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11..  IINNTTRROODDUUCCTTIIOONN  

Pinal County is located in south central Arizona as illustrated below in Figure 1. 
 

Figure 1: Vicinity Map 

 
 
It contains approximately 5,400 square miles and over 2,200 miles of roadways. Pinal County 
includes the following communities: 
 

Incorporated 

Communities 

Unincorporated 

Communities 
Indian Communities 

Apache Junction 
Casa Grande 
Coolidge 
Eloy 

Florence 
Kearny 
Maricopa 
Mammoth 

Queen Creek 
Superior 

San Manuel 
Oracle 

Arizona City 
Stanfield 

Johnson Ranch 
Gold Canyon 
Dudleyville 
Winkleman 

Gila River Indian Community 
Ak-Chin Indian Community 

San Carlos Indian Community 
Tohono O’Odham Indian 

Community 

 
The Town of Florence is the county seat. It is approximately 61 miles southeast of Phoenix. 
Geographically, the county contains both mountainous terrain and desert flatlands, some of which 
are contained within the Tonto and Coronado National Forests.  
 
The county supports various commercial industries such as: agricultural, mining, tourism and 
manufacturing.  
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1.1 PURPOSE 

Pinal County is currently experiencing a tremendous amount of growth. It is forecasted that within 
20 years, the county will have grown from a population of 250,000 to over 1.9 million people. As 
the population increases, traffic volume and congestion will increase and roadway improvements 
will be needed to provide a safe travel way for the traveling public. Pinal County has recognized 
the need to be proactive by planning ahead for the anticipated growth and looking at travel 
alternatives and funding needed to implement new construction and/or rehabilitation of its 
roadways. 
 
The purpose of this study is to evaluate the County’s transportation needs, including roadway and 
transit elements, over the next twenty years.  
 
The Pinal County Small Area Transportation Study (SATS) and the Transit Element Report will 
provide the County with the tools needed to develop the county’s transportation system in 
cooperation with local, regional, state, federal stakeholders as well as private developers. Due to 
Pinal County’s geographical size, population, growth rate and unique transportation needs, the 
study has been divided into three study area components, illustrated in Figure 2. This study was 
divided into two separate working papers. Working Paper #1, analyzed the County’s existing 
conditions and issues within each study area including roadway, transit, population and 
socioeconomic growth. Working Paper #2 examined future improvements including roadway, 
transit, funding and implementation. Working Paper #2 also included a recommendation for a 20 
year capital improvement program (CIP). This report combines the two Working Papers and 
presents a transportation implementation plan for the county. 
 
It should be noted that the roads within the Indian communities, city/town limits and ADOT 
jurisdictional roadways/freeways were reviewed. However, no recommendations were made. 
 



Figure 2:Study Areas

Page 3
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1.2 STUDIES REVIEWED 

Studies that were collected and reviewed are shown in Table 1: 
 

Table 1: Studies Collected and Reviewed 
 

Company Study Title Completed 

Lima & Associates City of Maricopa Small Area Transportation Study 2005 
Kirkham Michael Apache Junction Small Area Transportation Study 2004 
Lima & Associates City of Casa Grande Multimodal Transportation Study 2001 
Lima & Associates City of Casa Grande Transit Feasibility Study 2001 

DMJM Harris City of Eloy Small Area Transportation Study 1998 
DMJM Harris Town of Superior Small Area Transportation Study 1994 

Curtis Lueck & Associates Superstition Valley Transportation Study 1999 
Lima & Associates Pinal County Transportation Plan, 2000 Update 2000 

David Evans & Associates Regional Transportation Plan for CAAG 2000 

Cambridge Systematics 
Williams Gateway Existing and Future Conditions 
Report 

2005 

DMJM Harris 
Williams Gateway Freeway Alignment & 
Environmental Overview Study 

2005 

Cambridge Systematics 
Pinal County Planning Model Socioeconomic Estimates 
and Forecast 

2005 

Applied Economics 
Central Arizona College Bond Feasibility Study 
(Demographic Analysis) 

2004 

C.L. Williams Consulting Maricopa Casa Grande Highway Limited Access Study 2003 
Kimley-Horn Associates Arizona High Speed Rail Feasibility Study 1998 

Entranco Southern Pinal Regional Transportation Plan 2003 
KHA Apache Junction/Coolidge Corridor Study 2003 

Pinal County Pinal County Growth Planning Initiative - 

MAG 
Southeast Maricopa/Northern Pinal County Area 
Transportation Study 

2003 

Entellus 
Regional Arterial & Collector Street Plan for Pinal 
County (Ellsworth Rd to Schnepf Rd & Combs Rd to 
Magma Rd) 

2003 

Lima & Associates US 60 Corridor Definition Study 2005 

Pinal County 
Subdivision Regulations & Requirements and Minimum 
Standards for Subdivisions Street Paving 

1981 

Curtis Lueck & Associates Maricopa Subregional Transportation Study 2000 
Pinal County Pinal County Trails Plan 2005 

Arizona State Land Department  Superstition Vista’s Study 2006 
Arizona State Land Department  Lost Dutchman Study 2006 

 

Coordination is ongoing with the following studies: 
• Queen Creek Small Area Transportation Study 
• Coolidge/Florence Small Area Transportation Study 
• Casa Grande Small Area Transportation Study – Update 
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1.3 STUDY OVERVIEW 

This study serves as a complement to the Pinal County Transportation Plan 2000 Update. The 
primary product of this study is a long-range transportation plan for all county roads.  The study 
does not include the ADOT jurisdictional highways or interstates. 

1.3.1 Focus 

The focus of this study is to examine existing socioeconomic and roadway network conditions 
and provide future alternatives based on roadway functional classifications of rural minor 
collectors and above. Figure 3 illustrates the Pinal County Functional Classifications as 
approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on March 21, 2005.  
 
The goals of the project are the following: to improve mobility by creating viable travel 
alternatives, analyze funding methods and develop a Capital Improvement Program (CIP) to 
specifically identify and prioritize projects along with providing an estimated cost and presenting 
project schedules.  
 
Throughout the process, Pinal County citizens and a Technical Advisory Committee including 
various Stakeholders within the surrounding study areas were apprised of the study progress. 
Comments from each group were considered and applied to the study to produce the final 
product. 

1.3.2 Study Areas 

Because of the diversity of the county, the project was divided into three separate study areas; 
Western, North Central and Eastern as illustrated in Figure 2. 
 
The population in the western and north central study areas are currently growing rapidly 
whereas population in the eastern study area is currently growing at a slower pace. However, it 
should be noted that various locations within the Eastern study area, such as Oracle and 
Superior, are beginning to see more growth due to development of planned areas and increase 
in population of contract mine workers. The population of each study area is expected to 
increase substantially over the next 20 years. 
 
Using Figure 3 as a backdrop: 

• The Eastern Study Area, shown in orange, includes the Towns of Kearny, Mammoth, 
Superior and unincorporated areas of Oracle, San Manuel, Winkleman and Dudleyville.  

• The North Central Study Area, shown in red, includes the Cities of Apache Junction, 
Queen Creek, Coolidge, the Town of Florence and unincorporated areas of Johnson 
Ranch, Gold Canyon, Santan, Gold Field, and Florence Junction. 

• The Western Study Area, shown in yellow, includes the Cities of Maricopa, Casa 
Grande, Eloy and the unincorporated areas of Arizona City, Stanfield, Picacho, and 
Oracle Junction.  



Figure 3: Functional Classification Map Approved by FHWA

Page 6
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1.4 REPORT ORGANIZATION 

This report contains the following sections: 
 

Section 1: Introduction – this section includes the study overview, purpose and methodology 
of the project 
Section 2: Existing Conditions – this section includes an evaluation of the current 
socioeconomic trends and current traffic conditions. 
Section 3: Future Network Improvements – this section includes future socioeconomic 
evaluation, network analysis and a recommended 2025 roadway network alternative 
Section 4: Pinal County Guidelines – this section includes guidelines for both access 
management and traffic impact analysis for Pinal County. 
Section 5: Funding – this section includes both public and private funding opportunities 
Section 6: Findings and Recommendations – this section includes the project 
recommendations including prioritized action time frames. 
Section 7: Cost of Improvements – this section includes approximate improvement costs for 
identified near term and long term transportation projects 
Section 8: Schedule – this section includes the schedule and strategic implementation plan for 
several milestone items. 
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22..    EEXXIISSTTIINNGG  NNEETTWWOORRKK  EEVVAALLUUAATTIIOONN  

This section presents the existing conditions for Pinal County. Examining the roads at their current 
state helps determine what methods are necessary to improve the transportation network as the 
population grows. 
 
Pinal County would like to address and improve the existing transportation network. Hunt Highway 
and Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway are examples of existing roadways in need of capacity 
improvements. 

2.1 CURRENT SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

This section presents the current population data for Pinal County including demographic data on 
the percentage of minorities, persons 65 years of age and older, persons below poverty level, and 
persons of limited mobility.  These population subgroups have been tabulated in response to Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Environmental Justice issues, which ensures that individuals 
are not discriminated against based on race, color, national origin, age, sex, or disability.  
Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice dictates that any programs, policies, or activities 
to be implemented are not to have disproportionately high adverse human health and 
environmental effects on minority populations.  Thus, in relation to this study, transportation 
improvements should not adversely impact such groups disproportionately.  In addition to assuring 
that these policies are adhered to, a variety of possible alternatives should be developed and 
considered in order to ensure all groups are fairly represented in the amount and type of 
transportation services provided. 

2.1.1 Summary of Findings 

The composition of the Pinal County 2000 population is illustrated in Figure 4 and a summary 
of findings of the population data analysis follows.   
  

Figure 4: Pinal County Population Composition (Year 2000) 
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• The 2004 estimated population of Pinal County was approximately 220,000 persons, a 
22.3 percent increase from the 2000 population of 179,727 persons.   

• In 2000, approximately 74,000 persons in the County, or 41.2 percent of the total 
population, were minorities compared to a statewide percentage of 36.2 percent. 

• The percentage of persons age 65 or older in the year 2000 was higher than the 
statewide average, 16.2 percent compared to 13 percent statewide. 

• The percentage of persons living below poverty in 2000 was 16.9 percent in the 
County, three percent higher than the statewide average. 

• Approximately 22.9 percent of the County population in 2000 were mobility limited 
compared to 18.8 percent statewide. 

 
It is important to note that the composition of the County’s population is changing with the 
rapid development throughout the County.  As Pinal County continues to become more urban, 
a younger population living in the County and working in Maricopa and Pima Counties will be 
attracted in the near future.  Therefore, the proportion of the population aged 65 and over will 
probably decrease.  Moreover, the percent of the population below poverty level will probably 
begin to approach the statewide average as the economic structure changes.   

2.1.2 Population Within The County 

Population data for the 2000 census and the 2004 estimates were obtained from the Arizona 
Department of Economic Security (DES) for Pinal County and Pinal County’s incorporated 
cities and towns as presented in Table 2. 

