displays boards of the various preliminary system alternatives, ask questions of
project staff, participate in the sticky-dot prioritization exercise, and fill out a comment card for each
station for additional feedback. A series of display boards were created for each of five stations
describing the project and showing the universe of preliminary system alternatives. The following
sections describe the Public Open House Meeting #1 stations.

Station 1: About the Project/Study Area at a Glance

Station 1 provided a display board with information about the project, project purpose, project goals,
and the project schedule. The station also included two display boards with existing and future
conditions of the Milton Road Study Corridor, which included current and future traffic volumes and
existing crash data, patterns and trends. The three display boards in Station 1 are shown in Figure 3 and
can be found in Appendix F.

Figure 3: Station 1 Display Boards
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Station 2: System Alternatives Utilizing Existing Right-of-Way
Station 2 provided display boards for the three preliminary system alternatives that utilize existing right-
of-way within the Milton Road CMP Study Corridor which include:
e Preliminary System Alternative 1: No Build (Maintain as Is)
e Base Build Spot Improvements
e Preliminary System Alternative 2: Milton Road Reversible Lane
e Preliminary System Alternative 3: Six, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes with Center Median/Turn
Lane with 6-foot Sidewalks
e Preliminary System Alternative 4: Four, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes with Center Median/Left
Turn Lane, and two 14-foot Shared Bus/Bike Lanes (SBBL) with 7-foot sidewalks

The five display boards in Station 2 are shown in Figure 4 and can be found in Appendix G.
e 4: Station 2 Display Boards
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1 — Meeting Summary Report

Station 3: System Alternatives that May Require Expanded Right-of-Way
Station 3 provided display boards for the four preliminary system alternatives that may require
expanded right-of-way within the Milton Road CMP Study Corridor; which include:
e Preliminary System Alternative 5: Six, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes with a Center
Median/Center Turn Lane, and 6-Foot Bicycle Lanes with 6-Foot Sidewalks
e Preliminary System Alternative 6: Six, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes, Two 13-Foot Shared
Bus/Bike Lanes (SBBL), and Center Median/Turn Lane with 7-Foot Sidewalks
e Preliminary System Alternative 7: Eight, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes
e Preliminary System Alternative 8: Four, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes, Two 14-Foot Shared

Bus/Bike Lanes (SBBL), 14-Foot Landscaped Median, 10-Foot Landscaped Setbacks, and 10-Foot
Sidewalks

The four display boards in Station 3 are shown in Figure 5 and can be found in Appendix H.

Figure 5: Station 3 Display Boards
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1 — Meeting Summary Report

Station 4: Alternative Routes to Milton Road
Station 4 provided display boards for the two preliminary system alternative routes to the Milton Road
CMP Study Corridor, which include:
e Preliminary System Alternative 9: Milton Road No Build and Lone Tree Design Concept Report
e Preliminary System Alternative 10: Backage Road Improvements, which included the following
five different routes:

O Clay Avenue/Malpais Lane/McCracken/Blackbird Roost Street
O West Route 66/Riordan Ranch Street

O Metz Walk Extension to Plaza Way

O Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue

O Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah Blvd. Extension/Ft. Tuthill

The four display boards in Station 4 are shown in Figure 6 and can be found in Appendix |

Figure 6: Station 4 Display Boards
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1 — Meeting Summary Report

Mapping Exercise

In addition to Station 1 through Station 4, there was a separate station dedicated to a mapping exercise
that consisted of a series of large roll plot aerial maps of the Milton Road CMP Study Corridor. These roll
plot maps provided an opportunity for attendees to offer custom feedback by drawing and making
notations and/or observations about Milton Road directly onto the large maps. Attendees were
encouraged to jot down/identify areas of typical congestion, safety concern, crashes, poor lighting, and
other issues and opportunities. A copy of the results from the mapping exercise can be found in
Appendix J.

Public Comment Summary

This section presents a summary of the comments received during the Public Open House Meeting #1
meeting. The comments received were obtained in three different formats, which include questions
cards, the sticky-dot prioritization exercise for the preliminary system alternatives, station comment
cards, and emails sent to the project email address (MiltonProject@mbakerintl.com). A total of 78
comments were received as of May 31, 2018.

Question Cards

When public meetings occur, it is critical that to make an effort to collect all public feedback and input.
Question cards were handed out to during the presentation to allow the attendees an opportunity to
ask a question to the project team if they did not get a chance to ask a question over the microphone
during the presentation, or who may not have felt comfortable asking a question over the microphone.
No Question Cards were received.

Preliminary System Alternative Sticky-Dot Prioritization Exercise

The primary objective of Public Open House Meeting #1 was to present the Preliminary System
Alternatives for the Milton Road study corridor, and seek public input to help the Project Partners
determine which Preliminary System Alternatives should move forward for additional study or not. A
sticky-dot prioritization exercise was utilized on the display boards at Stations 1-4 to capture which
preliminary system alternatives were preferred or not by meeting attendees. Each participant was given
one dot stickers for each alternative, and asked them to place a sticker based on whether they believed
each Preliminary System Alternative should either Move Forward for Further Study, Be Eliminated from
Further Study, or Move Forward for Further Study with Adjustment. Table 1 shows the results of the
sticky-dot prioritization exercise for each System Alternative with the total number of dots for each
category. Table 1 summarizes the feedback received through this sticky-dot exercise. The Preliminary
System Alternative display boards with the sticky-dot prioritization exercise results can be found in
Appendix G through Appendix .
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

Table 1: Preliminary System Alternative Sticky-Dot Prioritization Exercise Results

Move Forward for
Further Study
with Adjustment

Station/Preliminary System Alternative UG (REREL e iared ot

for Further Study Further Study

Station 2: System Alternatives Utilizing Existing Right-of-Way

Preliminary System Alternative 1: No Build (Maintain as Is) Not Applicable
Base Build Spot improvements See Table 2
Preliminary System Alternative 2: Milton Road Reversible Lane 2 34 4

Preliminary System Alternative 3: Six, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes with Center Median/Turn

Lane with 6-foot Sidewalks

Preliminary System Alternative 4: Four, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes with Center

Median/Left Turn Lane, and two 14-foot Shared Bus/Bike Lanes (SBBL) with 7-foot sidewalks
Station 3: System Alternatives that May Require Expanded Right-of-Way

Preliminary System Alternative 5: Six, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes with a Center

17 26 2

34 7 8

Median/Center Turn Lane, and 6-Foot Bicycle Lanes with 6-Foot Sidewalks 25 20 3
Preliminary System Alternative 6: Six, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes, Two 13-Foot Shared 4 36 0
Bus/Bike Lanes (SBBL), and Center Median/Turn Lane with 7-Foot Sidewalks
Preliminary System Alternative 7: Eight, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes 0 42 2
Preliminary System Alternative 8: Four, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes, Two 14-Foot Shared
Bus/Bike Lanes (SBBL), 14-Foot Landscaped Median, 10-Foot Landscaped Setbacks, and 10-Foot 17 34 0
Sidewalks
Station 4: Alternative Routes to Milton Road

Preliminary System Alternative 9: Milton Road No Build and Lone Tree Design Concept Report 43 3 1
Preliminary System Alternative 10: Backage Road Improvement: Clay Avenue/Malpais 2 17 2
Lane/McCracken/Blackbird Roost Street
Preliminary System Alternative 10: Backage Road Improvement: West Route 66/Riordan Ranch 22 0 9
Street
Preliminary System Alternative 10: Backage Road Improvement: Metz Walk Extension to Plaza 3 10 3
Way
Preliminary System Alternative 10: Backage Road Improvement: Plaza Way/Yale

. . 14 6 4
Street/University Avenue
Preliminary System Alternative 10: Backage Road Improvement: Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah 33 7 1

Blvd. Extension/Ft. Tuthill
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

In addition to the sticky-dot prioritization exercise, Public Open House Meeting #1 attendees were given
the opportunity to provide additional comments on post-it notes for each preliminary system
alternative. The following comments were captured on post-it notes for each preliminary system
alternative:

Station 2: System Alternatives Utilizing Existing Right-of-Way
No Build (Maintain as Is)

No Additional Comments were received.

Base Build Spot Improvements
This table indicates the number of supporting votes received for each type of base build spot

improvement type.

Table 2: Base Build Spot Improvements Stick-Dot Results
BASE BUILD SPOT IMPROVEMENT TYPE NUMBER OF SUPPORTING VOTES |

Mid-Block Pedestrian Crossings 9
Pedestrian/Bicycle Overpass 30
Pedestrian/Bicycle Underpass 28
Bike Lanes 16
Multi-Use Path 39
Bus Signal Queue Jumping 18

The additional comments received on the Base Build Spot Improvement Display Board included:

e One less overpass in Maricopa County can fund all of the non-motorized grade-separated
crossings and other bike/pedestrian facilities we need in Flagstaff!

e Need to consider how to remove snow/ice from pedestrian/bicycle overpasses

e Any overpass needs to be protected from blowing snow

e Need a pedestrian/bicycle overpass at Humphrey’s Street and Route 66

e Need a pedestrian/bicycle overpass at Milton Road and Butler Avenue

e Need a pedestrian/bicycle overpass at Route 66 and Galaxy Diner

e Need a pedestrian/bicycle overpass at Milton Road and Chambers

e Need a pedestrian/bicycle overpass over Milton Road especially with new apartments being
built for NAU students (west of Milton Road) and the University being east of Milton Road.

e Need protected bike lanes on Milton Road! (x3)

e Bike lanes serve a small portion/population. Must be protected bike lanes to serve ages 8-80.

e Every road needs bike lanes in an urban setting. Limiting driveway access to Milton Road is
necessary as well.

e Eliminate bike lanes and install multi-use paths on both sides of Milton Road. Much safer!

e Bike lanes should not be on Milton Road, they need to be separated because there are too many
driveways.

e Bike lanes with a divider strip might be the most feasible

e Need multi-use paths on both sides of Milton Road for the entire length (x2)

e Need Bus Signal Queue Jumping at all signalized intersections!
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

Preliminary System Alternative 2: Milton Road Reversible Lane

The additional comments received on the Preliminary System Alternative 2 Display Board included:

No reversible lane

Keep 2 way left turn lanes

No Medians

Widen sidewalks for bikes and pedestrians

Too hard to make a left turn

Best choice

Widen sidewalks to make them multi-use paths to force bikes off the road onto the multi-use
paths.

This won’t work! Traffic backs up in both directions at the railroad underpass. Which directions
gets the reversible lane and what happens at the railroad underpass?

Preliminary System Alternative 3: Six, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes with Center Median/Turn Lane
with 6-foot Sidewalks

The additional comments received on the Preliminary System Alternative 3 Display Board included:

Move forward without bike lanes and put bikes on multi-use paths

Need bike lanes

Need multi-use path

Liability for the city if the bus hits the bicyclist

Bikes need to be separated from the vehicles

Don’t waste money and space with gross. No bike lanes in the roadway to force bikes onto
multi-use paths.

Preliminary System Alternative 4: Four, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes with Center Median/Left Turn
Lane, and two 14-foot Shared Bus/Bike Lanes (SBBL) with 7-foot sidewalks

The additional comments received on the Preliminary System Alternative 4 Display Board included:

Needs wider/improved sidewalks

Needs multi-use paths

Separate sidewalk from the roadway with a buffer. Cinders will collect on the sidewalk and
needs a buffer to remove them.

This is a good alternative, but why not consider keeping the divider at 12’ and adding a one
extra foot to each SBBL/right turn lane?

Eliminate one sidewalk if adequate overhead crosswalks merit foots traffic needs.
Dependent on NAIPTA BRT moving forward to utilize lanes. Bus signal queue jumping may be
sufficient.

No bike lanes in the roadway! Force bikes onto multi-use paths.

M
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

Station 3: System Alternatives that May Require Expanded Right-of-Way

Preliminary System Alternative 5: Six, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes with a Center Median/Center Turn
Lane, and 6-Foot Bicycle Lanes with 6-Foot Sidewalks

The additional comments received on the Preliminary System Alternative 5 Display Board included:

e Use landscaped buffer to divide bike lane from the roadway/traffic (x3)

e Bike lanes should be OFF the roadways! (x4)

e Cinders will collect on the sidewalks so there needs to be a buffer between the roadway and the
bike/pedestrian path!

o Bikes and pedestrians should share a path that is separate from the traffic lanes.

e Wider roads wouldn’t keep the towns priorities (close community and Milton Road shouldn’t be
a highway). It would probably take a while to get the land needed for this.

e Wider roads do not solve congestion!

e Wider and faster roads are unsafe and ugly.

e It would be safer to keep bike lanes and right turn lanes separate.

e Separate bikes from traffic with a barrier.

e Add bike lane barriers to better protect bikes and sidewalks. (x2)

e Needs protected bike lanes!

e Please separate bikes from cars with a barrier.

e This alternative is okay if the bike lanes have barriers separating them from the vehicles,
otherwise, this is unsafe.

Preliminary System Alternative 6: Six, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes, Two 13-Foot Shared Bus/Bike
Lanes (SBBL), and Center Median/Turn Lane with 7-Foot Sidewalks

The additional comments received on the Preliminary System Alternative 6 Display Board included:

e 7-foot sidewalks are always better than 6-foot sidewalks!

e 6-foot sidewalks would be adequate given that there is 4-foot buffer. Why not put the buffer
between the traffic lanes and the bike lane?

e Wider and faster roads are unsafe for pedestrians and bicyclists.

e Way too much of an expansion! Major impact on private property owners!

e Scary ROW cost!

e Multi-use path is needed.

e Setbacks for business should be considered. Could lead to a negative issue.

Preliminary System Alternative 7: Eight, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes

The additional comments received on the Preliminary System Alternative 7 Display Board included:

e Too large of an expansion. A threat to property owners! (x2)

e Wider/faster roads are unsafe and ugly. Milton Road should be a city boulevard, not a highway.
(x2)

e Thisis too wide. | like Alternative #5.

e Scary ROW cost! (x2)

e Too wide. Needs a protected bike lane. (x2)

e Alternative 7 would be acceptable with grade separated crossings at all signalized intersections.
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Preliminary System Alternative 8: Four, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes, Two 14-Foot Shared Bus/Bike
Lanes (SBBL), 14-Foot Landscaped Median, 10-Foot Landscaped Setbacks, and 10-Foot Sidewalks

The additional comments received on the Preliminary System Alternative 8 Display Board included:

e 10-foot sidewalks are better than 6- or 7-foot sidewalks.

e This is the best Alternative, but safe money by narrowing buffers.

e Don't like shared bus/bike lanes, otherwise, this alternative looks good. Keep bikes and vehicles
separated. (x2)

e  Way too much! Major impact on property owners.

e Wider and faster roads are unsafe and ugly.

e Too expensive!

e Too big and too expensive!

e Milton Road businesses front setback will be impacted.

Station 4: Alternative Routes to Milton Road
The additional comments received on the Preliminary System Alternative 9 and Preliminary System
Alternative 10 Display Boards included:

Preliminary System Alternative 9

e Lone Tree Road expansion must accompany Milton expansion!

e Absolutely — Lets use Lone Tree Road. Completely underutilized!

o There needs to be alternative traffic interchange with 1-40

e  Where will money for the 1-40 traffic interchange come from?

e This combined with a Milton Road parallel route for non-motorists

e Should be both a Milton Road build-out and Lone Tree Road connections at Route 66 and I-
40.

e |40 at Lone Tree Road to Route 66 — then what kind of traffic problems on Route 66 east
and west? Overpass or underpass at Route 66? Overpass or underpass with the railroad?
City voters did not want this when voted on approximately 20 years ago.

e (Okay—I-40 to Lone Tree Road to Route 66. Then what?

e Alternative 9 should be combined with improvements to Milton Road; especially grade
separated crossings for pedestrians and bicyclists.

Preliminary System Alternative 10

e Backage Roads would be better as bike/pedestrian focused corridors including full sidewalks,
cycle tracks, FUTS, and bike lanes.
e Inlieu of Clay Ave/Malpais/McCracken/Blackbird Roost:
0 Elliot Street to Milton Road right turn only from Blackbird Roost to Route 66 west with
no straight and no left.
e |n Lieu of Route 66/Riordan Street:
0 I'm okay with studying this further, but I’'m not sure it accomplishes much.
0 Maybe for bikes instead?
O Appropriate as a bike way
0 Riordan Ranch east on north edge of Target then east edge of Target to university
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e |n Lieu of Metz Walk Extension to Plaza Way:

0 Consider benefit of backage routes for only non-motorized users if it is not a “Go” for
motorized users.

e In Lieu of Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue:

0 No more left turns from W. University Avenue on to southbound Milton Road.

0 Left hand turns from eastbound University Avenue at Milton Road is problematic,
however | do not support eliminating left turns. This will properly help for less than 20%
of the day.

0 If new path moves forward, eliminating left hand turns at eastbound University Avenue
is a good idea. If no new road is implemented do not eliminate left hand turn.

Station Comment Cards

Supplemental Comment Cards were provided to meeting attendees at each station for additional and
further detailed input/feedback on the various preliminary system alternatives. Comment cards were
not provided at Station 5: NAIPTA Transit Study. A total of 78 comment cards were received, with 18
comment cards collected at Station 1, 20 comments cards collected at Station 2, 24 comment cards
collected at Station 3, and 16 comment cards collected at Station 4. The comment cards received for
each station can be found in Appendix K through Appendix N
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Milton Road CMP Public Open House Meeting #1 Advertisement

¥S4 | Milton Road

Corridor Master Plan

PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE
The Arizona Department of Transportation in
“vg| conjunction with the Federal Highway Administration
and other Project Partners, are conducting a Corridor
Master Plan study for Milton Road in Flagstaff. The study
corridor consists of a 1.8-mile segment from West Forest
Meadows Street to Beaver Street.
The purpose of the Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
[CMP) is to identify a 20-yearvision for the Milton Road
corridor that addresses current safety and traffic
congestion, and transit issues by evaluating a mixture of
previously recommended and newly introduced System
| Alternatives. These System Alternatives include a mix of
| alternatives that utilize and maintain the existing Milton
Road right-of-way, alternatives that would require an
expanded right-of-way, and alternative routes separate
and in addition to the Milton Road corridor itself.

Thursday, May 10, 2018
6to8 p.m.

Flagstaff High School Commons
400 W. Elm Avenue

Milton Rd Study Corridor Flagstaff, AZ 86001
_ Your Inputis Important!

« Participate in the public meeting
« Provide comments

«\isit the project website

Forest www.azdot.gov/MiltonCorridorMasterPlan
Meadows 54 e woz21e Unable to attend the meeting?

(%) Submit your questions or comments to
MiltonProject@mbakerintl.com

Pursuant to Title Wl of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA&), ADOT does not discriminate
on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, gender or disability. Parsons who require a reasonable accommodation based
on language or disability should contact Community Relations project manager Mackenzie Kirby at 928.525.6494 or email
MEKirby@azdot.gov. Requests should be made as early as possible to ensure the state has an opportunity to addmess the
accommodation.

De acuerdo con el thulo Vi de la Ley de Derechos Civiles de 1964 v la Ley de Estadounidenses con Discapacidades (ADA por
sus siglas en inglés), el Departamento de Transporte de Arizona (ADOT por sus siglas en inglés) no discrimina por raza, color,
nacicnalidad, edad, género o discapacidad. Personas que requieren asistencia (dentro de lo razonable) ya sea por el idioma o
por discapacidad deben ponersa en contacto Mackenzie Kirby 928.525.6494 0 en MKirby@azdot.gov. Las solictudes deben
hacerse lo mas pronto posible para asegurar que el equipo encargado del proyecto tenga la oportunidad de hacer los
ameglos necesarios.

ADOT & @ & E B Q Ny ==

ADOT Project Number: P181203P Federal Aid Number: MPD-5(018)
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Appendix B: Sign-In Sheets

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan ADDT
Public Open House #1 >

Fiagstaff High School: The Commons Thursday, May 10, 2018
400 W. Elm Avenue Flagstaff, Arizona 86001 6:00 pm — 8:00 pm

Sign-in Sheet
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

ADOT

Public Open House #1

Flagstaff High School; The Commons
400 W. Elm Avenue Flagstaff, Arizona 86001

Thursday, iviay 10, 2018
6:00 pm — 8:00 pm

Sign-In Sheet
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Public Open House #1

Flagstaff High School: The Commons Thursday, May 10, 2018
400 W. Elm Avenue Flagstaff, Arizona 86001 6:00 pm — 8:00 pm
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Public Open House #1

Flagstaff High School: The Commons Thursday, May 10, 2018

400 W. Elm Avenue Flagstaff, Arizona 86001 6:00 pm ~ 8:00 pm
Sign-In Sheet
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Appendix C: Map Pinning Exercise Results
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HERE YOU LIVE...

You Generally Live .

SRR QL to the North P <

M

;“"y =. NORTHE RN - —
iei ARIZONA %%| V=P g "
@ UNIVERSITY €



MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

Appendix D: PowerPoint Presentation

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Public Open House
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May 10, 2018
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

TONIGHT’S AGENDA

. Welcome & Introductions
1. Open House Format & Objectives

1. Project Introduction
a)  Study Corrior Limits
b) Project Partners
¢} Project Goals

Iv. Project Work Plan & Project Schedule
v. Next Steps
vl. How You Can Provide Comments Tonight

INTERNATIGNAL

Il. OPEN HOUSE FORMAT & OBJECTIVES

1) Introduce the Project to Residents and
Stakeholders

2) Confirm the Project Goals
3) Receive Your Feedback On:

« Identifying any new or modified alternatives for Milton Road;

« Identifying any alternatives for Milton Road that should be
eliminated; and

+ Is the public willing to expand the Milton Road right-of-way or
not?

aoor i @ 5 EB Q NHly s

INTERNATIENAL
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
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IIl. PROJECT INTRODUCTION
Milton Road CMP Study Corridor

3]

&

Farant Maadcws St

— MAiton Rosd CMP e S 180 CMP

ADOT o e &% NORTHERN g =
éiﬁ @ T e "{j; @ ARITONARY LIS S ——
_ o) & Himme = hael Baker

INTERNATIENAL

Ill. PROJECT INTRODUCTION

Project Partners:
Arizona Department of Transportation
Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning Organization
City of Flagstaff
+  Coconino County
US Forest Service
Federal Highway Administration
+  Northern Arizona University
Northern Arizona Intergovernmental Public Transportation Authority
Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad
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3
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

Ill. PROJECT INTRODUCTION
ilton Road CMP Goals:

Address cangestion and safety on Identify the long-term {20-year) vision
Miltan Raad of the carridar

Dbtain public and stakchalder input on Scope out and further implement.
altemnatives, including mukimadal previous and new strategles,
altermatives consistent with the long-term vision

- Assist NAIPTA in completing its Bus
Prioritiac implementation projects far Rapid/Transit/High Capacity Transk:
geer system design

Fallaw the Planning and
Environmental Linkages (PEL) process
o carry forward decisions into the
design and NEPA

s @ # = @ @ ﬁ;ﬂﬁi@ arss Michael Baker
hag" & T

INTERNATIGNAL

IV. PROJECT WORK PLAN & PROJECT SCHEDULE
Milton Road CMP Process:

aoor o @ ¢ BB Q SNy axer
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

V. NEXT STEPS

» Eliminate, add or refine alternatives based on
public input

» Perform detailed analysis of refined alternatives

» Public surveys on refined alternatives

» Second Public Open House Meeting (Fall 2018)

» Final Recommendations (December 2018)

INTERNATIGNAL

VI. How You Can Provide Comments Tonight
THERE ARE MANY WAYS...

1) Questions and Comments at 4 “Stations”

2) Ask any Project Representative

3) Poster Boards/Sticky Dot/Sticky Note Exercises at Stations
4) Mapping Exercise — roll plots

5)  Comment Cards — at each Station

6) Visit the Project Website at:

» www.azdot.gov/MiltonCorridorMasterPlan

+ Submit comments or guestions to: MiltonProject@mbakerintl.com

INTERNATIENAL
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Appendix E: Question Card
MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1 /!\DDT

QUESTION CARD

If you have a question(s) that you would like answered at the end of the presentation, please write your question(s) on
this card and pass it to an ADQT project representative. We have limited time for questions and answers to allow you

time to speak directly with project staff. If we do not get to your question, we encourage you to speak with a project
representative. Thank you for printing legibly.

Name: Email:
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Appendix F: Station 1 Display Boards
MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1

ABOUT THIS PROJECT...

CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN PURPOSE & NEED

The purposa of the Milton Road Cormridor Master Plan [CMP) is to Identify a 20-
year vislon for a 1.8-mile section of Milton Road that addresses current safety
and traffic congestion Issues by avaluating a mixture of previously recommended
and newly introduced System Alternatives. These System Altematives include a
mix of altematives that utilize and maintain the existing Milton Road right-of-way,
alternatives that would require an expanded right-of-way, and alternative routes
separate and in addition to the Milton Road corridor itsalf

The System Afternatives are also complemented by a series of Base Build Spot
Improvemeants - which constitute targeted, near-term lower investrmeant mitigation

measures that support mid- and long-term System Altematives.
As part of the CMP Process, a team of Project Partners (Partners) has been assembled | A ——
to include represantatives from the following agencies to help guide the successof ||~ & wae | S
the Milton Road CMP study process: | " [ |_J R
L Hay — |
<Arizona Department of Transportation  ~Coconino County | = .. J [ nl'" -
(ADOT) -US Forest Service (USFS) b [T | g
+Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning «Federal Highway Administration (FHWA]  [3% e ¥ #
Organization (FMPO) «Morthern Arizona University (NAU) It 1 Vi \\ §
+ Northemn Arizona Intergovernmental  «Burlington Northem 5anta Fe Railroad ""ﬂ / —- g M P
Public Transportation Authority (MAIPTA) (BNSF) i R P g
«City of Flagstaff N it o I o
li,‘ ,.;r'_'_.f oo Lagand
The Project Partners established the following seven goals for the Milton Road QP [ ——— A — /"’ Sty Corntons
which are not prioritized in any particular order: o 0 T L /f’ ——
Address congestion and safety on Identify the long-tarm (20-year) Obtain public and stakeholder
Milton Road A input en alternatives, including
multimodal alternatives
Scope out and further implement

Assist NAIPTA in completing its Bus
Rapid Transit/High Capacity Transit
system design

pravious and new stratagies,
consistent with the long-tarm
vision

Prioritize implementation projects
for design

Follow the Planning and
Environmental Linkages (PEL)
precess to carry forward decisions
into the design and MEPA

PROJECT SCHEDULE

FINAL
REPORT

e Are Herém e WINTER 2018
s 6y sy masss
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN ADOT

Public Open House #1

STUDY CORRIDOR AT A GLANCE...

| Level-of-Service
TODA

PM Peak

Intersection Los| Delay
Milton foad & Forestl ¢ | 333
Wilton Raad & University) ¢ | 212
Milton Road & Plaza way| B 200
Witon Rosd & miordan & |1 0
Milton Road & istonial ¢ | 57 5
Milton Road & Clay/Butler] 1, | 40 1
Milton Rd & Humphreys St C 296
Milton Rd & Beaver 5t B 129

Level-of-Service (LOS)

) Criteria
] ' | AverageDelay
\[?%
B § Signalized |Unsignalized

5 LONE TREE RD

- Intersections|Intersections
A =10 <10
e B > 10-20 > 10-15
Legend C »>20-35 »15-25
/ gen D >35-55 »25-35
——t BHSFRabod | >55-80 >35-50
Study Corridors F =80 =50

[ P ion Foad
— e i

Unsignalized
Gugnalized

Fonag SES IS

NORTHERN
ARIZONA®) ————=
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1

STUDY CORRIDOR AT A GLANCE...
EXISTING CORRIDOR SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS

Crash Severity Comparison

Crash Severity Number [US 180 % [statewide Average %* Percentage of Crashes
Fatal 2 | 01% 1% Based on Severity
Injury 338 23% 31%
Property Damage Only| 1,149 77% 68%
Crash Map by Injury Severity - Fatal

Y e h‘“:m., S _"?‘7 "] Severe Injury

Minor Injury
Possible Injury

= Property Damage Only

Crashes by Cause

n B

B Motor Vehicle in Transport

m Roadside Object
e IS 10D

| Milton Road Crash Data
Injury Severity Parked Vehicle

* FATAL

j’a 0 INCAPACITATING IMJURY

Pedestrian/Pedalcycle

NON INCAPACITATING INJURY
+  NOINJURY

- POSSIBLE INJURY

b sos o [T a

Total Crashes by Year Total Crashes by Month

JAN  FEB MBAR APR  MAY JUME JULY A SEF  OOT MNOW DEC

S ey sy e
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Appendix G: Station 2 Display Board Results

BASE BUILD SPOT IN

What is a Base Build Spot Improvement?

veme be necessary in th
"Base Spot rnadway design elements that will Tkely e
i Jiaty e . uch, the listing of Base Build 5pot Improverm:

suppart term Alternative improvements, As 5
. s o efi ne::l asthe nn::c&ss moves forward.
e e b"-‘?_‘i‘[’_’“‘-‘-" ock P T Would You Favor any of these Spot

H FEnsit d?
. e ool | IMprovement Facilities on Milton Roa
Brthvated crossyask Desran, 5.4 falmel ; ; s

| davice wsed to allow pedestrians [0 Crass safely. [ g -

ihen activated, the puroose of a HAWE beacon
Al protectad pedestrian crossnds

{0 o
COEIng raad trathe aniy' as nes wled . .. _. I __|_ e 4
" Pedestrian/Bicycle Duerpass L% )
i
""S.[ ondde complele separatky &
s anchfor bicyciasts Froer . '
aEses alse paovide =
t acToss majar :‘ o .. b
5 likie frepss, falheays, and busy sreels .. &g e | 1
Pedestrian/Bicycle Underpa 5 g@ II..
| Linclerpasses pravide complete separal . |
pedestians and/or bicyclists | crr\'\lu ular traff .: L o
wsaings where &
e, and [ .. o8 @
; . ® ®
eaiays, railways, and busy st :.. L
=R TR P
Bike Lanes x e @ ek
i 4 Bike Lane s defined a5 a.portion of the " ... T o kil !
roadway that een desgnated by sirg & Ml oy oot
shgnage, aredfor pavernent markirgs for the .‘. P € :f::_:;—'f-’:“ ey
e st Use of Bicyclisss. Bke lanes eratie L] / .
| bicychises to rice a1 their pretedred speed L N
wathoul i||:-||'|,'-r-;.'c: from traffic conditions.
Multi-Use Path e0® _
i & multi-use path s an off- '|\I|'| |:,I|I .'.._ @ £ M
supapurts multiple recreats on | il ® & @ i
appartunitios, such a5 walkin @ .I e ® o e
inline skating and |‘F'""|"- B ° L ] .. s :
el .
5 il .. . [ @
: |'l.|‘=hi-".| Cpre u,.,:-'hn“ srface ege ® [ ]
Bus Slgnalﬂueue Jumping l. ea
| Dhssue lies Cormbing short dedicated & & &
it f3 with either a feacing busintenal gy =
B ST nial prioriey 10 allow buses to easly . :
enter rafic flaw in a pransy postan, CGuede e ®
|l||||I| Al ety can e 1y rherably, . -
o by run-time savings and incraased
chablity, ..
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PRELIMINARY SYSTEM ALTERNATIVE 2

Milton Road Reversible Center Lane

AM Peak
Period Traffic
Designation

Mid-Day /

Standard ) (i ! |
Trafﬁt Endne . Biemlee ':..':-.L ';;:-...-.",'._f AR Torwwl L S Trawed Lane Y
Designation Marged b
PMPeak U f_;::m —
Period Traffic
Designation
FEATURES: THIS ALTERNATIVE SHOULD?

Reversible traffic lanes (aka "managed lanes”)
add capacity to a road and decrease congestion
by borrowing capacity from the other (off-
peakl direction. There are a wide variety and
combination of approaches to managed lane
operations. These have typically encompassed
such methads as;

Move Forward for Further Study

- Static signing and + Lane Controls
striping + Temporary traffic

- Changeable control devices
messane signs + Law enforcement /

= Economic incentives legal restrictions

| disincentives

The concept is often referred to by FHWA and
sransportation professionals as,“managed lanes”
in that high demand on existing facilities, such
as Milton Road, especially at peak demands

are placed on the roadway, it necessitates the
efficiant management of those facilities.
«Optimal for roadways with limited right-of-

way expansion opportunities or heavy traffic
imbalance for short periods of time.

Mate: Hacantly compieted surveyof the Milton Road right-of-way from approximately University Orive ta Butler Avenue has indicated thar
100 of righi-cfway cuerently exists Additional slrvey results far the remaining segments of Milton Rosd CMP study corrider are farthcominge

s = B B8 maves
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PRELIMINARY SYSTEM ALTERNATIVE 3

Six, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes with Center Median/
Turn Lane with 6-Foot Sidewalks

!

L [4' { " | il | 1" 17 " 1k 17 4 6

+ Sigewalk SATravellane  SATravellane  SGTravelLane  Median®or  MBTravellane  NETravel Lane  NBTrvel Lane Sidewalk |
! Landscape CenterTwo- Way Landscape i
' Riers Left Turn Lane Buffer/ ;
: Snow Storage Snow Starage .
vl _ o ‘
- 10 ;

Approximats ROW
[Existing)

*The center lane would vary between a center median, center left turn lane, or a two-way left turn along the study corridor based
on need and level of access management required

FEATURES: THIS ALTERNATIVE SHOULD?

«This alternative adds vehicular capacity to Move Forward for Further Study
existing Milton Road by adding two additional

e o8 0
general purpose lanes. e® g @
oge® o ®
«The outside general purpose lanes would &

accommodate buses, vehicles, bicyclists and

right turning maovements. —
Be Eliminated from Further Study

«This alternative could be constructed utilizing °

=0 ; e 88
the existing 100-foot right-of-way, butwould | & *® o a® g s =
require reconstruction of the existing roadway | o '. . ® i T
that includes expansion of the existing .'.I' ®® | I
pavement section and relocation of the e 9 | —
sidewalks (both sides).

«f landscaping buffer between the roadway
and the sidewalks are included in this ™
alternative to separate sidewalk users from

roadway users. The buffer can also be used as
snow storage during the winter months. e

E  —]

Mote; Recenily compieted sureey of the Milton Road right-of-wa smatehy University Driva 1o Butler Avenue has indicated that
120 af fight-of-way curfently exsts. Additional survey r|=-,|| ts far mu segments of Miltan Road CMP study cormidar are forthcoming
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PRELIMINARY SYSTEM ALTERNATIVE &
Four, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes with Center Median/

Left Turn Lane, & two 14-Foot Shared Bus/Bike Lane (SBBL)
with 7-Foot Sidewalks

] |
I 153 1 | 1 | 14 | i & | 11 | 14 W et
Sichewialk SBESEBL / S8 Travel Lane 5B Trawel Lane Median® or NB TravelLane  ME Travel Lane MEB SBEL / Sdewalk !
Right Tum Only Lane Center/Twa-Way Left Right Turm Only Lane

Turn Lang

#
0
.
i
a
i
'
i
'
i
i
'

AL

104
Approsmate ROW
[Existing!

*The center lane would vary between a center median, center left turn lane, or a two-way left turn along the study corridor based
an need and level of access management required

FEATURES: THIS ALTERNATIVE SHOULD?

«This alternative adds capacity for all modes
thro igh the introduction of a 14-foot SBBL and

Move Forward for Further Study

. : spT ; PR oo ]
sidewalks in each direction while maintaining :'. °® oo @
the same vehicular capacity. Sge ® 0
@ L]
e ® -
«The four total general purpose lanes would :. ® L

only accommodate the through movement of

regular vehicular traffic. Be Eliminated from Further Study

-This alternative can be accomplished within 3"
existing 100-foot right-of-way because the | ®
two general purpose lanes in each direction by

were reduced to 11 feet, and the SEBL would
alse function as right turn lanes, eliminating

ove Forward for Further Study with A
lanes. However, this alternative would require Z CRER I

- [ il
reconstruction of the Exigting madway that : e se® @ lease Fil {TL.II a Comment Card

includes expansion of the existing pavement o i A s .,
section and relocation of the sidewalks (both i i i
sides), Rkl g

Nate: Recently completed survey of the Milten Boad fight-of-way fiam approximately Lniversity Drive to Butler Avenie has indicated that
Torof right-ofway curmently exists, Additional sufvey results for the remaining segments of Milton Road CMP st tdy coetidor are fan I'fl'-r'|.u~u
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Appendix H: Station 3 Display Boards Results

PRELIMINARY SYSTEM ALTERNATIVE 5

Six, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes with a Center Median/
Turn Lane, & 6-Foot Bicycle Lanes with 6-Foot Sid ks

i
gosl et 1 1’ 1 12’ 11 {3 1 & 4 &
s Bike Lane 5B 58 SB Median'er N8B B MNE Bike Lane Sidewalk
. Landscape Travel Lane Travellsne  TrmavelLane CenterTwo-Way Tewellane  Travellare  Travel Lane Landicaps
] Buffer/ Left Turn Lane Buffar/
Snow Storage e Srvow Storage
:: Approdinate Proposed ROW '
T P
—

Existing ROW
*The center lane would vary between a center median, center left turn lane, or a two-way left turn along the study corridor based

on need and level of access management required
FEATURES: THIS ALTERNATIVE SHOULD?
Move Forward for Further Study

"Increased vehicular capacity and
bicycle mobility by adding two
additional general purpose lanes (one
southbound, one northbound) and
continuous bicycle lanes.

*11-foot general purpose lanes are
Proposed, but 12-foot general purpose
lanes currently exist,

Be Eliminated from Further Study
%20 o,

o i
& ol e
, 1 s
-The outside general purpose lanes s @ * ® e |
®

would accommodate buses, vehicles,
and right turning movements,

Move Forward for Further Study with Adjustments
® g Mease Fill out o Comment Card

-hpprf}ximately 10-foot expansion of =i : |
the €xisting 100 right-of-way is required, | " R farer i, ; |

W et
i, .

Pl

rabfis |
—_—

Raits: Beconily complete: I3 Hi

b eted survey of the il i

- : liltean Foad ric -ot-way from dppEroirmatehy Ln

o fight-of WY CUmenitly exists, Additioral sutvey resulrs for the r;_.”-‘-_- min F.I-:::r" G_‘T'- Gk
5 W3NG Segmens

wersity Dirive ta Butler Avenue has nadicated that 100
e AILGLEC] TRAT 100
corridor are forthe:

of Milton Boad Chp gy
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PRELIMINARY SYSTEM ALTERN/ O
Six, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes, Two 13-Foot Shared
Bus/Bike Lanes (SBBL), & Center Median/ Turn Lane with

7-Foot Sidewalks

4

4 | 13 | 1w

"

¥

: { i 12 | 1 1 1 13 & 7

r # - — e
:ﬁmlﬁ S8BL / Right 5B 58 5B Median or ME HE NE SBEL f Right Sicdewal:
i Landscape Turnbane  Trvellane Travellane Travellane Centerleft  Travellane Travellane Travellane  Tumlane |andscape

: Buffer Turm Lang®

Eulfer!
126 Snow Storage

Appeoximale Proposed RUAY

Snow Storage

1007
Existing ROW

#The center lane would vary between a raised center median or o center left turn lane alang the study corridor based on need and
Jewel of access management required

FEATURES: THIS ALTERNATIVE SHOULD?

«This alternative adds capacity for all Move Forward for Further Study
modes through the introduction of a 13- |#® @
foot SBBL in each direction which would | e

be a dedicated bus/BRT lane sharing T L
functionality as a bicycle lane and right
turn lane.

JIncreased vehicular capacity
through the by adding two general
purpose lanes (one southbound, one
northbound).

«This alternative would require an
approximate 26-foot expansion of the
existing 100 right-of-way, including the
expansion and re-striping of the existing
pavement section and relocation of the
sidewalks {both sides).

Mot Recenthy complated sunvey of the Milion Road right-ofway from approsimanely University Drive to Butler Avenue has indicated that 100

of right-afey Corently exists, Additional survey resulis for the emaining segments of Milton RBoad CMP study corridar are forth
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R PLAN

Report

IMINARY SYS

TEM ALTERN

Eight, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes:

1

1k |

V3 | v

....-.g.,:.----
=

58 ] B 58 Median or 7] NE NE NE Sicewalk]
Travel Lane  Trawel Lane  Travel Lane  TravelLane Canter Laft Travel Lane Travel Lane  Travel Lans Travel Lang i
: Lardscape [ 2o Landscape
: Buiffer / Buffer /
' Snowr Storage 122 Snow Storage
E Approximate Proposed ROAW i
[ 1
g 100
Existimg ROAY

*The center lane would vary between a raised center median or a center left turn lane alang the study corridor based on need and

level of access management required

FEATURES:

«This proposed alternative adds four
additional lanes of vehicular capacity
(two lanes southbound and two lanes
northbound).

-The fourth (outside) general purpose
lane would be shared by both
autormnobiles and buses.

o0 8 8 L WP =
0®%"°%] o0 %e e
-11-foot general purpose lanes are ::.‘ ® % s
roposed, but 12-foot general pur * > J :
prop g purpose 0000% % .

lanes currently exist,

-This alternative would require an
approximate 22-foot expansion of the
existing 100" right-of-way, including the
expansion and re-striping of the existing
pavement section and relocation of the
sidewalks (both sides).

Move Forward for Further Study
|

Move Forward for Further Study with Adjustments

THIS ALTERNATIVE SHOULD?

Be Eliminated from Further Study

& Please Fill out ¢ Comment Card
At e g
e e N g

e AN

| Mote: Recently completed survey of the Milion Road right-of-way fro
of nght-cfway currently exists. Additional survey results for the rema

A E

i approcdmatedy Liniversity Drive 1o Butler Avenue has indicated that
ining segrents of Milton Road CMP study corridar are forthe oming
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

PRELIMINARY SYSTEM ALTERNATIVE &
Four, 11-Foot General Purpose Lanes, Two 14-Foot 5h ared
Bus/Bike Lanes (SBBL), 14-Foot Landscaped Median,
10-Foot Landscaped Setbacks, & 10 Foot Sidewalks

T | w | [ 1 1’ 11 | 14 1 | 11 14

: i
: i3 10 F o
i - . : LT Il i
! Buffer sidewalk  Buffer 5B SBAL # S8 Travel  SBTrawel Median ar NETravel  NBTravel MEB SBBL/ Buffer Sidewalk  Buffer |
¥ Raght Turn Only  Lane lane  CenterLeftTurn  Lane Lane Rigght Turn Cinly ;
H Lane Lane® Lane X
i 140 ) :

k Approximate Proposed ROW X

i 100 ;

Enisting ROW

#The venter lane would vary between a raised center median or a center left turn lane along the study corridor based on need and
level of access management required

FEATURES: THIS ALTERNATIVE SHOULD?

Jncludes design and aesthetic attributes that :
yield a“complete street” that facilitates all Move Forward for Further Study

modes of transportation while also offering
opportunities to enhance the character of
Mil-on Road with landscaping treatments.

.The &-foot landscaping setbacks behind each
curb can serve the dual function of landscape
treatment and possible stormwater catchment
and harvesting areas.

.Promotes altemative modes of transportation
by including 14-foot SBBLs and 10 foot
sidewalks. A 10-foot wide sidewalk can
comfortably accommodate both bicycle and
pedestrian modes and the landscape setback
fram the roadway affers a safety buffer.

«This alternative would require an approximate
40-foot expansion of the existing 100 right-of-
way, Including the expansion and re-striping of
th= existing pavement section and relocation
of the sidewalks.

Mote: Recently completed survey of the Milton Road righi-of-way from approximately University Dirive 1o Butler Avenue has indicated that 100
of right-of-way currently exists. Additional survey results for the reraining segments of Miltan Road CMP study comidar are forthcoming.

G @S ERBQ S =

;“"d-‘“““‘i NORTHERN
W UNIVERSITY W

39 o

M



MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

Appendix I: Station 4 Display Boards Results

PRELIM

ey 2 i

Milton Road No Build + Lone Tree Design Conce

WILTOIH REY

\
LONE TREE RD

[

#EATq RES: THIS ALTERNATIVE SHOULD?

«This alternative would focus upon the Move Forward for Further Study

use and potential expansion of Lone

Tree Road to provide supplemental ® " e, ® e
capacity to Milton Road. -~ w g0 3 ®
- Currently, Lone Tree Road is located 2 L 5 - ®
approximately % mile due east of :. =»

Milton Road and is generally a two- e @

lane collector roadway that primarily
provides access for localdestinations.

«Significant features such as a traffic
interchange to connect with |-40 to the ®q
south, and a grade-separated crossing ®
of the BNSF railway to the north

are potenial instrumental facilities
necessary to enhance the effectiveness

of the Lone Tree Road Alternative
Route.

«This alternative recommends 4, 12-
foot general purpose lanes, a raised
median, bicycle lanes, a sidewalk on
one side and a FU.T.S. trail on the other
side. ' =
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

ad Improvements

=

= e -‘_" -.I_ alre iy g . G "\f-i—

e e | X o
s /T Unipersdty | = §S Qf;ﬁ

m Milan Road CUP
[ih]
‘——WH&IM ey Corttor
5 :

Ve
S

m = Roubs BGYale Sirae
rl:lr.t AvcnueiMalpais LaneiMcCracken  West Route Sa/Riondan Ranch Street  Metz Walk Extarion fo Flaza Wy Emhrl::n::ﬂw D Elf o Ectan s AT Tt
e s Hnm:r — Esiaiing Flonchwiy — Eisting Rty e Exisling Rossway s Exeing Roadway
mmmw ¥ uE i Proposed M Ropsway NN Propocid Hew Rrodesy BN TN Propossd New Roadsay oo 00 58 0 Proposed Now Roadesy

What is a “Backage Road?”

The concept of a “backage road” (aka reverse frontage roads) is a road that runs
parallel to the arterial roadway (Milton Road) and behind developed land. Backage
roads can be advantageous in reducing traffic congestion on the mainline (Milton
Road), as well a minimize visual distractions and headlight glare on the mainline.
However, backage roads can also create opportunities for delay, congestion, and
crashes if there is insufficient storage for entering and exiting vehicles.

There are a handful of backage road scenarios illustrated that together and/
or separately could possibly mitigate traffic congestion for northbound and
southbound traffic on Milton Road. It should be noted that future traffic modeling
analysis of any backage road scenario(s) would be needed to adequately quantify
the anticipated performance and level-of-service of backage roads.
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JARY SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES 10

ad Improvements
DESCRIPTION

A

UNIVERSITY s’

THIS ALTERNATIVE SHOULD?
Clay Ave./Malpais Ln./ Move Forward for Further|  Be Eliminated fom Move Forward for Further

__ {| McCracken/Blackbird Roost St. Study Further Study Study with Adjustments

Though likely contributing to some ® L ®
neighborhood encreachment concerns, the ® [ L ] ® o
& | McCracken option will also allow access to future . ®
& | commercial redevelopment opportunities and 4

|| will reduce neig hborhood cut through traffic. ®

y4
14
W
p
=
14
0
Z

ARIZONA

+0.15 Miles of Proposed New Roadway
+ 0,80 Miles of Existing Road way

i \
Ao o

West Route 66/Riordan Ranch St.

Riordan Ranch Street currently exists fram Chambers
Drive to its intersection with Riordan Road to the north.
A northesn extension of Riordan Ranch Street (where it
currently terminates into a parking lot near the Newman
Center, NAL Art Museum and ather NAU buildings) to
the north to connect with the Milton Read/Route 66
intersection would be needed. A southemn extension of
Riordan Ranch Street to University Ave and to the south
is also recommended. Additional investigations as to
whether NAU would prefer to see a connection to Knoles
Drive would also bé needed.

+0.27 Miles of Proposed New Roadway

» (.90 Miles of Existing Roadway

Metz Walk Extension to Plaza
Way

This conceptual backage road would @
require right-of-way acquisition through o
the existing Safeway parking lot to connect
to Plaza Way.

fe
ﬁﬁ:

: - 0.075 Miles of Proposed New Roadway
0| |- 0.80 Miles of Existing Roadway
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR M/'STER PLAN

Pu Upen House #1
PRELIMINARY SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES
Backage Road Improvements

MAP DESCRIPTION

S ﬁl/ﬂ.ww Plaza Way/Yale Street/
L || \. University Avenue
ol

10

Study

il
TL.& Utilizing the existing roacways, this
i @

4 i i
£+ potential backage road network offers

a 1/3 mile backage road deviation from|
the Milton Road mainline. The 80-foot o
turning pocket on southbound Plaza
Way and broad turning radius at the
Yale Street may present operation and |
| safety challenges,

AN

- o
: o ®
5! ® 0

=3

{ [*015 Miles of Proposed New Roadway
= - 0.75 Miles of Existing Roadway

Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah | @

. : |99 %0 9 o
Blvd. Extension/Ft. Tuthill e®e s O,
HE_M_.H_:m Route 66 to Yale Street the it ® & ..
southern leg of this proposed backage _ ® * 'l
road network would require a 14 mile & - ®

extension of Beulah Boulevard from )
its current northern terminus just _

north of Forest Meadows Drive (o the
& _..h intersection of University Avenue and

., - .Nm‘wﬂ....f_m Streat, _
Lo Bl - 0.25 Miles of Proposed New Roadway
* 4.44 Miles of Existing Roadway

G DSEB R
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{Move Forward for Further

AT v
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ADOT

THIS ALTERNATIVE SHOULD?

Be Eliminated fom Move Forward for Further
Further Study Study with Adjustments
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

Appendix J: Mapping Exercise

Segment 1: Forest Meadows Street to Plaza Way
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

Segment 3: Sitgrevas Street to Beaver Street
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Public Open House #1

STATION 1 CMMENT CARD

1. What can be done now to prepare for the future of the Milton Road corridor? (20 years)

She crlervg foocos, \
C\m',)/ (i~ (- Sofre c,wje(g/—;m_

2 What roadway issues do you think the Milton Rbad corridor will have in the next 20 years?
c o ophons fir al Ak

KW\" v N
Van§ =

3 What do you see as the TOP THREE issues for the Milton Road corridor?
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4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer: @ C'g) r B T -f’f
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STATION 1 COMMENT CARD S 8
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(9]
1 What can be done now to prepare for the future of the Milton Road corridor? (20 years) < JU>
(1)
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2, What roadway issues do you think the Milton Road corridor will have in the next 20 years? N w)
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1

STATION 1 COMMENT CARD

1. What can be done now to prepare for the future of the Milton Road corridor? (20 years) o
wWigen  WMWevon STERTING W [TH SECMENT BETwee )
THE YY" Ll MicTen B0 FBFedRS Qua Lo/ WL o .

2, What roadway issues do you think the Milton Road corridor will have in the next 20 years?

3 What do you see as the TOP THREE issues for the Milton Road corridor? ‘ o
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4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1 ADDT

STATION 1 COMMENT CARD

1. What can be done now to prepare for the future of the Milton Road corridor? (20 years)
2, What roadway issues do you think the Milton Road corridor will have in the next 20 years?

CJ\«M 74%0‘)!‘&.

i &
\M‘ 3. What do you see as the TOP THREE issues for the Milton Road corridor?
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Public Open House #1

STATION 1 COMMENT CARD

1. What can be done now to prepare far tha fitien ~fel- et 0 years)
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 1 COMMENT CARD

1. What can be done now to prepare for the future of the Milton Road corridor? (20 years)

Agatre g e wc7

2 What roadway issues do you think the Milton Road corridor will have in the next 20 years?
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‘Hﬂ! 3 What do you see as the TOP THREE issues for the Milton Road corridor?

")
<
S
a .
)
ES)
@
S
I
]
<
%
®
D
®
=
S
Q
RN
=~
|
1)
M
=
S
Q
%)
c
3
3
3
<
)
(L)
ke
Qo
S
~

o AHMno:\uue .y*ougi‘ts avre. weedreol . +wr'l'5‘\‘5
DY}‘.\E{G\G;)K‘{ g:\rom \sz ‘e 'j': \7 -Wa:\‘ WV\YA km:pu}‘

NV1d H31SVIN 40Aldd40D0 dvOod NOLTINW

Rous  has only one ey EES wWe QR hacks
S, 4 Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:
R\ 4
thrZ
230
SNA OPTIONAL ONLY:
£0-| Name: — ) Email:
oz1 B WS EBQ E
<p
t ‘z
8z

ST AT EY




MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1
STATION 1 COMMENT CARD

1. What can be done now to prepare for the future of the Milton Road corridor? (20 years)
2. What roadway issues do you think the Milton Road corridor will have in the next 20 years?

3. What do you see as the TOP THREE issues for the Milton Road corridor?
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 1 COMMENT CARD

1. What can be done now to prepare for the future of the Milton Road corridor? (20 years)

s BEST ANSWER 1S T2 STOP Ganvrk, Pt THAT (S
NET Gotnws To HALPEW —

2. What roadway issues do you think the Milton Road corridor will have in the next 20 years?
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3. What do you see as the TOP THREE issues for the Milton Road corridor?
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STATION 1 COMMENT CARD

1. What can be done now to prepare for the future of the Milton Road corridor? (20 years)
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Public Open House #1

STATION 1 COMMENT CARD

15 What can be done now to prepare for the future of the Milton Road corridor? (20 years)

2. What roadway issues do you think the Milton Road corridor will have in the next 20 years?

EAMEMTS
ov B AcCk

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer: (’\J\/\ﬁ
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3 What do you see as the TOP THREE issues for the Milton Road corridor?
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report
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Public Open House #1

STATION 1 COMMENT CARD

j What can be done now to prepare for the future of the Milton Road corridor? (20 years)

2, What roadway issues do you think the Milton Road corridor will have in the next 20 years?
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Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report
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Public Open House #1

STATION 1 COMMENT CARD

1; What can be done now to prepare for the future of the Milton Road corridor? (20 years)
AN
L"M THIS PLAVMIVG 15 AT LTAsY SYE ARS T2o LATE

2 What roadway issues do you think the Milton Road corridor will have in the next 20 years?

3. What do you see as the TOP THREE issues for the Milton Road corridor?

LM MENTS

on Bhck M)

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY: F
Name: /Vh_‘T A H«Y ) ) R Email:___|
Ga @ o E W Q@ mE oo

5l

o
<
S
a .
)
S
1)
S
I
Q
<
%
0
1)
L)
<
S
Q
H
=~
|
1)
L)
=
S
Q
(%)
c
3
3
S
<
=
Q)
S
S
S
=

NV1d H31SVIN 40Aldd40D0 dvOod NOLTINW




MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report
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Public Open House #1

STATION 1 COMMENT CARD

1. What can be done now to prepare for the future of the Milton Road corridor? (20 years)
2. What roadway issues do you think the Milton Road corridor will have in the next 20 years?
3. What do you see as the TOP THREE issues for the Milton Road corridor? MMQVT} N

Bhck ~—

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY: /\/\Aj‘ﬂ MHY
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Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report
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Appendix L: Station 2 Comment Cards

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1 ADOT
STATION 2 COMMENT CARD
L Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? YES /ﬁ()/
Additional Comments (optional): —

2. Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES ZN/O//
Additional Comments (optional):

3 Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)

—
A. Existing right-of-way only (y Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted

buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional):

4. If you selected "A", "B’ or “C"in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?
(circle one:)

Y The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
B. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)

C. I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

5, If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between '___S',/‘ NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage? =

Additional Comments (optional): Y C==TAI) Jlidn 'F?D‘:’/’f@fﬁc /ﬂé’ﬁ'ﬁﬁ

6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY;
Mame: Email:_
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? CYJE}) NO
Additional Comments (optional):

- ¢ ; ] o g 256} } ﬂ k{’/l l;-yﬁ.s Cee f)
gm«% WA D sle .mpnﬁvfmh(cn w),a‘) 0 ; I ¥
Cihowalls  dwdd bl Ve evidn w‘i“r&

5
2 Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES @)
Additional Comments (optional):

3. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)
A.  Existing right-of-way only C Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional):

4, If you selected "A","B", or "C"in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?
(circle one:)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
i The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)
C. I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

5. If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between YES NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?
Additional Comments (optional):

W Even Wﬂ L i_fw’\i ! ifl\é_v\.\ Yo 1 1 ROOT, [ ¥ 11,,55‘
o o/ w i/ W}),:}'w{ Lo Juw}

M;?V 1\/6 {?a i W{u\,‘[’
6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

L (5 \le f{':a?LQb-‘&“f“fqm G"Jf‘}\v-) Ceey C*’*{’“"CA} \3‘“'3“7"' *"(:’*"’-"2
= LH\M:;( a.‘ﬂ;w‘} C:_’ﬂ\{f\ ('V\\/‘Vlw"”} »JMS _2

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Mame: _ B Email:
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ON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? YES NO
Additional Comments (optional):

2. Would you support System Altemative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES NO

T v Tve pnE

3. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of- way?

(circle one:)

A.  Existing right-of-way only C.  Expanded right of way, even if existing

B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted

buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference
Additional Comments (optional): ( % % f f
4, If you selected “A",“B" or “C" in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?

(circle one)
A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
B. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)
C. I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

5 If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between

YES
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?
Additional Comments (optional): ; i f 2

6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

CPTIOMAL ONLY:
MName; ; . - Email:_______
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)?
Additional Comments (optional): ) L

ok lindses e uux\‘“/ . —<b -
Gk B ‘/\C’ﬁ' p&' ir\/\jZ&J' ,«\/\ €/ ’\/R{_L,‘C__ ~ h\l
2. Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES NO/

Additional Comments (optional):

3. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)

A. Existing right-of-way only C. Expanded right of way, even if existing
Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional):

Lo destun cnt e Sol NS

4. If you selected "A", "B, or "C" in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?
(circle one:)

The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)
I do not have a strong preferencq as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

e 5 > €& ; -
Additional Comments (optional): FWWs S P“ S ) LL howy .

5, If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between YES NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?

Additional Comments (optional): -
CaN TENA PL (A

[ Seape. plle/” @ o

6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:

Narme: =y Email:

WG EB S W s
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? @ NO
Additional Comments (optional):

2. Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES
Additional Comments (optional):

3. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)
A.  Existing right-of-way only c Expanded right of way, even if existing
) Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional);

W ol k. Y\@QAQE\DR MW\AY“U\SQQA?H\
Wi Rug gﬁf\‘@ s 3N *wz_‘i(\\ c&

4. If you selected "A”, “B", or “C" in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?
(circle one:)

@ The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
B. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)
s I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

ST Tawe. Hrly For bus,and

gl Vane Turn only. . - &
5 If Miltor! Road were to be widened, would you support alandscaped buffer between YES NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?
Additional Comments (optional):

6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer: >/ 5

Be Cﬁdms‘ﬂ_&rﬂg ouYy Mone

OFTIONAL ONLY:
Name: _ Email:
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD

T Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? YES NO
Additional Comments (optional):

. Put we e d a vwediay \amdscag hg , and
k‘éq{,.e;g. Safe, edasbvianm C,vcfsq‘\a%?. 3

2. Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES NO
Additional Comments (optional):

3, Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?

(circle one:)
A._/ Existing right-of-way only G, Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional):

EXMA;)'-M Ry :\uskﬁmc,ve_mm CD‘\_ESRW

4, If you selected "A","B", or “C"in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?
(circle one:)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
< B2} The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)
C. | do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional): \:') Nb*" '?GDS‘S;\\O\Q_ . Seo E&&—J"‘/\.—\

B If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between YES NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?
Additional Comments (optional):

6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Name: ] Email:
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD
1 Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? 1 YES NO
Additional Comments (optional): ﬁ( Qu\,\ \Q \k ‘NKL’ X I
Move 1qu\m6v*‘-"‘)§’
2. Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES NO

Additional Comments (optional):

3. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)

A. Existing right-of-way only &% Expanded right of way, even if existing

B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted | do not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional): .
Nels @ cHac %—Mr/ N- ﬂ—fac'%s

4, If you selected "A", "B’ or “C"in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?
(circle one:)
A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)

C? The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)
| do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

5. If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between YES NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?

Additional Comments (optional): Y '5{ mi ,’{0»\“&‘]5 éwml C‘ f-mla\-—-\"‘z(_,g
HaUJ g 9 fwc) ) tovads #a.
6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

Ctisd(-&,’ 1“L5-5'p'=.l¢, pea / ¢ < (U[ 4
GmJC«f;}m ga,L‘cé/,éum{C’:j@P Faﬂojst‘jrif%/

e (*’z)o(haw.

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Name: Email:

e D T EE @ N o
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Fublic Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? YES

Additional Comments (optional):

2. Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES @
Additional Comments (optional):

3, Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)
Existing right-of-way only s, Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional):

4. If you selected “A’, “B", or "C" in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?
(circle one:)

The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)
I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional): .
= (Liia\\izp o al30 N Asspeente nedf of apil-

<)\ The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
B

5. If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between YES NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?
Additional Comments (optional):

A S

Onla V& tncl ded a boffered ‘D:KE»LN and
A Tovs only lane -
6. Please provide any additioidl comments you may wish to offer:
. whdaming Couds dots nak immprove congesim ; ‘
- ‘{\JQ.(*. L0} md:\)UC,)f Nrears 40 u,co\'\"\-ﬁc’{Mé él‘t(.sj W{és.lz.r\"“g
Rnol DbvGls.

OPTIOMAL ONLY:
Name: ) Email:
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? YES @
Additional Comments (optional):

2. Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES @

Additional Comments (optional): 3 A
"{vcs-an{ 'fyu.n...e Yo, — cﬂu‘é &u?z M“"“
Atartls .

3 Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)

A.  Existing right-of-way only @ Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional):

4. If you selected "A", “B", or “C"in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?

(circle one:) / fo wrl

A The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, autonobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)
C. I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

5. If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between @ NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?
Additional Comments (optional):

6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer;

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Mame: o Email:

V=74 T4 i
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? YES @
Additional Comments (optional):

N,

2. Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES @
Additional Comments (optional):

N\& N PHEN Y ¢ TKES6 Y

3. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)
%) Existing right-of-way only @ Expanded right of way, even if existing
Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference
Additional Comments (optional): Qﬁ’w&w -‘-H_E_— 1] '/;’
C/o((-‘-' ﬂvtT & INTO ((,6‘1-M(L‘T:-H> A
LONE “TREF BUTLE + MILTON
TKTPE CHo WS Po
4. If you selected “A","B’, or "C" in Question #3, which would you prefér the additional outside travel lane to be?
(circle one:)

@ The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
B. T velTane be share i i t ’
C. | do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

5 If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between YES NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?
Additional Comments (optional):

6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:

Name: - Email:.
BT EB Q=
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1 ADOT
STATION 2 COMMENT CARD
1. Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? YES (o]
Additional Comments (optional);

2. Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES NO
Additional Comments (optional):

3. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)
A. Existing right-of-way only C. Expanded right of way, even if existing
Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional):

4. If you selected “A", "B, or "C"in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?
(circle one:)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)

e I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

5 If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between YE NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?
Additional Comments (optional):

6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Name: _ Email:
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build gn

tain as is
AddmonalComments(optmnal) ;’,)ccp?{”? ﬁh‘/\. g&vwﬁ//é)— f/ljwél,z__ ,»J;Jg M"’/‘/
e poi\a cru,( [)x(w’) C;WT 0\(‘ f/(‘»t’?‘/ ﬂtt/;v'/a /W’V/?/ U<

NS =
2. Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES (N%
Additional Comments (optional): ¥

3. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)
A. Existing right-of-way only [ 52 Expanded right of way, even if existing
@ Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference

wws B o MoH, Use folly owd oxceasious|

Bus SHeps
4. If you selected “A”, "B’ or "C"in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?
(circle one:)

A, The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
B. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)
| do not havg a strong pr?ference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

(E) oSl at l o
\AddlfzaICOmments}{;{;—ﬁ;ﬂil) Lk\/ (. %GA.U QJS g//(ggté{
Ve / / '

<A ’ﬂ 0 ovtS e Lk }'m O/u

o Rofbee /G poss /1o Shunope :
5. If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between YES @

the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?
Additional Comments (optional):

6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
MName: ___ Email:

% NORTHERN _ -
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD
1. Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? [qES' J NO
fi 5 T
Additional Comments (optional): s
JT #‘?‘.'.{7 HT U Lok (;T
2. Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES CNO'
Additional Comments (optional): -
Mmoo %, =" A -y ——
o0 LONFUSING PR T~ LONCERMED
Lo Ner o _—/?ll-".-’}'_-ﬂr-. ren) Fo S rb6 The LEsreER

3 Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)

LA/’ Existing right-of-way only c: Expanded right of way, even if existing
B Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional):

e L A s / y 7
.\’t—- L 3 N J",- N € Covep E

VERYy (Losiry,

4. If you selected "A", "B, or “C"in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?

(circle one:)

A The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
(B) The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)

(4 I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):
i e ; )
L Wourp =0 /?Efﬂ-f‘-&‘\‘ V4 ep;

o ) | e Faie
R ' = ATER BikE Lavcss S Trey
(RE Not (Oh  HickwAy PR & '

2 ‘o § aFEn For Ay ( EERVED
- If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between YES NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?
Additional Comments (optional):
Mayge

6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Name: _

Email:___
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD
1 Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? YES NO
Additional Comments (optional):

2, Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES \I:I}
Additional Comments (optional):

3. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?

(circle one:)
A.  Existing right-of-way only E: Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted : | do not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional):

4, if you selected "A", "B, or “C"in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?
(circle one)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
B. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)
C I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optjonal):

- *'e/o!c,c m:—%rﬁ e %/f FheH*

5 If Milton Road weréto be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between '@ NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?

i gt widhe-tn J el Ko 3
ﬁ Jow) In bhus stops
Pleas rovldea

additional comments you may wish to offe;_,,
— Jusses 4 AR
S0 pears In pasienser 7”“”/"" tim =P

OPTIONAL ONLY;
Name: ’\/b é n Lﬁ l/d A ) Email; J I
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? YES NO

Additional Comments (optional): —
2. Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES @

Additional Comments (optional): —
3 Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address

year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?

(circle one:)

A. Existing right-of-way only C. Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing  © buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional):
4. If you selected "A’; "B", or “C" in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?

(circle one:)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)

C? The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)
I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved
Additional Comments (optional):“r\qe \'\&UY coy /—}« rugk J(m?&;; A\‘S ConrgeS
bike. s
5. If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between (QES) NO
e

the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?
Additional Comments (optional):

6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

QPTIONAL ONLY:
Name: Ermail:
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build {maintain as is)? YES @)
Additional Comments (optional): =

N\

/!

2. Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES NO" /
Additional Comments (optional): /

3. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?

(circle one:)
\@1 Existing right-of-way only C.  Expanded right of way, even if existing
~B./ Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional):

4, if you selected "A", "B, or “C" in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?
(circle one:)
A The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)

(\lé\s The outside travel lane be shared by bustsmmsitsnd bicycles only (System Alternative 4) g
ok | do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (opti

onal): . i ’ .
Need Oude\c;(.‘mQCi —not Svarad-bike lane wah v
 \Hecoan vt

5 If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between YEE) NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?
Additional Comments (optional);

6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

QPTION LY: .
Name: ) A\E ‘\D G_ — Email: W
B EEQ Y =

M

% NORTHERN _ -
512192 ‘\HJZCHQJ\%%J FETAT S =
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? YES - NO
Additional Comments (optional):

2, Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES NO
Additional Comments (optional): '

3. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)
A. Existing right-of-way only C. Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D.™ Ido not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional):

4, If you selected "A", “B", or “C" in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?
(circle one:)

A The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
B. »  The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)
C, I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

5, If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between YES NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage? )
Additional Comments (optional): =

6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

A& \."\v"&buﬁz{ eudfon FPASNOW vonw wa.Q,\_J%

OPTIONAL OMNLY:
Name: _ . Email:
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD
AN,
T Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? YES/‘ NO
Additional Comments (optional): i

75.".@5’- f‘&.s Jom ¢ C'(?¢£’7 '[ &= 15{ Bls - L“jt L~ € L’U’H"‘Ij i

e |
. 2 Oecrde”
ﬁa¥L \REMENTS , ALy ku“ﬁ; oA v h‘;\fdft\ R
b Would you support System Alternatwe 2 Mllton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept‘? dfs\, NO

Additional Comments (optlonal} ,\).Q \
\"Q._S‘—;\G;LL i )\ \:SA&:C L ._,‘| —-Lﬁc)éj fh@\( OYT-2a F— —

e T=VCY VAN S\ TS - TNER Q\-—TTS‘ZMC Clhangs ?Nf\ o ble < M—C\S (A€ AS .
3. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Mllton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)

A, Existing right-of-way only @ Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional):

4, If you selected "A", "B, or "C" in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?
(circle one:)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
B. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)
//’CJ) I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

Bady, =3 Rave ebf- Bser =T gr‘.w Cep W;@YCLL( [ANER_

5. If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between QE} NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?
Additional Comments (optional):

fetT TORS ARe A Big TRORLSmM . Fxén Medyag Wi b
& oyveeL~ A § )" SO0 T J RN v 6 TRALE <
6. Please provide any addrtlonal comments you may wish to offer:

Nr{;}é (ablinn 12 UofamiL iR MosaisTS P’\’%\mw;x.v nuﬁaggﬂ*ep*”’“

TodN S, S8, AN~ Coa LS - g%m}m & Mé'bww i@LuL\Mw
Re Nclbd‘b T PesiRic™ ““\f(_\xgw \}\\ MsoasT %

(_JPHON_L OMNLY:
Name: k}i HM - Emdil:_l I

G @z BB Q N e
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MAST
Public Open House #1

STATION 2 COMMENT CARD
M\
1. Would you support System Altemative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? YES NO ;'I
Additional Comments (optional): QA

- to kot Ao teed 5
W%@W%WW

2. Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Ce7%r Lane Cgncept? YES NO

Additional Comments (optional): (hﬂ %

. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)

A./  Existing right-of-way only C: Expanded right of way, even if existing
Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional):

:].'x

if you selected "A’, "B", or “C"in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?
(circle one:)

A, The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
B. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)

= | do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

5, If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between YES NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?
Additional Comments (optional):

6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
MName: ~ o Email:__

M

f"‘y--‘“\i NORTHERN
i ; ARIZDNA%| fﬁ‘m"‘“‘w#
@ UNIVERSITY

83



MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1 ADUT
STATION 2 COMMENT CARD

T Would you support System Alternative 1, No Build (maintain as is)? @ NO

Additional Comments (optional):

2. Would you support System Alternative 2, Milton Road Reversible Center Lane Concept? YES @
Additional Comments (optional):

3 Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)
@ Existing right-of-way only C.  Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference

Additional Comments (optional):

4. If you selected "A", "B, or “C" in Question #3, which would you prefer the additional outside travel lane to be?
(circle one;)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit, automobiles, and bicycles (System Alternative 3)
B. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 4)
| do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (opticinral}: L THOK. THAT Yoy Splocaedd W@’c‘fm
oW AVITHUEN. STAEET ~ KEEP THE» 1 OFF oF rMilanwo
MUCH AS oSS cBIE — o J’Aﬁirz..7 l o ¢

5. If Milton Road were to be widened, would you support a landscaped buffer between @ NO
the sidewalk and the street (System Alternative 3) that could also be used for snow storage?
Additional Comments (optional);

6. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

[F Yor webew Mitzoo —7p &ﬂm!mu W#’A'f?

b LoweS oo TWwo LAUT 0w bl ot [Huwins§ —

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Name: _

Email:_
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Appendix M: Station 3 Comment Cards

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD
I: Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help =
address year-round congestion and safety? YES NO

Additional Comments (optional):

Skrel oo S luser  ave --\-ac) (,JS\J .‘(“[¢f—uil+ l—u f‘-‘f§jr€- .fiaﬂf— II o
o :E—K‘@@l(. v \]L/-"- M;A&tﬁ . 4 C.\'} B WA L\-z'/ .‘Lq;c)tw _{:QQQ(;J
\\'w/")a EZV‘ Ccarsj _‘.’HL-/;WB,. L[M'»L':_r/:loﬁ} i MA k}/{)*‘\\re‘w \L\-Q (-‘)5'1 llﬂ:.\r;i&./]
and N inef et wse oﬂ lar\éi

2 Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?

(circle one:)
A.  Existing right-of-way only C.  Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

& Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
B. The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
G The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
D. | do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Name: =2 Email:
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD
1. Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help
address year-round congestion and safety? NO
Additional Comments (optional):
2. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)
A.  Existing right-of-way only .\C..'ml Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing ~/  buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments {optional):

3. Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous

dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)

The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)

I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Name: _ . 3 Email:_

V=74 T4 i
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1
STATION 3 COMMENT CARD
1. Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help
address year-round congestion and safety? YES NO

Additional Comments (optional):

Z Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)
A. Existing right-of-way only G Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional);

3. Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

A, The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
B. The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
C: The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
D I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional);

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

A / -]LG W.mi (J Ve g (\g ﬁ'f*ﬁ () %% /)/5;;,,
(o Car!

OFTIONAL ONLY: 57 —
Name: [ _éﬂEj‘ ) ;3 Email__——— - —
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD

1., Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help
address year-round congestion and safety? @ NO

Additional Comments (optional): Aone 75{‘5{

e
Moy Acelechnly Fws Vedife fAnec, bur Acditsm o
Ao dinfd Buc, gt Boke, el Tatu-thwe

2 Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)
A. Existing right-of-way only @ Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

< Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

@ The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)

B. The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
C. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
D. | do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

Stuedy shovld 40D A ser At nuatives Acgargra SFeps
Fa Frposs Ae ArAlFe  bus, Gike Clhw leasden e SWSK
cacde, AopAndlire of Ao o Senwptive choren, Ale BRSE

e el o 6 Alelngyy 6. TRore 4Fnuntive

4, Please prpvide any additional coﬂments you may wish t?er:

“’\-é ” [ . -
PG be Pacicere spAnATE n P €Xrag /’/v’cfg%é
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD

Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help
address year-round congestion and safety? YES

Additional Comments (optional);

2. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)
Existing right-of-way only 52 Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

3. Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous

dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)

The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative ?}Nb

I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

onNnwE

Additional Comments (optional):

A3 B ffeced bk lanes—K

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

S sbV

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Mame: Email:
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD

1. Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help
address year-round congestion and safety? @ NO

Additional Comments (optional):

2 Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:}

A. Existing right-of-way only @ Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference as long
as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

w

Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

A The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
@ The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
—€~  The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
—2”  Ido not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Name: i Email:

NORTHERN i . ‘
ARIZONA y FE TUF S

UNIVERSITY ®




MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1
STATION 3 COMMENT CARD
1. Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help o
address year-round congestion and safety? ( YES) NO

T

Additional Comments (optional);

2. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one)
(@Q Existing right-of-way only i, Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. 1 do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

3. Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
% The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
C}é> The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
D. I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY;
Name: Email:

ot
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CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD
1. Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help
address year-round congestion and safety? YES

Additional Comments (optional):

IF Y Buwo T, Twer oL conee
Bt lomes woanld c:(.a.&‘l-fa't,‘ Haas wn .

2. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)
Existing right-of-way only G Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

3. Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
| do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

ONnwm

Additional Comments (optional):

Twnerease %@u—s‘i‘r'%{ww\[, Add -?v(*(_ckté) ke \ovne.
Don' 3 <X ‘DM ol Q’c/\,\[ .

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer;

OPTIONAL OMLY:
Name: g Email:
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD

1. Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help
address year-round congestion and safety? YES

Additional Comments (optional):

F?\ﬁ L’Sr l\f{\ {'}fm_{ff \b\f\(f//’\ / Mo -l N{;\: _

(A
2. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address

year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)

"N

f Existing right-of-way only G Expanded right of way, even if existing
B Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

3. Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

A The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
__The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
( The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
D. I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

DO Not MCI hore (M

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Name: Email:
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD

1. Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help
address year-round congestion and safety? YES NO

Additional Comments (optional):

2; Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)
A. Existing right-of-way only C. Expanded right of way, even if existing
B.  Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

3. Generally speaking, if an addditiona éX_PA N E ) 9 tion to Milton Road, which of

the following would you prefer? (circ

Additional Comments (optional):

A. The outside travel lane be sh: (+ dms “‘f jb\"c ntinuous
e

dedicated bike lane (System /

B. The outside travel lane be de: LoON estion , tem Alternative 6 and 8)
G. The outside travel lane be sha ” “,c’ é \ternative 7)
D | do not have a strong prefere I+ o—‘n\* 6; J op«i ﬂ&*’ ) nproved
Additional Comments (optional): (e (¢ . ‘,hcn.ldf-
YA LS
4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:

Name: Email:

G @ EE G Y ane
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN ADOT

Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD

1 Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help /\ \
[_'\ vES)

address year-round congestion and safety? NO

)
Nt

Additional Comments (optional):

['\le_‘, r-..a_e‘J fe AD “I‘ i .ri)s'-# ¥ Hu-z’,-;/y rels, ooy ,!_|f.‘_7i- he ,,;,_-,{ j:_‘ ‘ 4” Als: O SN ,Z /ﬁ_

{ JI_"'H‘ & ;,\JTLﬁ j"”’?,. "’:I'\J"\ ‘7 '-\;":lrl—r‘ A A o '/I ."/'! b3 e R 2 v Ne . /fJ -
Aias] AN -;\1 = rai i - _.%c--\r.k e E.f r_kr_tw""q“r 17- f’{,..r.cL_.;_/

i Py /
as j’ti- Z’J‘n \vers, f}" eV T A teS -,za C}f/),_—. g

2 Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:) -
A. Existing right-of-way only / Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

3. Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

< A,l‘ The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
=" dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
B. The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
C. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
D. I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional); | —
! 11(: c\a{_.x

s, ank Jollse &n MMpn |, we need

.I ; 7 Y " g P> {{.'r ':_f",- L g N
5 =5 . 5)|.-.‘$ e:,"é" l'xélf":\{_./(.‘ ,.r/.“ .Iz-'r' ~thei e :

He bibes

N ..-_-g\;é_—, sl W e

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
MName: Email:
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD

1. Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help
address year-round congestion and safety? YES NO

Additional Comments (optional):

2. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one)
@ Existing right-of-way only C. Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):
i1/ oy d Vi o
WIRKIG Wit Carve OF Flpssins= Ao, T o A
L/_}(\ TLEL LI LA ___ 8 J y ’_:__ i ;;V 2 /L"JV e _,3-/"-1’;”,__!-;??_".}_,1/(*-_
Il E [T WL N 1C Loy i'—'.fx_-‘:}rf_: /_}n‘{j flffl—p }} -

3 Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
B. The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
(&1 The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
D | do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:

Mame: = - Email:_ -
B EB S

M
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD

1. Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help
address year-round congestion and safety? YES

Additional Comments (optional):

2. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)
A.. Existing right-of-way only G Expanded right of way, even if existing
/B./ Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
" buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

3. Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
B The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
G The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
D I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:
. s . - {
i | EV A o T Tttt s g o e
U S 7 j

s A o9 - L ; P b s \ i -r".-.
T {A 7 ¥ - / At g T A STy
e )/,c_,,‘_ﬁ.x.eh * _.;f_f_.—zw..c /"L«__et,r_.a.iiu.n PP Oy f 7 AT I

(R P _4_52._(

OPTIONAL ONLY:
MName: Email:

Gr @D s EWN QG RN e
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD

1. Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help

address year-round congestion and safety? YES C@

Additional Comments (optional):

2. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?

(circle one:)
@ Existing right-of-way only C Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

3. Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous

dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
C. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
D. | do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

o

Py

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Name:

— S Email:

e @ EB Q=W
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD
1. Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help ~,
address year-round congestion and safety? YES @

Additional Comments (optional):

2. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?

(circle one)
A} Existing right-of-way only £ Expanded right of way, even if existing
Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

3. Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer;)

A, The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
B, The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
(@ The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7) E.-’:j W fora/
D. | do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved "‘"‘”7

Additional Comme nts {optional):

KTy No Grevsc Bolben . w (ol fonp ,é/b/ Fin. Al uto
/g/éfd Ok

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

COPTIONAL ONLY:
MName: ) i Email;_

G @ EE QY e
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD

1 Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help
address year-round congestion and safety? YES NO

Additional Comments (optional):

2 Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?

(circle one:)
A. Existing right-of-way only L Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference as long
as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional);

3. Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)

B.
C The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
D I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Add’t'or’d‘COmmcnts tlonal A~
pohcaTeo Ana /f‘;;lﬂ’ foras D
ﬂM ﬂ/dj@éj ~ Jhart je;ﬂqﬂq,’f‘(/ /JL&V%

4. Please provide any additional comments you rm W|sh to offer S- ﬂ"‘lfft" 70
# /i ,7—4% v 7

H’W v Yo myl.fz_ ljﬁ

/%47/1”/1 .
OPTIONAL ONLY: ﬁ‘/ﬁf
Name: Email;_]
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1
STATION 3 COMMENT CARD
T Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help %
address year-round congestion and safety? (YEs NO

Additional Comments (optional);

2. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?

(circle one:)
A. Existing right-of-way only /:g/ Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

3. Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
3 dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
6‘7 The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
D. I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (cplionaI):I "HI\\V\K a\wmﬁ% S e E{)@A‘— j}\-
weuld De Gosel 4o get bikes ot o™ the \,\wra&g_ Tk s mdly
harel 4o bike nea Yrffic v bad wesXhey

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Name: Email:

ir @ T EB S N o

NORTHERN
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD
[ Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help Pl
address year-round congestion and safety? YES @9

Additional Comments (optional):

Addvrional Janes \avies add ol Trobfic,
Your Janes -P\ v Aed\Cared ~NoT Shared- \oiKe \cuncx

Z. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?

(circle one:)
@ Existing right-of-way only c Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

3. Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer;)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
L dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
<g) The outside travel lane be designated for bus-tramsit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
D I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer;
OPTIONAL QNLY: \
MName: _ ﬁl\g | '-g" B . Email:___

s @D = EW R O e
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD
i Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help P!
address year-round congestion and safety? \ ES NO
gl
Additional Comments (optional):
2. Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of- way?
(circle one:)
A. Existing right-of-way only C. Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along asexisting ~ buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D I do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

z 2 Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

A The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
. dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
__B._/  The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)

f‘ The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
L':[_),D I'do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

o .
UMk, {_A&n/g:!ﬂt; SO

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Name: _ ; Ermail:

i @ EE G BN e

M
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

=

4.

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD
Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help
address year-round congestion and safety? YES @

Additional Comments (optional);
£y ) - O Alc / 5 al - ‘ 3
RESTR (T rm‘& TOENS  AD 10 (e Earer “ﬁ‘g T @_‘_

oA WICL (\ Add  MeRr VLW::‘P{ .

Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?

(circle one:) i
A, Existing right-of-way only (,C_',/ Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
B. The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
/C.;-\ The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
'D.y  |do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved
Additional Comments (optional):

Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OFTIONAL ONLY:
Mame: _

Email:___

B DS EB G =N e
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD
1, Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help = 3
address year-round congestion and safety? YES @’f

Additional Comments (optional);

i« ddasin ol W/MZW Slests +, m(ﬂ-/f’“ﬂ%“

b o s o T S

« 7% /6Y 4T
2. Generally speaking, would you prefer that futute altern@étives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
{Urcle one:)
( A// Existing right-of-way only L Expanded right of way, even if existing
Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. 1 do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

3 Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)

B The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
&, The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
D. | do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Name: Email:_

G @D = EW G BN o
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD
1 Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help
address year-round congestion and safety? @ NO

Additional Comments (optional):
This nects b b 2 dby [Aeon henlevard , Hink Curspe, |
neb & highony o Pob in deees el ur all duon, we hes

b aceaph "’Tﬂfo\l'f% will Jake l&ﬂ&u s9 mall 1+ p(cﬂa :
M'\\‘-L ["f aftvadhve

2 Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?
(circle one:)
@ Existing right-of-way only C. Expanded right of way, even if existing
Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

- 3 'H\l'“\- His (B not real the an) we nedd A rrove
Arword or His.

3. Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
r@ The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
C. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
D. | do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

425 Trafieww b (s down Sor ubuh}l-: 4o b LRy ;,'J«o'u
bt t.\'u'... | S nrna Prl ML J{I‘V# woel) arse n ) (_,éc/al vEFore
T Wﬂ[!"l'","’l ned b L. J'_-T.../L-l-d .

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

Whik T oamd tn quashom 1 iy in g bk

OPTIONAL ONLY: .
Mame: d Rbb P -rkb ma ) Email:

o @D EW O N e
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD
1. Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help -
address year-round congestion and safety? YES @

Additional Comments (optional):

2 Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?

(circle one:)
Existing right-of-way only & Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as along as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. I do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved
Additional Comments (optional):
(F Yny EXPAVA Tls (AT o Mutor) Floy (7 T
B TLENL , THAO LOHNE DosT THE TRAFFiC Go on Punén _
Clo, thumbPigys €T, “TMxe RondS Szay TiHE Stmk, AKHT

3. Generally speaking, if an addditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)

A, The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
B. The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
C. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)
D I do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional): s /
o7 Do IT

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:

Name; _ Email:
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1 .

STATION 3 COMMENT CARD

T Do you feel that adding additional travel lanes on Milton Road is necessary to help N
address year-round congestion and safety? YES NO

Additional Comments (optional):

w}x&&vww%wnﬁrﬁﬁmfééh%. s we dipallno
) /1 "

st Copubad | poc e i) 2 10 acinnadiel -

2 Generally speaking, would you prefer that future alternatives for Milton Road be designed to help address
year-round congestion and safety to utilize existing right-of-way only, or expanded right-of-way?

(circle one:)
3
A. Existing right-of-way only @ Expanded right of way, even if existing
B. Expanded right of way, as §long as existing buildings are impacted
buildings are not impacted D. | do not have a strong preference as long

as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

\ & ~
3 wll be /uwhéﬂj i o e D g0 A a,,'/,fwf w(a..y( Ve .
3. Generally speaking, if an ajf{dditional travel lane(s) were to be added in each direction to Milton Road, which of
the following would you prefer? (circle all that you prefer:)
A. The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles with a continuous
dedicated bike lane (System Alternative 5)
The outside travel lane be designated for bus transit and bicycles only (System Alternative 6 and 8)
The outside travel lane be shared by bus transit and automobiles (System Alternative 7)

D. | do not have a strong preference as long as congestion on Milton Road is improved

Additional Comments (optional):

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

2 g ey

OPTIONAL ONLY:
MName: _

Email__
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Appendix N: Station 4 Comment Cards

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 4 COMMENT CARD

=
1, Would you support System Alternative 9 that would focus on improving Lone Tree Road @ NO
and maintain Milton Road in its current condition?

Optional: Why or why not?

2. Generally speaking, would you support the concept of using backage roads to possibly @ NO
help reduce congestion on Milton Road?

Optional: Why or why not?

3. If you answered "YES" to Question #2, which of the following backage road scenarios would you consider
supporting? (circle all that you support)

& Clay Avenue/ Malpais Lane/ McCracken/ Blackbird Roost Street

Cf? West Route 66/Riordan Ranch Street

< Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue
CD Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah Boulevard Extension/Fort Tuthill

Optional: Why or why not?

Merz f v ExrEsh — ,#nzmp:?