 

Table 2: July 1, 2004, Population Estimates 

(For Arizona, Pinal County, Incorporated Cities and Towns) 
 

Area 

DES Estimates 

7/1/2004 

Census 

April 1, 2000 

Number 

Change 

Percent 

Change 

Arizona 5,833,685 5,130,632 703,053 13.7% 
Pinal County 219,780  179,727 40,053 22.29% 

Incorporated Cities and Towns 

Apache Junction* 33,450 31,541 1,909 6.10% 
Casa Grande 31,315 25,224 6,091 24.15% 
Coolidge 8,025 7,786 239 3.07% 
Eloy 10,535 10,375 160 1.54% 
Florence 17,105 17,054 51 0.30% 
Kearny 2,195 2,249 -54 -2.40% 
Mammoth 1,750 1,762 -12 -0.68% 
Maricopa 4,855 1,040 3,815 366.83% 
Queen Creek* 115 119 -4 -3.36% 
Superior 3,195 3,254 -59 -1.81% 
Winkelman* 5 4 1 0.25% 

Subtotals 112,545 100,408 12,137 12.09% 
Unincorporated Areas 

 107,235 79,319 27,916 35.19% 
 Source:  Arizona Department of Economic Security, U.S. Census 2000 and Census 2004 Estimates 
*Pinal County Portion 
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Arizona’s population increased by 13.7 percent between 2000 and 2004, while Pinal County’s 
population increased by 22.3 percent and the population living in unincorporated areas 
increased by 35.2 percent.  A total of 79,319 residents, representing 44.1 percent of the 
County’s population, live in unincorporated areas.  Unincorporated areas comprise eleven (11) 
tribal communities:  Ak-Chin, Bapchule, Blackwater, Chui Chu, Gu Komelik, Sacaton, Sacaton 
Flats, Casa Blanca, Goodyear, Stotonic and Santan; eight unincorporated communities:  
Arizona City, Dudleyville, Gold Canyon, Gold Field, Oracle, Picacho, San Manuel, and 
Stanfield.  The remaining 55.9 percent of the County’s residents, or 100,408 people, live within 
incorporated communities.  Maricopa is the fastest growing city in Pinal County with a 
population growth percentage increase of 366.8 between 2000 and 2004 (as of September 
2005 the population is estimated at 17,000).  In contrast, the population of Kearny, Mammoth, 
and portions of Queen Creek and Superior has decreased between 0.7 percent and 3.4 percent. 

 
Figure 5 shows the total countywide population distribution per square mile by census blocks. 
Pockets of highly populated areas are located near local communities and along main 
highways.  Unpopulated areas exist throughout the County, particularly in the eastern and 
southwestern portions. 



 

Figure 5: Year 2000 Total Population per Square Mile (by Census Block) 

Page 11 
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2.1.3 Minority Population 

Table 3 displays the minority population in Arizona, Pinal County, and local communities 
within the County for the year 2000.  Pinal County’s percentage of minorities is 41.2 percent, 
which is greater than the percentage of minorities for Arizona overall (36.2 percent).  As shown 
in the table, several of the communities with agriculture and mining industries have high 
percentages of minorities.  Communities such as Apache Junction, Arizona City, portions of 
Queen Creek and Queen Valley have lower minority percentages than the State of Arizona.  
 
Figure 6 shows the distribution of minority population per square mile by census block in Pinal 
County for the year 2000.  Concentrations of minority populations are located in the proximity 
of local communities and along main highways.  The distribution of minority population is 
similar to that of the total population.  
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Table 3: Pinal County Minority Population (Year 2000) 
 

 
Total 

Population 

Total 

Minorities 

Percent 

Minorities 

Hispanic 

or Latino 
White 

Black or 

African 

American 

American 

Indian and 

Alaska Nat. 

Asian, Native 

Hawaiian & 

Other Pacific 

Islander 

Other 

2 or 

More 

Races 

ARIZONA 5,130,632 1,856,374 36.2% 1,295,617 3,274,258 149,941 233,370 94,954 6,120 76,372 
Pinal County 179,727 74,086 41.2% 53,671 105,641 4,658 12,419 1,112 169 2,057 

Local Communities 

Ak-Chin Village 669 656 98.1% 60 13 2 591 0 1 2 
Apache Junction* 31,814 3,847 12.1% 2,801 27,967 168 248 181 17 432 
Arizona City 4,385 956 21.8% 726 3,429 43 82 19 4 82 
Blackwater 504 499 99.0% 76 5 1 417 0 2 3 
Casa Grande 25,224 12,517 49.6% 9,871 12,707 1,020 992 290 25 319 
Chuichu 339 336 99.1% 19 3 0 317 0 0 0 
Coolidge 7,786 4,177 53.6% 3,052 3,609 623 349 54 3 96 
Dudleyville 1,323 821 62.1% 780 502 1 18 5 6 11 
Eloy 10,375 8,735 84.2% 7,717 1,640 481 278 118 4 137 
Florence 17,054 8,576 50.3% 6,041 8,478 1,524 692 142 49 128 
Kearny 2,249 909 40.4% 864 1,340 6 15 2 3 19 
Mammoth 1,762 1,321 75.0% 1,286 441 1 12 6 4 12 
Maricopa 1,040 823 79.1% 732 217 28 52 0 3 8 
Oracle 3,563 1,443 40.5% 1,365 2,120 4 33 4 2 35 
Queen Creek* 4,316 1,395 32.3% 1,294 2,921 14 22 17 1 47 
Queen Valley 820 62 7.6% 50 758 1 4 2 0 5 
Sacaton 1,584 1,555 98.2% 112 29 0 1,416 1 0 26 
San Manuel 4,375 2,144 49.0% 2,022 2,231 12 35 14 1 60 
Santan 651 641 98.5% 83 10 0 546 0 3 9 
Stanfield 651 485 74.5% 401 166 26 50 4 0 4 
Superior 3,254 2,315 71.1% 2,248 939 9 28 7 1 22 
Winkelman* 443 338 76.3% 331 105 1 0 0 5 1 

   Source:  Census 2000 
  *Pinal County Portion 



 

 

 

Figure 6: Year 2000 Minority Population per Square Mile (by Census Block) 
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2.1.4 Population 65 And Over 

According to the census data displayed in Table 4, 13.0 percent of Arizona’s population is 65 
years of age or older.  The average population percentage of this age group is 16.2 percent in 
Pinal County.  As shown in Table 4, the percentage of people age 65 and older is higher in 
Pinal County than the State average, 16.23 compared to 13.02.  The percentage is particularly 
high in the communities that have become popular with retirees such as Apache Junction, 
Arizona City, and Queen Valley.   

 

Table 4: Age 65 and Over Population (Year 2000) 
 

 

Total 

Population 

Median 

Age 

Total 

Age 65+ 

Percentage 

Age 65+ 

Arizona 5,130,632 34 667,839 13.02% 
Pinal County 179,727 37 29,171 16.23% 

Local Communities 

Ak-Chin Village 669 24 26 3.89% 
Apache Junction* 31,814 44 8,050 25.30% 
Arizona City 4,385 41 970 22.12% 
Blackwater 504 22 28 5.56% 
Casa Grande 25,224 32 3,469 13.75% 
Chuichu 339 25 16 4.72% 
Coolidge 7,786 31 1,040 13.36% 
Dudleyville 1,323 33 153 11.56% 
Eloy 10,375 28 661 6.37% 
Florence 17,054 35 1,626 9.53% 
Kearny 2,249 37 317 14.06% 
Mammoth 1,762 32 205 11.63% 
Maricopa 1,040 28 73 7.02% 
Oracle 3,563 40 482 13.53% 
Queen Creek* 4,316 31 209 4.84% 
Queen Valley 820 64.8 405 49.39% 
Sacaton 1,584 25 88 5.56% 
San Manuel 4,375 32 460 10.51% 
Santan 651 24 38 5.84% 
Stanfield 651 28 65 9.98% 
Superior 3,254 39 649 19.94% 
Winkelman* 443 37 64 14.45% 

Source:  Census 2000 
*Pinal County Portion 

 
Figure 7 shows the countywide distribution of the total population of persons aged 65 and over 
per square mile by census block for the year 2000.  Most persons in this age group live in the 
northern portion of the County near the communities of Apache Junction, Gold Field, Gold 
Canyon, Queen Valley and in the south eastern portion of the County along Saddlebrooke. 

 
 



 

 

 

Figure 7: Year 2000 Age 65 and Over Population per Square Mile (by Census Block) 
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2.1.5 Population Below Poverty Level 

Table 5 shows that the Pinal County average percentages of population (16.9 percent), families 
(12.1 percent), and households (14.0 percent) living below the poverty level are all higher than 
those for the state of Arizona (13.9 percent, 9.9 percent, and 11.8 percent, respectively) in the 
year 2000.  The communities of Eloy, Sacaton, Santan, and Stanfield have the highest 
percentages, while the communities of Apache Junction, Arizona City, Florence, portions of 
Queen Creek, Queen Valley, and Oracle have the lowest.   
 
Population living below poverty level within Pinal County is shown by census block group in 
Figure 8. Concentrations of this population group are located near the communities of Apache 
Junction, Coolidge, Eloy, Casa Grande, and Kearny. 
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Table 5: Number and Percentage of The Population With Income Below The Poverty Level (Year 2000) 

 

 
# Population 

w/Income Below 

Poverty 

% Population 

w/Income Below 

Poverty 

Total 

Families 

# Families 

w/Income 

Below 

Poverty 

% Families 

w/Income Below 

Poverty 

Total 

Households 

# Households 

w/Income Below 

Poverty 

% Households 

w/Income Below 

Poverty 

Arizona 698,669 13.9% 1,296,593 128,318 9.9% 1,901,625 224,108 11.8% 
Pinal County 27,816 16.9% 45,464 5,486 12.1% 61,413 8,602 14.0% 

Local Communities 

Ak-Chin Village 175 26.8% 133 33 24.8% 163 45 27.6% 
Apache Junction* 3,617 11.6% 8,937 655 7.3% 13,559 1,403 10.3% 
Arizona City 259 6.2% 1,376 73 5.3% 1,777 116 6.5% 
Blackwater 137 26.9% 103 31 30.1% 109 31 28.4% 
Casa Grande 4,024 16.0% 6,481 801 12.4% 8,834 1,311 14.8% 
Chuichu 70 22.1% 70 9 12.9% 81 20 24.7% 
Coolidge 1,914 24.7% 1,967 412 20.9% 2,590 632 24.4% 
Dudleyville 173 13.6% 324 28 8.6% 467 43 9.2% 
Eloy 2,796 31.9% 2,000 557 27.9% 2,529 821 32.5% 
Florence 372 7.0% 1,534 94 6.1% 2,234 184 8.2% 
Kearny 296 13.2% 636 77 12.1% 821 111 13.5% 
Mammoth 503 28.1% 454 108 23.8% 561 142 25.3% 
Maricopa 245 23.4% 194 37 19.1% 281 53 18.9% 
Oracle 352 10.0% 962 77 8.0% 1,365 143 10.5% 
Queen Creek* 397 9.2% 1,147 69 6.0% 1,283 98 7.6% 
Queen Valley 42 5.9% 263 0 0.0% 380 26 6.8% 
Sacaton 513 39.9% 275 100 36.4% 364 137 37.6% 
San Manuel 558 12.8% 1,191 123 10.3% 1,447 150 10.4% 
Santan 277 46.2% 136 63 46.3% 153 63 41.2% 
Stanfield 210 32.6% 156 50 32.1% 196 60 30.6% 
Superior 906 27.8% 849 191 22.5% 1,234 279 22.6% 
Winkelman* 123 27.2% 110 22 20.0% 164 45 27.4% 

   Source:  Census 2000 
  *Pinal County Portion 



 

 

 

Figure 8: Year 2000 Below Poverty Level Population per Square Mile (by Census Block) 
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2.1.6 Mobility-Limited Population 

Table 6 shows that 22.9 percent of the population between the ages of 16 and 64 living in Pinal 
County reported having disabilities to the Census Bureau, compared with 18.9 percent of those 
statewide in the year 2000.  Tribal communities have the highest percentage of disabled 
population including Chuichu (45.5 percent), Sacaton (31.0 percent), and Stanfield (35.6 
percent).   The communities such as Arizona City, Dudleyville, portions of Queen Creek, Queen 
Valley, and San Manuel have a lower percentage than the State of Arizona.  

 

Table 6: Persons with Disabilities (Year 2000) 
 

 

Total 

Population 

16 - 64 

Population 

With 

Disability 

Percent 

With 

Disability 

No 

Disability 

Arizona 3,169,173 596,787 18.83% 2,572,386 
Pinal County 96,503 22,054 22.85% 74,449 

Local Communities 

Ak-Chin Village 380 81 21.32% 299 
Apache Junction* 17,532 4,441 25.16% 13,121 
Arizona City 2,358 371 15.73% 1,987 
Blackwater 332 63 18.98% 269 
Casa Grande 14,741 3,172 21.52% 11,569 
Chuichu 200 91 45.50% 109 
Coolidge 4,429 1,205 27.21% 3,224 
Dudleyville 736 138 18.75% 598 
Eloy 5,106 1,126 22.05% 3,980 
Florence 2,744 631 23.00% 2,113 
Kearny 1,333 251 18.83% 1,082 
Mammoth 1,016 236 23.23% 780 
Maricopa 609 165 27.09% 444 
Oracle 2,227 427 19.17% 1,800 
Queen Creek* 2,895 372 12.85% 2,523 
Queen Valley 273 29 10.62% 244 
Sacaton 774 240 31.01% 534 
San Manuel 2,632 465 17.67% 2,167 
Santan 359 87 24.23% 272 
Stanfield 419 149 35.56% 270 
Superior 1,817 461 25.37% 1,356 
Winkelman* 284 71 25.00% 213 
Source:  Census 2000 
*Pinal County Portion 

 

Figure 9 depicts the concentrations of mobility-limited population by census block group within 
Pinal County in the year 2000. Concentrations of mobility-limited populations reveal that the 
distribution of this population group is similar to that of the below poverty level population.  In 
addition, concentrations of mobility-limited population are located north and east of Apache 
Junction, and southwest of Casa Grande. 



 

 

 

Figure 9: Year 2000 Mobility-Limited Population per Square Mile (By Census Block) 
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2.2 ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS AND CONDITIONS 

Roadways are defined by functional classification, cross sections, number of lanes, posted speed 
limits, roadway surface, average daily traffic (ADT), safety conditions and level of service.  
 
As shown in the approved FHWA Functional Classification map of Pinal County, refer to Figure 3, 
many of the roads within Pinal County are north-south aligned. Concentrations of east-west 
aligned routes are located within City and/or Town limits and offer connections to larger 
communities such as Casa Grande, Florence and Coolidge. There are two interstates, I-8 and I-10 
that provide high speed routes through Pinal County. The interstates also connect major cities such 
as Tucson, Phoenix and San Diego. US 60 is the only corridor providing a connection between 
Globe, Superior and Phoenix. 

2.2.1 Current Functional Classification Guidelines 

The purpose of functional classification is to categorize roads by design, access and mobility. A 
collector is designed to provide access to adjacent properties. A minor arterial is designed to 
funnel traffic between local/collectors and principal arterials while providing limited access to 
adjacent properties. Principal Arterials are designed to provide the greatest mobility for through 
movement with more restricted access to adjacent land.  
 
Collectors connect to Minor Arterials, which in turn, connect to Principal Arterials thereby 
mapping a grid or “network” system of roads. As previously stated, Pinal County’s current 
approved functional classification is shown in Figure 3. 

Current Major/Minor Collector 

Collector streets provide short distance traffic movement between counties, cities, businesses 
or commercial developments.  Signal spacing is usually 2 miles or greater and development 
is allowed to front the roadway. Access is normally not controlled as collector roads have 
varying cross sections depending on the amount of traffic from the surrounding area. Pinal 
County’s Major Collectors include 80 feet of right-of-way, 2 lanes with a 14 foot two way left 
turn lane and 5 foot sidewalk.  Pinal County’s Minor Collectors include 60 feet of right-of-
way, 2 lanes undivided with 8 foot parking stalls and 5 foot sidewalk.  

Current Minor Arterial 

Minor arterial streets provide moderately long distance traffic movement where service to 
abutting land is more moderate and accepted.  Access is typically controlled through 
frontage roads, raised medians or spacing and location of driveways and intersections. 
Signal spacing is usually a half mile or greater. Raised median or a continuous two-way left 
turn lane usually separates opposing traffic flows. Pinal County’s Minor Arterials typically 
include 110 feet of right-of-way and have 5 lanes with a 14 foot two way left turn lane, 5 
foot bicycle lanes and 5 foot sidewalk.  

Current Principal Arterial 

Principal arterial streets provide for long distance traffic movement where service to abutting 
land is somewhat limited. Access is normally controlled through frontage roads and raised 
medians. Principal arterials are typically four to six lanes in width with adjacent bicycle lanes 
and sidewalk depending on the amount of right-of-way. Current Pinal County Principal 
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Arterials include 110 feet of right-of-way and are 6 lanes with 5 foot bicycle lanes on both 
sides of the travel way, 14’ raised median and 5 foot sidewalk.  

2.2.2 Regionally Significant Routes 

A “Regionally Significant Route” is a roadway that is a connector road between city, town and 
county regional areas. It should be noted that Regionally Significant Routes within Pinal County 
will be classified as principal arterials or minor arterial roadways. Regionally significant principal 
arterials will be a 6 lane roadway within 150 feet of right of way. Regionally significant minor 
arterials will be a 4 lane roadway within 110 feet of right of way. Table 7 shows the arterial and 
collector roads within Pinal County. 

 

Table 7: Regionally Significant Routes (Countywide) 

 

Roadway Classification Jurisdiction 

Apache Trail/Old West Hwy Urban Principal Collector Apache Junction 
Baseline Avenue Urban Collector Apache Junction 
Broadway Avenue Urban Minor Arterial Apache Junction 
Goldfield Road Urban Minor Arterial Apache Junction 
Ironwood Drive Urban Minor Arterial Apache Junction 

Lost Dutchman Road Urban Collector Apache Junction 
McKellips Road Urban Collector Apache Junction 
Meridian Drive Urban Minor Arterial Apache Junction 

Mountain View Road Urban Collector Apache Junction 
Southern Avenue Urban Minor Arterial Apache Junction 
Superstition Blvd Urban Minor Arterial Apache Junction 
Tomahawk Road Urban Minor Arterial Apache Junction 
Cottonwood Lane Urban Minor Arterial Casa Grande 
Korsten Road Urban Minor Arterial Casa Grande 
Peart Road Urban Minor Arterial Casa Grande 
Rodeo Road Urban Minor Arterial Casa Grande 

Thornton Road Urban Minor Arterial Casa Grande 
Trekell Road Urban Minor Arterial Casa Grande 

Coolidge Ave/Kenilworth Rd Urban Minor Arterial Coolidge 
Martin Road Urban Collector Coolidge 

Vah Ki Inn Road Urban Minor Arterial Coolidge 
Battaglia Road Rural Major Collector Eloy 

Eleven Mile Corner Road Rural Major Collector Eloy 
Sunland Gin Road Rural Major Collector Eloy 
Sunshine Blvd Urban Minor Arterial Eloy 
21st Street Urban Collector Florence 

Butte Avenue Urban Collector Florence 
Diversion Dam Road Urban Collector Florence 
Florence Heights Drive Urban Minor Arterial Florence 

North Main Street Urban Minor Arterial Florence 
Ruggles Street Urban Collector Florence 

Casa Blanca Road Rural Major Collector Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Alden Road Rural Minor Collector Kearny 
Tilbury Drive Rural Major Collector Kearny 
Upton Drive Rural Minor Collector Kearny 
Murphy Road Rural Major Collector Maricopa 

White and Parker Road Rural Major Collector Maricopa 
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Table 7: Regionally Significant Routes (Countywide) (continued) 
 

Roadway Classification Jurisdiction 

Bowlin Road Rural Major Collector Maricopa 
Green Road Rural Major Collector Maricopa 

Peters and Nall Road Rural Major Collector Maricopa 
McDavid Road Rural Major Collector Maricopa 

Smith Enke Road Rural Major Collector Maricopa 
Porter Road Rural Major Collector Maricopa 
Main Street Rural Major Collector Mammoth 

Anderson Road Rural Minor Arterial Pinal County 
Arizona Farms Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 

Attaway Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 
Battaglia Drive Rural Major Collector Pinal County 

Baumgartner Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 
Bella Vista Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 
Clemens Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 
Combs Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 
Edwin Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 
Felix Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 

Florence – Kelvin Hwy Rural Major Collector Pinal County 
Freeman Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 
Gilbert Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 
Hunt Highway Urban Minor Arterial Pinal County 

Ironwood Rd/Ganzel Rd Urban Minor Arterial Pinal County 
Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy Urban Minor Arterial Pinal County 

McCartney Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 
Miller Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 

Montgomery Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 
Park Link Drive Rural Major Collector Pinal County 
Ralston Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 

Reddington Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 
Selma Highway Rural Major Collector Pinal County 
Signal Peak Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 
Skyline Drive Rural Major Collector Pinal County 

Sunland Gin Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 
Wheeler Road Rural Major Collector Pinal County 

Belmont Avenue Rural Minor Collector Superior 
Main Street/Magma Avenue Rural Major Collector Superior 

Pinal Street Rural Minor Collector Superior 
Sunset Drive/Mary Drive Rural Minor Collector Superior 

2.2.3 Segment Characteristics 

Table 8 below compiles all of the roadway “segment” characteristic data for all of Pinal 
County’s roads. A roadway segment is a link of roadway between intersections. Information 
collected about each particular segment include: 

Functional Classification 

Functional Classification dictates the design of the road and how much traffic it can carry. As 
an area builds, the functional classification can be changed based on redesign of the 
roadway. Figure 3 illustrates the current functional classifications for Pinal County’s roads. 
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Table 8: Roadway Characteristics Inventory 

 

Roadway Name 
Functional 

Classification 

Urban/ 

Rural 
Lanes Speed 

Surface 

Conditions* 

Adamsville Rd Major Collector Rural 2 50 P/G 
Amarillo Valley Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 

Anderson Rd Minor Collector Rural 2 55 P/F 
Arizona Farms Rd Major Collector Rural 2 50 P/F 

Attaway Rd 
Minor Arterial/Major 

Collector Rural 2 45-50 P/F 
Barkerville Rd Major Collector Rural 2 50 G/F 
Bartlett Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 
Battaglia Dr Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 
Baumgartner Major Collector Rural 2 50 G/F 
Bella Vista Rd Major Collector Rural 2 50 P/G 

Black Hills Quarry Minor Collector Rural 2 50 G/F 
Cactus Forest Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 

Century Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 
Chuichu Rd Major Collector Rural 2 55 P/G 
Clayton Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 
Combs Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/F 
Cox Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 

Cripple Creek Major Collector Rural 2 50 G/F 
Curtis Rd Major Collector Rural 2 50 G/F 

Don Donnelly Trl Major Collector Rural 2 25 P/G 
Eagle Crest Ranch Blvd Major Collector Urban 2 50 G/F 

Edwin Rd Major Collector Urban 2 50 G/F 
El Camino Viejo Rd Minor Collector Rural 2 50 G/F 

Eleven Mile Corner Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 
Ellsworth Rd Minor Arterial Rural 2 50 P/F 

Florence-Kelvin Hwy Major Collector Rural 2 50 P/G - G/F 
Freeman Rd Major Collector Rural 2 50 G/G 
Gantzel Rd Minor Arterial Rural 2 50 P/G - P/F 

Golden Rim Cir Major Collector Rural 2 25 P/G 
Greenes Reservoir Rd Major Collector Rural 2 50 G/F 
Hidden Valley Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G - G/F 