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
MName: Email:
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1 ADOT

STATION 4 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 9 that would focus on improving Lone Tree Road C‘_KES// NO
and maintain Milton Road in its current condition?

Optional: Why or why not?

20d  Connte Yiv 3’3_/ A \ainea h) oL T,-,WQ

2. Generally speaking, would you support the concept of using backage roads to possibly AES
help reduce congestion on Milton Road? i

Optional: Why or why not?
‘.)a_c.k:-a_yz Dy Swou \d} ‘g}g oy 0 (/a-—lﬂet‘(‘-ﬁo ‘*7*" cotld e I/M Dud
M\'[ L Con/}m), 7 t-u/ Ca fS/ AUV "Mﬂl 1ﬂ \’E’

fa_y : | ‘y Cuj Lf/tf){ u\)g

3. If you answered "YES"to Question #2, which of the following backage road scenarios would you consider
supporting? (circle all that you support)

Clay Avenue/ Malpais Lane/ McCracken/ Blackbird Roost Street

C —ivest Route 66;’Riordan Ranch Stregr

” ol a7 CovwecT W £l {, . -! \ :l i o
A ( Metz Walk Extensnon to Plaza \;if_a_q;\ =2 \{w‘l{— \L\ 2 mw')l / l ‘\() el | TAED,
S ard  Gealh aeatiz

. Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue

Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah Boulevard Extension/Fort Tuthill

Optional: Why or why not?

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Name: . Email: B T —

i @D 3 = j"gj (ANt .

M
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1 ADDT
STATION 4 COMMENT CARD
1. Would you support System Alternative 9 that would focus on improving Lone Tree Road YES @
and maintain Milton Road in its current condition?

Optional: Why or why not? _ ;
2, Generally speaking, would you support the concept of using backage roads to possibly @ NO

help reduce congestion on Milton Road?

Optional: Why or why not?

3. If you answered "YES” to Question #2, which of the following backage road scenarios would you consider

supporting? (circle all that you support}) O/‘A’
+ |
Y f
VW,

S \
i Metz Walk Extension to Plaza Way J‘o \\ :)

A
. Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue é% U,g)} ¥

Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah Boulevard Extension/Fort Tuthill Y\,l-"

Q Clay Avenue/ Malpais Lane/ McCracken/ Blackbird Roost Street

. West Route 66/Riordan Ranch Street

Optional: Why or why not?

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Name: Email:__

B @S EB G = e
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1
STATION 4 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 9 that would focus on improving Lone Tree Road @ NO
and maintain Milton Road in its current condition?

Optional: Why or why not?

2; Generally speaking, would you support the concept of using backage roads to possibly YES\ NO
help reduce congestion on Milton Road?

Optional: Why or why not?

3 If you answered “YES" to Question #2, which of the following backage road scenarios would you consider
supporting? (circle all that you support)

Clay Avenue/ Malpais Lane/ McCracken/ Blackbird Roost Street é——a Vm\’ KES ’OENT‘ A
West Route 66/Riordan Ranch Street

Metz Walk Extension to Plaza Way

Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue

Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah Boulevard Extension/Fort Tuthill

FEa -

Optional: Why or why not?

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:

Name: _ Email: —

o DT EBQ T aa
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 4 COMMENT CARD
T: Would you support System Alternative 9 that would focus on improving Lone Tree Road YES 6\!0\‘
and maintain Milton Road in its current condition? o
Optional: Why or why not?
o 7 i ; .o 7 LTI v, S, - - } e
ToKesS Traffic To Near fuwawN; Toen Waeee [ Thees Go ©
7 ) =/ 3 TR
Wrege To (o
2. Generally speaking, would you support the concept of using backage roads to possibly YES NO

help reduce congestion on Milton Road?

Optional: Why or why not?

3. If you answered “YES" to Question #2, which of the following backage road scenarios would you consider
supporting? (circle all that you support)

. Clay Avenue/ Malpais Lane/ McCracken/ Blackbird Roost Street
. West Route 66/Riordan Ranch Street

. Metz Walk Extension to Plaza Way

. Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue

. Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah Boulevard Extension/Fort Tuthill

Optional: Why or why not?

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:
3 AT T - T - e A i %
Dvegprs, THIS Is #ARD, L Wisy Aoer 7 = _!?L‘];_‘f:'-:k'_
F / B o
(H CITe o

OPTIONAL ONLY:

Name: Email:
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 4 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 9 that would focus on improving Lone Tree Road @ NO
and maintain Milton Road in its current condition?

Optional: Why or why not? T ¢ tosutd Preue Jﬁw«r«q\‘c oy 4;@».,\ Y
‘Tf‘o\f”\? a% —towin _

2, Generally speaking, would you support the concept of using backage roads to possibly YED NO
help reduce congestion on Milton Road? 3

Optional: Why or why not?—ﬁwj:ﬁ'c_ UO\U-W'LP_S Gy e Qud Yoo sf\,kj \,\

3. If you answered "YES” to Question #2, which of the following backage road scenarios would you consider
supporting? (circle all that you support)

C} Clay Avenue/ Malpais Lane/ McCracken/ Blackbird Roost Street
G\ West Route 66/Riordan Ranch Street
O Metz Walk Extension to Plaza Way

Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue

. Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah Boulevard Extension/Fort Tuthill

Optional: Why or why not? ﬂ{’jﬂ he{rjh\pr\qm‘iﬁ Qve. Q\\r-eqcrl)( kaaC‘M
b{ “hvedRe \ssues.

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OFTIONAL ONLY:

Narne: 5 Email: —
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— \*«mm‘ UNIVERSITY ®




MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1 ADOT
STATION 4 COMMENT CARD -

1. Would you support System Alternative 9 that would focus on improving Lone Tree Road ':\YES) NO

and maintain Milton Road in its current condition?
Optional: Why or why not?

Nor oaly veduces Mildea Do bers DUt Alse ’-\?3\ VS

s g g o |
Oseul Glte Chatives That Corcy e_,-\ﬂj (Equire AT oy, _
2. Generally speaking, would you support the concept of using baEkage roads to possibly !,_YES) NO
help reduce congestion on Milton Road? —

Optional: Why or why not?

3. If you answered “YES" to Question #2, which of the following backage road scenarios would you consider
supporting? (circle all that you support)

. Clay Avenue/ Malpais Lane/ McCracken/ Blackbird Roost Street ‘,\\, 0
v \{ > 5
. West Route 66/Riordan Ranch Street 2
. Metz Walk Extension to PlazaWay "
Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue —
il
Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah Boulevard Extension/Fort Tuthill -/‘{’_._)

Optional: Why or why not?

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY: e
Name: \ k&_){\(\l_i.ﬁ o S Email:_ R

G dd = = ETJ g smey
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 4 COMMENT CARD

i Would you support System Alternative 9 that would focus on improving Lone Tree Road @ NO
and maintain Milton Road in its current condition?

Optional: Why or why not?

2. Generally speaking, would you support the concept of using backage roads to possibly @ NO
help reduce congestion on Milton Road?

Optional: Why or why not?

3. If you answered "YES" to Question #2, which of the following backage road scenarios would you consider
supporting? (circle all that you support)

Clay Avenue/ Malpais Lane/ McCracken/ Blackbird Roost Street
West Route 66/Riordan Ranch Street
. Metz Walk Extension to Plaza Way
\’:D Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue
O Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah Boulevard Extension/Fort Tuthill

Optional: Why or why not?

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:

Name: _ Email:_

G @ = = @?. (e
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 4 COMMENT CARD

T Would you support System Alternative 9 that would focus on improving Lone Tree Road YES NO
and maintain Milton Road in its current condition?

Optional: Why or why not?

Z; Generally speaking, would you support the concept of using backage roads to possibly YES

help reduce congestion on Milton Road?

Optional: Why or why not? U‘/()L /’f% /,ggjfc_J ;

3. If you answered “YES" to Question #2, which of the following backage road scenarios would you consider
supporting? (circle all that you support)

. Clay Avenue/ Malpais Lane/ McCracken/ Blackbird Roost Street &~
. West Route 66/Riordan Ranch Street

Metz Walk Extension to Plaza Way

Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue
. Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah Boulevard Extension/Fort Tuthill

Optional: Why or why not?

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

Name:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Emai
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House #1
STATION 4 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 9 that would focus on improving Lone Tree Road YES ' NO )
and maintain Milton Road in its current condition? i
Optional: Why or why not?

Ve Bt )
%

2. Generally speaking, would you support the concept of using backage roads to possibly YES \ NO
help reduce congestion on Milton Road? b /
Optional: Why or why not?

RN w—h | g e
_ . o Oy b el T o O L et i, - § Fa Uik o T f
%"\'3 e v s s LJ{\SQ.“( CONTrOlY axs @ S {4 W By
— | . - " , " y e h
N1 O E} , \. \_('\_L + \-\,l [ \v— \\‘r]_\z‘ (N
3. If you answered "YES” to Question #2, which c>the following backage road scenarios would you consider

supporting? (circle all that you support)
y

\f“ . Clay Avenue/ Malpais Lane/ McCracken/ Blackbird Roost Street
. _"/est Route 66/Riordan Ranch Street
D
. Metz Walk Extension to Plaza Way

~ = Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue

. "> Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah Boulevard Extension/Fort Tuthill

Optional: Why or why not?

\

") r A 1 Z
‘\: IRV s \_‘ \.'\ kal\ y J\.\_ @) \ i N Q \,_.J\"\ \'\ - =\ (‘I\- i \\‘ (_\‘
A\ WU T, "

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:
Mame: 5 Email:__
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 4 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 9 that would focus on improving Lone Tree Road YES NO
and maintain Milton Road in its current condition?

Optional: Why or why not?

Ll LD et et
\'\HNV\ D idan Connletiont

Z Generally speaking, would you support the concept of using backage roads to possibly YES NO
help reduce congestion on Milton Road?
Optional: Why or why not? (; QD (\/l’@\/('r &/ﬁ/{@é (O\ K‘Qg
\ AQD ’ . 4 IO,
\1{ @6 Qm N
S YsTefdd Bhe taned

3. If you answered “YES” to Question #2, which of the following backage road scenarios would you consider
supporting? (circle all that you support)

. Clay Avenue/ Malpais Lane/ McCracken/ Blackbird Roost Street
. West Route 66/Riordan Ranch Street
. Metz Walk Extension to Plaza Way

Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue

Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah Boulevard Extension/Fort Tuthill

Optional: Why or why not?

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

QFTIONAL ONLY;
Name: N Email:
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&

R
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1 I.\DDT
STATION 4 COMMENT CARD -
‘-.l‘ \
1. Would you support System Alternative 9 that would focus on improving Lone Tree Road @ NO

and maintain Milton Road in its current condition?
— JZ« s A Y . P ') 0 Ve
Optional: Why or why not? HETZeNV' 8T 1/ 55 7\_\ MitT2d Kp. CfLrL.x' ‘.

f{,](‘,%{( ,’/(’JO/-{: VQM(A-}?’; (Qady S _,TC“PL\:'}C_?_ ,U{U C\_&R\LLuE:.:Q Q{W?J!f{(jrj—\

(W TATIVES -
N
2. Generally speaking, would you support the concept of using backage roads to possibly YES./ NO

help reduce congestion on Milton Road?

Optional: Why or why not? NJE—":?;’{:Q?&"’L )

3, If you answered “YES" to Question #2, which of the following backage road scenarios would you consider
supporting? (circle all that you support)

Clay Avenue/ Malpais Lane/ McCracken/ Blackbird Roost Street

c West Route 66/Riordan Ranch Streelt > \-—(ﬂ\_ Q({m LS ibfs \lpq, L\GCL S T@’h’é
Q-_;--" - '"Métz-Waik Exf(e_n_sign_tg_f’l_g_za__\&{ay
. T Plaza VI\;a-y-f.Yale Street/University Avenue
. Route 6€(__Y£Ie_§dt_re§t_f§el.{l_ah Boulevard Extension/Fort TLTthi” ==

144 . LR

Optional: Why or why not?

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONALDNLY:
Name: %&i%mﬂ:&&k ) Email ST B
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 4 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 9 that would focus on improving Lone Tree Road YES | NO
/_._P S

and maintain Milton Road in its current condition? M /
y<€e Wlﬂc&éﬁ“

Optional: Why or why not? 2 4 /(( Wy
P e T,
%(.{ gwd’ 5 A /%WW Y s

2. Generally speaking, would you support the concept of using backage roads to possibly
help reduce congestion on Milton Road?

Optional: Why or why not?

3. If you answered "YES” to Question #2, which of the following backage road scenarios would you consider
supporting? (circle all that you support)

Clay Avenue/ Malpais Lane/ McCracken/ Blackbird Roost Street
(j West Route 66/Riordan Ranch Street
Metz Walk Extension to Plaza Way
k/ Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue
C/ Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah Boulevard Extension/Fort Tuthill

Optional: Why or why not?

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL OMLY:

Name: Email:

o @ T BB R T 2o

;‘"ﬂ‘"“g NORTHERN i —
iei ARIZONA V=7 u " —F
@ UNIVERSITY Wi

o w

M




MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Public Open House Meeting #1 — Meeting Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1 ADDT

STATION 4 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 9 that would focus on improving Lone Tree Road YES

and maintain Milton Road in its current condition?

Optional: Why or why not?

ow'vrez \JM%T T\{‘qh%q-z\‘(\fl)r\j o IN“<L.
CongesTionTe anclhex”

2. Generally speaking, would you support the concept of using backage roads to possibly YES NO
help reduce congestion on Milton Road?

Optional: Why or why not?

Ly If you answered "YES” to Question #2, which of the following backage road scenarios would you consider
supporting? (circle all that you support)

Clay Avenue/ Malpais Lane/ McCracken/ Blackbird Roost Street
. West Route 66/Riordan Ranch Street
Metz Walk Extension to Plaza Way
@ Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue
D Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah Boulevard Extension/Fort Tuthill

Optional: Why or why not?

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIONAL ONLY:

Mame: = i Email: .
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 4 COMMENT CARD

T Would you support System Alternative 9 that would focus on improving Lone Tree Road YES : NO
and maintain Milton Road in its current condition? :

Optional: Why or why not? y -
Coﬁ-l + WY Do yhoels B M(_

2. Generally speaking, would you support the concept of using backage roads to possibly YES NO
help reduce congestion on Milton Road? e

Optional: Why or why not?

3: If you answered “YES” to Question #2, which of the following backage road scenarios would you consider
supporting? (circle all that you support)

6 W%&Mmdml Blackbird Roost Street 5//,«0'71 S{p.e.c,‘/ %d Mtlﬁfdf"’]

!
‘(L"A Cdto ) e
0] West Route 66/Riordan Ranch Street (. J RBed
: (BE’&%"BA et + Graentrce
. Metz Walk Extension to Plaza Way
@ Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue
) Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah Boulevard Extension/Fort Tuthill

Optional: Why or why not?

£ (il Slacet T2 MhilHow = o Sp Sgps -t Clioles g
(,.Jau/ap é/g’l;lmfi/ S M;H{)})/ﬁlﬂ%a /Z/de /Qouﬁédw,_/’ 70 l{g we:

4, Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

OPTIOMNAL ONLY:
MName: = Email:
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN
Public Open House #1

STATION 4 COMMENT CARD

1. Would you support System Alternative 9 that would focus on improving Lone Tree Road YES NO
and maintain Milton Road in its current condition?

Optional: Why or why not?

2. Generally speaking, would you support the concept of using backage roads to possibly YES NO
help reduce congestion on Milton Road?

Optional: Why or why not?

B If you answered “YES” to Question #2, which of the following backage road scenarios would you consider
supporting? (circle all that you support)

Clay Avenue/ Malpais Lane/ McCracken/ Blackbird Roost Street
. West Route 66/Riordan Ranch Street
. Metz Walk Extension to Plaza Way
. Plaza Way/Yale Street/University Avenue
. Route 66/Yale Street/Beulah Boulevard Extension/Fort Tuthill

Optional: Why or why not?

4. Please provide any additional comments you may wish to offer:

Bf’ulﬂl\'\ e{\'@:&m C DfGuge. ]‘}1{@\> d‘U-\C/Q
Un-\,'erb fea \; "\Wteﬂ"{?‘? re a i‘ea( {ijm&‘m-,m/

pfoJ@a-F T 1% Moviug q head - B, 4 % Lbelec) o
" Propesat " Il 4” R oHe, by are
Llojects. s ’Sﬂ‘*""

Name:
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

INTRODUCTION

11

1.1a

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan Purpose & Need

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) in conjunction with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), City of Flagstaff, MetroPlan, and other project partners, are studying
potential improvements to Milton Road between Forest Meadow Street and Beaver Street (see
Figure 1).

The purpose of the Milton Road Corridor Master Plan (CMP) is to identify a 20-year vision for the
Milton Road corridor that address project goals by evaluating a mixture of previously
recommended and newly introduced System Alternatives. These System Alternatives include a
mix of alternatives that utilize and maintain the existing Milton Road right-of-way, alternatives
that would require an expanded right-of-way, and alternative routes separate and in addition to
the Milton Road corridor itself.

The System Alternatives are also complemented by a series of Base Build Spot Improvements —
which constitute targeted, near term, low investment mitigation measures thatsupport mid-term
and long-term System Alternatives.

The Milton Road CMP process has included, and will to continue to include, public and stakeholder
involvement that consists of a thorough and community-vetted, quantitative evaluation criteria
exercise for the review of the System Alternatives to ultimately reach a set of preferred System
Alternative(s) and achieve an informed consensus by the Project Partners, stakeholders, and the
community.

Project Website

A project website was developedto host allinformational materials and documents related to the
Study. Visit the project website for supplemental information and documents referenced in this
report: www.azdot.gov/MiltonCorridorMasterPlan

Figure 1: Milton Road CMP Study Corridor

Forest Meadows St

e Milton Road CMP e US 180 CMP
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

2.0 PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE MEETING #2 SUMMARY

2.1

2.2

2.3

As part of the project process, two public open house meetings were held over the duration of
the study at two pivotal junctures of the planning process.

The first public open house was held in May of 2018 with the purpose of introducing the project,
reviews of existing and future conditions of the corridor, and to obtain public and stakeholder
input regarding the initial set of System Alternatives. Refer to the Milton Road CMP project
website for more information and to view Working Paper #1: Existing and Future Conditions and
the Public Open House Meeting #1 Summary Report.

A second public open house meeting, was held on November 18, 2020 from 6:30 p.m. to 8:00
p.m. to review the detailed three-Tier Alternative Analyses results (presented in Working Paper
#2: Alternatives Analysis), and solicit public and stakeholder input on the Tier Two and Tier Three
Alternatives through an online survey. For more information pertaining to the detailed three-Tier
Alternative Analysis, please visit the project website to access Working Paper #2: Alternatives
Analysis. This Report documents the notification process, the format of public open house
meeting #2, and summarizes the results and the comments and questions received during the
meeting and from the online survey. This Report includes a series of attachments, found in
Section 3.0 Attachments, that supplement the information presented herein.

Itis important to note that Public Open House Meeting #2 was conducted in a virtual formatasa
result of the COVID-19 pandemic. The virtual platform where the meeting was hosted can be
accessed here: http://miltonroadcorridormasterplan.com/.

Public Open House Meeting #2 Notification Procedures

ADOT conducted the Milton Road CMP Public Open House Meeting #2 virtually on November 18,
2020 and began sending public notifications approximatelytwo weeks in advance of the meeting.
Public notification methods included sending out mailers toresidents adjacent tothe Milton Road
study corridor, posting social media announcements, and displaying paper and online newspaper
advertisements. The specific advisements sent can be found in Attachment A—Public Open House
Meeting #2 Notification Advertisements.

Public Open House Meeting #2 Registration

The first stepinthe meeting process was for attendees toregister for the event by providing their
name and email address. There was a total of 65 people who registered for virtual Public Open
House Meeting #2. Alist of attendees can be found in Attachment B—Public Open House Meeting
#2 Registration List.

Public Open House Meeting #2 Presentation

A prerecorded PowerPoint presentation was provided that outlined a high-level overview of the
Three-Tier Alternative Analysis results and findings. The PowerPoint slides can be found in
Attachment C - Public Open House Meeting #2 Presentation and recorded presentation can be
accessed here: https://player.vimeo.com/video/480013974.

OCQ0 [ ( 2,5’.‘;{;,:&"” P =74 12— =3l Michael Baker
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2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Live Question & Answer (Q&A) Session

Meeting attendees had an opportunity to ask project representatives questions about the study
during a Live Q&A session. The Live Q& A session kicked off at 7:00 p.m. to allow enough time for
attendees to view the prerecorded prestation prior to the Q&A event. A total of 51 attendees
participatedin the Live Q&A session, where a total of 24 questions were asked and answered. A
detailed transcript was recorded during the Live Q&A and can be found in Attachment D — Public
Open House Meeting #2 Live Question & Answer Transcript.

Public Open House Meeting #2 Tier Three Alternatives Display Boards

A series of display boards illustrating detailed information about each of the six Alternatives and
the results from the Tier Three Alternatives Analysis were provided at virtual Public Open House
Meeting #2 for attendees to view and/or download. There was an additional information board
that identified all of the potential Spot Improvements that was included with the corresponding
No-Build Plus display board. Another additional display board provided a detailed summary of the
Tier Three Alternative Analysis Evaluation Criteria results. The following display boards were
provided for public viewing:

e No-Build; e Alternative 6b;

e No-Build Plus; e Alternative 13; and

e Spot Improvement Inventory; e Tier Three Evaluation Criteria
e Alternative5; Results.

e Alternative 6a;

Each of the display board can be found in Attachment E - Public Open House Meeting #2 Tier 3
Alternatives Display Boards.

Public Open House Meeting #2 Online Survey

The final element of the Virtual Public Open House Meeting #2 was an online surveyfor attendees
and other interested members of the publicto complete. This survey was intended to ask targeted
questions about the Milton Road study corridor, where their input would help ADOT and the
Project Partners identify a recommended alternative on Milton Road. The online survey was
available for twoweeks and was available on the City of Flagstaff's website from November 18 to
December4. A total of 104 survey responses were received and the results of the survey can be
found in Attachment F— Public Open House Meeting #2 Online Public Survey Results.

US 180 & Milton Road CMP Elected Official Project Briefing

Prior to the Virtual Public Open House Meeting #2, a project briefing was provided to the City of
Flagstaff City Council and the Coconino County Board of Supervisors on the status of the Milton
Road CMP through a brief PowerPoint Presentation. The Flagstaff City Council presentation was
provided on October 13, 2020 focusing on the results of the Tier Two and Tier Three Alternative
Analysis, Evaluation Criteria results, and which alternatives where the highest preforming. A copy
of the presentation can be found in Attachment G — US 180 & Milton Road CMP Elected Official

Project Briefing.
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3.0 ATTACHMENTS
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

3.1 Attachment A—Public Open House Meeting #2 Notification Advertisements

Post Card Mailer (front)

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

YOU’RE INVITED
Virtual Public Open House

The Arizona Department of Transportation and other project partners in conjunction with the Federal Highway Administration are conducting a
Corridor Master Plan for Miltoh Road in Flagstaff, AZ. The purpose of this Corridor Master Plan is to identify a 20-year vision for the Milton Road
corridor that addresses current and future safety, traffic congestion, and transit issues by evaluating previously recommended and newly
introduced system alternatives. These include a mix of alternatives that use and maintain the existing Milton Road right of way and
alternatives that would require an expanded right of way. This virtual public open house will summarize the results of the technical analysis
conducted and seek public input on the alternatives.

We Need Your Input!

When: 6:30to 8:00 p.m. Wednesday, November 18,2020 What: - View a prerecorded presentation about the study

. . -Download and review project materials
Where: Access the virtual public open house here: - Participate in a community survey

www.azdot.gov/MiltonCorridorMasterPlan -Ask questions or provide comments during

a LIVE Q&A SESSION starting at 7:00 p.m.
E COCONlNO D U Dupatnent o Tanspaiion ARIZONASY LEIVI S =

COUNTYARIZONA UNIVERSITY '8¢

ADDT ME%OL%?N 4 ;[: k"

MOUNTAIN %

Pursuant to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), ADOT does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national
origin, age, gender or disability. Persons who require a reasonable accommodation based on language or disability should contact Community Relations project
manager Mackenzie Kirby at 928.525.6494 or email MKirby@azdot.gov. Requests should be made as early as possible to ensure the state has an opportunity to
address the accommodation.

De acuerdo con el titulo Vi de la Ley de Derechos Civiles de 1964 y la Ley de Estadounidenses con Discapacidades (ADA por sus siglas en inglés), el Departamento
de Transporte de Arizona (ADOT por sus siglas en inglés) no discrimina por raza, color, nacionalidad, edad, género o discapacidad. Personas que requieren
asistencia (dentro de lo razonable) ya sea por el idioma o por discapacidad deben ponerse en contacto Mackenzie Kirby 928.525.6494 o en MKirby@azdot.gov. Las
solicitudes deben hacerse lo mas pronto posible para asegurar que el equipo encargado del proyecto tenga la oportunidad de hacer los arreglos necesarios.

ADOT Project Number: P181203P Federal Aid Number: MPD-S(018)

Post Card Mailer (back)

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

T | Unable to attend the meeting?

Cotypy it
Uy, 4
Flagstart e

poch Schoot-__y - Visit project website to see study materials, including
the presentation, fact sheet, display boards, and to
participate in the community survey. All information
will be available from November 18 to December 4 at:
www.azdot.gov/MiltonCorridorMasterPlan

- Submit your questions or comments to:
MiltonProject@mbakerintl.com

ADOT 2.2 B S BN 0 o B e

Milton Rd

Milton Rd Study Corridor

Lone Tree Rd

Forest
Maadows S

o

MP 40216

ADOT Project Number: P181203P  Federal Aid Number: MPD-S(018)
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Newspaperand Online Advertisement Flyer

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

YOU’RE INVITED
Virtual Public Open House

e The Arizona Department of Transportation and other project
partners in conjunction with the Federal Highway Administration
« ¥ Jve| areconducting a Corridor Master Plan for Milton Road in Flagstaff,
-/ | AZ. The purpose of this Corridor Master Plan is to identify a 20-year
vision for the Milton Road corridor that addresses current and
future safety, traffic congestion, and transit issues by evaluating
previously recommended and newly introduced system
alternatives. These s include a mix of alternatives that use and
maintain the existing Milton Road right of way and alternatives that
would require an expanded right of way. This virtual public open
house will summarize the results of the technical analysis
conducted and seek public input on the alternatives.

We Need Your Input!
When: 6:30 to 8:00 p.m. Wednesday, November 18, 2020

4rizona What: - View a prerecorded presentation
‘ - Download and review project materials
- Participate in a community survey
- Ask questions or provide comments during
a LIVE Q&A SESSION starting at 7:00 p.m.

Milton Rd

e Rd

Where: Access the Virtual Public Open House here:
www.azdot.gov/MiltonCorridorMasterPlan

Lone Tre

Fore

H_udu ws S

®

Unable to attend the meeting?

- Visit project website to see study materials, including the presentation, fact sheet, display
boards, and to participate in the community survey. All information will be available from
November 18 to December 4 at: www.azdot.gov/MiltonCorridorMasterPlan

- Submit your questions or comments to MiltonProject@mbakerintl.com

Pursuant to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA}), ADOT does not discriminate on the
basis of race, color, national origin, age, gender or disability. Persons who require a reasonable accommodation based on language or
disability should contact Community Relations project manager Mackenzie Kirby at 928.525.6494 or email MKirby@azdot.gov.
Requests should be made as early as possible to ensure the state has an opportunity to address the accommodation.

De acuerdo con el titulo VI de la Ley de Derechos Civiles de 1964 y la Ley de Estadounidenses con Discapacidades (ADA por sus siglas
en inglés}, el Departamento de Transporte de Arizona (ADOT por sus siglas en inglés) no discrimina por raza, color, nacionalidad,
edad, género o discapacidad. Personas que requieren asistencia (dentro de lo razonable) ya sea por el idioma o por discapacidad
deben ponerse en contacto Mackenzie Kirby 928.525.6494 o en MKirby@azdot.gov. Las solicitudes deben hacerse lo mas pronto
posible para asegurar que el equipo encargado del proyecto tenga la oportunidad de hacer los arreglos necesarios.
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3.2  Attachment B— Public Open House Meeting #2 Registration List

Dan Gabiou
Tom Eickmeyer

Barbara Poggi-Diversified
Partners

Bizzy Collins
DaveZorn
Heather Dalmolin
Kathleen Reisner
Doug Carroll
Daniel Greenspan
Robin Prema

Jeff Meilbeck
Steve Finch

Richard Pogue

org

Mary Robertson
Gregory Mace
Daniel Crim
Kate Morley
DinaBarnese
Judy Schmitz
Michele Ralston
Bret Petersen
GW

Michele James org
Jeff Bauman

Bryan Burton

David Hayward

David Wessel

Guillermo Cortes

Robert Larkin

Jenny Niemann, City of Flagstaff

.org

Ryan Baker

John Wennes
Carlton Johnson
Kyle Hornbeck
Jamie Wjelan

Dave and Jan Carlile
Dan Galvin
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
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Suzanne Shenton
Richard Huleatt

Eli Reisner

Tiffin Miller
Christine Cameron
Gisela Kluwin

John Lovely

Gail Jackson

Josh Maher

Kevin Parkes

Julie Leid

Robert Hoadley
AnneDunno

Dara Marks Marino
Karen Warren
JaneJackson

Jim McCarthy

Rick Barrett

A Rusk

Edward Hernandez
Mark Woodson
Michael Gorton
Patrice Horstman
SharlaScovel

Jay Lewis
Charmayne Cleveland
Cole Charlebois
Uncle Don B Fireland Fanning
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3.3  Attachment C- Public Open House Meeting #2 Presentation

Milton Road
Corridor Master Plan
Virtual Public Open House

ADOT
NORTHERN 4w ons a4
m f ARIZONAgN A&
@ UNIVERSITY %

November 18, 2020

METROPLAN

CREATER #

Michael Baker

INTERNATIONAL

ADOT’S NONDISCRIMINATION NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC

The Arizona Department of Transportation {ADOT) hereby gives public notice that it is the Agency’s policy to
assure full compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title Il of the Americans with Disabilities Act of
1990 (ADA), and other related authorities in all of its programs and activities.

ADOT's Title VI and ADA Programs require that no person shall, on the grounds of race, color, national origin, or
disability, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to
discrimination under any program or activity.

Any person, who believes his/her Title VI or ADA rights have been violated, may file a complaint. Any such
complaint must be in writing and filed with the ADOT Civil Rights Office within one hundred eighty (180) days
following the date of the alleged discriminatory occurrence. For additional information about ADOT’s Civil Rights
programs and the procedures to file a complaint contact ADOT Civil Rights Office via the information listed below:

Felicia Beltran Krystal Smith ADQT Civil Rights Office

Title VI Nondiscrimination ADA/Nondiscrimination 206 S 17t Ave, MD 155-A

Program Coordinator Program Coordinator Phoenix, AZ 85007

FBeltran@azdot.gov KSmith2@azdot.gov 602.712.8946
602.239.6257 (fax)
azdot.gov

«
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AVISO PUBLICO DE LA LEY DE NO-DISCRIMINACION DE ADOT

El Departamento de Transporte del Estado de Arizona (ADOT) informa al publico que esta agencia tiene como regla
asegurar el cumplimiento total del Titulo VI de la Ley de los Derechos Civiles de 1964, del Titulo Il de la Ley de
ciudadanos Americanos con Discapacidades de 1990 (ADA) y otras normas relacionadas con todos sus programas
y actividades.

Los programas del Titulo VI y ADA de ADOT exigen que a ninguna persona se le excluya de participar, se le nieguen
beneficios o de ninguna otra manera sea sujeta a discriminacién en ningdn programa o actividad de ADOT por
motivo de raza, color, pais de origen, o discapacidad.

Cualquier persona que crea que se han violado sus derechos bajo el Titulo VI o el ADA, puede presentar una gqueja.
Esta queja debe presentarse por escrito a la Oficina de Derechos Civiles de ADOT dentro de ciento ochenta (180)
dias a partir de la fecha en que se alega que ocurrié la discriminacién. Para recibir mds informacién sobre los
programas de Derechos Civiles de ADOT y los procedimientos para presentar una queja, por favor péngase en
contacto con la Oficina de Derechos Civiles de ADOT a través la informacién que aparece abajo:

Felicia Beltran Krystal Smith ADOT Civil Rights Office
Title VI Nondiscrimination ADA/Nondiscrimination 206 S 17th Ave, MD 155-A
Program Coordinator Program Coordinator Phoenix, AZ 85007
FBeltran@azdot.gov KSmith2@azdot.gov 602.712.8946

602.239.6257 (fax)

azdot.gov
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Meeting Objectives
» Review Study Objectives
» Summary of the Study Process
» Overview of Recent Analysis and Findings
» Seek Public Input — Take the Online Survey!
- Two evaluation criteria need your input
- “Public Acceptance” & “Great Streets”
ADOT .22 @ = B 8 Q ¥y sne=r

Mil

>

4

ton Road CMP Study Objectives

Address congestion and safety
Identify the long-term (20-year) vision of the corridor

Obtain public and stakeholder input on alternatives, including
multimodal alternatives

Scope out and further implement previous and new strategies,
consistent with the long-term vision

Prioritize implementation projects for design

Assist NAIPTA in completing its Bus Rapid Transit/High Capacity
Transit system design

Follow the “Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL)” process
to carry forward decisions into Design & NEPA
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
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. TIER 1 TIER 2 TIER 3
3-Tiered
Analysis
Evaluation/Screening
« Tier 3 Alternatives
+ Community Open
House #2
» City Coundl Meeting
+ BOS Meeting
T |ADOT 570 o B U @ iy S
7

Milton Road Tier 2 Evaluation Criteria
» Improved congestion » Improved pedestrian
» Travel speed facilities
» Intersection level of service (LOS) » Improved bicycle facilities
» Travel time » Improved transit facilities
» Reduction in all crashes » Transit travel time
» Reduction in injury crashes » Public support
» Reduction in bicycle crashes » Project cost

» Right of Way impact

» Cost-benefit analysis

» Environmental impacts

ADOT .52 @l = B 5 6 ¥y oa=r
13 oS00

( :gEB:iRN = 7.7 A7 —a Michael Baker
AE————

UNIVERSITY!R INTERNATIONAL

METROPLAN



I Milton Rd Tier 2 Resultsﬁ

Recommended f No Build / No Build +
Tier 3 Analyss Project Cast- &

Raquirad ROW

3

Recommended for Alternative 5
Tier 3 nalyss Peoje 50,994,
P
¥

Recommended for

Alternative 6a
Tiee 3 Aalyss i

P
B

Recommended for
Thee 3 Mnalyss

Alternative 6b
!

e

r

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Public Open House #2 Summary Report

INTERNATIONAL
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Final Tier 3 Evaluation
Tier 3 Evaluation Criteria Public Weighting Survey  Project Partner Weighting Foltasis Gk aitor
Categories Results Survey Results i gory
Weightin
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Community A6
Input Needed!
Public Acceptance
Environmental Impacts
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et Milton Road Tier 3 Travel Time Summary Table
— AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
: : Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound
Alternative
m Travel Time | Travel Time % | Travel Time | Travel Time % | Travel Time | Travel Time % | Travel Time | Travel Time %
m {min) Change {min) Change {min) Change {min) Change Total Total
m No Build 8.5 5.2 S &6 - 6.6 E 223
No Build Plus 59 40.7% 5.6 -7.6% 69 -4.8% 81 -23.3% 25| 6.4%
s 55 aa.5% 54 -3.7% [%:} 2.7% 7.6 -15.3% 25.3| 10.8%
m 6a 5.5 44.3% 5.7 -10.1% 65 -4.8% 7.4 119 25| 9.8%
'l_ B 63 30.5% 63 20.4% 7.3 11.2% 7.9 18.7% 24| -0.2%
13 6.5 34.6% 65 -24.5% 7.6 -15.1% 7.3 -1L3% 27.8| 15%
m e Avgerage AM Average P
Alternative Travel Time Travel Tima
: No Build 7.6 6.6
No Build Plus 5.8 24.1% 7.5 -14. 0%
° 5 5.5 27.9% 7.2 6.0%
H 6a 5.6 25.6% 2.1 -8.4%
— 6 6.6 13.0% 7.6 -15.4%
© m— 13 6.5 14.3% 7.4 -13.24
! — P - gr—" :
1 |ADOT 9900 BN o 8 (\ NORTHERN 3 = Michael Baker
| METRQ AN g # v UNIVERSITY 'yt A — INTERNRTIONAL
11

2
el Final T3 Evaluation Criteria No-Build+ | Alternative 5 | Alternative 6a | Alternative 6b | Alternative 13
—
: Category
(75] Traffic Operations
11.85 12.30 13.26 13.46 12.16 12.09
Q (13.9% Weight)
o Vehicular Safety
2 7 S : $ 4
m (16.6% Weight) 16.60 15.79 12.20 11.16 12.59 12.08
Expand Travel Mode Choices
E (19.3% Weight) 9.67 11.89 14.93 17.44 18.62 14.65
© == .
l__ Public Acceptance
{12.0% Weight)
-U Cost / Implementation
m (10.6% Weight) 10.61 493 0.66 0.75 0.93 1.01
= Eaviranmental 'm‘;am 11.37 11.47 13.47 13.42 11.05 10.93
| {13.6% Weight
B Community Character
— 14.0% Weigl
e Aggregate Score 60.10 56.38 54,53 56.22 55.35 50.75
E Rank 1 2 5 3 2 G
0000 Il | NORTHERN g gy =" Michael Baker
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Final T3 Evaluation Criteria
Metrics
Level of Service 207% | 160 1.60 1.91 2,07 175 1.67
Traffic Operations | Travel Time (AM 403% | 290 3.83 403 3.90 3.34 3.39
{13.9% Weight) Travel Time (PM) 4.03% 4.03 3.53 3.70 3 3.49 3.56
Network Delay (AM) 1.88% | 157 163 183 1.88 1.82 184
Network Delay (PM} 188% | 174 170 1.79 1.88 1.76 1.63
Vehicular Safety S ’ ¢
o Reduction in Conflict Points | 16.60% | 16.60 15.79 12.20 11.16 1259 12.08
Bicycle Comfort Quality Index | 4.94% | 247 329 453 453 494 329
Expand Travel Mode  |pedestrian Comfort Index 697% | 232 310 5.03 6.19 6.97 2.64
Cholces Transit Travel Time (AM) 183% | 1.02 171 153 164 183 150
(193% Weight) 7 1it Travel Time (PM) 183% | 160 153 158 183 164 1.48
Transit Ridership 372% | 2.26 2.26 2.26 3.24 3.24 3.72
Public Acceptance ;
(2o areny. |Public Suppart nok| ® | @ joi jo, Jc, §O
Censtruction Cost 3.10% 3.10 3.10 0.36 0.32 042 0.40
Cost / Implementation
{10.6% Weight) Right-of-Way (Property) Impact | 4.55% 4.55 0.84 0.18 0.11 0.17 0.16
Implementation Opportunities 2.96% 296 0.99 012 031 035 0.46
Neighborhood Impacts 443% | 438 438 4.43 443 415 415
{13.6% Welght) Title VI Impacts 536% | 3.29 3.29 5.36 5.36 320 3.20
Air Quality 379% | 369 3.79 3.68 362 3.70 3.58
Community Character
A weighty | |Great street 100% [ O JC, §O, JC, JC) JC)
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Milton Rd Tier 3 Results
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No-Build Tier 3 Results
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Alternative 5 Tier 3 Results
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Additional Information Available

» Visit www.azdot.gov/MiltonCorridorMasterPlan
» This pre-recorded presentation
» Milton Rd. Working Paper #2: Alternatives Analysis

» Information boards with detailed results for each
alternative

» Questions? Stick around for a live Q&A session
(November 18, 7-8p.m.)

» Comments? Take the Online Public Survey

INTERNATIONAL
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THANK YOU

Your Input Matters!
Take the Online Survey at:

www.azdot.gov/MiltonCorridorMasterPlan

Additional Questions or Comments?
Please contact the Project Team at:
MiltonProject@mbakerintl.com
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Attachment D — Public Open House Meeting #2 Live Question & Answer Transcript

MILTON ROAD CORRIDORMASTER PLAN
VIRTUAL PUBLICOPEN HOUSE MEETING LIVE QUESTION & ANSWER SESSION
NOVEMBER 18, 2020
7:00 TO 8:30 PM
51 total participants

Introductory Comments

Dan Gabiou: Good evening everyone, this is Dan Gabiou, the ADOT Project Manager for the
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan (CMP). | would like to welcome everyone once more to our live
question and answer session. As indicated on the instruction slide on your screen, if you would
like to post any questions, please use the chat function in the lower right-hand corner. We will be
responding to these questions in the order in which they are received. Following the meeting, as
Kevin mentioned in the presentation, should we not getto all questions, we will be responding to
all questions posted tonight, we will be recording this meeting, and following up witha Q & A
document on the website torespond to any unanswered questions. One more reminder to please
take the community survey following the meeting between now and December 4™, This will be
the best opportunity for everyone to make comments and give us very critical information to help
us make some final decisions regarding the corridor master plan. With that, we can go ahead and
begin discussing the chats and going over the questions.

Kevin and | are now going to be responding to the questions. The first question we have is from
Jeff Meilbeck.

Question #1: from Jeff Meilbeck, MetroPlan Executive Director

Thank you for the presentation. Good job. My main question is about vision. | understand the
metrics being used for scoring. However, has a vision been established for the corridor that would
inform which scenarios are preferred?

Response: Dan Gabiou - That’s a great question. Regarding the vision for the Corridor Master
Plan, it is the intent that the final recommended alternative will create that 20-year vision for the
corridor. The metrics identified right back to the original Corridor Master Plan goals which were
identified with input from our projects partners as well as the public.

Question #2: from Jamie Whelan, City of Flagstaff Council — The Flagstaff City Council recently
passed a climate emergency. This study seems to focus on car movement, and therefore making
cartravel the fastest and easiest mode choice. This clearly fails to move the Flagstaff Community
towards achieving the goals of climate action. We need to reduce vehicle miles traveled by 50%
by 2030 to be on track for neutrality. How does the outcome of the CMP support this goal?

Response: Kevin Kugler - A really good question Councilmember Whelan, that as you know and
others on line here, there are a wide variety of alternatives to consider for Milton Road that
include several build choices, alternative that provide for expanded vehicular capacities but they
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also provide for other modes of transportation, such as pedestrian and bicycle multi modal
opportunities. Also included in the range of alternatives is a No-Build alternative which is
somewhat akin to a do-nothing alternative. Then we have a No-build Plus alternative which
provides for selective improvements to operations and enhancements to Milton Road with
minimal impacts tothe right of way. So withinthe spectrum of alternatives and choices before us,
for which we do not have a preferred alternative identified yet, there are a wide range of
alternatives and choices that have different impacts on climate action. One of our evaluation
criteria, that you may be aware of, has to do with greenhouse gases and air quality of which we
provided a metricon that, as well as one relating to what’s called network delay. So, to specifically
answer your question in alittle more detail Councilmember, | would direct you to section5.6C of
working paper number two that provides more detail on the results and analysis of the findings
for the different alternatives relative to network delay, which incorporates vehicle miles traveled
as the well as each alternative’s air quality theoretical standards that would apply to the 2040
effect of greenhouse gas footprint. All that said, there are a wide variety of choices within the
spectrum of alternatives for Milton Road.

Question #3: from Daniel C.: Which plan has the highest bicycle comfort index?