Hunt Hwy Minor Arterial Rural 2 50 P/F 
Ironwood Dr Minor Arterial Rural 2 50 P/F 
Judd Rd Major Collector Rural 2 50 P/F 

Kenilworth Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 
Kings Ranch Rd Major Collector Rural 2 25 P/G 

Lago Del Oro Pkwy Major Collector Urban 2 50 G/F 
Macrae Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 

Maricopa Blvd Major Collector Urban 2 45 P/E 
Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy Minor Arterial Rural 2 55 P/F 

Martin Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 

*Legend:  
P/E – Paved/Excellent Condition P/G – Paved/Good Condition 
P/F – Paved/Fair Condition  P/P – Paved/Poor Condition  
G/E – Gravel/Excellent Condition G/G – Gravel/Good Condition 
G/F – Gravel/Fair Condition 
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Table 8: Roadway Characteristics Inventory (continued) 

 

Roadway Name Functional Classification 
Urban/ 

Rural 
Lanes Speed 

Surface 

Conditions* 

McCartney Road Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 
Midway Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 

Montgomery Rd Major Collector Rural 2 50 P/G - G/F 
Mountainbrook Dr Minor Collector Rural 2 25 P/G 

Ocotillo Rd Major Collector Rural 2 50 P/F 
Old Hwy 60 Minor Collector Rural 2 50 P/G 
Old Hwy 77 Major Collector Rural 2 30 P/G 
Old SR 84 Minor Arterial Rural/Urban 4 45 P/F 
Overfield Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 
Papago Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 
Park Link Dr Major Collector Rural 2 55 P/G - G/F 
Peralta Rd Minor Collector Rural 2 50 P/G 

Picacho Hwy Major/Minor Collector Rural 2 50 P/G 
Pinal Airpark Rd Major Collector Rural 2 50 P/F 
Powerline Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 G/F 
Quail Run Rd Major Collector Rural 2 50 P/F 
Queen Anne Dr Major Collector Rural 2 50 G/F 
Queen Valley Rd Major Collector Rural 2 50 G/F 

Ralston Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G - G/F 
Redington Rd Major/Minor Collector Rural 2 50 P/G 

River Rd Major/Minor Collector Rural 2 50 G/F 
Saddlebrooke Blvd Major Collector Urban 2 50 P/G 

Sasco Road Major Collector Rural 2 50 P/G 
Schnepf Rd Major Collector Rural 2 50 P/F 
Selma Hwy Minor Arterial/Major Collector Urban/Rural 2 50 P/G 

Signal Peak Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G - G/F 
Skousen Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 
Skyline Dr Major Collector Rural 2 50 P/F 
Stanfield Rd Major Collector Rural 2 55 P/E - P/G 
Storey Rd Major Collector Rural 2 55 P/G 

Sunland Gin Rd Major Collector Rural 2 50 P/G - P/F 
Sunshine Blvd Major Collector Rural 2 50 P/G 

Superstition Mtn Dr Major/Minor Collector Rural 2 25 P/G 
Thornton Rd Minor Arterial Rural 2 55 P/P 
Trico Rd Minor Collector Rural 2 50 G/G 

US 60 Frontage Minor Collector Rural 2 50 P/G 
Val Vista Blvd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 

Valley Farms Rd Minor Collector Rural 2 50 P/G 
Warren Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G - G/F 

West Val Vista Rd Major Collector Urban/Rural 2 45 P/G 
White And Parker Rd Major Collector Rural 2 55 P/G - P/F 

White Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/E 
Woodruff Rd Major Collector Rural 2 45 P/G 

*Legend:  
P/E – Paved/Excellent Condition P/G – Paved/Good Condition 
P/F – Paved/Fair Condition  P/P – Paved/Poor Condition  
G/E – Gravel/Excellent Condition G/G – Gravel/Good Condition 
G/F – Gravel/Fair Condition 



Pinal County       August 2006 

Small Area Transportation Study 

Kirkham Michael Consulting Engineers                                                                            Page 27 

Urban/Rural Design 

As with a designated functional classification, a roadway can be designed for urban or rural 
use. In undeveloped areas, a roadway can be designated using a rural design. If the area is 
planning on a high amount of traffic upon completion of construction, the road can be 
designed using an urban standard.  

Number of Lanes 

Most of the roads within Pinal County are two-lane rural roads. Figure 10 illustrates the 
number of lanes per segment of roadway throughout the County. It should be noted that the 
lane designations for the freeways and interstates are directional. 

Speed Limits  

Posted speed limits range from 25 mph to 75 mph. The interstates, I-8 and I-10, are the only 
two roadways that have posted speed limits of 75 mph while US/state route systems like US 
60 and SR 79 are assigned speed limits of 55 mph to 65 mph. Most other roads within the 
county have posted speeds of 45 mph to 50 mph. Figure 11 illustrates the posted speeds 
around the County. 

Surface Type 

There are two types of roadway surfaces within Pinal County: paved and unpaved. Paved 
roads are typically layered with compacted dirt, an aggregate base and topped with asphalt 
concrete. Paved roads are usually striped. Unpaved roads are often covered with an 
aggregate base such as gravel or compacted earth/dirt and are not striped. Most of Pinal 
County’s unpaved roads are private drives or roads in isolated rural areas. Figure 12 
illustrates the current surface types and conditions. Conditions are displayed as excellent, 
good, fair and poor. Excellent and good pavement typically indicates that no improvements 
are needed. Fair and poor pavement typically indicates that the roadway needs 
improvement. 
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Figure 10: 2005 Number of Lanes
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2.2.4 Collision Data 

A summary of collision records for a three-year period from January 2002 to January 2005 
were collected from ADOT and examined. The data analyzed includes all county roads as well 
as ADOT jurisdictional State Routes and Interstates. 
 
In summary, out of the 11,894 collisions throughout the three-year period, there were 6,085 
injuries and 265 fatalities. Approximately 68% of collisions each year occurred during daylight 
hours. Most of the fatalities during this time period were single vehicle collisions.  
 
Table 9 through Table 14 contains a summary of collision data from type of event to number of 
injuries and fatalities to daytime/nighttime conditions. 
 

Table 9: Jan 2002 – Jan 2003 Collision Data by Collision Type 

 

Collisions Daylight 

Total Injuries Fatalities Daytime Nighttime Dawn/Dusk 
Type of Collision 

1645 796 62 879 655 99 Single Vehicle 
261 86 0 202 48 11 Sideswipe (same) 

51 26 0 29 18 3 Sideswipe (opposite) 
584 443 3 482 77 22 Angle 
165 126 1 133 21 9 Left Turn 
741 461 8 579 123 36 Rear End 
35 53 11 19 14 2 Head-On 
83 14 0 72 8 3 Backing 
111 40 0 85 20 6 Other 
9 5 0 7 2 0 Non Contact (Non-MC) 
40 32 1 32 6 2 U-Turn 

3,725 2,082 86 2,519 992 193 TOTALS 
 

Table 10: Jan 2002 – Jan 2003 Collision Data by First Harmful Event 
 

Collisions 

Total Injuries Fatalities 
First Harmful Event 

157 79 5 All Other Non-Collision 
78 44 1 Breakage of Vehicle 
42 11 0 Collision with Animal Livestock 
11 3 0 Collision with Animal Pets 
6 6 0 Collision with Boulder 
1 1 0 Collision with Bridge Abutment 
7 1 0 Collision with Bridge Culvert 
18 6 0 Collision with Curb 
1 0 0 Collision with Fallen Tree or Stone 
85 23 0 Collision with Fence 
75 37 1 Collision with Guard Rail 
16 7 0 Collision with Luminaire 
1 0 0 Collision with Machine Transport 
25 18 0 Collision with Median Barrier 
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Table 10: Jan 2002 – Jan 2003 Collision Data by First Harmful Event 

(continued) 
 

Collisions 

Total Injuries Fatalities 
First Harmful Event 

3 7 1 Collision with Motor Vehicle Other Roadway 
13 4 0 Collision with Motor Vehicle Parked Improperly 
139 11 1 Collision with Motor Vehicle Parked Properly 
104 9 0 Collision with Object Dropped from Vehicle 
173 68 1 Collision with Other Fixed Object 
1997 1250 22 Collision with other Motor Vehicle 
14 5 1 Collision with Other Non-Fixed 
33 28 0 Collision with Pedalcyclist 
38 34 6 Collision with Pedestrian 
6 5 0 Collision with Pedestrian Conveyance 
5 0 0 Collision with Spec Devices 
8 2 0 Collision with Traffic Barricade 
48 8 0 Collision with Traffic Sign 
2 0 0 Collision with Traffic Signal 
59 22 1 Collision with Tree 
3 0 1 Collision with Unknown 
58 22 1 Collision with Utility Pole 
12 2 0 Collision with Wild Animal 
45 2 0 Collision with Wild Game 
43 1 0 Fire in Vehicle 
2 0 0 Object Fall on Vehicle 
3 0 0 Object Falling from, or in Vehicle 
1 0 0 Object Thrown towards, in, or on Vehicle 
8 5 2 Occupant Fall from Vehicle 

385 361 42 Overturning 

 
 

Table 11: Jan 2003 - Jan 2004 Collision Data by Collision Type 

 

Collisions Daylight 

Total Injuries Fatalities Daytime Nighttime Dawn/Dusk 
Type of Collision 

1545 757 43 831 595 106 Single Vehicle 

301 87 2 246 47 7 Sideswipe (same) 

45 26 1 19 24 2 Sideswipe (opposite) 
572 404 11 466 72 34 Angle 
144 101 1 115 25 4 Left Turn 
730 444 8 573 122 34 Rear End 
38 63 15 21 16 1 Head-On 
88 3 0 76 7 5 Backing 
114 51 2 82 22 8 Other 
1 1 0 1 0 0 Non Contact (MC) 
5 3 0 4 1 0 Non Contact (Non-MC) 
35 31 0 29 4 2 U-Turn 

3,618 1,971 83 2,463 935 203 TOTALS 
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Table 12: Jan 2003 - Jan 2004 Collision Data by First Harmful Event 

 

Collisions 

Total Injuries Fatalities 
First Harmful Event 

134 65 0 All Other Non-Collision 
77 68 0 Breakage of Vehicle 
34 8 0 Collision with Animal Livestock 
6 2 0 Collision with Animal Pets 
13 1 0 Collision with Boulder 
3 2 0 Collision with Bridge Abutment 
5 0 0 Collision with Bridge Culvert 
32 11 1 Collision with Curb 
7 3 0 Collision with Fallen Tree or Stone 
80 30 1 Collision with Fence 
74 45 1 Collision with Guard Rail 
20 9 0 Collision with Luminaire 
1 0 0 Collision with Machine Transport 
52 32 0 Collision with Median Barrier 
2 3 0 Collision with Motor Vehicle Other Roadway 
12 6 0 Collision with Motor Vehicle Parked Improperly 
157 16 0 Collision with Motor Vehicle Parked Properly 
68 9 0 Collision with Object Dropped from Vehicle 
153 59 5 Collision with Other Fixed Object 
2005 1176 39 Collision with other Motor Vehicle 
15 4 0 Collision with Other Non-Fixed 
54 38 0 Collision with Pedalcyclist 
29 25 7 Collision with Pedestrian 
3 7 0 Collision with Pedestrian Conveyance 
9 0 0 Collision with Spec Devices 
4 1 0 Collision with Traffic Barricade 
42 11 0 Collision with Traffic Sign 
7 3 0 Collision with Traffic Signal 
1 0 1 Collision with Train, Forward 
39 24 0 Collision with Tree 
59 27 0 Collision with Utility Pole 
3 0 0 Collision with Wild Animal 
44 3 0 Collision with Wild Game 
1 0 0 Exhaust Fume Poisoning 
47 1 0 Fire in Vehicle 
4 0 0 Object Fall on Vehicle 
5 0 0 Object Falling from, or in Vehicle 
4 2 1 Occupant Fall from Vehicle 

312 280 27 Overturning 
1 0 0 Toxic Chemical Leak 
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Table 13: Jan 2004 – Jan 2005 Collision Data by Collision Type 

 

Collisions Daylight 

Total Injuries Fatalities Daytime Nighttime Dawn/Dusk 
Type of Collision 

1546 794 54 846 580 106 Single Vehicle 
282 88 0 208 60 14 Sideswipe (same) 

59 35 2 39 12 8 Sideswipe (opposite) 
602 408 11 495 80 26 Angle 
171 123 5 122 38 10 Left Turn 
802 448 4 640 119 43 Rear End 
39 51 10 23 13 3 Head-On 
90 11 0 78 8 4 Backing 
113 54 10 87 24 2 Other 
3 2 0 3 0 0 Non Contact (Non-MC) 
43 18 0 33 9 1 U-Turn 

3,751 2,032 96 2,574 943 217 TOTALS 

 

Table 14: Jan 2004 - Jan 2005 Collision Data by First Harmful Event 

 

Collisions 

Total Injuries Fatalities 
First Harmful Event 

120 52 5 All Other Non-Collision 
38 14 0 Breakage of Vehicle 
28 8 0 Collision with Animal Livestock 
7 1 0 Collision with Animal Pets 
1 0 0 Collision with Animal with Person 
2 0 0 Collision with Boulder 
7 2 1 Collision with Bridge Abutment 
2 1 0 Collision with Bridge Culvert 
26 22 0 Collision with Curb 
2 1 0 Collision with Fallen Tree or Stone 
89 10 0 Collision with Fence 
68 29 3 Collision with Guard Rail 
10 2 0 Collision with Luminaire 
1 0 0 Collision with Machine Transport 
1 0 0 Collision with Machinery 
42 23 0 Collision with Median Barrier 
19 3 0 Collision with Motor Vehicle Parked Improperly 
137 13 1 Collision with Motor Vehicle Parked Properly 
57 8 0 Collision with Object Dropped from Vehicle 
190 73 1 Collision with Other Fixed Object 
2145 1216 35 Collision with other Motor Vehicle 
25 3 0 Collision with Other Non-Fixed 
45 34 1 Collision with Pedalcyclist 
31 26 4 Collision with Pedestrian 
5 3 0 Collision with Pedestrian Conveyance 
12 2 0 Collision with Spec Devices 
2 1 0 Collision with Traffic Barricade 
43 11 1 Collision with Traffic Sign 
1 0 0 Collision with Traffic Signal 
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Table 14: Jan 2004 - Jan 2005 Collision Data by First Harmful Event 

(continued) 

 

Collisions 

Total Injuries Fatalities 
First Harmful Event 

64 31 2 Collision with Tree 
11 3 4 Collision with Unknown 
44 33 0 Collision with Utility Pole 
5 2 0 Collision with Wild Animal 
45 3 0 Collision with Wild Game 
54 0 0 Fire in Vehicle 
1 0 0 Object Fall on Vehicle 
1 0 0 Object Falling from, or in Vehicle 
3 2 0 Occupant Fall from Vehicle 

366 400 38 Overturning 

 

2.2.5 Capacity Analysis 

Roadway capacity is the maximum traffic volume that can travel on a section of roadway 
during a given time period. The capacities for Pinal County’s roadways are defined by their 
functional classification. Capacity levels are listed in Table 15 and shown graphically in Figure 
13.  

 

Table 15: Daily Roadway Capacities 

 

Functional Classification Daily Per Lane Capacity 

Interstate/Freeway 16,375 
Principal/Major Arterial 8,700 

Minor Arterial 8,700 
Major Collector 7,500 
Minor Collector 7,500 

 Source: Pinal County Transportation Plan, 2000 Update 
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2.3 EXISTING ISSUES 

Existing issues are concerns that need to be addressed within the three study areas.  

2.3.1 Area Growth 

Pinal County is currently experiencing a tremendous amount of growth. It is predicted that 
within 20 years, the County will have grown from a population of 250,000 to over 1.9 million 
people. As illustrated in Figure 14, there is already a large amount of growth occurring within 
the County. Most of the growth is occurring within the Western and North Central study areas. 
Figure 15, Figure 16 and Figure 17 show current Planned Area Developments (PADs) in the 
Western, North Central and Eastern study areas, respectively.  
 
Two existing airports, San Manuel and Pinal Airpark, will need to be assessed for future growth 
and use. 

2.3.2 Transportation 

Regional and local circulation issues are very important to the surrounding communities within 
and around Pinal County. Many of the roads within Pinal County are north-south aligned and 
Pinal County will need to address and construct more north-south and east-west alignments 
along the major routes. Corridors like Florence-Kelvin Highway, Park Link from SR 79 to I-10 
and SR 347 from SR 84 to I-10 will be necessary to provide connectivity and trip variation in 
the roadway network. In particular, the eastern study area will need more north-south as well as 
east-west alignments as the growth rate begins to increase.  
 
It will be important for Pinal County to keep the current roadway infrastructure maintained as 
they continue to grow and provide new access around the county. 

2.3.3 Pedestrian 

Pedestrian crossings are becoming more of an issue due to the number of injuries and fatalities 
throughout the County. Most of Pinal County’s roads are rural in nature. Sidewalks and 
crosswalks are not typically provided along rural roadways. Approximately 20% of pedestrian 
collisions within the 3-year study period were hit and run. Two of those hit and run collisions 
were fatal. The detail of how the pedestrian collisions occurred is not known.  

2.3.4 Bicycle 

Bicycle mobility is currently not an issue identified in this study. However, as Pinal County 
develops, bicycle routes will need to be taken into consideration and planned in conjunction 
with the County Parks and Trails plan as depicted in the cross-section figures within Section 
2.2.1. 

2.3.5 Transit and Multi-modal 

The percentage of persons using public transportation in Pinal County is well below that of the 
statewide average of approximately two percent. This is due to the limited transit service 
currently offered in the County. However, the percentage of persons in the County who carpool 
to work is above the statewide average.  The increased carpooling and vanpooling in Pinal 
County may be an indicator of a latent demand for transit services.   
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Existing transit services in Pinal County include one deviated fixed route service and one dial-a-
ride service, both of which are operated by the City of Coolidge, intercity services provided by 
Greyhound and Amtrak, and a number of services operated for special-needs persons such as 
seniors or those traveling for medical reasons.   
 
With the amount of people planned to move into the County, transit is going to be important 
and will need to be planned accordingly in order to seamlessly connect all cities and towns 
within the County to both Pima and Maricopa transit lines. Other transit opportunities such as 
light rail need to be discussed and possibly implemented using the two current rail lines that run 
diagonally through the County. Issues concerning transit can be found in the Transit Element 
Report. 

2.3.6 Traffic Control 

No traffic control issues were identified in this study. 

2.3.7 Pavement Conditions/Maintenance 

Pavement conditions were examined by Pinal County and by the study team. Figure 12 shows 
Pinal County’s current pavement conditions. Overall, most of Pinal County’s paved roads are in 
good shape. One 3-mile paved road is in need of improvement and/or repair and most if not all 
of the unpaved roads will need to be improved to paved status. 
 
Figure 18 shows Pinal County’s current maintenance priorities for updating and/or maintaining 
their roads.  

2.3.8 Intersections 

Outside of examining the current collision statistics, intersection design and improving traffic 
control based on collision types and frequency; there were no intersection issues identified in 
this study. 
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However, it is important to note that identification of right-of-way and easements will need to 
be assessed for future travel route alternatives and/or intersection improvements. Maintenance 
of intersections and segments of Pinal County roadways will also need to be assessed for 
prioritization within the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) schedule. 

2.3.9 Drainage 

There are no critical drainage issues at this time. Since Pinal County’s roadway network is 
currently rural in nature, there are going to be drainage concerns due to an undeveloped 
drainage system such as curb, gutter and storm drains. Most of the concern lies in road erosion 
and pavement depletion as water crosses the pavement during a storm event. That coupled 
with sediment left on the pavement after an event can cause safety concerns as vehicles cross 
the wash area, whether during a storm or after a storm. 
 
However, it is important to note that drainage issues will need to be assessed as the area 
develops. Future Crossings along the Gila River, Queen Creek and other existing washes will 
need to be designed and constructed as needed. 

2.3.10 Safety Deficiencies 

The collision data for the past three years are presented in Section 2.2.4 of this report. No 
specific safety deficiencies were identified for this project. 

2.3.11 Railroads 

The Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) parallels the Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway in the 
western study area. Daily trains using the UPRR are expected to increase in the coming years, 
per the 2005 City of Maricopa Small Area Transportation Study. Safe solutions to the railroad 
crossings along the Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway will need to be assessed. The Magma 
Arizona Railroad (MARR), headquartered in the Town of Superior, recently changed ownership 
and is looking to reactivate the rail link between Superior and Florence. San Manuel Arizona 
Railroad (SMARR) is currently an inactive rail link between San Manuel and the Copper Basin 
Railway (CBRY) within the eastern study area. It is unknown, at this time, whether the San 
Manuel Arizona Railroad would be reactivated if the smelter operation in San Manuel reopens. 
The Copper Basin Railway (CBRY) is an Arizona short line railroad that operates freight service 
in the eastern study area using a connection with the UPRR at Magma Jct. The CBRY has rail 
lines from Magma Junction to Winkleman, Ray Junction to Ray, Arizona and connects with the 
SMARR at Hayden, Arizona. The CBRY hauls freight cargo such as copper concentrates, ore 
finished and unfinished cooper, sulfuric acid, lumber and military equipment. 
 
Issues concerning railroad usage and transit opportunities can be found in the Transit Element 
Report. 

2.3.12 Funding 

Funding is a major priority as no project can be completed without having the proper funds 
available for construction. Types of funding to be assessed include Pinal County Impact fees 
and guidelines along with other sources of funding such as the Highway Users Revenue Fund 
(HURF), among others. Funding is discussed, in detail, in Section 5 of this report. 
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2.4 EXISTING TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PLAN (TIP) 

The Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) assists in prioritizing transportation projects within a 5-
year fiscal period. The projects listed that have been funded and are currently in design and/or 
construction. Projects under the current 5-year (2005-2010) TIP include; 

2.4.1 Current Priority Projects 

The Ironwood-Gantzel Roadway Improvement Project is currently the highest priority project 
for Pinal County. The objective of the Ironwood-Gantzel project is to improve Ironwood Drive 
from its current two-lane cross section to a four-lane roadway with a raised median, curb and 
gutter, and sidewalk at designated locations. The project will also plan for long term expansion 
of the roadway to its "ultimate" configuration of three lanes in each direction, and raised 
median, curb and gutter, and sidewalk along the entire alignment. This project is developing the 
final design and the roadway will be widened to its ultimate configuration as development 
occurs in the future. 
 
Other projects of priority, for the 2005-2010 TIP, are shown in Table 16.  
 