Response: Kevin Kugler - To answer your question specifically, and for more detail, | will direct
you to working paper number two, table 5-18, with more description, within section 5.6E. This
information is relative to the tier 3 criteria findings for the bicycle comfort criteria index
alternatives and how those were calculated. But to specificallyanswer your question, alternative
6b received the highest bicycle comfort impact score. | will just goin order to completely answer
your question. In order from highest rank to lowest rank they are as follows: alternative 6b,
alternative 5, alternative 6a, alternative 13, no build plus alternative, then the no build alternative
ranking last with respect to bicycle comfort index.

Question #4: from David H. -Dothe travel time calculations account for reduction in car trips due
to improved pedestrian, bicycle and bus options?

Response: Dan Gabiou - The travel time calculations were the results of a very detailed travel
model which was collaboratively developed. It accounts for some changes totrips, primarily based
on the anticipated bus trips and bus ridership. Kevin Kugler - With respect to the model, Danis
correct. There were modifications made to perceived travelers on transit but for bicyclists and
pedestrians, no numbers in the traffic model were quantified per se for bicyclists and pedestrians
other than to say that we did calculate the time it would take to cross Milton Road at each
intersection facility, so the wider the alternative, the longer the crossing and so those metrics
were identified.

Question #5: from Robert L. - Please elaborate on why the No-Build options that do not have a
solid median scored better in vehicular safety than the build options.
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Response: Dan Gabiou: The way that our alternatives were evaluated for the safetycriteria was
specific to conflict points, which associates the risk of conflict for each of the alternatives. The
simple answer is that less conflict points equals less safety risks per that evaluation criteria. We
also did evaluate safety indirectly through our bicycle and pedestrian indices and we also
incorporated safety spot improvements for each alternative to attempt to make each alternative
as safe as possible based on that specification. To clarify on the medians the build alternatives are
still to be determined whether or not we would include a raised median. The graphics suggest
that we could have a raised median and or left turn lane depending on the area which still needs
to be further evaluated. Kevin Kugler - I’ll just add for those that are interested in more
information on the safetycriterionthat refers to conflict points. That information can be found in
working paper number two, in section 5.6D and as Dan mentioned, there were safety indicators
embedded in the bicycle comfort index and the pedestrian comfort index. That information is
located in sections 5.6E and 5.6F respectively in working paper number two for those that want
to read more detail on this subject.

Question #6: from Heather Dalmolin, Mountain Line CEO - Mountain Line continues to desire a
Bus Rapid Transit [BRT] project as first identified in our 2013 Five-Year Plan. Scenarios which don’t
include significant transit enhancements put the BRT project at risk of failure. BRT failure means
losing the potential to bring $50 million in grant funding to transform a corridor in the heart of
our community into a Great Street and improve the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit network that
reaches far beyond Milton.

Response:Dan Gabiou-Great question Heather. | will start by saying that we started this process
with a universe of alternatives as we called it, in order to comply with the federal highway
administration processes so our decisions could carryforward to the next phase. We looked at all
range of alternatives and through the tier 3 analysis process, as explainedin the presentation, we
attempted to narrow our alternatives to the top performing alternatives. We do have 3 build
alternatives which do directly include many BRT features and | will add that all of our build
alternatives do include some BRT features such as traffic signal priority included as a spot
improvement. Alternative 6a and 6b alsoinclude managed lanes for buses, cyclists and right turn
users to accommodate BRT - or Bus Rapid Transit - and alternative 13 is the center bus running
alternative which is a dedicated lane only to buses which also includes bus queuing at certain
signal locations. So again, we do have a range of alternatives that do include several BRT or bus
rapid transit features. We also do consider some alternatives that have no BRT such as the No
Build, and some lesser BRT features such as the No-Build Plus and Alternative 5. Thank you for
your question.

Question #7: from Tom E. - When will a decision be made regarding ADOT's final
recommendations?

Response:Kevin Kugler - Once the public comment period for this open house session concludes
on December 4t ADOT and our project partners will review all the comments and complete the
Tier 3 analysis and then select a recommended alternative that for the overall project schedule
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will be selecting that alternative this winter will then refine and enhance that recommended
alternative with the discussion with the project partners likely in the spring time of 2021 withthe
final report and recommended alternative brought forward likely in the summer of 2021.

Question #8: from David H. - Based on the weighting, how much could the current ranking change
basedon the two remaining areas that are yet to have input?

Response: Dan Gabiou - | believe the combined weighting for both the public acceptance and
great streets criteria which are to be determined based on public input is a total of 26% of the
overall weights with a maximum of 100% value. Kevin Kugler - Yes, community character/great
streets is weighted at 14%, and public acceptance at 12%, for a total combined of the two at 26%
just as you mentioned.

Question #9: from Richard P. - Why was no bypass considered to divert traffic away from Milton?
It seems tome there is a corridor of land along the railroad right-of-waythat could have diverted
traffic fromthe west side, where hundreds of new residences are being constructed, to downtown
or the north side and 180 corridor. Why wasn't that considered?

Response:Dan Gabiou-We did evaluate multiple bypasses as part of the US 180 Corridor Master
Plan which will be the subject of tomorrow night’s meeting. That information is also available on
the US 180 Corridor Master Plan website. With that, for the US 180 Corridor Master Plan, we
initially evaluated four bypass alternatives. Through our process we have eliminated those bypass
alternatives from further evaluation based on poor performance, high environmental impacts,
and high costs. However, on the US 180 Corridor Master Plan, there are still two bypass
alternatives that are listed for comments and consideration; however, the project team does not
recommend them moving forward based on the findings that | just mentioned. | will also saythat
for the Milton Road Corridor, we did look at several alterative routes where we could re-route
trafficearly on in the study and those alternative routes were also eliminated earlierin the study
process.

Question #10: from Michele J. - What are the range of costs toimplement each of the top ranking
alternatives? Will the State of Arizona be funding the implementation of the preferred alternative
once thatis determined? If not, how will the project be funded?

Response:Kevin Kugler-The range of costs includes a cost of zero (theoretically) for the No-Build
or do nothing alternative to $95 million for alternative 6a. | will read the total costs at this time
for each of the alternatives and direct you to the working paper for more information. As the No
Build is no cost, the No Build Plus which is some select enhancements with minimal right-of-way
impacts is $9.98 million, alternative 5 is $85.4 million, alternative 6a is $95.4 million, alternative
6b is $74.5 million, and alternative 13 is $77.3 million. | want to underscore the fact that these
are planning level cost estimates, they are thorough in nature, but they are preliminary at this
time. For more information if you are interested in costs, | will direct your attention to working
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paper number two section 5.6l in terms of how those calculations were derived for each of the
alternatives. Dan Gabiou — Currently, funding has not been identified or committed for any build
alternatives. Itis currently uncertain when any build alternative would be constructed, if a build
alternative is recommended. With that said, the funding process, once a recommended
alternative is selected, ADOT is required by law to follow a performance-based planning and
programming process in which we will take the recommended alternative and compete it against
all other recommended projects statewide. In that statewide competitive process, it is not
guaranteedthat a project would be funded in the immediate future should a build alternative be
selected as the project would still need to compete against other projects statewide for funding.
There are other alternative funding mechanisms to support implementation such as grants, but
ADOT would have to look at and consider all funding opportunities in collaboration with our
project partners on implementation.

Question #11 from Kathy P. - What consideration was given for cross traffic?

Response: Dan Gabiou - One of our evaluations criteria under the traffic operations category is
related to network delay. This was a criterion that was modeled in our traffic model and did
consider impacts to vehicles entering the corridor and leaving the corridor as well as trafficalong
Milton Road. Again, the results of the network delay and our other traffic operations criteria are
available on the website, virtual room, and in our working paper two.

Question #12 from Dara M.- Can you elaborate on the Environmental Impacts category? I'm
surprised that option 13 (center bus lane) ranked lowest of all the alternatives for environmental
impacts.

Response: Kevin Kugler - The environmental impacts consist of three different criteria that are
within that overall environmental category. These have to do with neighborhood impacts, Title VI
neighborhood impacts and the air quality criterion that were previously mentioned. So, as was
noted in the PowerPoint presentation each of the alternatives has varying impacts relative tothe
environmental categories. | will just explain that the neighborhood impacts criteria, the metrics
or the way that that criterion was calculated has to do with the amount of traffic on many of the
side streets connecting to Milton Road as metric for “neighborhood impacts”. The Title VI impacts
criteria specifically related to the area of La Plaza Vieja which is the area behind Natural Grocers
which most people know that area as an older section of town and the measurement there had
to with the amount of cut through traffic on Clay Avenue and ranking between the different
alternatives. The air quality criterion had different levels of measurement with respect to its
impact of vehicle miles traveled and what the theoretical air quality impacts of the greenhouse
gas effect. But specific to your question, alternative 13 did rank last in terms of environmental
impacts because of the impacts of those three criteria collectively, again the neighborhood
impacts, Title VI neighborhood impacts and the air quality impacts indices collectively gave
alternative 13 a poorer performing result unfortunately at least with respect to environmental
impacts, but those are the 3 criteria or metrics that were used to get there for that particular
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measure. For more information on that, | will direct you to section5.6K,5.6L, 5.6 M, and 5.6N in
the report for further details on how the metrics were calculated between all of the alternatives.

Question #13 from Jamie Whelan, Flagstaff City Council - Should you choose to go with the "No
Build or No Build Plus", alternatives, it seems as though " improving transit" on the Milton
Corridor will not be reached, all the while the $2.1 million awardedto Mountain Line by ADOT in
2016 would not be fully achieved. Is the implementation for Transit Signal Priority in any of these
choices? What are your intentions in helping getting the project development off the ground?

Response:Dan Gabiou—Tospeaktothe first part of the question, if the No Build or No Build Plus
alternatives were tobe selected, how will that impact improvements to transit: the No Build Plus
alternative does offer some benefit to transit, though certainly not as much as the other
alternatives that focus on more robust bus rapid transit improvements. With that said, and to
your other questions, transit signal priority is identified as a spot improvement for the No Build
Plus and alternative 5 as well as the bus-centric alternatives which are 6a, 6b, and 13. To your last
part of the question, what are your intentions in helping getting the project development off the
ground for Mountain Line’s Bus Rapid Transit project? Mountain Line has been a project partner
of ours from the onset of the project, and we do have weekly callin checks with Mountain Line to
coordinate on our efforts. We have been working towards consensus decisions with all of our
partners each step of the way, and | do appreciate Mountain Line’s patience in delaying the
implementation of their Bus Rapid Transit projects as they have agreed to delay moving forward
with that until we achieve a recommended alternative from Milton Road Corridor Master Plan.
With that said, we’re doing what we can to expedite our schedule and work with everyone.
Hopefully that answers your question.

Question #14 from David H. - How do the cost of the build options compare to other similar
projects in the state?

Response: Kevin Kugler- | can tell you David, that | don’t think we can provide a precise answer
to your question, as far as comparing specifically to other projects in the state, but what | cantell
you is that a rigorous set of cost metrics went into the cost criterion for a wide variety of elements
of roadway constructions, unit costs and the lengths, and so on and so forth. The project team
had lengthy discussions and input from the ADOT Northcentral District as well as inputs from the
City of Flagstafftobest represent the most up-to-date cost components that are reflective of the
Flagstaff market. We did conduct extensive diligence totry toreflect what the typical costs toget
road improvements in Flagstaffinrecent years based on bid specs from other projects that ADOT
and the City of Flagstaff have done. Those all came together with representatives of ADOT,
Flagstaff, the consultant teamto agree to what measures of cost would be determined to go into
the cost estimates themselves. I’'m not sure it would be fair to others across the state to compare
to other projects across the state because every project is unique in and of itself.
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Question #15 from Dhiru R. P. - How much does Mountain Line get from city and ADOT? Why
can’t we have an overhead, automated transit system? Third world countries make it happen,
why can’t we?

Response:Dan Gabiou—Unfortunately, | will have to follow up with you on this question. We will
need to coordinate with our partners at Mountain Line to provide an appropriate response with
these details and we will follow up with that and provide that in the posted Q & A paper on the
website.

Follow-up response: The amount of funding Mountain Line receives from ADOT via competitive
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) grants varies from year to year. For more detailed
information about Mountain Line funding or considerations for automated transit systems, please
contact Mountain Line at: https://mountainline.az.gov/contact/.

Comment from David Wessel, MetroPlan Manager — | want to clarify that the La Plaza Vieja
neighborhood is behind Natural Grocers (not Whole Foods). Kevin misspoke. Also, alternative 13
widens the roadway cross section but does not increase auto capacity. Consequently, it decreases
roadway performance and forces more cut-through trafficin the neighborhood.

Response: Dan Gabiou: Appreciate the comment and correction there Dave.

Question #16 from Tom E.: When will a decision be made regarding ADOT's final
recommendations?

Response:Dan Gabiou - | believe we addressed the comment from Tom on the schedule and final
recommendations. (See response to question #7)

Question #17 from Tom E. - When will the actual work begin?

Response: Dan Gabiou - Again, at this point in the study process, unfortunately we are unable to
confirm a specific date because funding has not been identified or committed for any build
alternatives at this stage. Once we complete the corridor master plan, that’s when we would then
look ahead towards implementation activities. To give you a ballpark range, the minimum
likelihood, if funding were identified for a build alternative, the absolute minimum time frameiis
typically 3 years. That’s if funding is identified and design and clearances are obtained in a very
expeditious manner. In all reality, it could take several years to implement.

Question #18 from Kathy P. - Won't the federal government pay for a portion of costs since US
180 is a U.S. highway?

Response: Dan Gabiou - Good question. Milton Road is also an ADOT facility, it is part of state
route 89A, soyes, Milton Road and the portion of Route 66 at the northern end of the project are
all eligible for federal aid. The challenge is that the costs of the build alternatives are difficult to
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implement in an expeditious manner and the state is required to go through a performance
process when evaluating the statewide projects it identifies for funding. Ultimately, those projects
are considered and approved by the State Transportation Board. Of course, as previously
mentioned there are alternative funding sources and grants which could be applied for. Those are
often very competitive.

Question #19 from Tom E. - How would ADOT handle the taking of any property and what right
would they have to interrupt a land lease before its expiration?

Response: Dan Gabiou - If a build alternative is selected, ADOT does have the right to
condemnation as part of a state or federally funded project, should right-of-way need to be
acquired as part of the project. The build alternatives all would have some anticipated level of
right-of-way impacts. The exact right-of-way impacts are still preliminary at this point due to the
fact that we are still in the planning phase. The next phase, should a build alternative be
recommended, and assuming that the project is funded, the project would go into the next phase
- designand the National Environmental Policy Act process or NEPA. As part of the NEPA process,
the design team would have tolook at potential tradeoffs of different properties and tryto avoid,
minimize, and mitigate impacts to right-of-way. So that’s why its not possible for us to identify
exact specific right-of-way property impacts at this time. | hope that answers your question.

Question #20 from Steve F. - If the traffic sighals were timed to allow traffic to flow this would
allow for efficiency. They can be setup/timed for the heavy flow direction. This is a much easier
solution and would cut emissions.

Response: Dan Gabiou - Thank you for the comment Steve. With any build alternatives we will
certainly look at any opportunities to improve the signal timing.

Question #21 from Christine Cameron, City of Flagstaff- Can you please discuss your engagement
with [Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway] (BNSF) and their comments on the CMP study?

Response: Dan Gabiou - Thank you Christine. BNSF is one of our project partners. We have
included BNSF representatives in this process from the very beginning of this CMP process. They
areinvited to all of our monthly progress meetings with our other project partners and have had
opportunities to review all major milestones and work products throughout our 3-year process.

Question #22 from Kate Morley, Mountain Line Deputy CEO - With regards to the previous
question from Dhiru, Mountain Line believes a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project is appropriate for
the corridor. This would include capital improvements for transit on the corridor but not be rail
or overheard as cheaper options are bus lanes and transit signal priority. We are in the first phase
of the project development for the BRT with support from the Federal Transit Administration who
could provide up to 80% funding for the project. Outcomes from this study will impact the BRT.
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Response: Dan Gabiou - Thank you for explaining that process Kate and again we appreciate
Mountain Line’s patience and allowing the Milton Road Corridor Master Plan to finish identifying
arecommended alternative, at which time Mountain Line will continue with their BRT project and
continue that effort.

Question #23 fromTomE. - Once a decision is made, will there be an opportunity to petition the
decision?

Response:Dan Gabiou-This being a planning-level study, it typically doesn’t have the same legal
aspects as a project that’s in the design or NEPA phase where it would undergo a formal public
hearing or a Record of Decision or something formal of that nature from a design project. With
the Milton Road Corridor Master Plan, we are intending to review all the public information,
complete our analysis, and review the results with our project partners to ultimately make the
final decision. We did directly include the public’s comments through the major steps of the way
starting with public meetings starting in May of 2018 which we used the public input to reduce
our alternatives. We further used the public input to refine our evaluation criteria weighting and
will again use this final input to help us identify a recommended alternative.

Question #24 fromRichard P. - Is there another public meeting on the US 180 corridor proposal?
| thought | heard there would be another meeting tomorrow?

Response: Dan Gabiou - That is correct Richard, and a good reminder. ADOT will be doing this
again tomorrow (November 19t) for the US 180 Corridor Master Plan, so | would appreciate, if
you're interestedin participating in that meeting as well. If you goto the US 180 Corridor Master
Plan website, whichis in the recent advertisement, that will have all the same information as you
have for Milton Road. There’s also a link to that corridor master plan from the Milton Road
website which you used to get here. Tristan Black, Michael Baker, Intl. - Yes Richard, tomorrow
atthe same time will be a meeting focused on US 180 in the same format as today.

Comment from Dan Gabiou — Thank you to everyone for the positive feedback and your
participation this evening. And confirming, as Tristan mentioned, the US 180 is at the same time
tomorrow, good point. It will begin at 630 pm in the same fashion. We will have the virtual room
available from 6:30 to 7 with all the materials for your view. Concurrently with that we will be
showing the presentation for the US 180 Corridor Master Plan from 630 to 7 and will begin the Q
& A sessionfrom 7 to 8 pm tomorrow.

Comment from Jamie Whelan, Flagstaff City Council to everyone - We need a scenario that
achieves the best balance of many goals and policies embraced by the community. This includes
climate action, air quality, multimodal transportation, increased equity, and transit goals. As a
member of the Mountain Line Board of Directors, | believe strong transitimprovements bring us
closerto reaching those goals. | support an outcome that doesn't prioritize cars and embraces all
modes of transportation because that helps the Flagstaff community reachits policies.
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Response:Dan Gabiou: Thankyou for that comment. We do hope that we created and evaluated
a broad range of alternatives that helps us achieve that in various ways and do appreciate
everyone’s input to help us refine which alternative best achieves the corridor master plan goals
as well as the City’s goals and policies as well as those of our other stakeholders’ various policies.
Thank you for the comment.

Concluding Comments

Dan Gabiou: | donot see any more questions at this time. So again, thank you all very, very much
for your time, again please take that survey, it’s veryimportant. We hope tosee you all tomorrow
evening, same time, very similar place for the US 180 Corridor Master Plan Virtual Public Open
House and Live Q & A. | would just like to close with one more comment. | just want to thank
Kevin Kugler and his team at Michael Baker. You’ve all done a very great job and been very
dedicated since the start, and again want to thank our project partners. This has been a very
detailed and involved process and we wouldn’t have gotten this far without the contributions
from all of our project partners and the public, so thank you all from the public againand we look
forward to viewing your comments.
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3.5 Attachment E - Public Open House Meeting #2 Tier 3 Alternatives Display Boards
M ILTON ROAD CORRI DOR MASTER PLAN
No-Build Tier 3 Rank
The No-Build option represents the existing roadway conditions of Milton 1 St
Road, which includes two travel lanes in each direction with a center
two-way left turn lane, and (generally) six-foot sidewalks on both sides of .
the corridor, though the width of the sidewalk is narrower than six feetin T|er 3 SCO re
some locations. The No-Build option is the only alternative that would not
impact private properties. Finally, it is critical to include the No-Build
option as the baseline condition to highlight positive and/or negative °
change relative to the other alternatives.
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MILTO»N ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN NADOT

No-Build Plus Tier 3 Rank

The No-Build Plus option represents the existing roadway conditions of 2 nd
Milton Road, which includes two travel lanes in each direction with a
center two-way left turn lane, and (generally) six-foot sidewalks on both

sides of the corridor, though the width of the sidewalk is narrower than T| er 3 SCO re
six-foot in some locations. The No-Build Plus maintains the existing

condition with the inclusion of a series of spot improvements. 5 6 3 8
]

Spot Improvements

- High visibility crosswalks

- ADA-compliant curb ramps
- Pedestrian improvements
- Bike signal actuation

- Additional turn lanes

- Transit stops

- Transit signal prioritization

& 8 12 w 5 1z 1z o E
“Sdenlt | SATawd lae | SETaw ane | TeoveplenTuan | METeuslane | NATawilaw | Sdewdk
Lans

an
Appraimate Kignkofa

Tier 3 Evaluation Criteria Results
2040 Traffic Operations Safety

Level-of-Service Travel Tlme Total Network Delav Conﬂ|ct Po|nts
= 77.41 :

AJA @A.MA“Z ge. AA

Expand Travel Cost/ Environmental
Modes Implementation Impacts
Bicycle Comfort Index Project Cost Neighborhood Impacts

40 o Al s i Lo o
2 o AU i
Pedestrian Comfo;'tlndex % SA@,‘)‘ - AA
. s - - v
4,:.0 x JA;A= Right-of—Waylmpact Cl Ave Cut-thru Traffic

9,867 i sicias
,844 ft? y 5
2040 Transit Ridership A (338441t RO ———

m dnm:uu:nw-mw
-ﬂ1,347 *a ‘2 —— *A A “ AA
Air Quality

2040 Transit Travel Time
21 703 s CO2» |2080]

‘A.Aﬂ AA

oS00
s S0

Implementatlon Opportunities

( :%';B:EARN = 7.7 A7 —a Michael Baker
AE————

UNIVERSITY!R INTERNATIONAL



MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

) y ;‘7 (

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Public Open House #2 Summary Report

ADOT

Corridor

Rakdwiy Operations
Intersections

o ADUNE KK Dam 46 16 maks dua ket
(MBI ke 10 W Focest Mesiow?)'
§

e

o Pacucron zwestiep mai’

o BEOLE, RO (npanes byte
WHOGXTO® OF 1he Ly ve w1y O

University
-

= TRGhbented S8 16 AT burr il L
Imaesae meseeren sneant

cambars
Driew

. 8 ekt e e
A IOV N O e G N
and azpiisanos of iecoana rampst o

o for KB R oum

.
* Duscatid g s
it

.1

* Deciorted rigt enc bk tun aess
vk

Mo 5 pork o Wit the Mgt

. Tallesgn®

. MR

£
i

34

s

METROPLAN

Viehicular Safety

B G

mmnmn.ﬁmmmm

AN Alermatints

Spot Improvement Categories

Acceis Managenent

o Reg1iE UTur

o Scotheperizandimednst

o Resti UTun
o Mgt b ceections!
* afoatheperivandimedn-t

* afoofl g shrd fw rotes s¢ Ther
e i ¢ e M3 omn e 2400
calk4ora AR trger mla’e fan

. T
* Mrdas
o REsII g umsen e

o et UTums

o Resi@UTums'

* RestmUTores
S 14 240 0
rwincisic

Miter Re. bt turra b WE Malows par
Cranh (00! 3t 016 126K 00|

legetpoarclisariotre o Resirce U-Tums!

ascticn cur s reume’

o R i, gttt o4y

o Amsiddt UTum

o Resifin U Turns

Rowtict LeTurew
Remiee NB ek 1

o et LTumd

o sttt UTums

NORTHERN

ARIZONA &
UNIVERSITYM

. uz.wmﬁ-unl:y Crossmal st . uin g Iul ea1ecta” 3nd acuaton

PRI ——
* Peestrizntagingares mprovement”

+ LatcenHign-Vanaty Cross wa '
. Mmoo p
+ Agaansecestin cres RS T
ey A Zonet
o LatdertHgh-VanAty Cross ma ks {00y o Bicytie spnal cetection and actuaron” o Transt 2gna phoitimnon®
T g srpate e rg 36't
mened)®
o KO comedart aurt rangd

o LaddaIrHEh VBB Ly Lress wa s
ura rang’
* Pocesirian wfuge o0 westlog'

TR Iee————
. AOs-compl antaurs rampe’ B e B e armiom oy of 1
irtenection !

(RAT wiatin fantgrires off 107 12°50
e 9 GF iGng plyttorm mith

ramos on aych erd The sdemak couc

59 2mhind 1 pafonn o 1k wonks e

whe a0 be 2 penn-trcg®

smeor)

Lt tarfHigh-Ua sty Croas wa o' o Bepe gl cxteetss '

Shactes south oz crosownls!

A8 gl art ?

s
IO DNCK CrO8sHG SO of Paza®

4 mctuten

o LaddarfHigh-VeRTty (ross wa s

» Bityoie spnal eetecton and actuetion
et + ot Tk oAbt Tt

o LadcurfHigh VeRTty ross wa s’ o Bryoe cpnal cetecton and ctaton ! o Trang sigra prlodtison
P o o futuretraca W are e o the

* Becstian stagirgare inprasemect’ B ez SEdowrmareem sien of 13

Imtenascticn.!

Untzarih VaBty (rons wa
L0 Ml 3P 0D (AN

st actuaor o Transisges priottimnon’

e’ * Brytesp

AMCOTI 3 QU Famgs”

“vaan w paceitrias stagg g avees ot

. Lderfiligh Usandty Cross wa s b et

o ROKCOmeEar Qi rampt

o LaddnrfIg-URBTLy Crons wa
o ADcomplanaur g

o Vo) gy prioitiontion® 6 s el 4
bt the imb )
48 800k A1 2EpIE

Q61 300 was RS

o (BT waton fooprinas wil 107 X 12'%0
SccreaTRe 3 6 GG plytforn mth
ramas o exch esd The sdewak couo
55 w10 Lom i o Lo Wl e
ke 0o gh 19 e 3 s atroug
x|

o LaddartHigh-Unisty Creas ma !

o A4 camerr i g’

Uatdarfiigh-UnBRLy Croa wa aa®
AMCOmgESTourD g
Pacontrion e g imsrcvwmerts!

2 priotilaiian!

. n.-.g-\l cotvatian and actuston® e Tian

Ladcarfgh-Van ity (ross maes'
o Adkcarmpl artoura ranm®

. mi»;r.n»mmw faciotor o Troaslsges pio

= —a Michael Baker

INTERNATIONAL

B’ Au




Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Public Open House #2 Summary Report

MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN

Alternative 5

This Alternative offers both increased capacity and opportunities for
expanded mode choices through the introduction of two vehicular lanes
and the addition of buffered bike lanes on both sides of the road.
Alternative 5 includes six, 11-foot general purpose travel lanes with center
median/left turn lane and 6-foot bicycle lanes and 10-foot sidewalks.
Alternative 5 also includes enhanced facilities back of curb with a 10-foot
sidewalk with a parkway on both sides of the road.

ADOT

Tier 3 Rank

5th

Tier 3 Score

54.53
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN NADOT

Alternative 6a Tier 3 Rank

This Alternative offers a combination of both increased capacity and 3 rd

opportunities for expanded mode choices by adding both an additional

vehicular lane and a shared bus-bike lane (SBBL) in each direction. =

Alternative 6a includes six, 11-foot general purpose lanes, two 14-foot T| er 3 SCO re

SBBLs, and center median/turn lane with 10-foot sidewalks. Alternative 6a -

also includes enhanced facilities back of curb with a 10-foot sidewalk and a
parkway on both sides of the road.
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MILTO»N ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN NADOT

Alternative 6b Tier 3 Rank

This Alternative primarily provides increased opportunities for expanded 4‘t h
mode choices by adding a shared bus-bike lane (SBBL) in each direction,
while also introducing a larger buffer between the vehicular lanes and the =
widened sidewalk. Alternative 6b includes four, 11-foot general purpose T| er 3 SCO re
lanes, two 14-foot SBBLs, 15-foot center median/turn lane with 8-foot -
parkway buffers and 10-foot sidewalks.
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MILTON ROAD CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN ADOT

,— "‘)« ~

Alternative 13 Tier 3 Rank

Alternative 13 includes four 11-foot general purpose lanes, two 6t h

center-running bus-only bus rapid transit lanes, and two six-foat buffered
bike lanes. This Alternative would further include 10-foot sidewalks and "
10-foot parkways. Alternative 13 would restrict vehicles from making left T| er 3 SCO re
turns in and out of business access points. -
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

3.6  Attachment F — PublicOpen House Meeting #2 Online Public Survey Results

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2

December 7, 2020, 3.23PM

Contents

1. Summeary of responses

1| wwav.cpentownhall.com/9963 Craatad with OpenGov | December 7,2020, 3:23 PM
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Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

Summary Of Responses

As of December 7, 2020, 3:23 PM, this forum had: Topic Start Topic End

Attendees: 463 November 12, 2020, 1.55PM  December 7, 2020, 3:22PM
Responses: 226

Hours of Public Comment: 11.3

QUESTION1

Do you support widening the right of way on Milton Road for the purpose of:

adding dedicated bus lanes

% Count
Strongly Oppose . 15.0% 34
Oppose . 12.8% 29
Neutral . 15.9% 36
Support - 27.0% 61
Strongly Support - 27.4% 62
Unsure l 0.9% 2
adding travel lanes (for all vehicles)
% Count
Strongly Oppose . 15.9% 36
Oppose . 14.2% 32
Neutral . 14.2% 32
Support - 23.0% 52
2 | www.opentownhall.com/9963 Created with OpenGov | December 7, 2020, 2:23 PM
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Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

% Count
Strongly Support - 30.1% 68
Unsure | 13% 3
adding bicycle lanes

% Count
Strongly Oppose I 6.2% 14
Oppose I 8.0% 18
Neutral . 10.2% 23
Support - 19.9% 45
Strongly Support - 54.4% 123
Unsure | 1.3% 3
wider sidewalks

% Count
Strongly Oppose I 5.8% 13
Oppose . 13.3% 30
Neutral - 23.9% 54
Support - 21.2% 48
Strongly Support - 31.9% 72
Unsure ‘ 0.9% 2
landscaped areas (landscaped areas act as a buffer between traffic and pedestrians)
3| www.cpentownhall com/9963 Created with OpenGov | December 7, 2020, 3:23 PM
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Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

% Count

Strongly Oppose 11.1% 25
Oppose 10.2% 23
Neutral 20.4% 46
Support 28.3% 64
Strongly Support 28.3% 64
QUESTION 2
Do you have any additional comments about widening Milton Road or not?

Answered 92

Skipped 134
QUESTION 3

How many buildings would you be willing to remove in order to add the following features?

Adding dedicated bus lanes

% Count
None 35.9% 79
1-10 314% 69
11-20 10.9% 24
21-30 5.9% 13
31+ 12.7% 28
Adding travel lanes (for all vehicles)
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

% Count
None - 38.2% 84
1-10 - 23.2% 51
11-20 . 13.2% 29
21-30 I 8.6% 19
31+ . 14.5% 32
Adding bicycle lanes

% Count
None - 26.8% 59
1-10 - 31.4% 69
11-20 l 11.8% 26
21-30 . 12.3% 27
31+ . 15.9% 35
Wider sidewalks

% Count
None - 37.3% 82
1-10 - 30.0% 66
11-20 l 10.9% 24
21-30 I 7.7% 17
31+ l 11.8% 26
Landscaped areas
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

% Count

None - 39.1% 26
1-10 - 27.3% 60
11-20 . 10.0% 22
21-30 I 7.3% 16
31+ . 12.3% 27
QUESTION 4
Do you have any other comments about potential impacts to buildings on Milton Road?

Answered 56

Skipped 170
QUESTION 5

How many parking lots would you be willing to remove in order to add the following features?

Adding dedicated bus lanes

% Count
None 33.9% 75
1-10 26.7% 59
11-20 10.4% 23
21-30 6.3% 14
31+ 21.7% 48
Adding travel lanes (for all vehicles)
€ | www.opentownhallcom/9963 Created with OpenGov | December 7, 2020, 3:23 PM

METROPLAN

( :%';B:i'};j = 7.7 A7 —a Michael Baker

UNIVERSITY ‘s# INTERNATIONAL

b))



Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

% Count
None - 32.1% 71
1-10 - 28.1% 62
11-20 I 10.4% 23
21-30 I 7.7% 17
31+ - 18.5% 43
Adding bicycle lanes

% Count
None - 23.5% 52
1-10 - 26.2% 58
11-20 . 12.7% 28
21-30 . 9.0% 20
31+ - 26.7% 59
Wider sidewalks

% Count
None - 34.4% 76
1-10 - 22.6% 50
11-20 . 9.5% 21
21-30 . 8.5% 21
31+ - 21.7% 48
landscaped areas
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

% Count

None - 34.4% 76
1-10 - 235% 52
11-20 l 11.3% 25
21-30 I 7.7% 17
31+ - 22.2% 49
QUESTION 6
Do you have any other comments about potential impacts to parking lots on Milton Road?

Answered 58

Skipped 168
QUESTION 7

What types of enhancements are needed on Milton Road? Please rate each improvement.

No enhancements are needed

% Count
Strongly Disagree - 53.8% 119
Disagree - 18.6% 41
Neutral l 9.0% 20
Agree I 3.6% 8
Strongly Agree | 1.4% 3
Improve vehicle travel time
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

% Count
Strongly Disagree I 7.2% 16
Disagree . 9.0% 20
Neutral - 17.2% 38
Agree - 36.2% 80
Strongly Agree - 29.0% 64
Raised medians

% Count
Strongly Disagree . 15.4% 34
Disagree . 16.3% 36
Neutral - 32.1% 71
Agree - 18.6% 41
Strongly Agree . 13.1% 29
Improve bus travel time (get to final bus stop faster)

% Count
Strongly Disagree . 12.7% 28
Disagree l 10.0% 22
Neutral - 29.9% 66
Agree - 29.0% 64
Strongly Agree - 16.7% 37
Improve bus frequency (less wait time at bus stops)
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

% Count
Strongly Disagree . 13.1% 29
Disagree I 8.1% 18
Neutral - 29.0% 64
Agree - 26.2% 58
Strongly Agree - 18.9% 44
Add bicycle lanes

% Count
Strongly Disagree . 9.5% 21
Disagree I 7.7% 17
Neutral I 9.0% 20
Agree - 27.1% 60
Strongly Agree - 45.7% 101
Wider sidewalks

% Count
Strongly Disagree . 11.3% 25
Disagree . 14.0% 31
Neutral - 22.2% 49
Agree - 22.2% 49
Strongly Agree - 28.1% 62
Landscaped areas (landscaped buffers between the road and sidewalk)
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

% Count
Strongly Disagree . 15.8% 35
Disagree l 113% 25
Neutral - 19.5% 43
Agree - 29.0% 64
Strongly Agree - 23.1% 51
More pedestrian crossings

% Count
Strongly Disagree . 10.9% 24
Disagree I 7.7% 17
Neutral . 16.7% 37
Agree - 24.9% 55
Strongly Agree - 37.1% 82
Preserve existing buildings on private property

% Count
Strongly Disagree . 14.5% 32
Disagree - 19.9% 44
Neutral - 39.8% 88
Agree . 16.7% 37
Strongly Agree I 6.8% 15
Preserve parking lots on private property
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Milton Corridor Master Plan #2

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Preserve small parks (such as the NAU Green or Colton Park)

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Other:

Strongly Disagree

Neutral
Agree

Strongly Agree

o &

QUESTION 8

12 | www.opentownhall.com/9963

% Count
24.0% 53
24.4% 54
33.0% 73

11.8% 26
4.5% 10
% Count
7.7% 17
11.8% 26
27.6% 61
25.8% 57
25.8% 57
% Count
1.8% 4
15.4% 34
1.4% 3
3.2% 7
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

Do you think there are other enhancements that are needed on Milton Road?
Answered 61

Skipped 165

QUESTION ©
A raised median on Milton Road could improve safety but would limit access and left turning movements to and
from individual business driveways. Would you support the construction of a raised median on Milton Road?

% Count
Yes 16.9% 44
Yes. in certain areas, but not along the entire 22.6% 50
corridor
Yes. but only to correct proven safety problems 25.3% 56
No 28.5% 63
Other 3.6% 8
QUESTION 10

In 2040, if nothing is done, it is estimated to take 7 mins to drive from Forest Meadows St to Humphreys St on
Milton Rd. How much of an increase in vehicle travel time would you be willing to accept in order to bring
improvements for bus users, cyclists and pedestrians to an acceptable level?

% Count
None, | am not willing to accept longer vehicle - 18.6% 41
travel times
Less than one minute per trip I 5.9% 13
One to two minutes per trip - 25.0% 55
Two to five minutes per trip - 40.5% 89
Other l 10.0% 22
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

QUESTION 11
Do you have any other comments about Milton Road enhancements that you would like to share?

Answered 52
Skipped 174
QUESTION 12

Please rate how much you support each of the below Milton Road alternatives.
[1 = Strongly Oppose, 3 = Oppose, 5 = Neutral, 7 = Support, 9 = Strongly Support]

No Build (no additional lanes or enhancements; leave roadway as is)

% Count
1 - 56.4% 123
2 I 6.0% 13
3 . 10.1% 22
4 | 1.8% 4
5 I 6.4% 14
6 I 3.7% 8
7 I 4.1% 9
8 I 4.1% 9
9 I 6.4% 14

No Build Plus (no additional lanes; add enhancements with some limited impacts to property)

% Count
1 - 26.6% 58
2 . 16.5% 36
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

% Count
3 . 14.7% 32
4 I 5.0% 11
5 I 6.0% 13
6 I 6.4% 14
7 . 10.6% 23
8 I 5.0% 11
9 I 6.9% 15
Alternative 5 (six travel lanes/six foot bike lanes/10 foot sidewalk)

% Count
1 - 17.4% 38
2 I 3.2% 7
3 I 6.4% 14
4 I 6.0% 13
5 I 7.3% 16
6 I 8.3% 18
7 . 13.8% 30
8 l 9.2% 20
9 - 26.6% 58

Alternative 6a (six travel lanes/two dedicated, shared bus/bike lanes + right turn lane/10 foot sidewalks)
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

% Count
1 - 26.7% 56
2 I 7.3% 16
3 I 7.8% 17
4 I 6.9% 15
5 . 12.4% 27
6 . 10.1% 22
7 . 10.6% 23
8 I 7.8% 17
9 I 8.3% 18

Alternative 6b (four travel lanes/two dedicated, shared bus/bike lanes + right turn lane/10 foot sidewalks)

% Count
1 - 21.1% 46
2 I 4.6% 10
3 I 7.8% 17
4 I 6.0% 13
5 . 11.9% 26
6 I 6.9% 15
7 . 13.8% 30
8 I 8.3% 18
16 | www .opentownhall.com/9963 Created with OpenGov | December 7, 2020, 3:23 PM

UNIVERSITY ‘s# INTERNATIONAL

55 e — 5 g .':,m*ﬂ =— ( Z'g:;g:i';’;j P, T2 = Michael Baker
: 5 r__ ) —



Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

% Count
17.9% 39

(o]

Alternative 13 (two dedicated center-running bus lanes/four travel lanes/six foot bike lanes/10 foot sidewalks)

% Count
1 - 28.4% 64
2 I 3.7% 8
3 I 8.3% 18
4 I 4.6% 10
5 . 14.7% 32
6 I 4.1% 9
7 l 8.6% 21
8 I 7.3% 16
9 . 16.1% 35

QUESTION 13
Why do you support your preferred alternative? Why do you not support others?
Answered 130

Skipped 96

QUESTION 14
Which enhancements do you feel are needed to make Milton Road a “Great Street”? (select as many as you want)
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

% Count
No enhancements are needed I 4.1% 9
Smooth flow of traffic _ 61.6% 135
Raised medians - 32.4% 71
Attractive bus facilities - 37.4% 82
Bicycle lanes _ 68.0% 149
Wider sidewalks - 48.4% 106
Landscaped areas (landscaped buffers between _ 59.8% 131
the road and sidewalk)
Create more pedestrian crossings - 54.8% 120
Enhance existing and new pedestrian crossings - 52.1% 114
Preserve historic buildings _ 58.9% 129
Preserve all existing buildings I 9.1% 20
Preserve parking . 11.4% 25
Small parks (such as the NAU Green or Colton - 46.6% 102
Park)
Other . 10.5% 23
QUESTION 15

Please rate how well each alternative would make Milton Road a “Great Street”? (1 = Very Poorly, 3 = Poorly, 5 =
Fairly Well, 7 = Well, 9 = Very Well)

No Build (leave roadway as is)
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

% Count
1 _ 66.2% 139
2 I 6.7% 14
3 I 7.6% 16
4 I 3.3% 7
5 I 5.2% 11
6 | 1.4% 3
7 I 2.4% 5
8 I 2.4% 5
9 I 3.8% 8

No Build Plus (no additional lanes: add enhancements with some limited impacts to property)

% Count
1 - 36.7% 77
2 . 16.2% 34
3 . 11.9% 25
4 . 8.6% 18
5 I 8.1% 17
6 I 4.8% 10
7 I 5.7% 12
8 I 4.8% 10
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

% Count
q | 1.4% 3
Alternative 5 (six travel lanes/six foot bike lanes/10 foot sidewalk)

% Count
1 . 13.8% 29
2 I 5.2% 11
3 I 6.7% 14
4 I 8.1% 17
5 l 11.4% 24
6 I 8.6% 18
7 . 13.8% 29
8 I 8.6% 18
9 - 21.9% 46

Alternative 6a (six travel lanes/two dedicated, shared bus/bike lanes/10 foot sidewalks)

% Count
1 - 18.6% 39
2 I 7.6% 16
3 . 10.5% 22
4 I 6.2% 13
5 . 15.7% 33
6 l 9.0% 19
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

%
7 . 11.0%
8 I 7.6%
9 . 11.4%

Alternative 6b (four travel lanes/two dedicated, shared bus/bike lanes/10 foot sidewalks)

%
1 - 18.1%
2 I 5.7%
3 I 5.2%
4 I 6.2%
5 . 16.2%
6 I 8.6%
7 . 14.8%
8 l 10.0%
9 . 13.3%

Count
23

16

24

Count
38

12

11

13

34

18

31

21

28

Alternative 13 (two dedicated center-running bus lanes/four travel lanes/six foot bike lanes/10 foot sidewalks)

% Count
1 - 20.5% 43
2 I 5.2% 11
3 I 6.7% 14
4 I 5.7% 12
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

% Count
5 . 11.9% 25
6 I 8.6% 18
7 l 11.4% 24
8 . 9.0% 19
9 . 16.7% 35
QUESTION 16
Please provide any additional comments about Milton Road as a “Great Street” here:
Answered 48
Skipped 178
QUESTION 17
What age group are you in?
% Count
18 years old or younger 0.5% 1

19 to 25 years old 4.1% 9

26 to 59 years old _ 67.1% 147

60 years old or older 25.6% 56

Choose Not to Answer 2.7% 6

QUESTION 18
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

What gender do you identify with?
% Count

Female 38.9% 86

Male - 54.8% 121

Choose not to answer 5.9% 13
Other 0.5% 1
QUESTION 19

What is your yearly household income?

% Count
Less than $24,000 I 2.7% 6
$24,001 to $50,000 . 11.3% 25
$50.001 to $75.000 . 12.2% 27
$75,001 and above _ 57.9% 128
Choose Not to Answer . 15.8% 35

QUESTION 20
Do you own property, or own or manage a business on Milton Road or R66 (within the study corridor)?