Table 16: Existing 5-Year Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) 

Countywide 

 

Fiscal Year Project Location Scope 

District 1 

2005-2006 Florence/Kelvin Hwy To Be Determined Design/New Construction 
2006-2007 Sunland Gin Road Bridge So. To Kinley Alignment Reconstruction 

 Kenilworth Road Attaway Road to Valley Farms Road Design, New Construction 
 Park Link Drive To Be Determined Design, New Construction 

2007-2008 Park Link Drive To Be Determined Design, New Construction 
 Florence/Kelvin Road To Be Determined Design, New Construction 
 Valley Farms Road To Be Determined Design, New Construction 

2008-2009 Park Link Drive To Be Determined Design, New Construction 
 Florence/Kelvin Road To Be Determined Design, New Construction 
 Martin Road Picacho Street To Nafzier Road Design, New Construction 

2009-2010 Park Link Drive To Be Determined Design, New Construction 
 Florence/Kelvin Road To Be Determined Design, New Construction 
 Martin Road Picacho Street To Nafzier Road Design, New Construction 

2009-2010 Park Link Drive To Be Determined Design, New Construction 
 Javelina Estates Various Roads 4.5 Miles Design, New Construction 
 Phillips Road Sunland Gin To City Limits Design, New Construction 
 Phillips Road Curry Road To Sunshine Road Design, New Construction 
 Hanna Road Tweedy West To Mid-Section Line Design, New Construction 
 Tweedy Road Hanna North To Mid-Section Line Design, New Construction 

District 2 

2005-2006 Combs Road Schnepf Road East Design, New Construction 
 Tomahawk Road McKellips To Saddlebutte Design, New Construction 

2006-2007 Linda Vista Street Prospectors Road To Holmes Road Design, New Construction 
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Table 16: Existing 5-Year Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP)  

Countywide (continued) 
 

Fiscal Year Project Location Scope 

District 2 

2006-2007 Prospectors Road End Of Pavement To Lost Dutchmen Design, New Construction 
 Canyon Street Idaho West ½ Mile Design, New Construction 

2007-2008 Judy’s Road-Phase 1 Skyline To Felix Road Design, New Construction 
 Judy’s Road-Phase II Skyline To Felix Road Design, New Construction 

2008-2009 Judd Road Attaway  Road To Quail Run Road Design, New Construction 
 Gary Road Judd Road South To End Design Only 
 Quail Run Road Judd Road To Bella Vista Design, New Construction 
 Geronimo Road Broadway Ave To Junction Design, New Construction 
 Rolling Ridge Road East Of Schnepf 1 Mile Design, New Construction 
 Sun Valley Farms #7 Southwood, Coyote Design, New Construction 
 Lost Dutchman Road Val Vista To Prospectors Design, New Construction 

2009-2010 Price Road Hwy 79 East 2.2 Design, New Construction 

District 3 
2005-2006 Signal Peak Road Kleck Road To SR 287 Design, New Construction 

 McCartney/Overfield Intersection Design, New Construction 
2006-2007 McCartney Road Turn Lanes At Cox Road Design, New Construction 
2007-2008 Val Vista Road Hidden Valley Road To Warren Road Design, New Construction 

 Warren Road Fresno Road To Robin Road Design, New Construction 
2008-2009 Barnes Road Warren Road To Hidden Valley Road Design, New Construction 

 Clayton Road Candlestick Road West ¾ Mile Design, New Construction 
 Evans Road Locklin Road To McCartney Road Design, New Construction 

2009-2010 Thornton Road I-8 North 1 Mile Design, New Construction 

 
Maricopa CG Turn 

Lanes 
Russell, Anderson, Murphy, Val Vista Design, New Construction 

 Maricopa CG Bridge Over The Santa Cruz Design 
 Farrell/Porter Road Bridge Over The Santa Rosa Wash Design 
 Hidden Valley Road McDavid To Farrell Design, New Construction 
 Farrell Road Warren To Hidden Valley Design, New Construction 
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33..  FFUUTTUURREE  NNEETTWWOORRKK  IIMMPPRROOVVEEMMEENNTTSS  

Pinal County’s growth is going to require rapid expansion of the current roadway network as well as 
the use of other transportation options including travel demand management and transit. The 
challenge will be to improve the quality and quantity of the transportation network as development 
occurs. Determining the future transportation needs as soon as possible will give Pinal County the 
ability to be proactive in providing a safe and efficient transportation system. 

3.1 FUTURE SOCIOECONOMICS 

This section presents the future population and employment estimates in order to provide a basis 
for understanding the socioeconomic conditions within the study area.  Socioeconomic data from 
CAAG and MAG was reviewed, analyzed and used to initiate the development of Pinal County 
2025 socioeconomic data.  These socioeconomic estimates will also be used to forecast traffic 
volumes on the highway and street network.  As the existing conditions section explained, most of 
Hayden and all of Winkleman are located in adjacent Gila County, these communities are 
included in the study area because of their adjacent geographical location and economic 
interaction with Pinal County.  The tabulated data for the study area includes Hayden and 
Winkleman information unless otherwise stated. 

3.1.1 Population Overview 

The initial projections were based on a set of databases including: MAG and CAAG 
socioeconomic data, data developed for the ADOT Pinal Corridors Studies, the current planned 
area developments (PADs) provided by Pinal County, SRP, and CAAG, and data from the 
2000 Pinal County Transportation Plan.  A PAD shapefile was developed to create another 
source of data for the study area.  In addition, assumptions were made regarding the 2025 
percent built for residential as well as commercial acreage for the individual PADs.  Table 17 
summarizes the assumption used. 

 

Table 17: Planned Area Developments Buildout Assumptions 
 

2025 Percent Built 

 Residential Commercial 
PADs started in 2005 or prior 100% 100% 
PADs not developed in 2005 with land use designations 75% 75% 
PADs not started in 2005 and with no land use designation 0% 0% 

 

The population was estimated using the number of dwelling units generated by the PADs and 
the person per household ratio consistent with the 2005 data, which was reflective of Census 
2000 results.  For areas where data was not available, the surrounding areas person per 
dwelling unit ratio was used or the County average of 2.6 person per dwelling unit.  The PAD 
data was allocated to the TAZs and TAZs data were summarized by incorporated and 
unincorporated areas.  Since TAZs boundaries do not follow current city limits, the summary 
results include incorporated jurisdictional boundary plus some surrounding land.  Figure 19 
displays the jurisdictional areas from which population and employment summary tables were 
generated.   
 
Department of Economic Security (DES) 2025 forecasts for Pinal County and the incorporated 
jurisdictions based on the 2000 Census data for the area were not available.  The 2005 
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population data was based on a set of databases including: 2000 US Census data, data 
developed for the ADOT Pinal Corridors Studies, 2005 Casa Grande data developed by Wilson 
& Associates, the currently built planned area developments (PADs) provided by Pinal County, 
SRP and CAAG data, and the 2005 projection data from the 2000 Pinal County Transportation 
Plan.  Table 18 shows a comparison between the 2005 and the 2025 population and dwelling 
units data while Figure 20 and Figure 21 depicts the 2005 and the 2025 population density by 
TAZ respectively.  The County population is expected to grow 688% percent in the next 20 
years to an approximate population of 1,954,016 people.  Areas of substantial population 
growth include Eloy, City of Maricopa, Casa Grande, Coolidge, and Florence. Also the 
Saddlebrook area in southern Pinal County will grow extensively.   
 

Table 18:  2005 and 2025 Population 

 

Study Area 
2005 

Population 

2025 

Population 

Population     

Increase 

Percent 

Growth 

Western 94,024 789,761 695,737 739.96% 
North Central 121,871 884,202 762,331 625.52% 

Eastern 32,212 280,053 247,841 769.41% 

Countywide 248,107 1,954,016 1,705,909 687.57% 



 

 

 

Figure 19: Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) Jurisdictional Areas 
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Figure 20: 2005 Population Density (per Square Mile) 
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Figure 21: 2025 Population Density (per Square Mile) 
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3.1.2 Economic Overview 

Limited detailed data is currently available regarding the future commercial growth in Pinal 
County.  It must also be noted that more data is available for the northern portion of the 
County, then the southern portion.  Available PAD data was used to augment the employment 
projections developed in the Pinal Corridors Study for the northern portion, while updated 
2020 employment projections from the 1999 Pinal County Transportation Plan were used to 
develop the forecasted employment for the southern portion.  Table 19 shows the comparison 
of 2005 and 2025 employment by TAZ, while Figure 22 and Figure 23 depict the 2005 and 
2025 employment densities for Pinal County.  Although the employment in Pinal County is 
expected to increase, it is expected to increase at a similar rate to the population. Therefore, the 
employment to population ratio is expected to remain about the same. The employment to 
population ratio is approximately 0.20 in 2005 and 0.23 in 2025. This is a relatively low ratio 
compared to Maricopa County, which currently has an employment to population rate of 
approximately 0.55. 
 
The future growth trend exhibited in the 2025 projections could be seen as a reflection of the 
growth of the Phoenix metropolitan area. Growth from the Phoenix area will “spill over” into 
Pinal County, and the County will function as a “bedroom suburb” to the Phoenix area.  A 
percentage of Pinal County residents probably will commute to the Phoenix area to work.  
Similarly, growth pressure from northern Pima County will spill over into Pinal County.  
However, goods and services will be required by the residents, which will create jobs within the 
County. 

 

Table 19:  2005 and 2025 Employment 
 

Study 

Area 

2005 

Employment 

2025 

Employment 

Employment 

Increase 

Percent 

Growth 

Western 21,977 259,706 237,729 1,081.72% 
North Central 18,149 216,346 198,197 1,092.06% 

Eastern 2,851 43,722 40,871 1,433.57% 

Countywide 42,977 519,774 476,797 1,109.42% 

 



 

 

 

Figure 22: 2005 Employment Density (per Square Mile) 
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Figure 23: 2025 Employment Density (per Square Mile) 
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3.2  FUTURE 2025 ROADWAY ANALYSIS 

Before a future roadway network recommendation can be formed, the current Pinal County Travel 
Demand Model must be calibrated and updated to a future 2025 network including number of 
lanes, volumes, transportation analysis zones, socioeconomic data and calculated level of service. 

3.2.1 2005 Calibrated Model 

The calibrated Pinal County Travel Demand Model was utilized to forecast future traffic on 
future roadway networks.  The model was prepared using the TransCAD travel demand 
software and calibrated with a 2005 roadway network, 2005 Transportation Analysis Zone 
(TAZ) system, and 2005 socioeconomic data.   
 
A preliminary 2005 roadway network was defined by updating the roadway networks in the 
following model. 

• The Pinal County Corridor Planning Model (PCPM) was developed for the northern 
portion of Pinal County as part of the ADOT Corridor Definition studies.  

• The remaining portions of the County’s roadway network were developed from the 
2000 Pinal County Travel Demand Model. 

 
Data was defined for each roadway in the network including functional classification, number of 
lanes, speed, and capacity.  The preliminary 2005 roadway network and characteristics were 
then reviewed by the County and TAC and revised where necessary.  Traffic count data 
provided by ADOT and CAAG was also populated in the model roadway network. 
 
Socioeconomic data for the year 2005 was updated from socioeconomic data for the Pinal 
County Corridor Planning Model and 2000 Pinal County travel demand model.  This data 
included number of households and number of employees for commercial, office, general, 
government and other land uses.  General land uses include industrial and manufacturing.  
Other land uses include schools and services.  The preliminary socioeconomic data was 
forwarded to the local jurisdictions and the County for review and updated where necessary 
based on comments. 
 
The 2005 socioeconomic and roadway network data was used in the TransCAD travel demand 
model to generate vehicle trips and assign 2005 daily traffic volumes to roadway segments on 
the network.   
 
Table 20 presents estimated daily traffic volumes and levels of service for the years 2005 and 
2025 on selected roadway segments. As the table indicates, traffic volumes increase significantly 
on all roadway segments as the County grows from approximately 248,000 people to almost 2 
million in population. Mid-block roadway segment LOS is dependent upon traffic volumes and 
number of lanes. The table also shows the deterioration of the level of service for all segments in 
2025. 