% Count
Yes I 6.3% 14
" B - -
Choose not to answer I 41% 9
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

QUESTION 21
What is your Ethnicity/Race? (Check all that apply)

% Count
Asian 0.5% 1
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.5% 1
Black/African American ‘ 0.9% 2
Hawaiian Native/Other Pacific Islander 0.5% 1
Hispanic/Latino I 5.0% 11
White/Caucasian (Non-Hispanic) _ 74.7% 165
Don't Know ‘ 0.9% 2
Choose Not to Answer . 18.6% 4
Other ‘ 0.9% 2
QUESTION 22
How long have you lived in the Flagstaff community?

% Count
Less than 5 years . 13.5% 30
More than 5 years _ 82.4% 183
| live outside the Flagstaff area | 1.4% 3
Choose Not to Answer I 2.7% 6
QUESTION 23
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

Milton Corridor Master Plan #2
Milton Road Corridor Master Plan - Recommended Alternative Survey

What is your preferred way of receiving updates or providing input on the Milton Road Corridor Master Plan?

% Count
Email - 58.6% 129
Online survey . 15.9% 35
Virtual Public Meeting I 3.6% 8
In-person public meeting ‘ 0.9% 2
Social Media I 5.5% 12
No Preference I 7.7% 17
Choose Not to Answer I 6.8% 15
Other ‘ 0.9% 2

QUESTION 24
Optional: To sign up to receive automatic notifications of future public engagement opportunities, please provide
your email address:

Answered 67
Skipped 159
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

3.7 Attachment G- US 180 & Milton Road CMP Elected Official Project Briefing

US 180 & Milton Road Corridor
Master Plans
Stakeholder Update

ADOT
‘ % NORTHERN
&ﬁ @‘ ¥ ARIZONAE) ———
= @ UNIVERSITY ‘¢

January 24, 2020

M‘

Michael Baker

INTERNATIONAL

No Build / No Build + (spot improvements)

M i Ito n Rd Recommended for further study
Alternatives Alternative 3

Eliminated from further study

Alternative 4
Eliminated from further study

1 Alternative 5
e e e e Recommended for further study

Alternative 6a
-%;-,; g *'_ ' --~~~~ Recommended for further study

Alternative 6b
5 el Recommended for further study

Alternative 13
Recommended for further study
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Public Open House #2 Summary Report

ADOT

Milton Rd & US Bus Rapid
180 CMPs Transit Study

Two unique projects with different
boundaries, however, they overlap for 1.5
miles on Milton Road. The two studies will

proceed as follows: o e 2
* Joint stakeholder discussions and decision- g Y
making through shared evaluation criteria | | : e T Rl
+ Result will be one recommended cross " e My ~L ’?@
seciion e e
ADOT &5 ad : "-.‘3 . e 23335?; Eo=r
- . — UNIVERSITY ‘& INTERNATIONAL
3
L
US 180 Alternatives
} [
Alt 4b
Alt6 hﬂ&
! : Ll Decision pending to further study or
Alt 4a e :
eliminate these alternatives
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Public Open House #2 Summary Report

o)
o
3
=
w

Alt 17 eliminated from further study &
Alt 18 eliminated from further study

5
Project Schedule
+ Alternatives Analysis Spring 2020
« Working Paper #2 Summer 2020
+ Elected Official briefings Summer 2020
» Public Meetings Summer 2020
+ Final Report / Fall 2020
Recommended Alternative
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan

Public Open House #2 Summary Report

THANK YOU

https://azdot.gov/planning/transportation-studies/us-180-corridor-master-plan

https://azdot.gov/planning/transportation-studies/us-180-corridor-master-plan

Dan Gabiou Kevin Kugler
ADOT Project Manager Project Manager
(602)712-7025 (602)798-7521
dgabiou@azdot.gov kkugler@mbakerintl.com
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Milton Road Corridor Master Plan
Final Report

Appendix E — Beulah Boulevard Extension & University Avenue Extension Design Plans
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PLOTTED: Jun 28, 2021-5:19pm

FILE: P:\2018\18121\DRAWINGS\CONSTRUCTION PLANS\COVER.DWG JERIKSSON

PROJECT ENGINEER:

SHEPHARD—WESNITZER, INC.
CONTACT: STEPHEN IRWIN, P.E.
110 WEST DALE AVE.
FLAGSTAFF, AZ 86001

(928) 773-0354

PROPERTY INFORMATION:

APN: 103-21-001

ZONING: PUBLIC FACILITY (PF)
1801 S. MILTON RD.
FLAGSTAFF, AZ 86001

APN 103—21-001

APN: 103—21-002

ZONING: RURAL RESIDENTIAL
701 W. UNIVERSITY AVE.
FLAGSTAFF, AZ 86001

APN 103—21-002

60% CONSTRUCTION PLANS

FOR

BEULAH BOULEVARD EXTENSION &
UNIVERSITY AVENUE REALIGNMENT

FLAGSTAFF, ARIZONA

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 21, TOWNSHIP 21 NORTH, RANGE 7 EAST, GILA AND SALT

RIVER MERIDIAN, COCONINO COUNTY, CITY OF FLAGSTAFF, ARIZONA

GEOTECHNICAL REPORT:

SPEEDIE AND ASSOCIATES
REPORT #150594SF

4025 EAST HUNTINGTON DR.
FLAGSTAFF, AZ 86004
(928) 526—6681

DRAINAGE REPORT:

SHEPHARD—WESNITZER, INC.

REPORT NAME: 30% DRAINAGE REPORT FOR BEULAH
BOULEVARD EXTENTION & UNIVERSITY AVENUE
REALIGNMENT

110 WEST DALE AVE.

FLAGSTAFF, AZ 86001

(928) 773-0354

S. WOODLANDS
VILLAGE BLVD.I N\

S. PLAZA WAY—\

S.|YALE ST. \

W. UNIVERSITY AVE. \

I

LANDSCAPE APPROVAL

BY SIGNING THESE PLANS, THE DESIGNER OF THE LANDSCAPING PLANS
CONFIRMS THAT THESE CIVIL PLANS HAVE BEEN REVIEWED, IS AWARE OF THE
SCOPE OF THE PROJECT, AND HAS IDENTIFIED AND ADDRESSED ANY
POTENTIAL CONFLICTS BETWEEN THE CIVIL AND LANDSCAPING PLANS.

LANDSCAPE DESIGNER: DATE:

A.D.E.Q. SEWER APPROVAL.:

FILE NUMBER: DATE:

A.D.E.Q. WATER APPROVAL.:

CITY CONCEPT APPROVAL

THE CITY APPROVES THESE PLANS FOR CONCEPT ONLY.
ALL LIABILITY FOR ERRORS AND OMISSIONS IS THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE DESIGN ENGINEER.

CITY ENGINEER:

BY: DATE:

/
/

//

/
S. BEULAH BLVD. \s(/

/
/
/

/

CITY PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR

BY: DATE:

CITY WATER SERVICES DIRECTOR

BY: DATE:

AUTHORIZATION TO CONSTRUCT:

THE SIGNATURES ABOVE ARE REQUIRED BEFORE THE
CONTRACTOR CAN COMMENCE. UNSIGNED, THESE PLANS
HAVE NOT BEEN COMPLETED WITH RESPECT TO AGENCY
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REVIEW AND APPROVAL.

UTILITY COMPANY APPROVAL

ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE

BY: DATE:
UNISOURCE

BY - DATE:
ALTICE USA

BY: DATE:

CENTURYLINK

BY: DATE:

UTILITY CONFLICTS

UTILITY COMPANY CONTACTS

APS

CONTACT: RYAN WIESNER
2200 E. HUNTINGTON
FLAGSTAFF, AZ 86004
RYAN.WIESNER@APS.COM

PHONE: (928) 773—-6447

UNISOURCE ENERGY SERVICES
CONTACT: MARTIN CONBOY
2901 W SHAMRELL BLVD #110
FLAGSTAFF, AZ 86001
MCONBOY@UESAZ.COM

PHONE: (928) 226-2269

CENTURYLINK

CONTACT: MANUEL HERNANDEZ

112 NORTH BEAVER STREET
FLAGSTAFF, AZ 86001
MANUEL.HERNANDEZ4@CENTURYLINK.COM

PHONE: (928) 779-4935

ALTICE USA

CONTACT: SANFORD YAZZIE
1601 SOUTH PLAZA WAY
FLAGSTAFF, AZ 86001
SANFORD.YAZZIE@ALTICEUSA.COM

PHONE: (928) 266—0672

UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SHOWN ARE APPROXIMATE AND WERE COMPILED FROM RECORD DRAWINGS,
SURVEY, AND CONSTRUCTION PLANS FURNISHED BY OTHERS. THE CONTRACTOR IS ULTIMATELY
RESPONSIBLE FOR DETERMINING THE ACTUAL LOCATIONS OF ALL UNDERGROUND LINES THAT MAY
AFFECT WORK PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

WE ARE AWAITING THE RESPONSE OF THE UTILITY COMPANIES IN REGARDS TO THE UTILITY CONFLICTS.
SEE THE RESPECTIVE APPROVAL LETTERS FOR MORE INFORMATION REGARDING CONFLICTS AND
CONSULT THE UTILITY CONFLICT TABLE TO THE RIGHT.
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BIDDING OR RECORDING

before you begin excavation.

Call at least two full working days

Dial 8—1—1 or 1-800—-STAKE-IT (782—5348)
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C.O.F. GENERAL NOTES

1.

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

APPROVAL OF THESE PLANS BY THE CITY ENGINEER IS FOR A ONE (1) YEAR PERIOD,
SUBSEQUENT TO THE DATE OF APPROVAL. IF CONSTRUCTION WORK IS NOT STARTED WITHIN
THE ONE (1) YEAR PERIOD, OR HAS BEEN DISCONTINUED FOR ANY REASON FOR LONGER THAN
ONE (1) YEAR, THE PLANS SHALL BE RESUBMITTED FOR REVIEW AND RE—APPROVAL.

PLAN REVIEW BY THE CITY DOES NOT EXTEND TO MATERIAL QUANTITIES SHOWN ON THE PLANS.

A PUBLIC WORKS PERMIT, ISSUED BY THE CITY, IS REQUIRED FOR ALL WORK IN CITY
RIGHTS—OF—WAY OR EASEMENTS AND FOR CONSTRUCTION OF ANY IMPROVEMENTS INTENDED TO
BECOME PUBLIC PROPERTY.

THE CITY SHALL BE NOTIFIED TWENTY—FOUR (24) HOURS PRIOR TO BEGINNING DIFFERENT
PHASES OF CONSTRUCTION SO THAT CITY INSPECTORS MAY BE SCHEDULED.

ALL MATERIALS AND WORKMANSHIP SHALL COMPLY WITH TITLE 13, ENGINEERING DESIGN AND
STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR NEW INFRASTRUCTURE, CURRENT "MAG UNIFORM
STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS AND DETAILS FOR PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION”, THE CITY OF
FLAGSTAFF STORMWATER DESIGN MANUAL, AND WITH GENERALLY ACCEPTED ENGINEERING DESIGN
AND CONSTRUCTION PRACTICE. ALL WORK AND MATERIALS, WHICH DO NOT CONFORM TO THE
STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS, ARE SUBJECT TO REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT AT THE
CONTRACTOR’S EXPENSE. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR REVIEWING CHAPTER 13—21
OF THESE STANDARDS WHICH MAKES MINOR MODIFICATIONS TO CERTAIN MAG SPECIFICATIONS
AND DETAILS.

ANY WORK PERFORMED WITHOUT THE KNOWLEDGE AND APPROVAL OF THE CITY ENGINEER OR
HIS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE IS SUBJECT TO REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT AT THE
CONTRACTOR’S EXPENSE.

THE CITY ENGINEER OR HIS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE MAY SUSPEND THE WORK BY WRITTEN
NOTICE WHEN, IN HIS JUDGMENT, PROGRESS IS UNSATISFACTORY, WORK BEING DONE IS
UNAUTHORIZED OR DEFECTIVE, WEATHER CONDITIONS ARE UNSUITABLE, OR THERE IS DANGER TO
THE PUBLIC HEALTH OR SAFETY.

THE CITY ENGINEER MAY ORDER ANY OR ALL MATERIALS USED IN THE WORK TO BE TESTED
ACCORDING TO THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION
OFFICIALS (AASHTO) AND THE AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR TESTING AND MATERIALS (ASTM)
STANDARDS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL, AT HIS EXPENSE, SUPPLY ALL SAMPLES REQUIRED FOR
TESTING.

ACCESS WHICH MEETS SECTION 13-13-004—0001, FIRE ACCESS SHALL BE IN PLACE AND
APPROVED BEFORE AND AT ALL TIMES DURING ON—SITE COMBUSTIBLE CONSTRUCTION AND/OR
PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMITS IN NEW SUBDIVISIONS. FIRE DEPARTMENT AND
ENGINEERING SECTION APPROVAL IS REQUIRED FOR OBSTRUCTION OF ACCESS OR WATER SYSTEM
SHUTDOWN.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE STREETS AND OF
PARTIALLY COMPLETED PORTIONS OF THE WORK UNTIL FINAL ACCEPTANCE OF THE WORK. THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT TO THE CITY ENGINEER FOR APPROVAL A CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE
FOR ANY STREETS REQUIRED TO BE CLOSED OR PARTIALLY CLOSED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION
ACTIMITY. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REOPEN THE STREETS NO LATER THAN THE OPENING DATE
SHOWN ON THE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE OR UPON ORDER OF THE CITY ENGINEER. THE
REGULATION AND CONTROL OF CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC SHALL BE AS DIRECTED BY THE CITY
ENGINEER OR HIS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE.

APPROVAL OF A PORTION OF THE WORK IN PROGRESS DOES NOT GUARANTEE ITS FINAL
ACCEPTANCE. TESTING AND EVALUATION MAY CONTINUE UNTIL WRITTEN FINAL ACCEPTANCE OF A
COMPLETE WORKABLE UNIT. ANY DEFECTS WHICH APPEAR IN THE WORK WITHIN ONE (1) YEAR
FROM THE DATE OF ACCEPTANCE AND WHICH ARE DUE TO IMPROPER WORKMANSHIP OR
INFERIOR MATERIALS SUPPLIED SHALL BE CORRECTED BY OR AT THE EXPENSE OF THE
OWNER/DEVELOPER OR THE CONTRACTOR.

ACCEPTANCE OF COMPLETED PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS WILL NOT BE GIVEN UNTIL DEFECTIVE OR
UNAUTHORIZED WORK IS REMOVED, AND FINAL CLEAN-UP IS COMPLETE.

LOCATION OF UNDERGROUND UTILITIES BEFORE WORK IS BEGUN IS TO BE ACCOMPLISHED IN
ACCORDANCE WITH ARS 40-360.22.

IF WORK IS DONE ON PRIVATE PROPERTY IN RELATION TO A PROJECT CONSTRUCTED UNDER
THESE STANDARDS, THE CONTRACTOR WILL PROVIDE THE CITY WITH WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION
FROM THE PROPERTY OWNER TO DO SO.

THE ESTABLISHMENT AND USE OF TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION YARDS SHALL CONFORM TO THE
CURRENT CITY ZONING CODE STANDARDS FOR "TEMPORARY USES”.

ALL EXCAVATED MATERIAL SHALL BE DISPOSED OF IN ACCORDANCE WITH APPLICABLE CITY
CODES AND REGULATIONS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN ALL REQUIRED CITY APPROVALS
AND PERMITS, AS DEEMED NECESSARY BY THE CITY, TO DISPOSE OF EXCAVATED MATERIAL.

ALL CONSTRUCTION STAKING SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR/DEVELOPER
AND PERFORMED UNDER THE DIRECT SUPERVISION OF A REGISTERED LAND SURVEYOR OR CIVIL
ENGINEER.

ALL TRAFFIC SIGN SHEETING SHALL BE TYPE VIl AS DESIGNED BY ASTM D4956—07E1 STANDARD
SPECIFICATIONS FOR RETRO REFLECTIVE SHEETING FOR TRAFFIC CONTROL, UNLESS SPECIFIED
OTHERWISE ON THE CONSTRUCTION PLANS.

WHEN THE CONSTRUCTION PLANS SPECIFY GRAFFITI CONTROL ON BRIDGES OR OTHER
STRUCTURES, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SEAL THE STRUCTURE FIRST USING MONOCHEM
AQUASEAL ME 12 AND THEN APPLY MONOCHEM PERMASHIELD, SACRIFICIAL GRAFFITI CONTROL
SYSTEM (OR APPROVED EQUAL).

ALL AREAS DISTURBED DURING CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE STABILIZED AND RESEEDED IN
ACCORDANCE WITH CHAPTER 13—17 OF THIS TITLE. IN THE EVENT THAT THE CONSTRUCTION
ACTIVITY DISTURBS MORE THAN ONE (1) ACRE, A STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN
(SWPPP) SHALL BE PREPARED IN ORDER TO OBTAIN A CONSTRUCTION GENERAL PERMIT FROM
ADEQ. (ORD. 22017—22, REP&REEN, 07/05/2017)

C.O0.F. WATER AND SEWER NOTES

ALL DESIGN,

CONSTRUCTION, TESTING AND INSPECTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE ADEQ

REQUIREMENTS: WATER DISTRIBUTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH BULLETINS 10 AND 8, AND SEWER

COLLECTION

IN ACCORDANCE WITH AAC TITLE 18. IN THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS

CONFLICT WITH THESE STANDARDS, THE MORE RESTRICTIVE SHALL APPLY.

A.

J

ROUGH GRADING SHALL BE COMPLETED WITHIN ONE—TENTH (75) OF A FOOT OF PLAN GRADE AND
APPROVED BY THE CITY ENGINEER'S AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVES PRIOR TO INSTALLATION OF
UNDERGROUND UTILITIES.

NO TRENCH SHALL BE FILLED WITH BEDDING MATERIAL OR BACKFILL UNTIL THE EXCAVATION AND
PIPE LAYING, RESPECTIVELY, HAVE BEEN APPROVED BY THE CITY ENGINEER'S AUTHORIZED
REPRESENTATIVE.

A WATER PRESSURE TEST IS REQUIRED OF ALL WATER LINES AND A HYDROSTATIC OR AIR TEST
IS REQUIRED OF ALL SEWER LINES AND MANHOLES. TESTS ARE TO BE CONDUCTED AFTER
BACKFILLING IS COMPLETE AND COMPACTED ON ALL PUBLIC AND/OR PRIVATE UNDERGROUND
UTILITIES.

WATER AND SEWER SERVICE LINES ARE TO BE MARKED AS SHOWN ON THE STANDARD SERVICE
DETAILS.

WATER LINE DISINFECTION IS TO BE ACCOMPLISHED AS OUTLINED IN ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY (ADEQ) "BULLETIN NO. 8."

WATER PIPE CLASSIFICATION SHALL BE CLASS 305 FOR A.W.W.A. C—900 PVC AND CLASS 350
FOR DUCTILE IRON UNLESS OTHERWISE APPROVED BY THE CITY ENGINEER. C—900 SHALL
CONFORM TO CAST—IRON—EQUIVALENT OUTSIDE DIAMETER AND HAVE ELASTROMERIC GASKETS
AND COUPLINGS. ALL DUCTILE IRON PIPE LINES SHALL BE POLYETHYLENE ENCASED IN
ACCORDANCE WITH MAG SPECIFICATIONS.

ALL MATERIALS THAT COME INTO CONTACT WITH DRINKING WATER SHALL CONFORM TO NSF
STANDARD 61 INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, GASKETS, LUBRICANTS, PIPE FITTINGS, AND
VALVES. (NSF—PW SEAL) (R18—4—1198B).

ALL PUBLIC SANITARY SEWER LINES AND PRIVATE SEWER SERVICE LINES WITHIN A PUBLIC UTILITY
EASEMENT OR RIGHT—OF—WAY WILL BE INSPECTED PRIOR TO ACCEPTANCE BY THE CITY.

WATER AND SEWER MAINS SHALL BE SEPARATED IN ORDER TO PROTECT PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS
FROM POSSIBLE CONTAMINATION. ALL DISTANCES ARE MEASURED PERPENDICULARLY FROM THE
OUTSIDE OF THE SEWER MAIN TO THE OUTSIDE OF THE WATER MAIN. SEPARATION
REQUIREMENTS ARE AS FOLLOWS:

1. A WATER MAIN SHALL NOT BE PLACED:

a. WITHIN SIX (6) FEET, HORIZONTAL DISTANCE, AND LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL
DISTANCE, ABOVE THE TOP OF A SEWER MAIN UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED.
EXTRA PROTECTION SHALL CONSIST OF CONSTRUCTING THE SEWER MAIN WITH MECHANICAL
JOINT DUCTILE IRON PIPE OR WITH SLIP—JOINT DUCTILE IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS
PROVIDED. ALTERNATE EXTRA PROTECTION SHALL CONSIST OF ENCASING BOTH THE WATER
AND SEWER MAINS IN AT LEAST SIX (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10)
FEET BEYOND THE AREA COVERED BY THIS SUBSECTION.

b. WITHIN TWO (2) FEET HORIZONTALLY AND TWO (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A
WATER MAIN IS PLACED BELOW A SEWER MAIN, EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED
REGARDLESS OF THE VERTICAL SEPARATION.

2. NO WATER PIPE SHALL PASS THROUGH OR COME INTO CONTACT WITH ANY PART OF A
SEWER MANHOLE. THE MINIMUM HORIZONTAL SEPARATION BETWEEN WATER MAINS AND
MANHOLES SHALL BE SIX (6) FEET, MEASURED FROM THE CENTER OF THE MANHOLE.

3. THE MINIMUM SEPARATION BETWEEN FORCE MAINS OR PRESSURE SEWERS AND
WATER MAINS SHALL BE TWO (2) FEET VERTICALLY AND SIX (6) FEET HORIZONTALLY
UNDER ALL CONDITIONS. WHERE A SEWER FORCE MAIN CROSSES ABOVE OR LESS THAN
SIX (6) FEET BELOW A WATER LINE, THE SEWER MAINS SHALL BE ENCASED IN AT
LEAST SIX (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE OR CONSTRUCTED USING MECHANICAL JOINT
DUCTILE IRON PIPE FOR TEN (10) FEET ON EITHER SIDE OF THE WATER MAIN.

4. EVEN WHEN EXTRA PROTECTION IS UTILIZED, THE MINIMUM CLEARANCE BETWEEN WATER AND
SEWER SHALL BE ONE (1) FOOT.

5. THE SEPARATION REQUIREMENTS DO NOT APPLY TO BUILDING, PLUMBING, OR INDIVIDUAL
HOUSE SERVICE CONNECTIONS.

WHEN HYDROSTATIC TESTING IS PERFORMED, SEWER LINES SHALL BE TESTED FOR
INFILTRATION /EXFILTRATION PER ADEQ ENGINEERING BULLETIN NO. 11. MANHOLES SHALL BE
TESTED BY FILLING THE MANHOLE WITH WATER. THE APPLICANT SHALL ENSURE THAT THE DROP
IN WATER LEVEL DOES NOT EXCEED ONE—THOUSANDTH (0.001) OF THE TOTAL MANHOLE VOLUME
IN ONE (1) HOUR.

WHEN AIR TESTING IS PERFORMED, SEWER LINES SHALL BE TESTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM
F1417—-92. MANHOLES SHALL BE TESTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM C1244.

SEWER PIPE SHALL BE SDR 35, ASTM D3034 FOR PVC PIPE, OR CLASS 150 DIP LINED WITH
PROTECTO 401 CERAMIC EPOXY OR HDPE ASTM F894. ALL DUCTILE IRON PIPELINES SHALL BE
POLYETHYLENE ENCASED IN ACCORDANCE WITH MAG SPECIFICATIONS. SPECIAL DESIGN
CONSIDERATIONS MAY REQUIRE A HIGHER CLASS RATING OF DIP.

L. NO WATER SETTLING OF TRENCH FILL MATERIAL IS ALLOWED.

M. ALL WATER AND SEWER DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE CURRENT ARIZONA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY (ADEQ) REQUIREMENTS. WHEN ADEQ REQUIREMENTS
ARE IN CONFLICT WITH THESE STANDARDS, THE MORE RESTRICTIVE SHALL APPLY.

N. TRACER WIRES AND TAPES SHALL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO TESTING THE WATER OR SEWER MAIN
AS REQUIRED BY SECTION 13—09—001-0002. (STRIP WIRE 2 INCHES AT TERMINATION OF THE
SERVICE).

0. WATER VALVES SHALL BE ADJUSTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH CITY OF FLAGSTAFF ENGINEERING
DETAIL NO. 9—03—060 AND MANHOLES SHALL BE ADJUSTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH CITY OF
FLAGSTAFF DETAIL NO. 9-03-062.

P. ONE HUNDRED PERCENT (100%) OF THE SEWER LINE SHALL BE TESTED FOR UNIFORM SLOPE BY
REMOTE CAMERA AND TESTED FOR SHORT—TERM DEFLECTION.

1. WHEN A SEWER SERVICE IS REQUIRED TO BE ABANDONED, IT SHALL BE ABANDONED AT
THE PROPERTY LINE AND CAPPED USING THE APPROPRIATE MATERIALS (PVC, CLAY, OR
CONCRETE).

2. WHEN AN EXISTING WATER SERVICE IS REQUIRED TO BE ABANDONED, IT SHALL BE
ABANDONED AT THE MAIN. THE SADDLE AND CORP. STOP SHALL BE REMOVED AND THE
MAIN CLAMPED WITH AN APPROVED FULL CIRCLE REPAIR CLAMP.

Q. THE LOCATION OF WATER SERVICES SHALL BE IDENTIFIED BY BRANDING A “W” ON THE TOP OR
FACE OF CURB.

R. SEWER SERVICE LOCATIONS SHALL BE IDENTIFIED BY BRANDING AN “S” ON THE TOP OR FACE
OF THE CURB. (ORD. 2017—22, REP&REEN, 07/05/2017)

C.O.F. PAVING NOTES

A. EXACT POINT OF MATCHING TERMINATION AND OVERLAY, IF NECESSARY, SHALL BE DETERMINED IN
THE FIELD BY THE CITY ENGINEER OR HIS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE. WHEN A LONGITUDINAL
JOINT ASSOCIATED WITH A TRENCH PATH, PAVEMENT MATCHUP OR OTHER OCCURS ON A STREET
THAT INCLUDES A BIKE LANE, THE JOINT SHALL BE LOCATED OUTSIDE THE BIKE LANE.

B. NO JOB WILL BE CONSIDERED COMPLETE UNTIL:

1. ALL CURBS, PAVEMENTS, SIDEWALKS, CATCH BASINS, STORM DRAINS, AND MANHOLES
HAVE BEEN CLEANED OF ALL DIRT AND DEBRIS;

2. SURVEY MONUMENTS ARE INSTALLED AND STAMPED; AND
3. ALL FRAMES, COVERS, AND VALVE BOXES ARE ADJUSTED TO GRADE.

C. NO PAVING CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE STARTED UNTIL ALL UTILITY LINES ARE COMPLETED AND
APPROVED UNDER PROPOSED PAVED AREAS.

D. BASE COURSE WILL NOT BE PLACED UNTIL SUBGRADE HAS BEEN APPROVED BY THE CITY
ENGINEER OR HIS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE.

E. THE LOCATION OF ALL WATER VALVES, FIRE HYDRANTS, AND MANHOLES MUST AT ALL TIMES
DURING CONSTRUCTION BE REFERENCED AND MADE ACCESSIBLE TO THE CITY.

F. UTILITY FACILITIES IN CONFLICT WITH THIS WORK WILL BE RELOCATED BY THE PERMITTEE OR THE
UTILITY OWNER. THIS ACTIVITY SHALL BE COORDINATED WITH THE OWNER OF THE UTILITY TO
PREVENT ANY UNNECESSARY INTERRUPTION OF SERVICE TO EXISTING CUSTOMERS.

G. EXISTING STREET NAME SIGNS, TRAFFIC SIGNS AND DEVICES ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROJECT
SHALL BE MAINTAINED DURING CONSTRUCTION AND RELOCATED BY THE CONTRACTOR AS SHOWN
ON THE APPROVED PLANS.

H. ANY CHANGES OR ADDITIONS TO PAVEMENT MARKINGS CAUSED BY PAVEMENT OVERLAY, CHIP
SEAL, OR INSTALLATION OF UNDERGROUND FACILITIES SHALL BE SHOWN ON THE APPROVED
PLANS.

. ON PROJECTS WHERE THE CONTRACTOR CAUSES EXCESSIVE DAMAGE TO AN EXISTING PAVED
STREET OR THERE ARE MULTIPLE STREET CUTS (MAXIMUM OF FOUR (4) IN FIVE HUNDRED (500)
FEET) AN ASPHALT OVERLAY SHALL BE REQUIRED.

J. A PRIME COAT IS NOT REQUIRED UNLESS SO SPECIFIED IN THE SOILS AND PAVEMENT REPORT
AND/OR SHOWN ON THE PLANS.

K. ALL CURB AND GUTTER, SIDEWALK, DRIVEWAYS, AND SIDEWALK RAMPS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED
ON A MINIMUM THREE (3) INCHES OF AGGREGATE BASE COURSE (ABC). THE ABC SHALL BE
CONSTRUCTED PER MAG SECTION 310, AND SHALL BE COMPACTED TO NINETY—FIVE (95%)
RELATIVE DENSITY. ALL PRECAST STRUCTURES SUCH AS MANHOLE BASES, CATCH BASINS, AND
BOX CULVERTS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED ON A MINIMUM OF THREE (3) INCHES OF ABC.

L. PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS.

1. LONGITUDINAL PAVEMENT MARKINGS SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION
13—16—006—0001.

2. TRANSVERSE PAVEMENT MARKINGS SUCH AS STOP BARS, CROSSWALKS, ARROWS, AND
LEGENDS SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 13—16—006—-0002.

M. TEMPORARY PAVEMENT MARKINGS.

1. TEMPORARY PAVEMENT MARKINGS, WHEN APPROVED, SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE
WITH SECTIONS 13—16—006—0001 AND 13—16—-006—0002.

NOTES:

1. THE USE OF TEMPORARY MARKINGS IS STRONGLY DISCOURAGED AND MAY ONLY BE
USED WITH PRIOR APPROVAL.

WHEN IT IS USED, THE CONTRACTOR MUST BE AVAILABLE TO RESTRIPE AS NEEDED
UNTIL THE PERMANENT MARKINGS CAN BE INSTALLED.

2. WHEN IT IS IMPRACTICABLE FOR THE CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE PERMANENT MARKINGS,
THE CITY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT MAY INSTALL THE MARKINGS ON BEHALF OF THE
CONTRACT PROVIDED THE FEE FOR THE WORK IS AGREED UPON AND PAID FOR IN

ADVANCE.

N. THE MAXIMUM THICKNESS OF A SINGLE LIFT OF PAVEMENT SHALL BE FOUR (4) INCHES. (ORD.
2017—-22, REP&REEN, 07/05/2017)

C.O.F. GRADING AND DRAINAGE NOTE:

"ADEQUATE DRAINAGE, EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL MEASURES, BEST MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES, AND/OR OTHER STORM WATER MANAGEMENT FACILITIES SHALL BE PROVIDED AND
MAINTAINED AT ALL TIMES DURING CONSTRUCTION. DAMAGES TO ADJACENT PROPERTY
AND/OR THE CONSTRUCTION SITE CAUSED BY CONTRACTOR'S PROPERTY OR PROPERTY
OWNER'S FAILURE TO PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN ADEQUATE DRAINAGE AND EROSION /SEDIMENT
CONTROL FOR THE CONSTRUCTION AREA SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
CONTRACTOR AND/OR PROPERTY OWNER.”

C.O.F. SEEDING NOTES

TO BE APPLIED ON ALL CUT/FILL SLOPES.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL RESEED ALL DISTURBED AREA ACCORDING TO THE PROVISIONS OF
THIS SECTION. THE WORK UNDER THIS SECTION SHALL CONSIST OF FURNISHING, HAULING,
PLACING, AND APPLYING EROSION CONTROL (SEED, MULCH, AND EROSION CONTROL
BLANKETS) TO ALL DISTURBED AREAS WITHIN THE PROJECT AREAS AS SHOWN ON THE
PLANS. REFER TO THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF ENGINEERING STANDARDS, TITLE 13, CHAPTER 17
FOR SEEDING REQUIREMENTS.

SHEPHARD-WESNITZER GENERAL NOTES

PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS

ALL WORK SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CURRENT EDITIONS OF THE
FOLLOWING STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS, AND ANY SPECIAL PROVISIONS PREPARED FOR
THE PROJECT. THE TERM "CURRENT” MEANS THE DATE OF THE SPECIFICATIONS IN EFFECT
AS OF THE DATE OF THE ENGINEERS SEAL ON THESE PLANS.

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (M.A.G.) UNIFORM STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS
AND DETAILS FOR PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF ENGINEERING DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS & SPECIFICATION
AMERICAN WATER WORKS ASSOCIATION STANDARDS

ARIZONA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE

INTERNATIONAL PLUMBING CODE (IPC)

INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE (IBC)

NAU DESIGN GUIDELINES AND TECHNICAL STANDARDS, ICC A117.1, ACCESSIBILITY STD

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND ALL SUBCONTRACTORS ARE REQUIRED TO OBTAIN COPIES
OF THESE, AS WELL AS ANY OTHER STANDARDS OR SPECIFICATIONS REQUIRED TO
SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE WORK AS DESCRIBED IN THESE PLANS AND/OR ANY SPECIAL
PROVISIONS PREPARED FOR THE PROJECT. THIS REQUIREMENT EXTENDS TO ANY
STANDARDS, DETAILS, OR SPECIFICATIONS REFERENCED BY THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS
AND NOT INCLUDED IN THE LIST ABOVE.

QUANTITY ESTIMATE AND PAYMENT PROVISIONS

IF ANY MATERIAL QUANTITIES ARE SHOWN ON THESE PLANS, THEY ARE TO BE CONSIDERED
AS APPROXIMATE ONLY AND ARE FURNISHED AS A CONVENIENCE TO THE CONTRACTOR IN
EVALUATING THE MAGNITUDE OF THE PROJECT SCOPE. IT IS THE SOLE RESPONSIBILITY OF
THE CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY THE ACTUAL QUANTITIES OF WORK REQUIRED AND BASE HIS
BID ON HIS OWN INDEPENDENT ESTIMATE OF THE WORK SCOPE AND QUANTITIES OF
MATERIALS REQUIRED.

THE ESTIMATED QUANTITIES MAY NOT DIRECTLY CORRESPOND TO A BID

SCHEDULE /SCHEDULE OF VALUES INCLUDED IN THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS. PAYMENT FOR
ANY WORK ACCOMPLISHED SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PAYMENT PROVISIONS
OUTLINED IN THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.

UTILITY COORDINATION

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL HAVE THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR COORDINATING ALL UTILITY
RELOCATIONS, VALVE BOX/MANHOLE OR OTHER SURFACE APPURTENANCE ADJUSTMENTS,
RESOLUTION OF UTILITY CONFLICTS, OBTAINING NECESSARY PERMITS, SCHEDULING BLUE
STAKE, CONDUCTING EXPLORATORY EXCAVATIONS IN ADVANCE OF UTILITY INSTALLATIONS,
AND GENERAL CONFORMANCE TO UTILITY AGENCY REQUIREMENTS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR
CONDUCTING THE WORK.

THE CONTRACTOR IS SPECIFICALLY ADVISED TO EXAMINE THE SITE FOR EVIDENCE OF AND
CONFLICTS WITH EXISTING UTILITIES PRIOR TO SUBMITTING HIS BID. EXISTING UTILITIES HAVE
BEEN SHOWN ON THE PLANS IN THEIR APPROXIMATE LOCATIONS BASED ON FIELD
OBSERVATIONS AND ANY FURNISHED RECORD INFORMATION, BUT THERE IS NO GUARANTEE
THAT ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED. AT THE TIME OF CONSTRUCTION,
THE EXACT SIZES, TYPES, AND LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND IMPROVEMENTS
SHALL BE DETERMINED BY THE CONTRACTOR AND HE SHALL FURNISH MATERIALS AS
NECESSARY TO CONSTRUCT THE REQUIRED CONNECTIONS.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PERFORM ALL NECESSARY POTHOLES AND UTILITY LOCATING AT
LEAST TWO WEEKS IN ADVANCE OF ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITY WORK TO ENSURE
EXPEDIENT COMPLETION OF THE WORK IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS.
LOCATING EXISTING UTILITES FOR THE PURPOSE OF IDENTIFYING CONFLICTS IN ADVANCE OF
THE UTILITY RELOCATIONS IS AN IMPORTANT ELEMENT OF THE PROJECT. FAILURE OF THE
CONTRACTOR TO LOCATE EXISTING UTILITIES AT LEAST TWO WEEKS IN ADVANCE OF THE
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES WILL DIMINISH HIS ABILITY TO MAKE A CLAIM FOR DELAYS FOR
UTILITY RELOCATIONS.

ALL FRAMES, COVERS AND VALVE BOXES IN THE CONSTRUCTION AREA SHALL BE ADJUSTED
TO FINAL FINISH GRADES, WHETHER INDICATED ON THE PLANS OR NOT. ANY NECESSARY
ADJUSTMENTS WHICH ARE NOT SEPARATELY ITEMIZED IN THE BID SCHEDULE SHALL BE
CONSIDERED INCIDENTAL TO THE WORK.

THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES SHALL BE NOTIFIED BY THE CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO
ANY CONSTRUCTION. "BLUE STAKE” NUMBER IS 1—800—STAKE—IT. CONTRACTOR SHALL

ALLOW TWO WORKING DAYS AFTER "BLUE STAKE” IS NOTIFIED, BEFORE COMMENCING ANY

EXCAVATION WORK IN PROXIMITY OF BURIED UTILITIES.

AT LEAST TWO WORKING DAYS PRIOR NOTICE IS REQUIRED BEFORE DISRUPTING EXISTING
UTILITY SERVICES TO MAKE CONNECTIONS. THE NOTICE MUST INCLUDE THE EXACT TIME OF
THE DISRUPTION OF SERVICE AND THE EXPECTED DURATION OF THE LOSS OF SERVICE.

THE NOTICE SHALL BE FURNISHED TO THE OWNER OR OTHERS AS SPECIFIED IN THE
CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.

THE LOCATION OF ALL WATER VALVES MUST AT ALL TIMES DURING CONSTRUCTION BE
REFERENCED AND MADE AVAILABLE TO THE GOVERNING WATER COMPANY/DEPARTMENT.

PERMITS

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF PERMITS

A PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS PERMIT AND A GRADING PERMIT ARE REQUIRED FOR THIS
PROJECT, CONTACT COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AT 928-213—2606 TO INITIATE THE PROCESS.
CONTACT THE ENGINEERING INSPECTION DEPARTMENT AND STORM WATER DEPARTMENT AT
LEAST 72 HOURS PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF THE PROJECT TO COORDINATE INSPECTIONS.
GRADING CERTIFICATION IS REQUIRED, WHICH SHALL BE SEALED BY THE SURVEYOR AND
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER; SPECIAL INSPECTION CERTIFICATION FOR ANY BUILT IN PLACE
STRUCTURES WILL ALSO BE REQUIRED. AS—BUILTS ARE REQUIRED WITH THE CERTIFICATION.

EARTHWORK SUMMARY

ON_SITE GRADING:
CUT: 39,000 CY
FILL: 5,000 CY (NET EXPORT 34,000)

EARTHWORK VOLUMES SHOWN ABOVE ARE BASED ON IN—PLACE VOLUMES REQUIRED FOR
SITE GRADING. QUANTITIES ARE NOT ADJUSTED FOR SHRINKAGE (SEE GEOTECH REPORT FOR
ESTIMATED SHRINKAGE FACTORS). THESE RESULTS MAY NOT REFLECT THE FINAL
CONSTRUCTED QUANTITIES. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR MAKING HIS OWN
QUANTITY DETERMINATIONS. ADDITIONAL EARTHWORK QUANTITIES SHALL BE CONSIDERED
INCIDENTAL TO BUILDING CONSTRUCTION. ANY WASTE MATERIAL SHALL BE INCIDENTAL TO
CONSTRUCTION.

SHEPHARD-WESNITZER GENERAL NOTES

PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS

ALL WORK SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CURRENT EDITIONS OF THE
FOLLOWING STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS, AND ANY SPECIAL PROVISIONS PREPARED FOR
THE PROJECT. THE TERM "CURRENT” MEANS THE DATE OF THE SPECIFICATIONS IN EFFECT
AS OF THE DATE OF THE ENGINEERS SEAL ON THESE PLANS.

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (M.A.G.) UNIFORM STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS
AND DETAILS FOR PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF ENGINEERING DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS & SPECIFICATION
AMERICAN WATER WORKS ASSOCIATION STANDARDS

ARIZONA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE

INTERNATIONAL PLUMBING CODE (IPC)

INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE (IBC)

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND ALL SUBCONTRACTORS ARE REQUIRED TO OBTAIN COPIES
OF THESE, AS WELL AS ANY OTHER STANDARDS OR SPECIFICATIONS REQUIRED TO
SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE WORK AS DESCRIBED IN THESE PLANS AND/OR ANY SPECIAL
PROVISIONS PREPARED FOR THE PROJECT. THIS REQUIREMENT EXTENDS TO ANY
STANDARDS, DETAILS, OR SPECIFICATIONS REFERENCED BY THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS
AND NOT INCLUDED IN THE LIST ABOVE.

QUANTITY ESTIMATE AND PAYMENT PROVISIONS

IF ANY MATERIAL QUANTITIES ARE SHOWN ON THESE PLANS, THEY ARE TO BE CONSIDERED
AS APPROXIMATE ONLY AND ARE FURNISHED AS A CONVENIENCE TO THE CONTRACTOR IN
EVALUATING THE MAGNITUDE OF THE PROJECT SCOPE. IT IS THE SOLE RESPONSIBILITY OF
THE CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY THE ACTUAL QUANTITIES OF WORK REQUIRED AND BASE HIS
BID ON HIS OWN INDEPENDENT ESTIMATE OF THE WORK SCOPE AND QUANTITIES OF
MATERIALS REQUIRED.

THE ESTIMATED QUANTITIES MAY NOT DIRECTLY CORRESPOND TO A BID

SCHEDULE /SCHEDULE OF VALUES INCLUDED IN THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS. PAYMENT FOR
ANY WORK ACCOMPLISHED SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PAYMENT PROVISIONS
OUTLINED IN THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.

UTILITY COORDINATION

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL HAVE THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR COORDINATING ALL UTILITY
RELOCATIONS, VALVE BOX/MANHOLE OR OTHER SURFACE APPURTENANCE ADJUSTMENTS,
RESOLUTION OF UTILITY CONFLICTS, OBTAINING NECESSARY PERMITS, SCHEDULING BLUE
STAKE, CONDUCTING EXPLORATORY EXCAVATIONS IN ADVANCE OF UTILITY INSTALLATIONS,
AND GENERAL CONFORMANCE TO UTILITY AGENCY REQUIREMENTS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR
CONDUCTING THE WORK.