3.2.2 2025 Base Roadway Network 

As previously discussed in Section 4.1.1, the 2025 roadway network was created by updating 
the 2005 model network with roadway improvements from Pinal County and ADOT.  The 
2025 network also includes additional arterial improvements from the Apache Junction Small 
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Area Transportation Study, City of Maricopa Small Area Transportation Study and preliminary 
Casa Grande Small Area Transportation Study.  Data was defined for each roadway in the 
2025 network including functional classification, number of lanes, speed, and capacity.  The 
preliminary 2025 roadway network and characteristics were then reviewed by the County and 
revised where necessary. This network will constitute the base 2025 future network, which will 
be used to begin the deficiency identification process and help in formulating alternatives to 
address travel demand. Figure 24 and Figure 25 display the 2025 roadway network number of 
lanes and functional classification respectively.  
 
As Table 20 shows, many of Pinal County’s major roadways are currently operating 
adequately. However, roadways like Ironwood and Hunt Highway are currently operating at 
LOS F and are in need of capacity improvements. It should be noted that Pinal County is 
currently improving Ironwood Road. Comparing the 2005 and 2025 volumes and level of 
service shows that most of Pinal County’s roadway system will operate at LOS F by 2025 if 
regional and local circulation issues are not addressed. 

 
Table 20:  2005 & 2025 Daily Traffic Volumes and LOS 

 
2005  2025 Road Area 

Volume LOS  Volume LOS 
SR 347 South of Papago Road 11,100 A  87,800 F 
SR 347 Smith-Enke Road to Bapchule Road 23,100 D  69,300 F 

Maricopa–Casa 
Grande Hwy 

East of 347 7,600 B  106,500 F 

SR 84 Montgomery Road to Anderson Road 3,700 A  62,900 F 
I-8 Thornton Road to Montgomery Road 9,000 A  180,000 F 

SR 84 I-10 to Peart Road 23,800 E  94,800 F 
SR 84 I-10 to Overfield Road 11,900 E  97,900 F 
I-10 SR 287 to Selma Highway 51,000 C  201,000 F 
I-10 Sacaton Road to SR 187 51,000 B  169,000 F 

SR 87 North of SR 287 7,300 D  51,500 F 
I-10 Picacho Hwy to Park Link Drive 44,300 B  181,000 F 

SR 87 SR 387 to Signal Peak Road 7,600 E  55,900 F 
SR 287 East of SR 87 10,500 E  64,000 F 

Coolidge Avenue East of SR 87 6,700 D  99,300 F 
Florence Boulevard South of Hunt Highway 10,000 D  83,000 F 

SR 79 North of SR 77 Junction 5,000 A  82,400 F 
SR 77 South of SR 79 Junction 10,100 A  138,200 F 
SR 77 North of SR 79 Junction 9,400 C  87,900 F 

Hunt Highway Skyline Drive to Bella Vista Road 27,200 F  100,500 F 
Skyline Drive Schnepf Road to Quail Run Road N/A N/A  77,800 F 

SR 79 North of Combs Road 8,400 B  50,400 F 
US 60 East of SR 79 Junction 11,600 E  78,000 F 
US 60 West of SR 79 Junction 23,000 C  58,600 F 
US 60 North of Golden Rim Circle 33,200 D  51,900 F 

Ironwood Road North of Pecos 19,000 F  64,700 F 
Idaho Road North of Pecos N/A N/A  76,100 F 
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Functional Classification and/or Re-classification 

Functional Classification dictates the design of the road and how much traffic it can handle. 
As an area builds, the functional classification can change based on redesign of the roadway. 
Procedures must be followed when changing the functional classification of a rural or urban 
roadway. Per the 1991 Intermodal Surface Transportation Act, FHWA has guidelines that 
proportionally classify roadways based on total rural mileage and total urban mileage. The 
FHWA guidelines denote 85-95% of total rural mileage as rural collector and local road 
systems. Rural arterial systems fall within 6-12% of total rural mileage. The FHWA guidelines 
suggest that 7-10% of total state mileage be used for rural roadway systems.  Per the FHWA 
guidelines, urban roadway systems should contain 70-90% of urban collector and local 
street systems combined. Table 21 shows the breakdown by percentage in regards to the 
FHWA guidelines for both urban and rural roadways. Ultimately, all urban areas should 
strive to meet these guidelines. Figure 24 illustrates the functional classification for the 2025 
Pinal County base network. 
 

Table 21: FHWA Guidelines for Rural and Urban Systems 
 

Rural System Percentage of 
Total Rural Mileage (%) 

Principal Arterial System 2% - 4% 
Principal plus minor arterial System 6% - 12% 
Collector Street System 20% - 25% 
Local Street System 65% - 75% 

 

Urban System Percentage of 
Total Rural Mileage (%) 

Principal Arterial System 5% - 10% 
Principal plus minor arterial System 15% - 25% 
Collector Street System 5% - 10% 
Local Street System 65% - 80% 
 

Urban/Rural Design 

Even with a designated functional classification, a roadway can be redesigned based on 
surrounding development. If the area doesn’t plan on building out anytime soon, it can 
be designated using a rural design. If the area is being planned for a good majority of 
traffic from the start, it can be designed on an urban scale. If the roadway was already 
designed as rural and needs to be updated, it can be widened to fit urban standards using 
the Functional Classification Cross Sections illustrated in Section 2.2.1. 

Number of lanes and traffic control 

Most of the streets within the Pinal County area are currently two-lane streets. As the area 
develops, most of the rural streets will be widened to urban standards. Figure 25 
illustrates the number of lanes per segment of roadway throughout the County for the 
2025 base network. It should be noted that the lane designations for the freeways and 
interstates are directional.  
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Surface Type 

As the area continues to build, Pinal County’s roadway system will be updated to fully 
paved, urbanized roadways. Improvements will be based on development of the area. 

 

 



S
R
-79

Florence-Kelvin Hwy

Fr
ee
m
an
 R
d

Park
 Link

 Dr

A
n
d
e
rs
o
n
 R
d

H
unt H

w
y

West Val Vista Rd

�

Tohono O'Odham
Indian Community

San Carlos
Indian Community

Tonto National Forest

Coronado
National
Forest

Gila River
Indian

Community

���I-10

���I-10

���I-8

tu87tu

tu238

347
tu93

tu

tu87

287

tu
OLD

84

tu
tu

tu

77

77

79

tu

tu88

60

tu60

tu79

tu60

tu177

tu177

A
k-C
hin Indian

C
om
m
unity

tu347

tu387
tu187

tu84

tu287

Figure 24: 2025 Base Network Functional Classification

tu287

tu87

Legend
2025 Base Network
Functional Classification

Interstate

Freeway

Expressway

Principal Arterial

Minor Arterial

Major Collector

Minor Collector

City/Town Limits

Indian Communities

National Forest Area

Page 59



Florence-Kelvin Hwy

Fr
ee
m
an
 R
d

Park
 Link

 Dr

A
n
d
e
rs
o
n
 R
d

West Val Vista Rd

H
unt H

w
y

Arizona Farms Rd

Ir
o
n
w
o
o
d
 D
r

�

Tohono O'Odham
Indian Community

San Carlos
Indian Community

Tonto National Forest

Coronado
National
Forest

Gila River
Indian

Community

���I-10

���I-10

���I-8

tu87tu

tu238

347
tu93

tu

tu87

287

tu
tu

tu

77

77

79

tu

tu88

60

tu60

tu79

tu60

tu177

tu177

A
k-C
hin Indian

C
om
m
unity

tu347

tu387
tu187

tu84

tu287

Figure 25: 2025 Base Network Number of Lanes

tu287

tu87

Legend
2025 Base Network
Number of Lanes

2 Lanes

4 Lanes

6 Lanes

City/Town Limits

Indian Communities

National Forest Area

Page 60



Pinal County       August 2006 

Small Area Transportation Study 

Kirkham Michael Consulting Engineers  Page 61 
 

3.3 ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

At the time of this study ADOT was conducting an evaluation of alternatives for a north-south 
freeway corridor. Pinal County and the SAT's TAC established  reasonable planning assumptions 
based on conditions dated February 17th, 2006.  The modeling scenarios are reflective of the 
alternatives and conditions of that date. 

3.3.1 Network Alternatives 

The development of the roadway network alternatives were based on the results for the 2025 
base future conditions described below. The 2025 future socioeconomic data, projecting a 
population of approximately 1.97 million people, together with anticipated improvements from 
Pinal County and ADOT, were used to generate the 2025 base forecasted traffic volumes. This 
exercise helped in identifying the areas where travel supply was insufficient and to quantify the 
magnitude of the travel demand. After reviewing the results, six alternatives were formulated. 
Each alternative supported a scenario that offered varied locations of proposed freeways and 
differing functional classifications within the County system. Detailed descriptions of the 2025 
base and alternatives network scenarios follows. 
 
While compiling the inventory of existing roads and reviewing traffic patterns within Pinal 
County it was determined that there are many roads incomplete of regional connectivity.  
Regional connectivity is a primary purpose for conducting Small Area Transportation Studies.  
After consultation with the local cities, towns, and tribal communities, a two mile grid system of 
north south and east west Regionally Significant Routes (RSR) were identified.  For the purpose 
of this study, Regionally Significant Routes are recommended as 6 lane principal arterial 
roadways with 150 feet of right of way and work in concert with 4 lane minor arterial roadways 
with 110 feet of right of way, as illustrated in Figure 26. Regionally Significant Routes, similar to 
those illustrated on Figure 39, are depicted as straight lines and do not account for 
existing/planned development, current roadway alignments or vertical structures and should not 
be construed as centerline or roadway alignments. Pinal County will be working on further 
defining Regionally Significant Routes. 
 
Minor arterial roads on the one mile section lines were not modeled in this study. Estimated 
levels of service and volume capacity ratios will improve once minor arterial roads are included 
in future forecasting models. 

2025 Base Network 

As previously discussed in Section 3.2.2, the base network for 2025 was created by updating 
the 2005 model network with roadway improvements from Pinal County and ADOT. The 
improvements included committed and programmed jurisdictional improvements. The 
ADOT freeways were not included in the 2025 base network given that ADOT had not 
approved the freeway corridors when the 2025 base network was developed. The network 
was then reviewed by Pinal County and revised where necessary. This network was the 
starting point for the travel demand analysis and development of the transportation plan. 

Alternative 1 

Alternative 1 was based on the 2025 base network with the inclusion of the newly approved 
ADOT freeway corridor alignments in Pinal County and additional improvements to state 
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highways and arterial streets in order to address travel demand. Both southern termini for 
the North-South corridor freeway alignment, one to SR 287, the other to SR 79, were 
included in this scenario. The continuation of the North-South corridor as a 4 lane arterial 
from SR 287 to I-10 was also included. The freeway corridors were assumed to be 6 lane 
facilities as were most of the arterial roadways proposed by the County. State Routes were 
improved to 4 lanes with the exception of SR 79 south of Florence, SR 84 west of SR 387, 
and US 60 from SR 79 junction to Pinal/Gila County line. 

Alternative 2 

Alternative 2 was built from Alternative 1 with the following modifications: 
• Addition of all County Regionally Significant Roads, if not already included, as 6 

lane arterial facilities. 