THE CONTRACTOR IS SPECIFICALLY ADVISED TO EXAMINE THE SITE FOR EVIDENCE OF AND
CONFLICTS WITH EXISTING UTILITIES PRIOR TO SUBMITTING HIS BID. EXISTING UTILITIES HAVE
BEEN SHOWN ON THE PLANS IN THEIR APPROXIMATE LOCATIONS BASED ON FIELD
OBSERVATIONS AND ANY FURNISHED RECORD INFORMATION, BUT THERE IS NO GUARANTEE
THAT ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED. AT THE TIME OF CONSTRUCTION,
THE EXACT SIZES, TYPES, AND LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND IMPROVEMENTS
SHALL BE DETERMINED BY THE CONTRACTOR AND HE SHALL FURNISH MATERIALS AS
NECESSARY TO CONSTRUCT THE REQUIRED CONNECTIONS.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PERFORM ALL NECESSARY POTHOLES AND UTILITY LOCATING AT
LEAST TWO WEEKS IN ADVANCE OF ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITY WORK TO ENSURE
EXPEDIENT COMPLETION OF THE WORK IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS.
LOCATING EXISTING UTILITES FOR THE PURPOSE OF IDENTIFYING CONFLICTS IN ADVANCE OF
THE UTILITY RELOCATIONS IS AN IMPORTANT ELEMENT OF THE PROJECT. FAILURE OF THE
CONTRACTOR TO LOCATE EXISTING UTILITIES AT LEAST TWO WEEKS IN ADVANCE OF THE
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES WILL DIMINISH HIS ABILITY TO MAKE A CLAIM FOR DELAYS FOR
UTILITY RELOCATIONS.

ALL FRAMES, COVERS AND VALVE BOXES IN THE CONSTRUCTION AREA SHALL BE ADJUSTED
TO FINAL FINISH GRADES, WHETHER INDICATED ON THE PLANS OR NOT. ANY NECESSARY
ADJUSTMENTS WHICH ARE NOT SEPARATELY ITEMIZED IN THE BID SCHEDULE SHALL BE
CONSIDERED INCIDENTAL TO THE WORK.

THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES SHALL BE NOTIFIED BY THE CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO
ANY CONSTRUCTION. "BLUE STAKE” NUMBER IS 1-800—STAKE—IT. CONTRACTOR SHALL

ALLOW TWO WORKING DAYS AFTER "BLUE STAKE” IS NOTIFIED, BEFORE COMMENCING ANY

EXCAVATION WORK IN PROXIMITY OF BURIED UTILITIES.

AT LEAST TWO WORKING DAYS PRIOR NOTICE IS REQUIRED BEFORE DISRUPTING EXISTING
UTILITY SERVICES TO MAKE CONNECTIONS. THE NOTICE MUST INCLUDE THE EXACT TIME OF
THE DISRUPTION OF SERVICE AND THE EXPECTED DURATION OF THE LOSS OF SERVICE.

THE NOTICE SHALL BE FURNISHED TO THE OWNER OR OTHERS AS SPECIFIED IN THE
CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.

THE LOCATION OF ALL WATER VALVES MUST AT ALL TIMES DURING CONSTRUCTION BE
REFERENCED AND MADE AVAILABLE TO THE GOVERNING WATER COMPANY/DEPARTMENT.

PERMITS

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF PERMITS

A PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS PERMIT AND A GRADING PERMIT ARE REQUIRED FOR THIS
PROJECT, CONTACT COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AT 928-213—2606 TO INITIATE THE PROCESS.
CONTACT THE ENGINEERING INSPECTION DEPARTMENT AND STORM WATER DEPARTMENT AT
LEAST 72 HOURS PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF THE PROJECT TO COORDINATE INSPECTIONS.
GRADING CERTIFICATION IS REQUIRED, WHICH SHALL BE SEALED BY THE SURVEYOR AND
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER; SPECIAL INSPECTION CERTIFICATION FOR ANY BUILT IN PLACE
STRUCTURES WILL ALSO BE REQUIRED. AS—BUILTS ARE REQUIRED WITH THE CERTIFICATION.

A PRE—CONSTRUCTION MEETING WITH THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF IS REQUIRED PRIOR TO THE
START OF ANY WORK. CONTACT THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF PROJECT MANAGER TO SCHEDULE
THE MEETING.

AN ADOT ENCROACHMENT PERMIT WILL BE REQUIRED FOR ALL WORK WITHIN S. MILTON ROAD
RIGHT—OF—WAY.

EARTHWORK SUMMARY

SITE GRADING:

UNADJUSTED CUT: 42,700 CY
UNADJUSTED FILL: 8,800 CY

EARTHWORK VOLUMES SHOWN ABOVE ARE BASED ON IN—PLACE VOLUMES REQUIRED FOR
SITE GRADING. QUANTITIES ARE NOT ADJUSTED FOR SHRINKAGE (SEE GEOTECH REPORT FOR
ESTIMATED SHRINKAGE FACTORS). THESE RESULTS MAY NOT REFLECT THE FINAL
CONSTRUCTED QUANTITIES. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR MAKING HIS OWN
QUANTITY DETERMINATIONS. ADDITIONAL EARTHWORK QUANTITIES SHALL BE CONSIDERED
INCIDENTAL TO BUILDING CONSTRUCTION. ANY WASTE MATERIAL SHALL BE INCIDENTAL TO
CONSTRUCTION.

GENERAL PLAN NOTES-ADOT
ENCROACHMENT PERMITS

A. "ALL WORK WITHIN THE ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION RIGHT—OF—-WAY, HELD
EITHER IN EASEMENT, FEE OR DEDICATED, SHALL DESIGNED AND CONSTRUCTED IN
ACCORDANCE WITH ADOT PUBLICATIONS AS CURRENTLY REVISED, INCLUDING BUT NOT
LIMITED TO THE FOLLOWING:

(1). STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION — 2008
EDITION.

(2). CONSTRUCTION STANDARD DRAWINGS — MAY 2012 EDITION INCLUDING
REVISIONS

(3). TRAFFIC ENGINEERING STANDARDS, GUIDELINES AND REFERENCES
(A). GUIDELINES AND PROCESSES — JUNE 2015
(B). ARIZONA MANUAL OF APPROVED SIGNS (MOAS)
(C). SIGNING AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS.
(D). SIGNALS AND LIGHTING STANDARD DRAWINGS
(E). MANUAL OF UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES — 2009 EDITION
(F). ARIZONA SUPPLEMENT TO MANUAL OF UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL

DEVICES — 2009 EDITION

(G). ANY AND ALL OTHER ADOT TRAFFIC ENGINEERING REFERENCES

(4). APPROVED PRODUCTS LIST — CURRENT EDITION

(5). EROSION AND POLLUTION CONTROL MANUAL FOR HIGHWAY DESIGN AND
CONSTRUCTION — DECEMBER 2012

(6). EROSION/SEDIMENT AND WATER QUALITY PROTECTION BEST MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES (BMP) DETAILS

B. IN ADDITION ANY AND ALL MATERIALS UTILIZED IN CONSTRUCTION WITHIN THE
RIGHTS—OF—WAY OF THE ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SHALL MEET THE
REQUIREMENTS OF STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION —

2008 EDITION AND/OR BE AN APPROVED MATERIAL LISTED IN THE CURRENT ADOT
APPROVED PRODUCTS LIST ALSO KNOWN AS THE APL.

C. ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION — 2008 EDITION
SECTION 106.08 SHALL APPLY WHEN PLANS REQUIRE THE USE OF AN ALTERNATIVE OR A
SUBSTITUTION ARTICLE OF EQUIPMENT, MATERIAL OR PROCESS.

D. ADDITIONALLY, SECTION 106.14 OF THE ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND
BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION — 2008 EDITION SHALL APPLY WHEN A PRODUCT THAT IS NOT
LISTED IN THE CURRENT APL PROPOSED FOR USE.

E. ALL MATERIALS UTILIZED FOR A PERMITTED ACTIVITY SHALL BE SAMPLED AND TESTED IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE FOLLOWING UNLESS OTHERWISE APPROVED
IN WRITING BY THE ADOT:

—SECTION 106.04 OF THE STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE
CONSTRUCTION — 2008 EDITION
—THE ADOT MATERIALS TESTING MANUAL.
—THE ADOT MATERIALS POLICY AND PROCEDURES DIRECTIVES MANUAL
—APPLICABLE FEDERAL, AASHTO OR ASTM SPECIFICATION OR TEST DESIGNATIONS.
—APPLICABLE SPECIFICATION OR TEST DESIGNATIONS OF OTHER RECOGNIZED
ORGANIZATIONS.
F. THE TERM “ENGINEER”AS STATED IN SECTION 106.08 AND SECTION 106.14 OF THE ADOT
STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION — 2008 EDITION

SHALL REFER TO THE ADOT DISTRICT DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER, THE DISTRICT ASSISTANT
DISTRICT ENGINEER OR THE DISTRICT ENGINEER.

G. TRENCHING FOR UTILITIES WITHIN ADOT RIGHT—OF—WAY MUST BE COMPLETED AT NIGHT
BETWEEN 7 PM AND 7 AM. AFTER 7 AM, THE TRENCH WILL HAVE TO BE PLATTED AND
TRAFFIC RETURNED TO NORMAL.

ADOT SIGNING AND MARKING NOTES

1. PAVEMENT MARKINGS

a. ALL WORK TO BE DONE WITHIN THE ADOT RIGHT-—OF—WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE
CURRENT EDITION OF THE ADOT SIGNING AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS.

b. IT IS THE CONTRACTOR’S RESPONSIBILITY TO ENSURE THAT THE FINAL SURFACE
COURSE IS PLACED SO THAT THE STRIPING IS OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE
CONSTRUCTION JOINT, UNLESS OTHERWISE DIRECTED BY THE ENGINEER.

c. THE DIMENSIONS SHOWN TO PAVEMENT STRIPING ARE TO THE CENTER OF THE
STRIPING OR, IN THE CASE OF DOUBLE STRIPING, TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE
STRIPING.

d. AT THE COMPLETION OF THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES,
EDGE LINES, AND THE STOP BAR SHALL BE STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF
STANDARD REFLECTORIZED TRAFFIC PAINT AT THE LOCATION OF THE PERMANENT
STRIPING. THE PAINT SHALL HAVE A MAXIMUM THICKNESS OF 15 MILS WET.

e. THE FINAL STRIPING SHALL BE REFLECTORIZED DUAL COMPONENT EPOXY PER
SECTION 709 OF THE 2008 ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND
BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION, PLACED OVER THE EXISTING STRIPING 30 DAYS AFTER
COMPLETION OF THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, OR AS DIRECTED BY THE
ENGINEER. AT THE CONTRACTOR'S OPTION, ONLY TRANSVERSE MARKINGS AND/OR
SYMBOLS MAY BE STRIPED WITH 90 MIL, (0.090 INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED
THERMOPLASTIC REFLECTORIZED STRIPING ACCORDING TO SECTION 704 OF THE
2008 ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION.

f. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CLEAN THE ROADWAY SURFACE TO THE SATISFACTION OF
THE ENGINEER, BY SWEEPING AND AIR—JET BLOWING, IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE
PLACEMENT OF ALL PAVEMENT MARKINGS. THE ROADWAY SURFACE SHALL BE DRY
AND THE AIR AND PAVEMENT MARKING TEMPERATURES SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN
55 DEGREE F FOR THE PLACEMENT OF THERMOPLASTIC MARKINGS.

g. ALL RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS SHALL HAVE AN ABRASION RESISTANT COATING
ON THE FACE OF THE PRISMATIC REFLECTORS AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE
DETAILS OF STD. DWG. M—19. THEY SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS
ADHESIVE THAT IS ON THE ADOT APPROVED PRODUCTS LIST.

h. WHERE RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS ARE PLACED BETWEEN DOUBLE YELLOW
STRIPING, THEY SHALL BE CENTERED IN THE 6—INCH GAP BETWEEN LINES. WHERE
RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS ARE PLACED ALONG SOLID WHITE STRIPING, THE
NEAREST EDGE OF EACH MARKER SHALL BE OFFSET 2  INCHES FROM THE
NEAREST EDGE OF THE STRIPING. FOR BROKEN WHITE OR YELLOW STRIPING, THE
MARKERS SHALL BE PLACED TO ALIGN WITH THE BROKEN STRIPING.

i. (F APPLICABLE) THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ENGINEER TWO WEEKS
PRIOR TO THE APPLICATION OF THE FINAL SURFACE COURSE TO SCHEDULE A NO
PASSING ZONE”SURVEY BY STATE FORCES. THE ‘NO PASSING ZONE”SURVEY SHALL
SUPERSEDE THE PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKING PLANS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
NOT APPLY THE PAVEMENT MARKING ON THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE
ENGINEER APPROVES THE LAYOUT FOR THE PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS,
INCLUDING ANY ADJUSTMENTS BASED UPON THE ‘NO PASSING ZONE” SURVEY. THE
‘NO PASSING ZONE”CREW MAY BE REACHED AT (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508,
OR (602) 228-4932.

j. WHEN STRIPE OBLITERATION IS NECESSARY, IT SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER
BLASTING. IF THE EXISTING SURFACE IS DAMAGED DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A
NEW SURFACE COURSE SHALL BE  PLACED AS DIRECTED BY ADOT.

k. ALL RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS SHALL BE INSTALLED SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE
FACE OF EACH MARKER IS FACING THE DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC AND IS
PERPENDICULAR TO THE DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC FLOW.

. THREE WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO FINAL STRIPING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT
NORTHERN REGIONAL SIGNING AND STRIPING SECTION AT 928—527—0899, ANTHONY
LOPEZ, TO COORDINATE THE LAYOUT INSPECTIONS.

2. SIGNING

a. ALL SIGNS SHALL BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC
CONTROL DEVICES THE ADOT SIGNING AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS, AND
THE TRAFFIC ENGINEERING MANUAL OF APPROVED SIGNS. SEE WEB SITE FOR THE
ADOT MANUAL OF APPROVED SIGNS.

HTTP: //WWW.AZDOT.GOV,/BUSINESS /ENGINEERING—AND—CONSTRUCTION /TRAFFIC

b. THE BOTTOM OF EACH SIGN SHALL BE AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST
EDGE OF PAVEMENT AND AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE GROUND UNDER THE SIGN.

c. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL THE SIGNS SO THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER
OF EACH SIGN IS OFFSET 12 FEET FROM THE NEAREST EDGE OF PAVEMENT,
EXCEPT AS OTHERWISE INDICATED.

d. ALL SIGNS SHALL BE FABRICATED OF FLAT SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED
COPY OR  SILK—SCREENED LEGEND.

e. ALL SIGNS SHALL BE INSTALLED ON NEW SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS
AS INDICATED ON DWG. S—1 AND S—3 WITH 2 NUTS PER BOLT.

f. ALL BOLTS USED TO INSTALL SIGNING SHALL HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED
HEADS.

g. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL USE ONLY CADMIUM—PLATED OR ZINC—PLATED STEEL
WASHERS, NOT NYLON WASHERS, BETWEEN EACH BOLT HEAD AND THE FACE OF
THE SIGN PANEL.

h. THE RETRO—REFLECTIVE SHEETING ON ALL NEW SIGNS SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA
ESTABLISHED FOR TYPE IX OR XI SHEETING IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D4956.
ALL YELLOW SHEETING SHALL BE FLUORESCENT YELLOW.

i. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PRESERVE ALL ROADWAY SIGNS, SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT
MARKERS, AND MILEPOST MARKERS, AND SHALL REPLACE WITH NEW ANY SIGNS,
SIGN SUPPORTS, AND MARKERS DAMAGED AS A RESULT OF THE
CONSTRUCTION AT THE CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE.

j- EXISTING SIGNS NOT SHOWN ON THE PLANS THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED
SHALL REMAIN. IF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES REQUIRE THE REMOVAL OF SIGNS,
TEMPORARY SIGNS SHALL BE  PLACED AS NEAR AS POSSIBLE TO THE PREVIOUS
LOCATION AS DIRECTED BY THE ENGINEER, UNLESS OTHERWSE SPECIFIED IN THE
PLANS, UNTIL NEW SIGNS ARE INSTALLED.

k. SHOP DRAWINGS FOR ANY D—3 SIGNING WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO
ANTHONY LOPEZ (928—-527—-0899) FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.

I. UPON THE INSTALLATION OF EACH FINISHED SIGN, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE
INFORMATION ON THE BACK OF THE SIGN AS SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION
DETAILS IN STD. DWG. S—13.

m. THREE WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO FINAL SIGNING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT
NORTHERN REGIONAL SIGNING AND STRIPING SECTION AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY
LOPEZ, TO COORDINATE THE LAYOUT INSPECTIONS.

NAU GENERAL NOTES

NAU CONSTRUCTION PERMIT IS REQUIRED FOR CONSTRUCTION ON W. UNIVERSITY DR. AND
CAMPUS PROPERTY. WORK SHALL COMPLY WITH NAU DESIGN GUIDELINES AND TECHNICAL
STANDARDS. A PRE—CONSTRUCTION MEETING WITH NAU IS REQUIRED. CONSTRUCTION
INSPECTIONS BY NAU PERSONNEL ARE ALSO REQUIRED.
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before you begin excavation.

Call at least two full working days

Dial 8-1-1 or 1-800-STAKE-IT (782—5348)
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1. APPROVAL OF THESE PLANS BY THE CITY ENGINEER IS FOR A ONE (1) YEAR PERIOD, APPROVAL OF THESE PLANS BY THE CITY ENGINEER IS FOR A ONE (1) YEAR PERIOD, SUBSEQUENT TO THE DATE OF APPROVAL.  IF CONSTRUCTION WORK IS NOT STARTED WITHIN THE ONE (1) YEAR PERIOD, OR HAS BEEN DISCONTINUED FOR ANY REASON FOR LONGER THAN ONE (1) YEAR, THE PLANS SHALL BE RESUBMITTED FOR REVIEW AND RE-APPROVAL. 2. PLAN REVIEW BY THE CITY DOES NOT EXTEND TO MATERIAL QUANTITIES SHOWN ON THE PLANS. PLAN REVIEW BY THE CITY DOES NOT EXTEND TO MATERIAL QUANTITIES SHOWN ON THE PLANS. 3. A PUBLIC WORKS PERMIT, ISSUED BY THE CITY, IS REQUIRED FOR ALL WORK IN CITY A PUBLIC WORKS PERMIT, ISSUED BY THE CITY, IS REQUIRED FOR ALL WORK IN CITY RIGHTS-OF-WAY OR EASEMENTS AND FOR CONSTRUCTION OF ANY IMPROVEMENTS INTENDED TO BECOME PUBLIC PROPERTY. 4. THE CITY SHALL BE NOTIFIED TWENTY-FOUR (24) HOURS PRIOR TO BEGINNING DIFFERENT THE CITY SHALL BE NOTIFIED TWENTY-FOUR (24) HOURS PRIOR TO BEGINNING DIFFERENT PHASES OF CONSTRUCTION SO THAT CITY INSPECTORS MAY BE SCHEDULED. 5. ALL MATERIALS AND WORKMANSHIP SHALL COMPLY WITH  TITLE 13, ENGINEERING DESIGN AND  ALL MATERIALS AND WORKMANSHIP SHALL COMPLY WITH  TITLE 13, ENGINEERING DESIGN AND  STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR NEW INFRASTRUCTURE, CURRENT "MAG UNIFORM STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS AND DETAILS FOR PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION", THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF STORMWATER DESIGN MANUAL, AND WITH GENERALLY ACCEPTED ENGINEERING DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION PRACTICE.  ALL WORK AND MATERIALS, WHICH DO NOT CONFORM TO THE STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS, ARE SUBJECT TO REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT AT THE CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE.  THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR REVIEWING CHAPTER 13-21 OF THESE STANDARDS WHICH MAKES MINOR MODIFICATIONS TO CERTAIN MAG SPECIFICATIONS AND DETAILS. 6. ANY WORK PERFORMED WITHOUT THE KNOWLEDGE AND APPROVAL OF THE CITY ENGINEER OR ANY WORK PERFORMED WITHOUT THE KNOWLEDGE AND APPROVAL OF THE CITY ENGINEER OR HIS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE IS SUBJECT TO REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT AT THE CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE. 7. THE CITY ENGINEER OR HIS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE MAY SUSPEND THE WORK BY WRITTEN THE CITY ENGINEER OR HIS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE MAY SUSPEND THE WORK BY WRITTEN NOTICE WHEN, IN HIS JUDGMENT, PROGRESS IS UNSATISFACTORY, WORK BEING DONE IS UNAUTHORIZED OR DEFECTIVE, WEATHER CONDITIONS ARE UNSUITABLE, OR THERE IS DANGER TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH OR SAFETY. 8. THE CITY ENGINEER MAY ORDER ANY OR ALL MATERIALS USED IN THE WORK TO BE TESTED THE CITY ENGINEER MAY ORDER ANY OR ALL MATERIALS USED IN THE WORK TO BE TESTED ACCORDING TO THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION OFFICIALS (AASHTO) AND THE AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR TESTING AND MATERIALS (ASTM) STANDARDS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL, AT HIS EXPENSE, SUPPLY ALL SAMPLES REQUIRED FOR TESTING. 9. ACCESS WHICH MEETS SECTION 13-13-004-0001, FIRE ACCESS SHALL BE IN PLACE AND ACCESS WHICH MEETS SECTION 13-13-004-0001, FIRE ACCESS SHALL BE IN PLACE AND APPROVED BEFORE AND AT ALL TIMES DURING ON-SITE COMBUSTIBLE CONSTRUCTION AND/OR PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMITS IN NEW SUBDIVISIONS.  FIRE DEPARTMENT AND ENGINEERING SECTION APPROVAL IS REQUIRED FOR OBSTRUCTION OF ACCESS OR WATER SYSTEM SHUTDOWN. 10. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE STREETS AND OF THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE STREETS AND OF PARTIALLY COMPLETED PORTIONS OF THE WORK UNTIL FINAL ACCEPTANCE OF THE WORK. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT TO THE CITY ENGINEER FOR APPROVAL A CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE FOR ANY STREETS REQUIRED TO BE CLOSED OR PARTIALLY CLOSED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REOPEN THE STREETS NO LATER THAN THE OPENING DATE SHOWN ON THE CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE OR UPON ORDER OF THE CITY ENGINEER. THE REGULATION AND CONTROL OF CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC SHALL BE AS DIRECTED BY THE CITY ENGINEER OR HIS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE. 11. APPROVAL OF A PORTION OF THE WORK IN PROGRESS DOES NOT GUARANTEE ITS FINAL APPROVAL OF A PORTION OF THE WORK IN PROGRESS DOES NOT GUARANTEE ITS FINAL ACCEPTANCE. TESTING AND EVALUATION MAY CONTINUE UNTIL WRITTEN FINAL ACCEPTANCE OF A COMPLETE WORKABLE UNIT. ANY DEFECTS WHICH APPEAR IN THE WORK WITHIN ONE (1) YEAR FROM THE DATE OF ACCEPTANCE AND WHICH ARE DUE TO IMPROPER WORKMANSHIP OR INFERIOR MATERIALS SUPPLIED SHALL BE CORRECTED BY OR AT THE EXPENSE OF THE OWNER/DEVELOPER OR THE CONTRACTOR. 12. ACCEPTANCE OF COMPLETED PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS WILL NOT BE GIVEN UNTIL DEFECTIVE OR ACCEPTANCE OF COMPLETED PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS WILL NOT BE GIVEN UNTIL DEFECTIVE OR UNAUTHORIZED WORK IS REMOVED, AND FINAL CLEAN-UP IS COMPLETE. 13. LOCATION OF UNDERGROUND UTILITIES BEFORE WORK IS BEGUN IS TO BE ACCOMPLISHED IN LOCATION OF UNDERGROUND UTILITIES BEFORE WORK IS BEGUN IS TO BE ACCOMPLISHED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ARS 40-360.22. 14. IF WORK IS DONE ON PRIVATE PROPERTY IN RELATION TO A PROJECT CONSTRUCTED UNDER IF WORK IS DONE ON PRIVATE PROPERTY IN RELATION TO A PROJECT CONSTRUCTED UNDER THESE STANDARDS, THE CONTRACTOR WILL PROVIDE THE CITY WITH WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION FROM THE PROPERTY OWNER TO DO SO. 15. THE ESTABLISHMENT AND USE OF TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION YARDS SHALL CONFORM TO THE THE ESTABLISHMENT AND USE OF TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION YARDS SHALL CONFORM TO THE CURRENT CITY ZONING CODE STANDARDS FOR "TEMPORARY USES". 16. ALL EXCAVATED MATERIAL SHALL BE DISPOSED OF IN ACCORDANCE WITH APPLICABLE CITY ALL EXCAVATED MATERIAL SHALL BE DISPOSED OF IN ACCORDANCE WITH APPLICABLE CITY CODES AND REGULATIONS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN ALL REQUIRED CITY APPROVALS AND PERMITS, AS DEEMED NECESSARY BY THE CITY, TO DISPOSE OF EXCAVATED MATERIAL. 17. ALL CONSTRUCTION STAKING SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR/DEVELOPER ALL CONSTRUCTION STAKING SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR/DEVELOPER AND PERFORMED UNDER THE DIRECT SUPERVISION OF A REGISTERED LAND SURVEYOR OR CIVIL ENGINEER. 18. ALL TRAFFIC SIGN SHEETING SHALL BE TYPE VIII AS DESIGNED BY ASTM D4956-07E1 STANDARD ALL TRAFFIC SIGN SHEETING SHALL BE TYPE VIII AS DESIGNED BY ASTM D4956-07E1 STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR RETRO REFLECTIVE SHEETING FOR TRAFFIC CONTROL, UNLESS SPECIFIED OTHERWISE ON THE CONSTRUCTION PLANS. 19. WHEN THE CONSTRUCTION PLANS SPECIFY GRAFFITI CONTROL ON BRIDGES OR OTHER WHEN THE CONSTRUCTION PLANS SPECIFY GRAFFITI CONTROL ON BRIDGES OR OTHER STRUCTURES, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SEAL THE STRUCTURE FIRST USING MONOCHEM AQUASEAL ME 12 AND THEN APPLY MONOCHEM PERMASHIELD, SACRIFICIAL GRAFFITI CONTROL SYSTEM (OR APPROVED EQUAL). 20. ALL AREAS DISTURBED DURING CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE STABILIZED AND RESEEDED IN ALL AREAS DISTURBED DURING CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE STABILIZED AND RESEEDED IN ACCORDANCE WITH CHAPTER 13-17 OF THIS TITLE.  IN THE EVENT THAT THE CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY DISTURBS MORE THAN ONE (1) ACRE, A STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN (SWPPP) SHALL BE PREPARED IN ORDER TO OBTAIN A CONSTRUCTION GENERAL PERMIT FROM ADEQ. (ORD. 22017-22, REP&REEN, 07/05/2017) ALL DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, TESTING AND INSPECTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE ADEQ  DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, TESTING AND INSPECTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE ADEQ DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, TESTING AND INSPECTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE ADEQ  CONSTRUCTION, TESTING AND INSPECTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE ADEQ CONSTRUCTION, TESTING AND INSPECTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE ADEQ  TESTING AND INSPECTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE ADEQ TESTING AND INSPECTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE ADEQ  AND INSPECTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE ADEQ AND INSPECTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE ADEQ  INSPECTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE ADEQ INSPECTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE ADEQ  SHALL CONFORM TO THE ADEQ SHALL CONFORM TO THE ADEQ  CONFORM TO THE ADEQ CONFORM TO THE ADEQ  TO THE ADEQ TO THE ADEQ  THE ADEQ THE ADEQ  ADEQ ADEQ REQUIREMENTS: WATER DISTRIBUTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH BULLETINS 10 AND 8, AND SEWER  WATER DISTRIBUTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH BULLETINS 10 AND 8, AND SEWER WATER DISTRIBUTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH BULLETINS 10 AND 8, AND SEWER  DISTRIBUTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH BULLETINS 10 AND 8, AND SEWER DISTRIBUTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH BULLETINS 10 AND 8, AND SEWER  IN ACCORDANCE WITH BULLETINS 10 AND 8, AND SEWER IN ACCORDANCE WITH BULLETINS 10 AND 8, AND SEWER  ACCORDANCE WITH BULLETINS 10 AND 8, AND SEWER ACCORDANCE WITH BULLETINS 10 AND 8, AND SEWER  WITH BULLETINS 10 AND 8, AND SEWER WITH BULLETINS 10 AND 8, AND SEWER  BULLETINS 10 AND 8, AND SEWER BULLETINS 10 AND 8, AND SEWER  10 AND 8, AND SEWER 10 AND 8, AND SEWER  AND 8, AND SEWER AND 8, AND SEWER  8, AND SEWER 8, AND SEWER  AND SEWER AND SEWER  SEWER SEWER COLLECTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH AAC TITLE 18. IN THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS  IN ACCORDANCE WITH AAC TITLE 18. IN THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS IN ACCORDANCE WITH AAC TITLE 18. IN THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS  ACCORDANCE WITH AAC TITLE 18. IN THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS ACCORDANCE WITH AAC TITLE 18. IN THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS  WITH AAC TITLE 18. IN THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS WITH AAC TITLE 18. IN THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS  AAC TITLE 18. IN THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS AAC TITLE 18. IN THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS  TITLE 18. IN THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS TITLE 18. IN THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS  18. IN THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS 18. IN THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS  IN THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS IN THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS  THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS THE EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS  EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS EVENT THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS  THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS THE ADEQ REQUIREMENTS  ADEQ REQUIREMENTS ADEQ REQUIREMENTS  REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMENTS CONFLICT WITH THESE STANDARDS, THE MORE RESTRICTIVE SHALL APPLY. A. ROUGH GRADING SHALL BE COMPLETED WITHIN ONE-TENTH ( ) OF A FOOT OF PLAN GRADE AND ROUGH GRADING SHALL BE COMPLETED WITHIN ONE-TENTH ( ) OF A FOOT OF PLAN GRADE AND 110) OF A FOOT OF PLAN GRADE AND APPROVED BY THE CITY ENGINEER'S AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVES PRIOR TO INSTALLATION OF UNDERGROUND UTILITIES. B. NO TRENCH SHALL BE FILLED WITH BEDDING MATERIAL OR BACKFILL UNTIL THE EXCAVATION AND NO TRENCH SHALL BE FILLED WITH BEDDING MATERIAL OR BACKFILL UNTIL THE EXCAVATION AND PIPE LAYING, RESPECTIVELY, HAVE BEEN APPROVED BY THE CITY ENGINEER'S AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE. C. A WATER PRESSURE TEST IS REQUIRED OF ALL WATER LINES AND A HYDROSTATIC OR AIR TEST A WATER PRESSURE TEST IS REQUIRED OF ALL WATER LINES AND A HYDROSTATIC OR AIR TEST IS REQUIRED OF ALL SEWER LINES AND MANHOLES. TESTS ARE TO BE CONDUCTED AFTER BACKFILLING IS COMPLETE AND COMPACTED ON ALL PUBLIC AND/OR PRIVATE UNDERGROUND UTILITIES. D. WATER AND SEWER SERVICE LINES ARE TO BE MARKED AS SHOWN ON THE STANDARD SERVICE WATER AND SEWER SERVICE LINES ARE TO BE MARKED AS SHOWN ON THE STANDARD SERVICE DETAILS.   E. WATER LINE DISINFECTION IS TO BE ACCOMPLISHED AS OUTLINED IN ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF WATER LINE DISINFECTION IS TO BE ACCOMPLISHED AS OUTLINED IN ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY (ADEQ) "BULLETIN NO. 8." F. WATER PIPE CLASSIFICATION SHALL BE CLASS 305 FOR A.W.W.A. C-900 PVC AND CLASS 350 WATER PIPE CLASSIFICATION SHALL BE CLASS 305 FOR A.W.W.A. C-900 PVC AND CLASS 350 FOR DUCTILE IRON UNLESS OTHERWISE APPROVED BY THE CITY ENGINEER.  C-900 SHALL CONFORM TO CAST-IRON-EQUIVALENT OUTSIDE DIAMETER AND HAVE ELASTROMERIC GASKETS AND COUPLINGS.  ALL DUCTILE IRON PIPE LINES SHALL BE POLYETHYLENE ENCASED IN ACCORDANCE WITH MAG SPECIFICATIONS. G. ALL MATERIALS THAT COME INTO CONTACT WITH DRINKING WATER SHALL CONFORM TO NSF ALL MATERIALS THAT COME INTO CONTACT WITH DRINKING WATER SHALL CONFORM TO NSF STANDARD 61 INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, GASKETS, LUBRICANTS, PIPE FITTINGS, AND VALVES. (NSF-PW SEAL) (R18-4-119B). H. ALL PUBLIC SANITARY SEWER LINES AND PRIVATE SEWER SERVICE LINES WITHIN A PUBLIC UTILITY ALL PUBLIC SANITARY SEWER LINES AND PRIVATE SEWER SERVICE LINES WITHIN A PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT OR RIGHT-OF-WAY WILL BE INSPECTED PRIOR TO ACCEPTANCE BY THE CITY. I. WATER AND SEWER MAINS SHALL BE SEPARATED IN ORDER TO PROTECT PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS WATER AND SEWER MAINS SHALL BE SEPARATED IN ORDER TO PROTECT PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS FROM POSSIBLE CONTAMINATION.  ALL DISTANCES ARE MEASURED PERPENDICULARLY FROM THE OUTSIDE OF THE SEWER MAIN TO THE OUTSIDE OF THE WATER MAIN.  SEPARATION REQUIREMENTS ARE AS FOLLOWS: 1. A WATER MAIN SHALL NOT BE PLACED: a. WITHIN SIX (6) FEET, HORIZONTAL DISTANCE, AND LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL WITHIN SIX (6) FEET, HORIZONTAL DISTANCE, AND LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL  SIX (6) FEET, HORIZONTAL DISTANCE, AND LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL SIX (6) FEET, HORIZONTAL DISTANCE, AND LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL  (6) FEET, HORIZONTAL DISTANCE, AND LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL (6) FEET, HORIZONTAL DISTANCE, AND LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL  FEET, HORIZONTAL DISTANCE, AND LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL FEET, HORIZONTAL DISTANCE, AND LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL  HORIZONTAL DISTANCE, AND LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL HORIZONTAL DISTANCE, AND LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL  DISTANCE, AND LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL DISTANCE, AND LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL  AND LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL AND LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL  LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL LESS THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL  THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL THAN TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL  TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL TWO (2) FEET, VERTICAL  (2) FEET, VERTICAL (2) FEET, VERTICAL  FEET, VERTICAL FEET, VERTICAL  VERTICAL VERTICAL DISTANCE, ABOVE THE TOP OF A SEWER MAIN UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED.  ABOVE THE TOP OF A SEWER MAIN UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED. ABOVE THE TOP OF A SEWER MAIN UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED.  THE TOP OF A SEWER MAIN UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED. THE TOP OF A SEWER MAIN UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED.  TOP OF A SEWER MAIN UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED. TOP OF A SEWER MAIN UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED.  OF A SEWER MAIN UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED. OF A SEWER MAIN UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED.  A SEWER MAIN UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED. A SEWER MAIN UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED.  SEWER MAIN UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED. SEWER MAIN UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED.  MAIN UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED. MAIN UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED.  UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED. UNLESS EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED.  EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED. EXTRA PROTECTION IS PROVIDED.  PROTECTION IS PROVIDED. PROTECTION IS PROVIDED.  IS PROVIDED. IS PROVIDED.  PROVIDED. PROVIDED. EXTRA PROTECTION SHALL CONSIST OF CONSTRUCTING THE SEWER MAIN WITH MECHANICAL  PROTECTION SHALL CONSIST OF CONSTRUCTING THE SEWER MAIN WITH MECHANICAL PROTECTION SHALL CONSIST OF CONSTRUCTING THE SEWER MAIN WITH MECHANICAL  SHALL CONSIST OF CONSTRUCTING THE SEWER MAIN WITH MECHANICAL SHALL CONSIST OF CONSTRUCTING THE SEWER MAIN WITH MECHANICAL  CONSIST OF CONSTRUCTING THE SEWER MAIN WITH MECHANICAL CONSIST OF CONSTRUCTING THE SEWER MAIN WITH MECHANICAL  OF CONSTRUCTING THE SEWER MAIN WITH MECHANICAL OF CONSTRUCTING THE SEWER MAIN WITH MECHANICAL  CONSTRUCTING THE SEWER MAIN WITH MECHANICAL CONSTRUCTING THE SEWER MAIN WITH MECHANICAL  THE SEWER MAIN WITH MECHANICAL THE SEWER MAIN WITH MECHANICAL  SEWER MAIN WITH MECHANICAL SEWER MAIN WITH MECHANICAL  MAIN WITH MECHANICAL MAIN WITH MECHANICAL  WITH MECHANICAL WITH MECHANICAL  MECHANICAL MECHANICAL JOINT DUCTILE IRON PIPE OR WITH SLIP-JOINT DUCTILE IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS  DUCTILE IRON PIPE OR WITH SLIP-JOINT DUCTILE IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS DUCTILE IRON PIPE OR WITH SLIP-JOINT DUCTILE IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS  IRON PIPE OR WITH SLIP-JOINT DUCTILE IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS IRON PIPE OR WITH SLIP-JOINT DUCTILE IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS  PIPE OR WITH SLIP-JOINT DUCTILE IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS PIPE OR WITH SLIP-JOINT DUCTILE IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS  OR WITH SLIP-JOINT DUCTILE IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS OR WITH SLIP-JOINT DUCTILE IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS  WITH SLIP-JOINT DUCTILE IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS WITH SLIP-JOINT DUCTILE IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS  SLIP-JOINT DUCTILE IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS SLIP-JOINT DUCTILE IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS  DUCTILE IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS DUCTILE IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS  IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS IRON PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS  PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS PIPE IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS  IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS IF JOINT RESTRAINT IS  JOINT RESTRAINT IS JOINT RESTRAINT IS  RESTRAINT IS RESTRAINT IS  IS IS PROVIDED. ALTERNATE EXTRA PROTECTION SHALL CONSIST OF ENCASING BOTH THE WATER  ALTERNATE EXTRA PROTECTION SHALL CONSIST OF ENCASING BOTH THE WATER ALTERNATE EXTRA PROTECTION SHALL CONSIST OF ENCASING BOTH THE WATER  EXTRA PROTECTION SHALL CONSIST OF ENCASING BOTH THE WATER EXTRA PROTECTION SHALL CONSIST OF ENCASING BOTH THE WATER  PROTECTION SHALL CONSIST OF ENCASING BOTH THE WATER PROTECTION SHALL CONSIST OF ENCASING BOTH THE WATER  SHALL CONSIST OF ENCASING BOTH THE WATER SHALL CONSIST OF ENCASING BOTH THE WATER  CONSIST OF ENCASING BOTH THE WATER CONSIST OF ENCASING BOTH THE WATER  OF ENCASING BOTH THE WATER OF ENCASING BOTH THE WATER  ENCASING BOTH THE WATER ENCASING BOTH THE WATER  BOTH THE WATER BOTH THE WATER  THE WATER THE WATER  WATER WATER AND SEWER MAINS IN AT LEAST SIX (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10)  SEWER MAINS IN AT LEAST SIX (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10) SEWER MAINS IN AT LEAST SIX (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10)  MAINS IN AT LEAST SIX (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10) MAINS IN AT LEAST SIX (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10)  IN AT LEAST SIX (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10) IN AT LEAST SIX (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10)  AT LEAST SIX (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10) AT LEAST SIX (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10)  LEAST SIX (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10) LEAST SIX (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10)  SIX (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10) SIX (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10)  (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10) (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10)  INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10) INCHES OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10)  OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10) OF CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10)  CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10) CONCRETE FOR AT LEAST TEN (10)  FOR AT LEAST TEN (10) FOR AT LEAST TEN (10)  AT LEAST TEN (10) AT LEAST TEN (10)  LEAST TEN (10) LEAST TEN (10)  TEN (10) TEN (10)  (10) (10) FEET BEYOND THE AREA COVERED BY THIS SUBSECTION. b. WITHIN TWO (2) FEET HORIZONTALLY AND TWO (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A WITHIN TWO (2) FEET HORIZONTALLY AND TWO (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A  TWO (2) FEET HORIZONTALLY AND TWO (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A TWO (2) FEET HORIZONTALLY AND TWO (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A  (2) FEET HORIZONTALLY AND TWO (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A (2) FEET HORIZONTALLY AND TWO (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A  FEET HORIZONTALLY AND TWO (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A FEET HORIZONTALLY AND TWO (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A  HORIZONTALLY AND TWO (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A HORIZONTALLY AND TWO (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A  AND TWO (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A AND TWO (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A  TWO (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A TWO (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A  (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A (2) FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A  FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A FEET BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A  BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A BELOW THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A  THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A THE SEWER MAIN. WHEN A  SEWER MAIN. WHEN A SEWER MAIN. WHEN A  MAIN. WHEN A MAIN. WHEN A  WHEN A WHEN A  A A WATER MAIN IS PLACED BELOW A SEWER MAIN, EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED  MAIN IS PLACED BELOW A SEWER MAIN, EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED MAIN IS PLACED BELOW A SEWER MAIN, EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED  IS PLACED BELOW A SEWER MAIN, EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED IS PLACED BELOW A SEWER MAIN, EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED  PLACED BELOW A SEWER MAIN, EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED PLACED BELOW A SEWER MAIN, EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED  BELOW A SEWER MAIN, EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED BELOW A SEWER MAIN, EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED  A SEWER MAIN, EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED A SEWER MAIN, EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED  SEWER MAIN, EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED SEWER MAIN, EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED  MAIN, EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED MAIN, EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED  EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED EXTRA PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED  PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED PROTECTION IS ALWAYS REQUIRED  IS ALWAYS REQUIRED IS ALWAYS REQUIRED  ALWAYS REQUIRED ALWAYS REQUIRED  REQUIRED REQUIRED REGARDLESS OF THE VERTICAL SEPARATION. 2. NO WATER PIPE SHALL PASS THROUGH OR COME INTO CONTACT WITH ANY PART OF A  SEWER MANHOLE.  THE MINIMUM HORIZONTAL SEPARATION BETWEEN WATER MAINS AND     MANHOLES SHALL BE SIX (6) FEET, MEASURED FROM THE CENTER OF THE MANHOLE. 3. THE MINIMUM SEPARATION BETWEEN FORCE MAINS OR PRESSURE SEWERS AND  THE MINIMUM SEPARATION BETWEEN FORCE MAINS OR PRESSURE SEWERS AND  WATER MAINS SHALL BE TWO (2) FEET VERTICALLY AND SIX (6) FEET HORIZONTALLY  UNDER ALL CONDITIONS. WHERE A SEWER FORCE MAIN CROSSES ABOVE OR LESS THAN SIX (6) FEET BELOW A WATER LINE, THE SEWER MAINS SHALL BE ENCASED IN AT  LEAST SIX (6) INCHES OF CONCRETE OR CONSTRUCTED USING MECHANICAL JOINT  DUCTILE IRON PIPE FOR TEN (10) FEET ON EITHER SIDE OF THE WATER MAIN. 4. EVEN WHEN EXTRA PROTECTION IS UTILIZED, THE MINIMUM CLEARANCE BETWEEN WATER AND SEWER SHALL BE ONE (1) FOOT. 5. THE SEPARATION REQUIREMENTS DO NOT APPLY TO BUILDING, PLUMBING, OR INDIVIDUAL  HOUSE SERVICE CONNECTIONS. J. WHEN HYDROSTATIC TESTING IS PERFORMED, SEWER LINES SHALL BE TESTED FOR WHEN HYDROSTATIC TESTING IS PERFORMED, SEWER LINES SHALL BE TESTED FOR INFILTRATION/EXFILTRATION PER ADEQ ENGINEERING BULLETIN NO. 11.  MANHOLES SHALL BE TESTED BY FILLING THE MANHOLE WITH WATER.  THE APPLICANT SHALL ENSURE THAT THE DROP IN WATER LEVEL DOES NOT EXCEED ONE-THOUSANDTH (0.001) OF THE TOTAL MANHOLE VOLUME IN ONE (1) HOUR.    WHEN AIR TESTING IS PERFORMED, SEWER LINES SHALL BE TESTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM F1417-92.  MANHOLES SHALL BE TESTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM C1244. K. SEWER PIPE SHALL BE SDR 35, ASTM D3034 FOR PVC PIPE, OR CLASS 150 DIP LINED WITH SEWER PIPE SHALL BE SDR 35, ASTM D3034 FOR PVC PIPE, OR CLASS 150 DIP LINED WITH PROTECTO 401 CERAMIC EPOXY OR HDPE ASTM F894.  ALL DUCTILE IRON PIPELINES SHALL BE POLYETHYLENE ENCASED IN ACCORDANCE WITH MAG SPECIFICATIONS.  SPECIAL DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS MAY REQUIRE A HIGHER CLASS RATING OF DIP. L. NO WATER SETTLING OF TRENCH FILL MATERIAL IS ALLOWED. NO WATER SETTLING OF TRENCH FILL MATERIAL IS ALLOWED. M. ALL WATER AND SEWER DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE CURRENT ARIZONA ALL WATER AND SEWER DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE CURRENT ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY (ADEQ) REQUIREMENTS.  WHEN ADEQ REQUIREMENTS ARE IN CONFLICT WITH THESE STANDARDS, THE MORE RESTRICTIVE SHALL APPLY. N. TRACER WIRES AND TAPES SHALL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO TESTING THE WATER OR SEWER MAIN TRACER WIRES AND TAPES SHALL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO TESTING THE WATER OR SEWER MAIN AS REQUIRED BY SECTION 13-09-001-0002. (STRIP WIRE 2 INCHES AT TERMINATION OF THE SERVICE). O. WATER VALVES SHALL BE ADJUSTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH CITY OF FLAGSTAFF ENGINEERING WATER VALVES SHALL BE ADJUSTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH CITY OF FLAGSTAFF ENGINEERING DETAIL NO. 9-03-060 AND MANHOLES SHALL BE ADJUSTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH CITY OF FLAGSTAFF DETAIL NO. 9-03-062. P. ONE HUNDRED PERCENT (100%) OF THE SEWER LINE SHALL BE TESTED FOR UNIFORM SLOPE BY ONE HUNDRED PERCENT (100%) OF THE SEWER LINE SHALL BE TESTED FOR UNIFORM SLOPE BY REMOTE CAMERA AND TESTED FOR SHORT-TERM DEFLECTION. 1. WHEN A SEWER SERVICE IS REQUIRED TO BE ABANDONED, IT SHALL BE ABANDONED AT  THE PROPERTY LINE AND CAPPED USING THE APPROPRIATE MATERIALS (PVC, CLAY, OR   CONCRETE). 2. WHEN AN EXISTING WATER SERVICE IS REQUIRED TO BE ABANDONED, IT SHALL BE   ABANDONED AT THE MAIN.  THE SADDLE AND CORP. STOP SHALL BE REMOVED AND THE  MAIN CLAMPED WITH AN APPROVED FULL CIRCLE REPAIR CLAMP. Q. THE LOCATION OF WATER SERVICES SHALL BE IDENTIFIED BY BRANDING A “W” ON THE TOP OR THE LOCATION OF WATER SERVICES SHALL BE IDENTIFIED BY BRANDING A “W” ON THE TOP OR W” ON THE TOP OR  ON THE TOP OR FACE OF CURB. R. SEWER SERVICE LOCATIONS SHALL BE IDENTIFIED BY BRANDING AN “S” ON THE TOP OR FACE SEWER SERVICE LOCATIONS SHALL BE IDENTIFIED BY BRANDING AN “S” ON THE TOP OR FACE S” ON THE TOP OR FACE  ON THE TOP OR FACE OF THE CURB. (ORD. 2017-22, REP&REEN, 07/05/2017) A. EXACT POINT OF MATCHING TERMINATION AND OVERLAY, IF NECESSARY, SHALL BE DETERMINED IN EXACT POINT OF MATCHING TERMINATION AND OVERLAY, IF NECESSARY, SHALL BE DETERMINED IN THE FIELD BY THE CITY ENGINEER OR HIS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE.  WHEN A LONGITUDINAL JOINT ASSOCIATED WITH A TRENCH PATH, PAVEMENT MATCHUP OR OTHER OCCURS ON A STREET THAT INCLUDES A BIKE LANE, THE JOINT SHALL BE LOCATED OUTSIDE THE BIKE LANE. B. NO JOB WILL BE CONSIDERED COMPLETE UNTIL:  NO JOB WILL BE CONSIDERED COMPLETE UNTIL:  1.  ALL CURBS, PAVEMENTS, SIDEWALKS, CATCH BASINS, STORM DRAINS, AND MANHOLES  ALL CURBS, PAVEMENTS, SIDEWALKS, CATCH BASINS, STORM DRAINS, AND MANHOLES  HAVE BEEN CLEANED OF ALL DIRT AND DEBRIS;  2.  SURVEY MONUMENTS ARE INSTALLED AND STAMPED; AND  SURVEY MONUMENTS ARE INSTALLED AND STAMPED; AND  3.  ALL FRAMES, COVERS, AND VALVE BOXES ARE ADJUSTED TO GRADE. ALL FRAMES, COVERS, AND VALVE BOXES ARE ADJUSTED TO GRADE. C. NO PAVING CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE STARTED UNTIL ALL UTILITY LINES ARE COMPLETED AND NO PAVING CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE STARTED UNTIL ALL UTILITY LINES ARE COMPLETED AND APPROVED UNDER PROPOSED PAVED AREAS. D. BASE COURSE WILL NOT BE PLACED UNTIL SUBGRADE HAS BEEN APPROVED BY THE CITY BASE COURSE WILL NOT BE PLACED UNTIL SUBGRADE HAS BEEN APPROVED BY THE CITY ENGINEER OR HIS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE. E. THE LOCATION OF ALL WATER VALVES, FIRE HYDRANTS, AND MANHOLES MUST AT ALL TIMES THE LOCATION OF ALL WATER VALVES, FIRE HYDRANTS, AND MANHOLES MUST AT ALL TIMES DURING CONSTRUCTION BE REFERENCED AND MADE ACCESSIBLE TO THE CITY. F. UTILITY FACILITIES IN CONFLICT WITH THIS WORK WILL BE RELOCATED BY THE PERMITTEE OR THE UTILITY FACILITIES IN CONFLICT WITH THIS WORK WILL BE RELOCATED BY THE PERMITTEE OR THE UTILITY OWNER.  THIS ACTIVITY SHALL BE COORDINATED WITH THE OWNER OF THE UTILITY TO PREVENT ANY UNNECESSARY INTERRUPTION OF SERVICE TO EXISTING CUSTOMERS. G. EXISTING STREET NAME SIGNS, TRAFFIC SIGNS AND DEVICES ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROJECT EXISTING STREET NAME SIGNS, TRAFFIC SIGNS AND DEVICES ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROJECT SHALL BE MAINTAINED DURING CONSTRUCTION AND RELOCATED BY THE CONTRACTOR AS SHOWN ON THE APPROVED PLANS. H. ANY CHANGES OR ADDITIONS TO PAVEMENT MARKINGS CAUSED BY PAVEMENT OVERLAY, CHIP ANY CHANGES OR ADDITIONS TO PAVEMENT MARKINGS CAUSED BY PAVEMENT OVERLAY, CHIP SEAL, OR INSTALLATION OF UNDERGROUND FACILITIES SHALL BE SHOWN ON THE APPROVED PLANS. I. ON PROJECTS WHERE THE CONTRACTOR CAUSES EXCESSIVE DAMAGE TO AN EXISTING PAVED ON PROJECTS WHERE THE CONTRACTOR CAUSES EXCESSIVE DAMAGE TO AN EXISTING PAVED STREET OR THERE ARE MULTIPLE STREET CUTS (MAXIMUM OF FOUR (4) IN FIVE HUNDRED (500) FEET) AN ASPHALT OVERLAY SHALL BE REQUIRED. J. A PRIME COAT IS NOT REQUIRED UNLESS SO SPECIFIED IN THE SOILS AND PAVEMENT REPORT A PRIME COAT IS NOT REQUIRED UNLESS SO SPECIFIED IN THE SOILS AND PAVEMENT REPORT AND/OR SHOWN ON THE PLANS. K. ALL CURB AND GUTTER, SIDEWALK, DRIVEWAYS, AND SIDEWALK RAMPS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED ALL CURB AND GUTTER, SIDEWALK, DRIVEWAYS, AND SIDEWALK RAMPS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED ON A MINIMUM THREE (3) INCHES OF AGGREGATE BASE COURSE (ABC).  THE ABC SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED PER MAG SECTION 310, AND SHALL BE COMPACTED TO NINETY-FIVE (95%) RELATIVE DENSITY. ALL PRECAST STRUCTURES SUCH AS MANHOLE BASES, CATCH BASINS, AND BOX CULVERTS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED ON A MINIMUM OF THREE (3) INCHES OF ABC. L. PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS. PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS. 1.  LONGITUDINAL PAVEMENT MARKINGS SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION LONGITUDINAL PAVEMENT MARKINGS SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 13-16-006-0001.     2.  TRANSVERSE PAVEMENT MARKINGS SUCH AS STOP BARS, CROSSWALKS, ARROWS, AND     LEGENDS SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 13-16-006-0002. M. TEMPORARY PAVEMENT MARKINGS. TEMPORARY PAVEMENT MARKINGS. 1.  TEMPORARY PAVEMENT MARKINGS, WHEN APPROVED, SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE TEMPORARY PAVEMENT MARKINGS, WHEN APPROVED, SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTIONS 13-16-006-0001 AND 13-16-006-0002.    NOTES:  1. THE USE OF TEMPORARY MARKINGS IS STRONGLY DISCOURAGED AND MAY ONLY BE  USED WITH PRIOR APPROVAL. WHEN IT IS USED, THE CONTRACTOR MUST BE AVAILABLE TO RESTRIPE AS NEEDED  UNTIL THE PERMANENT MARKINGS CAN BE INSTALLED. 2. WHEN IT IS IMPRACTICABLE FOR THE CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE PERMANENT MARKINGS,  THE CITY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT MAY INSTALL THE MARKINGS ON BEHALF OF THE  CONTRACT PROVIDED THE FEE FOR THE WORK IS AGREED UPON AND PAID FOR IN    ADVANCE. N. THE MAXIMUM THICKNESS OF A SINGLE LIFT OF PAVEMENT SHALL BE FOUR (4) INCHES. (ORD. THE MAXIMUM THICKNESS OF A SINGLE LIFT OF PAVEMENT SHALL BE FOUR (4) INCHES. (ORD. 2017-22, REP&REEN, 07/05/2017) "ADEQUATE DRAINAGE, EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL MEASURES, BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES, AND/OR OTHER STORM WATER MANAGEMENT FACILITIES SHALL BE PROVIDED AND /OR OTHER STORM WATER MANAGEMENT FACILITIES SHALL BE PROVIDED AND OR OTHER STORM WATER MANAGEMENT FACILITIES SHALL BE PROVIDED AND MAINTAINED AT ALL TIMES DURING CONSTRUCTION.  DAMAGES TO ADJACENT PROPERTY AND/OR THE CONSTRUCTION SITE CAUSED BY CONTRACTOR'S PROPERTY OR PROPERTY /OR THE CONSTRUCTION SITE CAUSED BY CONTRACTOR'S PROPERTY OR PROPERTY OR THE CONSTRUCTION SITE CAUSED BY CONTRACTOR'S PROPERTY OR PROPERTY OWNER'S FAILURE TO PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN ADEQUATE DRAINAGE AND EROSION/SEDIMENT CONTROL FOR THE CONSTRUCTION AREA SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR AND/OR PROPERTY OWNER." /OR PROPERTY OWNER." OR PROPERTY OWNER." TO BE APPLIED ON ALL CUT/FILL SLOPES. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL RESEED ALL DISTURBED AREA ACCORDING TO THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SECTION.  THE WORK UNDER THIS SECTION SHALL CONSIST OF FURNISHING, HAULING, PLACING, AND APPLYING EROSION CONTROL (SEED, MULCH, AND EROSION CONTROL BLANKETS) TO ALL DISTURBED AREAS WITHIN THE PROJECT AREAS AS SHOWN ON THE PLANS. REFER TO THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF ENGINEERING STANDARDS, TITLE 13, CHAPTER 17 FOR SEEDING REQUIREMENTS. PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS ALL WORK SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CURRENT EDITIONS OF THE FOLLOWING STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS, AND ANY SPECIAL PROVISIONS PREPARED FOR THE PROJECT.  THE TERM "CURRENT" MEANS THE DATE OF THE SPECIFICATIONS IN EFFECT AS OF THE DATE OF THE ENGINEERS SEAL ON THESE PLANS. MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (M.A.G.) UNIFORM STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS AND DETAILS FOR PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION CITY OF FLAGSTAFF ENGINEERING DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS & SPECIFICATION AMERICAN WATER WORKS ASSOCIATION STANDARDS  ARIZONA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE INTERNATIONAL PLUMBING CODE (IPC) INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE (IBC) NAU DESIGN GUIDELINES AND TECHNICAL STANDARDS, ICC A117.1, ACCESSIBILITY STD THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND ALL SUBCONTRACTORS ARE REQUIRED TO OBTAIN COPIES OF THESE, AS WELL AS ANY OTHER STANDARDS OR SPECIFICATIONS REQUIRED TO SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE WORK AS DESCRIBED IN THESE PLANS AND/OR ANY SPECIAL PROVISIONS PREPARED FOR THE PROJECT.  THIS REQUIREMENT EXTENDS TO ANY STANDARDS, DETAILS, OR SPECIFICATIONS REFERENCED BY THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS AND NOT INCLUDED IN THE LIST ABOVE. QUANTITY ESTIMATE  AND PAYMENT PROVISIONS IF ANY MATERIAL QUANTITIES ARE SHOWN ON THESE PLANS, THEY ARE TO BE CONSIDERED AS APPROXIMATE ONLY AND ARE FURNISHED AS A CONVENIENCE TO THE CONTRACTOR IN EVALUATING THE MAGNITUDE OF THE PROJECT SCOPE.  IT IS THE SOLE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY THE ACTUAL QUANTITIES OF WORK REQUIRED AND BASE HIS BID ON HIS OWN INDEPENDENT ESTIMATE OF THE WORK SCOPE AND QUANTITIES OF MATERIALS REQUIRED.     THE ESTIMATED QUANTITIES MAY NOT DIRECTLY CORRESPOND TO A BID SCHEDULE/SCHEDULE OF VALUES INCLUDED IN THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.  PAYMENT FOR ANY WORK ACCOMPLISHED SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PAYMENT PROVISIONS OUTLINED IN THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS. UTILITY COORDINATION  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL HAVE THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR COORDINATING ALL UTILITY RELOCATIONS, VALVE BOX/MANHOLE OR OTHER SURFACE APPURTENANCE ADJUSTMENTS, RESOLUTION OF UTILITY CONFLICTS, OBTAINING NECESSARY PERMITS, SCHEDULING BLUE STAKE, CONDUCTING EXPLORATORY EXCAVATIONS IN ADVANCE OF UTILITY INSTALLATIONS, AND GENERAL CONFORMANCE TO UTILITY AGENCY REQUIREMENTS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR CONDUCTING THE WORK. THE CONTRACTOR IS SPECIFICALLY ADVISED TO EXAMINE THE SITE FOR EVIDENCE OF AND CONFLICTS WITH EXISTING UTILITIES PRIOR TO SUBMITTING HIS BID.  EXISTING UTILITIES HAVE BEEN SHOWN ON THE PLANS IN THEIR APPROXIMATE LOCATIONS BASED ON FIELD OBSERVATIONS AND ANY FURNISHED RECORD INFORMATION, BUT THERE IS NO GUARANTEE THAT ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED.   AT THE TIME OF CONSTRUCTION,  AT THE TIME OF CONSTRUCTION, AT THE TIME OF CONSTRUCTION, THE EXACT SIZES, TYPES, AND LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE DETERMINED BY THE CONTRACTOR AND HE SHALL FURNISH MATERIALS AS NECESSARY TO CONSTRUCT THE REQUIRED CONNECTIONS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PERFORM ALL NECESSARY POTHOLES AND UTILITY LOCATING AT LEAST TWO WEEKS IN ADVANCE OF ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITY WORK TO ENSURE EXPEDIENT COMPLETION OF THE WORK IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS.  LOCATING EXISTING UTILITIES FOR THE PURPOSE OF IDENTIFYING CONFLICTS IN ADVANCE OF THE UTILITY RELOCATIONS IS AN IMPORTANT ELEMENT OF THE PROJECT.  FAILURE OF THE CONTRACTOR TO LOCATE EXISTING UTILITIES AT LEAST TWO WEEKS IN ADVANCE OF THE CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES WILL DIMINISH HIS ABILITY TO MAKE A CLAIM FOR DELAYS FOR UTILITY RELOCATIONS. ALL FRAMES, COVERS AND VALVE BOXES IN THE CONSTRUCTION AREA SHALL BE ADJUSTED TO FINAL FINISH GRADES, WHETHER INDICATED ON THE PLANS OR NOT.  ANY NECESSARY ADJUSTMENTS WHICH ARE NOT SEPARATELY ITEMIZED IN THE BID SCHEDULE SHALL BE CONSIDERED INCIDENTAL TO THE WORK. THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES SHALL BE NOTIFIED BY THE CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO ANY CONSTRUCTION.  "BLUE STAKE" NUMBER IS 1-800-STAKE-IT.  CONTRACTOR SHALL ALLOW TWO WORKING DAYS AFTER "BLUE STAKE" IS NOTIFIED, BEFORE COMMENCING ANY EXCAVATION WORK IN PROXIMITY OF BURIED UTILITIES. AT LEAST TWO WORKING DAYS PRIOR NOTICE IS REQUIRED BEFORE DISRUPTING EXISTING UTILITY SERVICES TO MAKE CONNECTIONS.  THE NOTICE MUST INCLUDE THE EXACT TIME OF THE DISRUPTION OF SERVICE AND THE EXPECTED DURATION OF THE LOSS OF SERVICE.  THE NOTICE SHALL BE FURNISHED TO THE OWNER OR OTHERS AS SPECIFIED IN THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.   THE LOCATION OF ALL WATER VALVES MUST AT ALL TIMES DURING CONSTRUCTION BE REFERENCED AND MADE AVAILABLE TO THE GOVERNING WATER COMPANY/DEPARTMENT. CITY OF FLAGSTAFF PERMITS A PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS PERMIT AND A GRADING PERMIT ARE REQUIRED FOR THIS PROJECT, CONTACT COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AT 928-213-2606 TO INITIATE THE PROCESS.  CONTACT THE ENGINEERING INSPECTION DEPARTMENT AND STORM WATER DEPARTMENT AT LEAST 72 HOURS PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF THE PROJECT TO COORDINATE INSPECTIONS.  HOURS PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF THE PROJECT TO COORDINATE INSPECTIONS.  GRADING CERTIFICATION IS REQUIRED, WHICH SHALL BE SEALED BY THE SURVEYOR AND GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER; SPECIAL INSPECTION CERTIFICATION FOR ANY BUILT IN PLACE STRUCTURES WILL ALSO BE REQUIRED.  AS-BUILTS ARE REQUIRED WITH THE CERTIFICATION. ON SITE GRADING: CUT: 39,000 CY 39,000 CY FILL:5,000 CY (NET EXPORT 34,000)  EARTHWORK VOLUMES SHOWN ABOVE ARE BASED ON IN-PLACE VOLUMES REQUIRED FOR SITE GRADING. QUANTITIES ARE NOT ADJUSTED FOR SHRINKAGE (SEE GEOTECH REPORT FOR ESTIMATED SHRINKAGE FACTORS). THESE RESULTS MAY NOT REFLECT THE FINAL CONSTRUCTED QUANTITIES. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR MAKING HIS OWN QUANTITY DETERMINATIONS. ADDITIONAL EARTHWORK QUANTITIES SHALL BE CONSIDERED INCIDENTAL TO BUILDING CONSTRUCTION. ANY WASTE MATERIAL SHALL BE INCIDENTAL TO CONSTRUCTION. SHEPHARD-WESNITZER GENERAL NOTES PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS ALL WORK SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CURRENT EDITIONS OF THE FOLLOWING STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS, AND ANY SPECIAL PROVISIONS PREPARED FOR THE PROJECT.  THE TERM "CURRENT" MEANS THE DATE OF THE SPECIFICATIONS IN EFFECT AS OF THE DATE OF THE ENGINEERS SEAL ON THESE PLANS. MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (M.A.G.) UNIFORM STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS AND DETAILS FOR PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION CITY OF FLAGSTAFF ENGINEERING DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS & SPECIFICATION AMERICAN WATER WORKS ASSOCIATION STANDARDS  ARIZONA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE INTERNATIONAL PLUMBING CODE (IPC) INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE (IBC) THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND ALL SUBCONTRACTORS ARE REQUIRED TO OBTAIN COPIES OF THESE, AS WELL AS ANY OTHER STANDARDS OR SPECIFICATIONS REQUIRED TO SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETE THE WORK AS DESCRIBED IN THESE PLANS AND/OR ANY SPECIAL PROVISIONS PREPARED FOR THE PROJECT.  THIS REQUIREMENT EXTENDS TO ANY STANDARDS, DETAILS, OR SPECIFICATIONS REFERENCED BY THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS AND NOT INCLUDED IN THE LIST ABOVE. QUANTITY ESTIMATE  AND PAYMENT PROVISIONS IF ANY MATERIAL QUANTITIES ARE SHOWN ON THESE PLANS, THEY ARE TO BE CONSIDERED AS APPROXIMATE ONLY AND ARE FURNISHED AS A CONVENIENCE TO THE CONTRACTOR IN EVALUATING THE MAGNITUDE OF THE PROJECT SCOPE.  IT IS THE SOLE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY THE ACTUAL QUANTITIES OF WORK REQUIRED AND BASE HIS BID ON HIS OWN INDEPENDENT ESTIMATE OF THE WORK SCOPE AND QUANTITIES OF MATERIALS REQUIRED.     THE ESTIMATED QUANTITIES MAY NOT DIRECTLY CORRESPOND TO A BID SCHEDULE/SCHEDULE OF VALUES INCLUDED IN THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.  PAYMENT FOR ANY WORK ACCOMPLISHED SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PAYMENT PROVISIONS OUTLINED IN THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS. UTILITY COORDINATION  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL HAVE THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR COORDINATING ALL UTILITY RELOCATIONS, VALVE BOX/MANHOLE OR OTHER SURFACE APPURTENANCE ADJUSTMENTS, RESOLUTION OF UTILITY CONFLICTS, OBTAINING NECESSARY PERMITS, SCHEDULING BLUE STAKE, CONDUCTING EXPLORATORY EXCAVATIONS IN ADVANCE OF UTILITY INSTALLATIONS, AND GENERAL CONFORMANCE TO UTILITY AGENCY REQUIREMENTS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR CONDUCTING THE WORK. THE CONTRACTOR IS SPECIFICALLY ADVISED TO EXAMINE THE SITE FOR EVIDENCE OF AND CONFLICTS WITH EXISTING UTILITIES PRIOR TO SUBMITTING HIS BID.  EXISTING UTILITIES HAVE BEEN SHOWN ON THE PLANS IN THEIR APPROXIMATE LOCATIONS BASED ON FIELD OBSERVATIONS AND ANY FURNISHED RECORD INFORMATION, BUT THERE IS NO GUARANTEE THAT ALL UTILITY CONFLICTS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED.   AT THE TIME OF CONSTRUCTION,  AT THE TIME OF CONSTRUCTION, AT THE TIME OF CONSTRUCTION, THE EXACT SIZES, TYPES, AND LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE DETERMINED BY THE CONTRACTOR AND HE SHALL FURNISH MATERIALS AS NECESSARY TO CONSTRUCT THE REQUIRED CONNECTIONS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PERFORM ALL NECESSARY POTHOLES AND UTILITY LOCATING AT LEAST TWO WEEKS IN ADVANCE OF ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITY WORK TO ENSURE EXPEDIENT COMPLETION OF THE WORK IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS.  LOCATING EXISTING UTILITIES FOR THE PURPOSE OF IDENTIFYING CONFLICTS IN ADVANCE OF THE UTILITY RELOCATIONS IS AN IMPORTANT ELEMENT OF THE PROJECT.  FAILURE OF THE CONTRACTOR TO LOCATE EXISTING UTILITIES AT LEAST TWO WEEKS IN ADVANCE OF THE CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES WILL DIMINISH HIS ABILITY TO MAKE A CLAIM FOR DELAYS FOR UTILITY RELOCATIONS. ALL FRAMES, COVERS AND VALVE BOXES IN THE CONSTRUCTION AREA SHALL BE ADJUSTED TO FINAL FINISH GRADES, WHETHER INDICATED ON THE PLANS OR NOT.  ANY NECESSARY ADJUSTMENTS WHICH ARE NOT SEPARATELY ITEMIZED IN THE BID SCHEDULE SHALL BE CONSIDERED INCIDENTAL TO THE WORK. THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES SHALL BE NOTIFIED BY THE CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO ANY CONSTRUCTION.  "BLUE STAKE" NUMBER IS 1-800-STAKE-IT.  CONTRACTOR SHALL ALLOW TWO WORKING DAYS AFTER "BLUE STAKE" IS NOTIFIED, BEFORE COMMENCING ANY EXCAVATION WORK IN PROXIMITY OF BURIED UTILITIES. AT LEAST TWO WORKING DAYS PRIOR NOTICE IS REQUIRED BEFORE DISRUPTING EXISTING UTILITY SERVICES TO MAKE CONNECTIONS.  THE NOTICE MUST INCLUDE THE EXACT TIME OF THE DISRUPTION OF SERVICE AND THE EXPECTED DURATION OF THE LOSS OF SERVICE.  THE NOTICE SHALL BE FURNISHED TO THE OWNER OR OTHERS AS SPECIFIED IN THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.   THE LOCATION OF ALL WATER VALVES MUST AT ALL TIMES DURING CONSTRUCTION BE REFERENCED AND MADE AVAILABLE TO THE GOVERNING WATER COMPANY/DEPARTMENT. PERMITS CITY OF FLAGSTAFF PERMITS A PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS PERMIT AND A GRADING PERMIT ARE REQUIRED FOR THIS PROJECT, CONTACT COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AT 928-213-2606 TO INITIATE THE PROCESS.  CONTACT THE ENGINEERING INSPECTION DEPARTMENT AND STORM WATER DEPARTMENT AT LEAST 72 HOURS PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF THE PROJECT TO COORDINATE INSPECTIONS.  HOURS PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF THE PROJECT TO COORDINATE INSPECTIONS.  GRADING CERTIFICATION IS REQUIRED, WHICH SHALL BE SEALED BY THE SURVEYOR AND GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER; SPECIAL INSPECTION CERTIFICATION FOR ANY BUILT IN PLACE STRUCTURES WILL ALSO BE REQUIRED.  AS-BUILTS ARE REQUIRED WITH THE CERTIFICATION. A PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEETING WITH THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF IS REQUIRED PRIOR TO THE START OF ANY WORK. CONTACT THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF PROJECT MANAGER TO SCHEDULE THE MEETING. AN ADOT ENCROACHMENT PERMIT WILL BE REQUIRED FOR ALL WORK WITHIN S. MILTON ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY. EARTHWORK SUMMARY SITE GRADING: UNADJUSTED CUT: 42,700 CY UNADJUSTED FILL: 8,800 CY EARTHWORK VOLUMES SHOWN ABOVE ARE BASED ON IN-PLACE VOLUMES REQUIRED FOR SITE GRADING. QUANTITIES ARE NOT ADJUSTED FOR SHRINKAGE (SEE GEOTECH REPORT FOR ESTIMATED SHRINKAGE FACTORS). THESE RESULTS MAY NOT REFLECT THE FINAL CONSTRUCTED QUANTITIES. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR MAKING HIS OWN QUANTITY DETERMINATIONS. ADDITIONAL EARTHWORK QUANTITIES SHALL BE CONSIDERED INCIDENTAL TO BUILDING CONSTRUCTION. ANY WASTE MATERIAL SHALL BE INCIDENTAL TO CONSTRUCTION. GENERAL PLAN NOTES-ADOT ENCROACHMENT PERMITS A. “ALL WORK WITHIN THE ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION RIGHT-OF-WAY, HELD ALL WORK WITHIN THE ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION RIGHT-OF-WAY, HELD EITHER IN EASEMENT, FEE OR DEDICATED, SHALL DESIGNED AND CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ADOT PUBLICATIONS AS CURRENTLY REVISED, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE FOLLOWING:   (1). STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION - 2008       EDITION. (2). CONSTRUCTION STANDARD DRAWINGS - MAY 2012 EDITION INCLUDING      REVISIONS (3). TRAFFIC ENGINEERING STANDARDS, GUIDELINES AND REFERENCES  (A). GUIDELINES AND PROCESSES - JUNE 2015  (B). ARIZONA MANUAL OF APPROVED SIGNS (MOAS) (C). SIGNING AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS. (D). SIGNALS AND LIGHTING STANDARD DRAWINGS (E). MANUAL OF UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES - 2009 EDITION  (F). ARIZONA SUPPLEMENT TO MANUAL OF UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL      DEVICES - 2009 EDITION              (G). ANY AND ALL OTHER ADOT TRAFFIC ENGINEERING REFERENCES (G). ANY AND ALL OTHER ADOT TRAFFIC ENGINEERING REFERENCES (4). APPROVED PRODUCTS LIST - CURRENT EDITION (5). EROSION AND POLLUTION CONTROL MANUAL FOR HIGHWAY DESIGN AND      CONSTRUCTION - DECEMBER 2012 (6). EROSION/SEDIMENT AND WATER QUALITY PROTECTION BEST MANAGEMENT      PRACTICES (BMP) DETAILS B. IN ADDITION ANY AND ALL MATERIALS UTILIZED IN CONSTRUCTION WITHIN THE IN ADDITION ANY AND ALL MATERIALS UTILIZED IN CONSTRUCTION WITHIN THE RIGHTS-OF-WAY OF THE ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SHALL MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION - 2008 EDITION AND/OR BE AN APPROVED MATERIAL LISTED IN THE CURRENT ADOT APPROVED PRODUCTS LIST ALSO KNOWN AS THE APL.   C. ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION - 2008 EDITION ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION - 2008 EDITION SECTION 106.08 SHALL APPLY WHEN PLANS REQUIRE THE USE OF AN ALTERNATIVE OR A SUBSTITUTION ARTICLE OF EQUIPMENT, MATERIAL OR PROCESS.  D. ADDITIONALLY, SECTION 106.14 OF THE ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND ADDITIONALLY, SECTION 106.14 OF THE ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION - 2008 EDITION SHALL APPLY WHEN A PRODUCT THAT IS NOT LISTED IN THE CURRENT APL PROPOSED FOR USE.   E. ALL MATERIALS UTILIZED FOR A PERMITTED ACTIVITY SHALL BE SAMPLED AND TESTED IN ALL MATERIALS UTILIZED FOR A PERMITTED ACTIVITY SHALL BE SAMPLED AND TESTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE FOLLOWING UNLESS OTHERWISE APPROVED IN WRITING BY THE ADOT: -SECTION 106.04 OF THE STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE    CONSTRUCTION - 2008 EDITION -THE ADOT MATERIALS TESTING MANUAL.  -THE ADOT MATERIALS POLICY AND PROCEDURES DIRECTIVES MANUAL  -APPLICABLE FEDERAL, AASHTO OR ASTM SPECIFICATION OR TEST DESIGNATIONS. -APPLICABLE SPECIFICATION OR TEST DESIGNATIONS OF OTHER RECOGNIZED ORGANIZATIONS. F. THE TERM “ENGINEER” AS STATED IN SECTION 106.08 AND SECTION 106.14 OF THE ADOT THE TERM “ENGINEER” AS STATED IN SECTION 106.08 AND SECTION 106.14 OF THE ADOT ENGINEER” AS STATED IN SECTION 106.08 AND SECTION 106.14 OF THE ADOT AS STATED IN SECTION 106.08 AND SECTION 106.14 OF THE ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION - 2008 EDITION SHALL REFER TO THE ADOT DISTRICT DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER, THE DISTRICT ASSISTANT DISTRICT ENGINEER OR THE DISTRICT ENGINEER.  G. TRENCHING FOR UTILITIES WITHIN ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY MUST BE COMPLETED AT NIGHT TRENCHING FOR UTILITIES WITHIN ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY MUST BE COMPLETED AT NIGHT BETWEEN 7 PM AND 7 AM. AFTER 7 AM, THE TRENCH WILL HAVE TO BE PLATTED AND TRAFFIC RETURNED TO NORMAL.  ADOT SIGNING AND MARKING NOTES 1. PAVEMENT MARKINGS PAVEMENT MARKINGS a. ALL WORK TO BE DONE WITHIN THE ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE ALL WORK TO BE DONE WITHIN THE ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE  WORK TO BE DONE WITHIN THE ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE WORK TO BE DONE WITHIN THE ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE  TO BE DONE WITHIN THE ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE TO BE DONE WITHIN THE ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE  BE DONE WITHIN THE ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE BE DONE WITHIN THE ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE  DONE WITHIN THE ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE DONE WITHIN THE ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE  WITHIN THE ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE WITHIN THE ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE  THE ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE THE ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE  ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE ADOT RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE  RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL CONFORM TO THE  SHALL CONFORM TO THE SHALL CONFORM TO THE  CONFORM TO THE CONFORM TO THE  TO THE TO THE  THE THE CURRENT EDITION OF THE ADOT SIGNING AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS. b. IT IS THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO ENSURE THAT THE FINAL SURFACE IT IS THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO ENSURE THAT THE FINAL SURFACE  IS THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO ENSURE THAT THE FINAL SURFACE IS THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO ENSURE THAT THE FINAL SURFACE  THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO ENSURE THAT THE FINAL SURFACE THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO ENSURE THAT THE FINAL SURFACE  CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO ENSURE THAT THE FINAL SURFACE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO ENSURE THAT THE FINAL SURFACE  RESPONSIBILITY TO ENSURE THAT THE FINAL SURFACE RESPONSIBILITY TO ENSURE THAT THE FINAL SURFACE  TO ENSURE THAT THE FINAL SURFACE TO ENSURE THAT THE FINAL SURFACE  ENSURE THAT THE FINAL SURFACE ENSURE THAT THE FINAL SURFACE  THAT THE FINAL SURFACE THAT THE FINAL SURFACE  THE FINAL SURFACE THE FINAL SURFACE  FINAL SURFACE FINAL SURFACE  SURFACE SURFACE COURSE IS PLACED SO THAT THE STRIPING IS OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE  IS PLACED SO THAT THE STRIPING IS OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE IS PLACED SO THAT THE STRIPING IS OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE  PLACED SO THAT THE STRIPING IS OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE PLACED SO THAT THE STRIPING IS OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE  SO THAT THE STRIPING IS OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE SO THAT THE STRIPING IS OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE  THAT THE STRIPING IS OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE THAT THE STRIPING IS OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE  THE STRIPING IS OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE THE STRIPING IS OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE  STRIPING IS OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE STRIPING IS OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE  IS OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE IS OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE  OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE OFFSET 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE  1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE 1-FOOT CLEAR OF THE  CLEAR OF THE CLEAR OF THE  OF THE OF THE  THE THE CONSTRUCTION JOINT, UNLESS OTHERWISE DIRECTED BY THE ENGINEER. c. THE DIMENSIONS SHOWN TO PAVEMENT STRIPING ARE TO THE CENTER OF THE THE DIMENSIONS SHOWN TO PAVEMENT STRIPING ARE TO THE CENTER OF THE  DIMENSIONS SHOWN TO PAVEMENT STRIPING ARE TO THE CENTER OF THE DIMENSIONS SHOWN TO PAVEMENT STRIPING ARE TO THE CENTER OF THE  SHOWN TO PAVEMENT STRIPING ARE TO THE CENTER OF THE SHOWN TO PAVEMENT STRIPING ARE TO THE CENTER OF THE  TO PAVEMENT STRIPING ARE TO THE CENTER OF THE TO PAVEMENT STRIPING ARE TO THE CENTER OF THE  PAVEMENT STRIPING ARE TO THE CENTER OF THE PAVEMENT STRIPING ARE TO THE CENTER OF THE  STRIPING ARE TO THE CENTER OF THE STRIPING ARE TO THE CENTER OF THE  ARE TO THE CENTER OF THE ARE TO THE CENTER OF THE  TO THE CENTER OF THE TO THE CENTER OF THE  THE CENTER OF THE THE CENTER OF THE  CENTER OF THE CENTER OF THE  OF THE OF THE  THE THE STRIPING OR, IN THE CASE OF DOUBLE STRIPING, TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE  OR, IN THE CASE OF DOUBLE STRIPING, TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE OR, IN THE CASE OF DOUBLE STRIPING, TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE  IN THE CASE OF DOUBLE STRIPING, TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE IN THE CASE OF DOUBLE STRIPING, TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE  THE CASE OF DOUBLE STRIPING, TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE THE CASE OF DOUBLE STRIPING, TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE  CASE OF DOUBLE STRIPING, TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE CASE OF DOUBLE STRIPING, TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE  OF DOUBLE STRIPING, TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE OF DOUBLE STRIPING, TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE  DOUBLE STRIPING, TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE DOUBLE STRIPING, TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE  STRIPING, TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE STRIPING, TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE  TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE TO THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE  THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE THE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE  CENTER OF THE DOUBLE CENTER OF THE DOUBLE  OF THE DOUBLE OF THE DOUBLE  THE DOUBLE THE DOUBLE  DOUBLE DOUBLE STRIPING. d. AT THE COMPLETION OF THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES, AT THE COMPLETION OF THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES,  THE COMPLETION OF THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES, THE COMPLETION OF THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES,  COMPLETION OF THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES, COMPLETION OF THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES,  OF THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES, OF THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES,  THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES, THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES,  FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES, FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES,  PAVEMENT SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES, PAVEMENT SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES,  SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES, SURFACE, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES,  CENTERLINES, LANE LINES, CENTERLINES, LANE LINES,  LANE LINES, LANE LINES,  LINES, LINES, EDGE LINES, AND THE STOP BAR SHALL BE STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF  LINES, AND THE STOP BAR SHALL BE STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF LINES, AND THE STOP BAR SHALL BE STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF  AND THE STOP BAR SHALL BE STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF AND THE STOP BAR SHALL BE STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF  THE STOP BAR SHALL BE STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF THE STOP BAR SHALL BE STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF  STOP BAR SHALL BE STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF STOP BAR SHALL BE STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF  BAR SHALL BE STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF BAR SHALL BE STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF  SHALL BE STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF SHALL BE STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF  BE STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF BE STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF  STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF STRIPED WITH ONE APPLICATION OF  WITH ONE APPLICATION OF WITH ONE APPLICATION OF  ONE APPLICATION OF ONE APPLICATION OF  APPLICATION OF APPLICATION OF  OF OF STANDARD REFLECTORIZED TRAFFIC PAINT AT THE LOCATION OF THE PERMANENT  REFLECTORIZED TRAFFIC PAINT AT THE LOCATION OF THE PERMANENT REFLECTORIZED TRAFFIC PAINT AT THE LOCATION OF THE PERMANENT  TRAFFIC PAINT AT THE LOCATION OF THE PERMANENT TRAFFIC PAINT AT THE LOCATION OF THE PERMANENT  PAINT AT THE LOCATION OF THE PERMANENT PAINT AT THE LOCATION OF THE PERMANENT  AT THE LOCATION OF THE PERMANENT AT THE LOCATION OF THE PERMANENT  THE LOCATION OF THE PERMANENT THE LOCATION OF THE PERMANENT  LOCATION OF THE PERMANENT LOCATION OF THE PERMANENT  OF THE PERMANENT OF THE PERMANENT  THE PERMANENT THE PERMANENT  PERMANENT PERMANENT STRIPING.  THE PAINT SHALL HAVE A MAXIMUM THICKNESS OF 15 MILS WET. e. THE FINAL STRIPING SHALL BE REFLECTORIZED DUAL COMPONENT EPOXY PER THE FINAL STRIPING SHALL BE REFLECTORIZED DUAL COMPONENT EPOXY PER  FINAL STRIPING SHALL BE REFLECTORIZED DUAL COMPONENT EPOXY PER FINAL STRIPING SHALL BE REFLECTORIZED DUAL COMPONENT EPOXY PER  STRIPING SHALL BE REFLECTORIZED DUAL COMPONENT EPOXY PER STRIPING SHALL BE REFLECTORIZED DUAL COMPONENT EPOXY PER  SHALL BE REFLECTORIZED DUAL COMPONENT EPOXY PER SHALL BE REFLECTORIZED DUAL COMPONENT EPOXY PER  BE REFLECTORIZED DUAL COMPONENT EPOXY PER BE REFLECTORIZED DUAL COMPONENT EPOXY PER  REFLECTORIZED DUAL COMPONENT EPOXY PER REFLECTORIZED DUAL COMPONENT EPOXY PER  DUAL COMPONENT EPOXY PER DUAL COMPONENT EPOXY PER  COMPONENT EPOXY PER COMPONENT EPOXY PER  EPOXY PER EPOXY PER  PER PER SECTION 709 OF THE 2008 ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND  709 OF THE 2008 ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND 709 OF THE 2008 ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND  OF THE 2008 ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND OF THE 2008 ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND  THE 2008 ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND THE 2008 ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND  2008 ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND 2008 ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND  ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND  STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND  SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND  FOR ROAD AND FOR ROAD AND  ROAD AND ROAD AND  AND AND BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION, PLACED OVER THE EXISTING STRIPING 30 DAYS AFTER  CONSTRUCTION, PLACED OVER THE EXISTING STRIPING 30 DAYS AFTER CONSTRUCTION, PLACED OVER THE EXISTING STRIPING 30 DAYS AFTER  PLACED OVER THE EXISTING STRIPING 30 DAYS AFTER PLACED OVER THE EXISTING STRIPING 30 DAYS AFTER  OVER THE EXISTING STRIPING 30 DAYS AFTER OVER THE EXISTING STRIPING 30 DAYS AFTER  THE EXISTING STRIPING 30 DAYS AFTER THE EXISTING STRIPING 30 DAYS AFTER  EXISTING STRIPING 30 DAYS AFTER EXISTING STRIPING 30 DAYS AFTER  STRIPING 30 DAYS AFTER STRIPING 30 DAYS AFTER  30 DAYS AFTER 30 DAYS AFTER  DAYS AFTER DAYS AFTER  AFTER AFTER COMPLETION OF THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, OR AS DIRECTED BY THE  OF THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, OR AS DIRECTED BY THE OF THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, OR AS DIRECTED BY THE  THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, OR AS DIRECTED BY THE THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, OR AS DIRECTED BY THE  FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, OR AS DIRECTED BY THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE, OR AS DIRECTED BY THE  PAVEMENT SURFACE, OR AS DIRECTED BY THE PAVEMENT SURFACE, OR AS DIRECTED BY THE  SURFACE, OR AS DIRECTED BY THE SURFACE, OR AS DIRECTED BY THE  OR AS DIRECTED BY THE OR AS DIRECTED BY THE  AS DIRECTED BY THE AS DIRECTED BY THE  DIRECTED BY THE DIRECTED BY THE  BY THE BY THE  THE THE ENGINEER.  AT THE CONTRACTOR'S OPTION, ONLY TRANSVERSE MARKINGS AND/OR   AT THE CONTRACTOR'S OPTION, ONLY TRANSVERSE MARKINGS AND/OR  AT THE CONTRACTOR'S OPTION, ONLY TRANSVERSE MARKINGS AND/OR AT THE CONTRACTOR'S OPTION, ONLY TRANSVERSE MARKINGS AND/OR  THE CONTRACTOR'S OPTION, ONLY TRANSVERSE MARKINGS AND/OR THE CONTRACTOR'S OPTION, ONLY TRANSVERSE MARKINGS AND/OR  CONTRACTOR'S OPTION, ONLY TRANSVERSE MARKINGS AND/OR CONTRACTOR'S OPTION, ONLY TRANSVERSE MARKINGS AND/OR  OPTION, ONLY TRANSVERSE MARKINGS AND/OR OPTION, ONLY TRANSVERSE MARKINGS AND/OR  ONLY TRANSVERSE MARKINGS AND/OR ONLY TRANSVERSE MARKINGS AND/OR  TRANSVERSE MARKINGS AND/OR TRANSVERSE MARKINGS AND/OR  MARKINGS AND/OR MARKINGS AND/OR  AND/OR AND/OR SYMBOLS MAY BE STRIPED WITH 90 MIL, (0.090 INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED  MAY BE STRIPED WITH 90 MIL, (0.090 INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED MAY BE STRIPED WITH 90 MIL, (0.090 INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED  BE STRIPED WITH 90 MIL, (0.090 INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED BE STRIPED WITH 90 MIL, (0.090 INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED  STRIPED WITH 90 MIL, (0.090 INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED STRIPED WITH 90 MIL, (0.090 INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED  WITH 90 MIL, (0.090 INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED WITH 90 MIL, (0.090 INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED  90 MIL, (0.090 INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED 90 MIL, (0.090 INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED  MIL, (0.090 INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED MIL, (0.090 INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED  (0.090 INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED (0.090 INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED  INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED INCH) THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED  THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED THICK ALKYD EXTRUDED  ALKYD EXTRUDED ALKYD EXTRUDED  EXTRUDED EXTRUDED THERMOPLASTIC REFLECTORIZED STRIPING ACCORDING TO SECTION 704 OF THE  REFLECTORIZED STRIPING ACCORDING TO SECTION 704 OF THE REFLECTORIZED STRIPING ACCORDING TO SECTION 704 OF THE  STRIPING ACCORDING TO SECTION 704 OF THE STRIPING ACCORDING TO SECTION 704 OF THE  ACCORDING TO SECTION 704 OF THE ACCORDING TO SECTION 704 OF THE  TO SECTION 704 OF THE TO SECTION 704 OF THE  SECTION 704 OF THE SECTION 704 OF THE  704 OF THE 704 OF THE  OF THE OF THE  THE THE 2008 ADOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION. f. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CLEAN THE ROADWAY SURFACE TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CLEAN THE ROADWAY SURFACE TO THE SATISFACTION OF  CONTRACTOR SHALL CLEAN THE ROADWAY SURFACE TO THE SATISFACTION OF CONTRACTOR SHALL CLEAN THE ROADWAY SURFACE TO THE SATISFACTION OF  SHALL CLEAN THE ROADWAY SURFACE TO THE SATISFACTION OF SHALL CLEAN THE ROADWAY SURFACE TO THE SATISFACTION OF  CLEAN THE ROADWAY SURFACE TO THE SATISFACTION OF CLEAN THE ROADWAY SURFACE TO THE SATISFACTION OF  THE ROADWAY SURFACE TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE ROADWAY SURFACE TO THE SATISFACTION OF  ROADWAY SURFACE TO THE SATISFACTION OF ROADWAY SURFACE TO THE SATISFACTION OF  SURFACE TO THE SATISFACTION OF SURFACE TO THE SATISFACTION OF  TO THE SATISFACTION OF TO THE SATISFACTION OF  THE SATISFACTION OF THE SATISFACTION OF  SATISFACTION OF SATISFACTION OF  OF OF THE ENGINEER, BY SWEEPING AND AIR-JET BLOWING, IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE  ENGINEER, BY SWEEPING AND AIR-JET BLOWING, IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE ENGINEER, BY SWEEPING AND AIR-JET BLOWING, IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE  BY SWEEPING AND AIR-JET BLOWING, IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE BY SWEEPING AND AIR-JET BLOWING, IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE  SWEEPING AND AIR-JET BLOWING, IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE SWEEPING AND AIR-JET BLOWING, IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE  AND AIR-JET BLOWING, IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE AND AIR-JET BLOWING, IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE  AIR-JET BLOWING, IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE AIR-JET BLOWING, IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE  BLOWING, IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE BLOWING, IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE  IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE  PRIOR TO THE PRIOR TO THE  TO THE TO THE  THE THE PLACEMENT OF ALL PAVEMENT MARKINGS.  THE ROADWAY SURFACE SHALL BE DRY  OF ALL PAVEMENT MARKINGS.  THE ROADWAY SURFACE SHALL BE DRY OF ALL PAVEMENT MARKINGS.  THE ROADWAY SURFACE SHALL BE DRY  ALL PAVEMENT MARKINGS.  THE ROADWAY SURFACE SHALL BE DRY ALL PAVEMENT MARKINGS.  THE ROADWAY SURFACE SHALL BE DRY  PAVEMENT MARKINGS.  THE ROADWAY SURFACE SHALL BE DRY PAVEMENT MARKINGS.  THE ROADWAY SURFACE SHALL BE DRY  MARKINGS.  THE ROADWAY SURFACE SHALL BE DRY MARKINGS.  THE ROADWAY SURFACE SHALL BE DRY   THE ROADWAY SURFACE SHALL BE DRY  THE ROADWAY SURFACE SHALL BE DRY THE ROADWAY SURFACE SHALL BE DRY  ROADWAY SURFACE SHALL BE DRY ROADWAY SURFACE SHALL BE DRY  SURFACE SHALL BE DRY SURFACE SHALL BE DRY  SHALL BE DRY SHALL BE DRY  BE DRY BE DRY  DRY DRY AND THE AIR AND PAVEMENT MARKING TEMPERATURES SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN  THE AIR AND PAVEMENT MARKING TEMPERATURES SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN THE AIR AND PAVEMENT MARKING TEMPERATURES SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN  AIR AND PAVEMENT MARKING TEMPERATURES SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN AIR AND PAVEMENT MARKING TEMPERATURES SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN  AND PAVEMENT MARKING TEMPERATURES SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN AND PAVEMENT MARKING TEMPERATURES SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN  PAVEMENT MARKING TEMPERATURES SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN PAVEMENT MARKING TEMPERATURES SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN  MARKING TEMPERATURES SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN MARKING TEMPERATURES SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN  TEMPERATURES SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN TEMPERATURES SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN  SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN  NOT BE LESS THAN NOT BE LESS THAN  BE LESS THAN BE LESS THAN  LESS THAN LESS THAN  THAN THAN 55 DEGREE F FOR THE PLACEMENT OF THERMOPLASTIC MARKINGS. g. ALL RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS SHALL HAVE AN ABRASION RESISTANT COATING ALL RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS SHALL HAVE AN ABRASION RESISTANT COATING  RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS SHALL HAVE AN ABRASION RESISTANT COATING RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS SHALL HAVE AN ABRASION RESISTANT COATING  PAVEMENT MARKERS SHALL HAVE AN ABRASION RESISTANT COATING PAVEMENT MARKERS SHALL HAVE AN ABRASION RESISTANT COATING  MARKERS SHALL HAVE AN ABRASION RESISTANT COATING MARKERS SHALL HAVE AN ABRASION RESISTANT COATING  SHALL HAVE AN ABRASION RESISTANT COATING SHALL HAVE AN ABRASION RESISTANT COATING  HAVE AN ABRASION RESISTANT COATING HAVE AN ABRASION RESISTANT COATING  AN ABRASION RESISTANT COATING AN ABRASION RESISTANT COATING  ABRASION RESISTANT COATING ABRASION RESISTANT COATING  RESISTANT COATING RESISTANT COATING  COATING COATING ON THE FACE OF THE PRISMATIC REFLECTORS AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE  THE FACE OF THE PRISMATIC REFLECTORS AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE THE FACE OF THE PRISMATIC REFLECTORS AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE  FACE OF THE PRISMATIC REFLECTORS AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE FACE OF THE PRISMATIC REFLECTORS AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE  OF THE PRISMATIC REFLECTORS AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE OF THE PRISMATIC REFLECTORS AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE  THE PRISMATIC REFLECTORS AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE THE PRISMATIC REFLECTORS AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE  PRISMATIC REFLECTORS AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE PRISMATIC REFLECTORS AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE  REFLECTORS AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE REFLECTORS AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE  AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE AND SHALL CONFORM TO THE  SHALL CONFORM TO THE SHALL CONFORM TO THE  CONFORM TO THE CONFORM TO THE  TO THE TO THE  THE THE DETAILS OF STD. DWG. M-19.  THEY SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS  OF STD. DWG. M-19.  THEY SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS OF STD. DWG. M-19.  THEY SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS  STD. DWG. M-19.  THEY SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS STD. DWG. M-19.  THEY SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS  DWG. M-19.  THEY SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS DWG. M-19.  THEY SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS  M-19.  THEY SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS M-19.  THEY SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS   THEY SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS  THEY SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS THEY SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS  SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS  BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS BE INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS  INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS INSTALLED WITH A BITUMINOUS  WITH A BITUMINOUS WITH A BITUMINOUS  A BITUMINOUS A BITUMINOUS  BITUMINOUS BITUMINOUS ADHESIVE THAT IS ON THE ADOT APPROVED PRODUCTS  LIST. LIST. h. WHERE RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS ARE PLACED BETWEEN DOUBLE YELLOW WHERE RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS ARE PLACED BETWEEN DOUBLE YELLOW  RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS ARE PLACED BETWEEN DOUBLE YELLOW RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS ARE PLACED BETWEEN DOUBLE YELLOW  PAVEMENT MARKERS ARE PLACED BETWEEN DOUBLE YELLOW PAVEMENT MARKERS ARE PLACED BETWEEN DOUBLE YELLOW  MARKERS ARE PLACED BETWEEN DOUBLE YELLOW MARKERS ARE PLACED BETWEEN DOUBLE YELLOW  ARE PLACED BETWEEN DOUBLE YELLOW ARE PLACED BETWEEN DOUBLE YELLOW  PLACED BETWEEN DOUBLE YELLOW PLACED BETWEEN DOUBLE YELLOW  BETWEEN DOUBLE YELLOW BETWEEN DOUBLE YELLOW  DOUBLE YELLOW DOUBLE YELLOW  YELLOW YELLOW STRIPING, THEY SHALL BE CENTERED IN THE 6-INCH GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE  THEY SHALL BE CENTERED IN THE 6-INCH GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE THEY SHALL BE CENTERED IN THE 6-INCH GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE  SHALL BE CENTERED IN THE 6-INCH GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE SHALL BE CENTERED IN THE 6-INCH GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE  BE CENTERED IN THE 6-INCH GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE BE CENTERED IN THE 6-INCH GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE  CENTERED IN THE 6-INCH GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE CENTERED IN THE 6-INCH GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE  IN THE 6-INCH GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE IN THE 6-INCH GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE  THE 6-INCH GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE THE 6-INCH GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE  6-INCH GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE 6-INCH GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE  GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE GAP BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE  BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE BETWEEN LINES.  WHERE  LINES.  WHERE LINES.  WHERE   WHERE  WHERE WHERE RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS ARE PLACED ALONG SOLID WHITE STRIPING, THE  PAVEMENT MARKERS ARE PLACED ALONG SOLID WHITE STRIPING, THE PAVEMENT MARKERS ARE PLACED ALONG SOLID WHITE STRIPING, THE  MARKERS ARE PLACED ALONG SOLID WHITE STRIPING, THE MARKERS ARE PLACED ALONG SOLID WHITE STRIPING, THE  ARE PLACED ALONG SOLID WHITE STRIPING, THE ARE PLACED ALONG SOLID WHITE STRIPING, THE  PLACED ALONG SOLID WHITE STRIPING, THE PLACED ALONG SOLID WHITE STRIPING, THE  ALONG SOLID WHITE STRIPING, THE ALONG SOLID WHITE STRIPING, THE  SOLID WHITE STRIPING, THE SOLID WHITE STRIPING, THE  WHITE STRIPING, THE WHITE STRIPING, THE  STRIPING, THE STRIPING, THE  THE THE NEAREST EDGE OF EACH MARKER SHALL BE OFFSET 2  INCHES FROM THE INCHES FROM THE  FROM THE FROM THE  THE THE NEAREST EDGE OF THE STRIPING.  FOR BROKEN WHITE OR YELLOW STRIPING, THE  MARKERS SHALL BE PLACED TO ALIGN WITH THE BROKEN STRIPING.  i. (IF APPLICABLE)  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ENGINEER TWO WEEKS (IF APPLICABLE)  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ENGINEER TWO WEEKS  APPLICABLE)  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ENGINEER TWO WEEKS APPLICABLE)  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ENGINEER TWO WEEKS   THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ENGINEER TWO WEEKS  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ENGINEER TWO WEEKS THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ENGINEER TWO WEEKS  CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ENGINEER TWO WEEKS CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ENGINEER TWO WEEKS  SHALL NOTIFY THE ENGINEER TWO WEEKS SHALL NOTIFY THE ENGINEER TWO WEEKS  NOTIFY THE ENGINEER TWO WEEKS NOTIFY THE ENGINEER TWO WEEKS  THE ENGINEER TWO WEEKS THE ENGINEER TWO WEEKS  ENGINEER TWO WEEKS ENGINEER TWO WEEKS  TWO WEEKS TWO WEEKS  WEEKS WEEKS PRIOR TO THE APPLICATION OF THE FINAL SURFACE COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO  TO THE APPLICATION OF THE FINAL SURFACE COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO TO THE APPLICATION OF THE FINAL SURFACE COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO  THE APPLICATION OF THE FINAL SURFACE COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO THE APPLICATION OF THE FINAL SURFACE COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO  APPLICATION OF THE FINAL SURFACE COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO APPLICATION OF THE FINAL SURFACE COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO  OF THE FINAL SURFACE COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO OF THE FINAL SURFACE COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO  THE FINAL SURFACE COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO THE FINAL SURFACE COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO  FINAL SURFACE COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO FINAL SURFACE COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO  SURFACE COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO SURFACE COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO  COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO COURSE TO SCHEDULE A “NO  TO SCHEDULE A “NO TO SCHEDULE A “NO  SCHEDULE A “NO SCHEDULE A “NO  A “NO A “NO  “NO NO PASSING ZONE” SURVEY BY STATE FORCES. THE “NO PASSING ZONE” SURVEY SHALL  ZONE” SURVEY BY STATE FORCES. THE “NO PASSING ZONE” SURVEY SHALL ZONE” SURVEY BY STATE FORCES. THE “NO PASSING ZONE” SURVEY SHALL SURVEY BY STATE FORCES. THE “NO PASSING ZONE” SURVEY SHALL  BY STATE FORCES. THE “NO PASSING ZONE” SURVEY SHALL BY STATE FORCES. THE “NO PASSING ZONE” SURVEY SHALL  STATE FORCES. THE “NO PASSING ZONE” SURVEY SHALL STATE FORCES. THE “NO PASSING ZONE” SURVEY SHALL  FORCES. THE “NO PASSING ZONE” SURVEY SHALL FORCES. THE “NO PASSING ZONE” SURVEY SHALL  THE “NO PASSING ZONE” SURVEY SHALL THE “NO PASSING ZONE” SURVEY SHALL  “NO PASSING ZONE” SURVEY SHALL NO PASSING ZONE” SURVEY SHALL  PASSING ZONE” SURVEY SHALL PASSING ZONE” SURVEY SHALL  ZONE” SURVEY SHALL ZONE” SURVEY SHALL SURVEY SHALL  SHALL SHALL SUPERSEDE THE PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKING PLANS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL  THE PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKING PLANS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL THE PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKING PLANS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL  PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKING PLANS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKING PLANS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL  PAVEMENT MARKING PLANS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PAVEMENT MARKING PLANS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL  MARKING PLANS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MARKING PLANS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL  PLANS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLANS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL   THE CONTRACTOR SHALL  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL THE CONTRACTOR SHALL  CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTRACTOR SHALL  SHALL SHALL NOT APPLY THE PAVEMENT MARKING ON THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE  APPLY THE PAVEMENT MARKING ON THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE APPLY THE PAVEMENT MARKING ON THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE  THE PAVEMENT MARKING ON THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE THE PAVEMENT MARKING ON THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE  PAVEMENT MARKING ON THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE PAVEMENT MARKING ON THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE  MARKING ON THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE MARKING ON THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE  ON THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE ON THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE  THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE  FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE FINAL PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE  PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE PAVEMENT SURFACE UNTIL THE  SURFACE UNTIL THE SURFACE UNTIL THE  UNTIL THE UNTIL THE  THE THE ENGINEER APPROVES THE LAYOUT FOR THE PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS,  APPROVES THE LAYOUT FOR THE PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS, APPROVES THE LAYOUT FOR THE PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS,  THE LAYOUT FOR THE PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS, THE LAYOUT FOR THE PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS,  LAYOUT FOR THE PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS, LAYOUT FOR THE PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS,  FOR THE PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS, FOR THE PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS,  THE PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS, THE PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS,  PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS, PERMANENT PAVEMENT MARKINGS,  PAVEMENT MARKINGS, PAVEMENT MARKINGS,  MARKINGS, MARKINGS, INCLUDING ANY ADJUSTMENTS BASED UPON THE “NO PASSING ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE  ANY ADJUSTMENTS BASED UPON THE “NO PASSING ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE ANY ADJUSTMENTS BASED UPON THE “NO PASSING ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE  ADJUSTMENTS BASED UPON THE “NO PASSING ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE ADJUSTMENTS BASED UPON THE “NO PASSING ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE  BASED UPON THE “NO PASSING ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE BASED UPON THE “NO PASSING ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE  UPON THE “NO PASSING ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE UPON THE “NO PASSING ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE  THE “NO PASSING ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE THE “NO PASSING ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE  “NO PASSING ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE NO PASSING ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE  PASSING ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE PASSING ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE  ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE ZONE”  SURVEY.  THE SURVEY.  THE   THE  THE THE NO PASSING ZONE” CREW MAY BE REACHED AT (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508,  PASSING ZONE” CREW MAY BE REACHED AT (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508, PASSING ZONE” CREW MAY BE REACHED AT (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508,  ZONE” CREW MAY BE REACHED AT (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508, ZONE” CREW MAY BE REACHED AT (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508, CREW MAY BE REACHED AT (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508,  MAY BE REACHED AT (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508, MAY BE REACHED AT (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508,  BE REACHED AT (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508, BE REACHED AT (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508,  REACHED AT (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508, REACHED AT (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508,  AT (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508, AT (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508,  (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508, (602) 228-0889, (602) 228-2508,  228-0889, (602) 228-2508, 228-0889, (602) 228-2508,  (602) 228-2508, (602) 228-2508,  228-2508, 228-2508, OR (602) 228-4932. j. WHEN STRIPE OBLITERATION IS NECESSARY, IT SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER WHEN STRIPE OBLITERATION IS NECESSARY, IT SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER  STRIPE OBLITERATION IS NECESSARY, IT SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER STRIPE OBLITERATION IS NECESSARY, IT SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER  OBLITERATION IS NECESSARY, IT SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER OBLITERATION IS NECESSARY, IT SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER  IS NECESSARY, IT SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER IS NECESSARY, IT SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER  NECESSARY, IT SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER NECESSARY, IT SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER  IT SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER IT SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER  SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER SHALL BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER  BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER BE ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER  ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER ACCOMPLISHED BY WATER  BY WATER BY WATER  WATER WATER BLASTING.  IF THE EXISTING SURFACE IS DAMAGED DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A   IF THE EXISTING SURFACE IS DAMAGED DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A  IF THE EXISTING SURFACE IS DAMAGED DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A IF THE EXISTING SURFACE IS DAMAGED DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A  THE EXISTING SURFACE IS DAMAGED DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A THE EXISTING SURFACE IS DAMAGED DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A  EXISTING SURFACE IS DAMAGED DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A EXISTING SURFACE IS DAMAGED DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A  SURFACE IS DAMAGED DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A SURFACE IS DAMAGED DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A  IS DAMAGED DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A IS DAMAGED DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A  DAMAGED DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A DAMAGED DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A  DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A DUE TO THE OBLITERATION, A  TO THE OBLITERATION, A TO THE OBLITERATION, A  THE OBLITERATION, A THE OBLITERATION, A  OBLITERATION, A OBLITERATION, A  A A NEW SURFACE COURSE SHALL BE  PLACED  AS DIRECTED BY ADOT. PLACED  AS DIRECTED BY ADOT. AS DIRECTED BY ADOT. k. ALL RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS SHALL BE INSTALLED SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE ALL RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS SHALL BE INSTALLED SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE  RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS SHALL BE INSTALLED SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE RAISED PAVEMENT MARKERS SHALL BE INSTALLED SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE  PAVEMENT MARKERS SHALL BE INSTALLED SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE PAVEMENT MARKERS SHALL BE INSTALLED SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE  MARKERS SHALL BE INSTALLED SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE MARKERS SHALL BE INSTALLED SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE  SHALL BE INSTALLED SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE SHALL BE INSTALLED SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE  BE INSTALLED SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE BE INSTALLED SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE  INSTALLED SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE INSTALLED SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE  SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE SO THAT THE REFLECTIVE  THAT THE REFLECTIVE THAT THE REFLECTIVE  THE REFLECTIVE THE REFLECTIVE  REFLECTIVE REFLECTIVE FACE OF EACH MARKER IS FACING THE DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC AND IS  OF EACH MARKER IS FACING THE DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC AND IS OF EACH MARKER IS FACING THE DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC AND IS  EACH MARKER IS FACING THE DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC AND IS EACH MARKER IS FACING THE DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC AND IS  MARKER IS FACING THE DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC AND IS MARKER IS FACING THE DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC AND IS  IS FACING THE DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC AND IS IS FACING THE DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC AND IS  FACING THE DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC AND IS FACING THE DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC AND IS  THE DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC AND IS THE DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC AND IS  DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC AND IS DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC AND IS  OF TRAFFIC AND IS OF TRAFFIC AND IS  TRAFFIC AND IS TRAFFIC AND IS  AND IS AND IS  IS IS PERPENDICULAR TO THE DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC FLOW. l. THREE WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO FINAL STRIPING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT THREE WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO FINAL STRIPING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO FINAL STRIPING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO FINAL STRIPING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  DAYS PRIOR TO FINAL STRIPING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT DAYS PRIOR TO FINAL STRIPING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  PRIOR TO FINAL STRIPING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT PRIOR TO FINAL STRIPING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  TO FINAL STRIPING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT TO FINAL STRIPING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  FINAL STRIPING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT FINAL STRIPING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  STRIPING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT STRIPING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  PLEASE CONTACT ADOT PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  CONTACT ADOT CONTACT ADOT  ADOT ADOT NORTHERN  REGIONAL SIGNING AND STRIPING SECTION AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY REGIONAL SIGNING AND STRIPING SECTION AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY  SIGNING AND STRIPING SECTION AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY SIGNING AND STRIPING SECTION AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY  AND STRIPING SECTION AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY AND STRIPING SECTION AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY  STRIPING SECTION AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY STRIPING SECTION AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY  SECTION AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY SECTION AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY  AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY  928-527-0899, ANTHONY 928-527-0899, ANTHONY  ANTHONY ANTHONY LOPEZ, TO COORDINATE THE LAYOUT INSPECTIONS. 2. SIGNING SIGNING a. ALL SIGNS SHALL BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC ALL SIGNS SHALL BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC  SIGNS SHALL BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC SIGNS SHALL BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC  SHALL BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC SHALL BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC  BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC  IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC  COMPLIANCE WITH THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC COMPLIANCE WITH THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC  WITH THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC WITH THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC  THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC THE MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC  MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC  ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC  UNIFORM TRAFFIC UNIFORM TRAFFIC  TRAFFIC TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES THE ADOT SIGNING AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS, AND  DEVICES THE ADOT SIGNING AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS, AND DEVICES THE ADOT SIGNING AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS, AND  THE ADOT SIGNING AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS, AND THE ADOT SIGNING AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS, AND  ADOT SIGNING AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS, AND ADOT SIGNING AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS, AND  SIGNING AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS, AND SIGNING AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS, AND  AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS, AND AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS, AND  MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS, AND MARKING STANDARD DRAWINGS, AND  STANDARD DRAWINGS, AND STANDARD DRAWINGS, AND  DRAWINGS, AND DRAWINGS, AND  AND AND THE TRAFFIC ENGINEERING  MANUAL  OF APPROVED SIGNS.  SEE WEB SITE FOR THE MANUAL  OF APPROVED SIGNS.  SEE WEB SITE FOR THE OF APPROVED SIGNS.  SEE WEB SITE FOR THE  APPROVED SIGNS.  SEE WEB SITE FOR THE APPROVED SIGNS.  SEE WEB SITE FOR THE  SIGNS.  SEE WEB SITE FOR THE SIGNS.  SEE WEB SITE FOR THE   SEE WEB SITE FOR THE  SEE WEB SITE FOR THE SEE WEB SITE FOR THE  WEB SITE FOR THE WEB SITE FOR THE  SITE FOR THE SITE FOR THE  FOR THE FOR THE  THE THE ADOT MANUAL OF APPROVED SIGNS.   HTTP://WWW.AZDOT.GOV/BUSINESS/ENGINEERING-AND-CONSTRUCTION/TRAFFIC  b. THE BOTTOM OF EACH SIGN SHALL BE AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST THE BOTTOM OF EACH SIGN SHALL BE AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST  BOTTOM OF EACH SIGN SHALL BE AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST BOTTOM OF EACH SIGN SHALL BE AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST  OF EACH SIGN SHALL BE AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST OF EACH SIGN SHALL BE AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST  EACH SIGN SHALL BE AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST EACH SIGN SHALL BE AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST  SIGN SHALL BE AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST SIGN SHALL BE AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST  SHALL BE AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST SHALL BE AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST  BE AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST BE AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST  AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST  LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST  7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST 7 FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST  FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST FEET ABOVE THE NEAREST  ABOVE THE NEAREST ABOVE THE NEAREST  THE NEAREST THE NEAREST  NEAREST NEAREST EDGE OF PAVEMENT  AND AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE GROUND UNDER THE SIGN. AND AT LEAST 7 FEET ABOVE THE GROUND UNDER THE SIGN. c. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL THE SIGNS SO THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER THE CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL THE SIGNS SO THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER  CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL THE SIGNS SO THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL THE SIGNS SO THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER  SHALL INSTALL THE SIGNS SO THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER SHALL INSTALL THE SIGNS SO THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER  INSTALL THE SIGNS SO THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER INSTALL THE SIGNS SO THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER  THE SIGNS SO THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER THE SIGNS SO THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER  SIGNS SO THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER SIGNS SO THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER  SO THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER SO THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER  THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER THE NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER  NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER NEAREST EDGE OF CORNER  EDGE OF CORNER EDGE OF CORNER  OF CORNER OF CORNER  CORNER CORNER OF EACH SIGN IS  OFFSET 12 FEET FROM THE NEAREST EDGE OF PAVEMENT, OFFSET 12 FEET FROM THE NEAREST EDGE OF PAVEMENT,  12 FEET FROM THE NEAREST EDGE OF PAVEMENT, 12 FEET FROM THE NEAREST EDGE OF PAVEMENT,  FEET FROM THE NEAREST EDGE OF PAVEMENT, FEET FROM THE NEAREST EDGE OF PAVEMENT,  FROM THE NEAREST EDGE OF PAVEMENT, FROM THE NEAREST EDGE OF PAVEMENT,  THE NEAREST EDGE OF PAVEMENT, THE NEAREST EDGE OF PAVEMENT,  NEAREST EDGE OF PAVEMENT, NEAREST EDGE OF PAVEMENT,  EDGE OF PAVEMENT, EDGE OF PAVEMENT,  OF PAVEMENT, OF PAVEMENT,  PAVEMENT, PAVEMENT, EXCEPT AS OTHERWISE INDICATED. d. ALL SIGNS SHALL BE FABRICATED OF FLAT SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED ALL SIGNS SHALL BE FABRICATED OF FLAT SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED  SIGNS SHALL BE FABRICATED OF FLAT SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED SIGNS SHALL BE FABRICATED OF FLAT SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED  SHALL BE FABRICATED OF FLAT SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED SHALL BE FABRICATED OF FLAT SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED  BE FABRICATED OF FLAT SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED BE FABRICATED OF FLAT SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED  FABRICATED OF FLAT SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED FABRICATED OF FLAT SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED  OF FLAT SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED OF FLAT SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED  FLAT SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED FLAT SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED  SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED SHEET ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED  ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED ALUMINUM WITH DIRECT APPLIED  WITH DIRECT APPLIED WITH DIRECT APPLIED  DIRECT APPLIED DIRECT APPLIED  APPLIED APPLIED COPY OR  SILK-SCREENED LEGEND. SILK-SCREENED LEGEND. e. ALL SIGNS SHALL BE INSTALLED ON NEW SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS ALL SIGNS SHALL BE INSTALLED ON NEW SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS  SIGNS SHALL BE INSTALLED ON NEW SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS SIGNS SHALL BE INSTALLED ON NEW SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS  SHALL BE INSTALLED ON NEW SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS SHALL BE INSTALLED ON NEW SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS  BE INSTALLED ON NEW SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS BE INSTALLED ON NEW SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS  INSTALLED ON NEW SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS INSTALLED ON NEW SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS  ON NEW SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS ON NEW SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS  NEW SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS NEW SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS  SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS SQUARE TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS  TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS TUBE POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS  POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS POSTS WITH FOUNDATIONS  WITH FOUNDATIONS WITH FOUNDATIONS  FOUNDATIONS FOUNDATIONS AS INDICATED ON DWG. S-1 AND S-3 WITH 2 NUTS PER BOLT. f. ALL BOLTS USED TO INSTALL SIGNING SHALL HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED ALL BOLTS USED TO INSTALL SIGNING SHALL HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED  BOLTS USED TO INSTALL SIGNING SHALL HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED BOLTS USED TO INSTALL SIGNING SHALL HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED  USED TO INSTALL SIGNING SHALL HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED USED TO INSTALL SIGNING SHALL HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED  TO INSTALL SIGNING SHALL HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED TO INSTALL SIGNING SHALL HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED  INSTALL SIGNING SHALL HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED INSTALL SIGNING SHALL HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED  SIGNING SHALL HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED SIGNING SHALL HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED  SHALL HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED SHALL HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED  HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED HAVE HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED  HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED HEX HEADS, NOT SLOTTED  HEADS, NOT SLOTTED HEADS, NOT SLOTTED  NOT SLOTTED NOT SLOTTED  SLOTTED SLOTTED HEADS. g. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL USE ONLY CADMIUM-PLATED OR ZINC-PLATED STEEL THE CONTRACTOR SHALL USE ONLY CADMIUM-PLATED OR ZINC-PLATED STEEL  CONTRACTOR SHALL USE ONLY CADMIUM-PLATED OR ZINC-PLATED STEEL CONTRACTOR SHALL USE ONLY CADMIUM-PLATED OR ZINC-PLATED STEEL  SHALL USE ONLY CADMIUM-PLATED OR ZINC-PLATED STEEL SHALL USE ONLY CADMIUM-PLATED OR ZINC-PLATED STEEL  USE ONLY CADMIUM-PLATED OR ZINC-PLATED STEEL USE ONLY CADMIUM-PLATED OR ZINC-PLATED STEEL  ONLY CADMIUM-PLATED OR ZINC-PLATED STEEL ONLY CADMIUM-PLATED OR ZINC-PLATED STEEL  CADMIUM-PLATED OR ZINC-PLATED STEEL CADMIUM-PLATED OR ZINC-PLATED STEEL  OR ZINC-PLATED STEEL OR ZINC-PLATED STEEL  ZINC-PLATED STEEL ZINC-PLATED STEEL  STEEL STEEL WASHERS, NOT  NYLON WASHERS, BETWEEN EACH BOLT HEAD AND THE FACE OF NYLON WASHERS, BETWEEN EACH BOLT HEAD AND THE FACE OF  WASHERS, BETWEEN EACH BOLT HEAD AND THE FACE OF WASHERS, BETWEEN EACH BOLT HEAD AND THE FACE OF  BETWEEN EACH BOLT HEAD AND THE FACE OF BETWEEN EACH BOLT HEAD AND THE FACE OF  EACH BOLT HEAD AND THE FACE OF EACH BOLT HEAD AND THE FACE OF  BOLT HEAD AND THE FACE OF BOLT HEAD AND THE FACE OF  HEAD AND THE FACE OF HEAD AND THE FACE OF  AND THE FACE OF AND THE FACE OF  THE FACE OF THE FACE OF  FACE OF FACE OF  OF OF THE SIGN PANEL. h. THE RETRO-REFLECTIVE SHEETING ON ALL NEW SIGNS SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA THE RETRO-REFLECTIVE SHEETING ON ALL NEW SIGNS SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA  RETRO-REFLECTIVE SHEETING ON ALL NEW SIGNS SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA RETRO-REFLECTIVE SHEETING ON ALL NEW SIGNS SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA  SHEETING ON ALL NEW SIGNS SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA SHEETING ON ALL NEW SIGNS SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA  ON ALL NEW SIGNS SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA ON ALL NEW SIGNS SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA  ALL NEW SIGNS SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA ALL NEW SIGNS SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA  NEW SIGNS SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA NEW SIGNS SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA  SIGNS SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA SIGNS SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA  SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA  MEET THE CRITERIA MEET THE CRITERIA  THE CRITERIA THE CRITERIA  CRITERIA CRITERIA ESTABLISHED FOR  TYPE IX OR XI SHEETING IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D4956.  TYPE IX OR XI SHEETING IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D4956.   IX OR XI SHEETING IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D4956.  IX OR XI SHEETING IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D4956.   OR XI SHEETING IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D4956.  OR XI SHEETING IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D4956.   XI SHEETING IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D4956.  XI SHEETING IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D4956.   SHEETING IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D4956.  SHEETING IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D4956.   IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D4956.  IN ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D4956.   ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D4956.  ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D4956.   WITH ASTM D4956.  WITH ASTM D4956.   ASTM D4956.  ASTM D4956.   D4956.  D4956.  ALL YELLOW SHEETING SHALL BE  FLUORESCENT YELLOW. FLUORESCENT YELLOW. i. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PRESERVE ALL ROADWAY SIGNS, SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PRESERVE ALL ROADWAY SIGNS, SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT  CONTRACTOR SHALL PRESERVE ALL ROADWAY SIGNS, SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT CONTRACTOR SHALL PRESERVE ALL ROADWAY SIGNS, SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT  SHALL PRESERVE ALL ROADWAY SIGNS, SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT SHALL PRESERVE ALL ROADWAY SIGNS, SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT  PRESERVE ALL ROADWAY SIGNS, SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT PRESERVE ALL ROADWAY SIGNS, SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT  ALL ROADWAY SIGNS, SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT ALL ROADWAY SIGNS, SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT  ROADWAY SIGNS, SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT ROADWAY SIGNS, SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT  SIGNS, SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT SIGNS, SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT  SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT SIGN SUPPORTS, OBJECT  SUPPORTS, OBJECT SUPPORTS, OBJECT  OBJECT OBJECT MARKERS, AND  MILEPOST MARKERS, AND SHALL REPLACE WITH NEW ANY SIGNS, MILEPOST MARKERS, AND SHALL REPLACE WITH NEW ANY SIGNS,  MARKERS, AND SHALL REPLACE WITH NEW ANY SIGNS, MARKERS, AND SHALL REPLACE WITH NEW ANY SIGNS,  AND SHALL REPLACE WITH NEW ANY SIGNS, AND SHALL REPLACE WITH NEW ANY SIGNS,  SHALL REPLACE WITH NEW ANY SIGNS, SHALL REPLACE WITH NEW ANY SIGNS,  REPLACE WITH NEW ANY SIGNS, REPLACE WITH NEW ANY SIGNS,  WITH NEW ANY SIGNS, WITH NEW ANY SIGNS,  NEW ANY SIGNS, NEW ANY SIGNS,  ANY SIGNS, ANY SIGNS,  SIGNS, SIGNS, SIGN SUPPORTS, AND MARKERS  DAMAGED AS A RESULT OF THE DAMAGED AS A RESULT OF THE  AS A RESULT OF THE AS A RESULT OF THE  A RESULT OF THE A RESULT OF THE  RESULT OF THE RESULT OF THE  OF THE OF THE  THE THE CONSTRUCTION AT THE CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE. j. EXISTING SIGNS NOT SHOWN ON THE PLANS THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED EXISTING SIGNS NOT SHOWN ON THE PLANS THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED  SIGNS NOT SHOWN ON THE PLANS THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED SIGNS NOT SHOWN ON THE PLANS THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED  NOT SHOWN ON THE PLANS THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED NOT SHOWN ON THE PLANS THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED  SHOWN ON THE PLANS THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED SHOWN ON THE PLANS THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED  ON THE PLANS THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED ON THE PLANS THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED  THE PLANS THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED THE PLANS THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED  PLANS THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED PLANS THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED  THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED THAT DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED  DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED DO NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED  NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED NOT NEED TO BE REMOVED  NEED TO BE REMOVED NEED TO BE REMOVED  TO BE REMOVED TO BE REMOVED  BE REMOVED BE REMOVED  REMOVED REMOVED SHALL REMAIN. IF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES REQUIRE THE REMOVAL OF SIGNS,  REMAIN. IF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES REQUIRE THE REMOVAL OF SIGNS, REMAIN. IF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES REQUIRE THE REMOVAL OF SIGNS,  IF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES REQUIRE THE REMOVAL OF SIGNS, IF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES REQUIRE THE REMOVAL OF SIGNS,  CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES REQUIRE THE REMOVAL OF SIGNS, CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES REQUIRE THE REMOVAL OF SIGNS,  ACTIVITIES REQUIRE THE REMOVAL OF SIGNS, ACTIVITIES REQUIRE THE REMOVAL OF SIGNS,  REQUIRE THE REMOVAL OF SIGNS, REQUIRE THE REMOVAL OF SIGNS,  THE REMOVAL OF SIGNS, THE REMOVAL OF SIGNS,  REMOVAL OF SIGNS, REMOVAL OF SIGNS,  OF SIGNS, OF SIGNS,  SIGNS, SIGNS, TEMPORARY SIGNS SHALL BE  PLACED AS NEAR  AS POSSIBLE TO THE PREVIOUS PLACED AS NEAR  AS POSSIBLE TO THE PREVIOUS AS POSSIBLE TO THE PREVIOUS  POSSIBLE TO THE PREVIOUS POSSIBLE TO THE PREVIOUS  TO THE PREVIOUS TO THE PREVIOUS  THE PREVIOUS THE PREVIOUS  PREVIOUS PREVIOUS LOCATION AS DIRECTED BY THE ENGINEER, UNLESS  OTHERWISE SPECIFIED IN  THE OTHERWISE SPECIFIED IN  THE THE PLANS, UNTIL NEW SIGNS ARE INSTALLED. k. SHOP DRAWINGS FOR ANY D-3 SIGNING WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO SHOP DRAWINGS FOR ANY D-3 SIGNING WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO  DRAWINGS FOR ANY D-3 SIGNING WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO DRAWINGS FOR ANY D-3 SIGNING WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO  FOR ANY D-3 SIGNING WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO FOR ANY D-3 SIGNING WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO  ANY D-3 SIGNING WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO ANY D-3 SIGNING WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO  D-3 SIGNING WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO D-3 SIGNING WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO  SIGNING WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO SIGNING WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO  WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO  BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO BE REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO  REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED TO  TO BE SUBMITTED TO TO BE SUBMITTED TO  BE SUBMITTED TO BE SUBMITTED TO  SUBMITTED TO SUBMITTED TO  TO TO ANTHONY LOPEZ (928-527-0899) FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.  l. UPON THE INSTALLATION OF EACH FINISHED SIGN, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE UPON THE INSTALLATION OF EACH FINISHED SIGN, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE  THE INSTALLATION OF EACH FINISHED SIGN, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE THE INSTALLATION OF EACH FINISHED SIGN, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE  INSTALLATION OF EACH FINISHED SIGN, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE INSTALLATION OF EACH FINISHED SIGN, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE  OF EACH FINISHED SIGN, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE OF EACH FINISHED SIGN, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE  EACH FINISHED SIGN, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE EACH FINISHED SIGN, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE  FINISHED SIGN, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE FINISHED SIGN, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE  SIGN, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE SIGN, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE  CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE CONTRACTOR SHALL PLACE  SHALL PLACE SHALL PLACE  PLACE PLACE INFORMATION ON THE BACK OF THE SIGN AS SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION  ON THE BACK OF THE SIGN AS SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION ON THE BACK OF THE SIGN AS SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION  THE BACK OF THE SIGN AS SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION THE BACK OF THE SIGN AS SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION  BACK OF THE SIGN AS SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION BACK OF THE SIGN AS SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION  OF THE SIGN AS SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION OF THE SIGN AS SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION  THE SIGN AS SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION THE SIGN AS SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION  SIGN AS SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION SIGN AS SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION  AS SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION AS SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION  SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION SHOWN ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION  ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION ON THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION  THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION THE SIGN IDENTIFICATION  SIGN IDENTIFICATION SIGN IDENTIFICATION  IDENTIFICATION IDENTIFICATION DETAILS IN STD. DWG. S-13.   m. THREE WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO FINAL SIGNING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT THREE WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO FINAL SIGNING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO FINAL SIGNING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO FINAL SIGNING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  DAYS PRIOR TO FINAL SIGNING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT DAYS PRIOR TO FINAL SIGNING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  PRIOR TO FINAL SIGNING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT PRIOR TO FINAL SIGNING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  TO FINAL SIGNING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT TO FINAL SIGNING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  FINAL SIGNING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT FINAL SIGNING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  SIGNING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT SIGNING LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT LAYOUT, PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  PLEASE CONTACT ADOT PLEASE CONTACT ADOT  CONTACT ADOT CONTACT ADOT  ADOT ADOT NORTHERN  REGIONAL SIGNING AND STRIPING SECTION AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY REGIONAL SIGNING AND STRIPING SECTION AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY  SIGNING AND STRIPING SECTION AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY SIGNING AND STRIPING SECTION AT 928-527-0899, ANTHONY  AND STRIPING SECTION AT 928-527-0899, ANTHON<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>