• Improved US 60 from SR 79 junction to Pinal/Gila County Line to 6 lanes 

• Improved SR 79 from SR 287 to Pinal/Pima County Line to 4 lanes 

• Deletion of the proposed north-south freeway connection to SR 79 from Skyline 
Drive and retention of the connection to SR 287 

• Improve all other State Routes to 4 lanes 

Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 was built from Alternative 2 with the following modification: 
• Addition of the proposed North-South freeway alignment connection to SR 79 

from Skyline Drive and deletion of the connection to SR 287 

Alternative 4 

Alternative 4 was built from Alternative 2 with the following changes: 
• Widen SR 347 from I-10 to SR 84 to 6 lanes 

• Widen SR 287 from SR 79 to proposed North-South freeway to 6 lanes 

• Widen SR 79 from SR 287 to Pinal/Pima County line to 6 lanes 

Alternative 4B 

Alternative 4B was built from Alternative 4 with the following changes: 
• Widen SR 79 from US 60 to SR 287 to 6 lanes 

Alternative 5 

Alternative 5 was built from Alternative 1 with the following changes: 
• Total deletion of the North-South freeway in the County and the deletion of the 

east-west freeway connection of the North-South freeway with US 60/SR 79 
Junction. 

3.3.2 Recommended 2025 Alternative 

At the time of this report, the ADOT proposed north-south freeway alignment has not been 
determined. Alternative B, as shown on Figure 31, was used for modeling purposes.  Revisions 
to the recommended 2025 roadway network will be required if the proposed freeway alignment 
is changed from Alternative B to Alternative A, per illustration on Figure 31. 
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Of the alternatives listed above in Section 3.3.1, Alternative 4B was determined to be the 
network with the best resulting outcome. Alternative 4B proposes: 

• All regionally significant routes (RSR) as 6 lane major arterial facilities 

• All state highways as 4 lane roadways except for the following, listed below: 

• Widen US 60 from SR 79 to Pinal/Gila County Line to 6 lanes 

• Widen SR 347 from I-10 to SR 84 to 6 lanes 

• Widen SR 287 from SR 79 to proposed North-South freeway to 6 lanes 

• Widen SR 79 from US 60 to Pinal/Pima County line to 6 lanes 

Alternative 4B’s functional classification, total lanes, level of service and volume to capacity 
(V/C) ratio are illustrated in Figures 27-30.  
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3.3.3 Proposed Freeway Alternatives 

The proposed alternative of the new north-south freeway corridor has not yet been determined 
by ADOT. ADOT has two possible alternatives that could be designed and constructed in the 
future. Alternative A (Apache Junction to SR 79) and Alternative B (Apache Junction to 
Coolidge) are illustrated in Figure 31.   
 
Figure 32 shows the average daily traffic volumes surrounding each proposed freeway 
alternative. Figure 33 illustrates the level of service surrounding each proposed freeway 
alternative.  For both freeway alternatives, the heaviest traffic demand in this area is in the 
north-south direction.  
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3.3.4 Western Study Area 

With population expansion occurring on a regional scale, an increase in traffic volumes in and 
around the western study area will greatly increase regional travel time.  
 
The study focused on regionally significant roads, not local circulation streets.  The study 
included arterials that were already in the earlier Pinal County model or the Corridor Definition 
Study Model and did not add new one mile arterials. Additions of the one mile arterials or new 
routes through tribal lands will greatly increase capacity on the transportation network. 
 
It should be noted that the City of Maricopa roadway network has been included in the future 
exhibits of this project. The City of Maricopa roadway network is based off the City of Maricopa 
Small Area Transportation Study, 2005 and was obtained from Lima and Associates. 
 
Many residents of the western study area work in Maricopa County, so there is a large demand 
for mobility between the western study area and Maricopa County. SR 347 is the primary route 
between the western study area and Maricopa County, so the demand on SR 347 will grow as 
the population of the western study area continues to increase.  The Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC) occupies a large area of land between western study area residents and 
Maricopa County, so the addition of alternate routes to SR 347 would cross the Gila River 
Indian Community.  Any new routes across tribal lands must be approved by the Gila River 
Indian Community.  Therefore, in the traffic modeling for this project, no routes across any 
tribal lands that do not exist today were included in the alternatives.   
 
The Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) maintains a large traffic model for all of 
Maricopa County.  In order to determine an estimate the number of vehicles expected to utilize 
Pinal County roads that extend into Maricopa County, projected external volumes from the 
MAG traffic model were used.  Since the traffic modeling shows SR 347 being over capacity in 
2025, it is likely that the traffic demand for the route between the western study area and 
Maricopa County is greater than the traffic volumes presented in this report.  The addition of 
capacity in this area would likely result in an increase in traffic volumes between the western 
study area and Maricopa County.     
 
The addition of commuter rail or bus services would also improve mobility within, to and from 
the western study area.  Concepts for rail and bus services are presented in the Transit Element 
report for this project.   
 
Figure 34 illustrates the resulting 2025 volumes for the western study area. Because of the lack 
of connectivity between the surrounding communities within the western study area, the 
Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway is expected to fail even after planned expansion to a six lane 
roadway. Solutions to this problem include not only widening SR 347 to six lanes between SR 
238 and I-10 but also adding roadway connections to the north and west and possibly 
connecting I-8 to the Loop 303 in order to connect the western study area to west Maricopa 
County. ADOT, Pinal County, City of Maricopa, Maricopa County and other surrounding 
agencies should all be actively involved in solving this regional transportation issue. 
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3.3.5 North Central Study Area 

During the course of this study, it was determined that modeled roadways would include 
regionally significant routes at approximately two mile intervals. Mile roadways were not 
modeled. Therefore, it is recommended that the one mile minor arterials be modeled in the 
next update of the Small Area Transportation Study (SATS) and within future individual 
community planning studies. 
 
ADOT has identified the need for a north-south freeway in this area in their Pinal County 
Corridor Definition Study. The alignment or this freeway is currently being studied, and there 
are currently two proposed Alternatives. 
 
New economic development is planned for the north central study area. As a result, traffic 
volumes and congestion are expected to increase in the area bounded by Williams Gateway, 
SR 79, SR 287 and Hunt Highway. This study recommends adding one additional north-south 
roadway corridor to alleviate future congestion surrounding the proposed freeway. The 
additional roadway should be a 6 lane major arterial to match the surrounding roadway system 
and should be located between the freeway corridor and SR 79. The Town of Florence, Town 
of Queen Creek, City of Coolidge, City of Apache Junction, Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Pinal County and major developers should be included in discussions of issues 
concerning the north central study area. Figure 35 shows the recommended 2025 alternative 
for the north central study area and illustrates the location of the proposed ADOT freeway 
alternatives.  
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3.3.6 Eastern Study Area 

Modeling on Alternative 4B suggests that there may be significant traffic congestion issues 
throughout the eastern region of the county. Specifically, the SR 77/SR 79 junction near Oracle 
is showing considerable congestion near the area of a large planned area development, which is 
currently under construction. Since the model appears to reflect abnormally high vehicular 
volumes, it is recommended that ADOT, Pima County, Maricopa County and Pinal County 
collaborate in creating a regional model that would include the area from Apache 
Junction/Queen Creek to Tucson. Figure 36 illustrates the 2025 traffic volumes and the number 
of lanes planned for this region. 
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44..  PPIINNAALL  CCOOUUNNTTYY  GGUUIIDDEELLIINNEESS  

4.1 ACCESS MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

4.1.1 Land Use and Access Management Recommendation 

This study recommends that current land use and access management guidelines, listed in the 
Pinal County Transportation Plan 2000 Update, be followed in order to control the number of 
access points and their locations. This is especially important for new principal and minor 
arterial designs. Frontage roads are recommended for existing residential collector roadways 
that will be improved to arterial status. Limited access is recommended for all state highways to 
maintain the integrity of controlled access along the routes. This study also recommends the 
implementation of a review team consisting of ADOT District personnel and Pinal County 
personnel to approve access permit applications along state routes. Development applications, 
such as subdivision, commercial and Planned Area Developments (PADs), should go through 
Pinal County approval process for land use and zoning to determine access locations. 

4.1.2 Definition of Access Management 

Access management seeks to limit and consolidate access along major routes, mostly arterials, 
while promoting a supportive street system and circulation for development. The resultant is a 
roadway that performs safely and efficiently while providing a more attractive corridor. 
Benefits of a successful access management system include; 

• Less vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle collisions 

• Less driveway queue, due to closely constructed driveways 

• Greater operation of roadway efficiency 

• Aesthetic corridor for both commercial and residential development 

• Less cut through traffic and more scenic landscapes provided by the design of roadway 
medians 

• Less construction and/or improvement due to roadway widening 

• Less commute time, fuel consumption, fuel emissions, better air quality due to sitting in 
traffic 

Pinal County does not currently have formal Access Management Guidelines except for what is 
stated in the Pinal County Transportation Plan – 2000 Update. Pinal County recommends 
using these guidelines as provided. However, the County is currently updating these guidelines. 

4.1.3 Access Management Guidelines 

This portion of the report is a reiteration of the Access Management Guidelines in the Pinal 
County Transportation Plan 2000 Update. 

Driveway Spacing 

Distance between adjacent driveways should be adequately spaced to allow vehicles to 
safely queue, accelerate, decelerate and cross conflicting traffic without interference to/with 
through traffic and/or other adjacent driveways. Two adjacent developments, where spacing 
requirements cannot be met, will require joint access pre-approved by Pinal County. Table 
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22  lists the minimum driveway spacing for both arterial and collector streets with a design 
ADT of greater than 5,000. These distances are measured from driveway centerline to 
driveway centerline. 

Table 22: Driveway Spacing 
 

Land  

Use 

Posted 

Speed 

Driveway 

 Type 

Arterial & Collector 

Minimum Spacing 

(FT) 

Single Family 20 S-1 (Single Family) 65 
Single Family 25 S-1 (Single Family) 65 
Single Family 30 S-1 (Single Family) 85 
Single Family 35 S-1 (Single Family) 85 
Single Family 40 S-1 (Single Family) 105 
Single Family 45 S-1 (Single Family) 105 
Single Family 50+ S-1 (Single Family) 105 
Multi-Family (Low Volume) M-1 (Low Volume Residential) 65 
Multi-Family (High Volume) M-2 (High Volume Residential) 330 
Commercial All CL-1 (Low Volume Commercial) 165 
Commercial All CH-2 (High Volume Commercial) 330 
Industrial All CL-1 (Low Volume Commercial) 165 

Driveway Corner Clearance and Location Restriction 

Driveways that are located near major intersections or medians will have to meet the specific 
Pinal County requirements  
Driveway locations do have restrictions. Driveways cannot be built if they meet any of the 
criteria listed below. 

• Within 10 feet of any commercial property line 

• Within 25 feet of ending guardrail 

• Within 100 feet of a bridge or other structure 

• When adequate sight distance, on the driveway, cannot be provided 

• When the nearest edge of any driveway flare or radius must be at least 2 feet from the 
nearest projection of a fire hydrant, utility pole, drop inlet and/or appurtenances, traffic 
signal or light standard. 

• Parking or loading areas that require backing maneuvers in a public right-of-way 
except for single family uses on local roads. 

Locations of access on properties on the other side of the roadway will be coordinated so 
that they do not interfere with driveways on the opposing side. Driveways should also be 
located directly opposite each other to provide opportunity for single access and/or median 
cut access. 
 
Variances from driveway and/or access criteria may be granted by Pinal County. 

4.2 TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS GUIDELINES 

Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) guidelines are used to provide information to the permit applicant 
concerning specific transportation requirements needed for development and to ensure consistency 
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in preparation and review of all traffic impact analysis reports.  

4.2.1 Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Requirements 

TIAs are required for all new county developments where the development will generate 100 or 
more trips per average weekday as shown in Table 23. The type of report required can vary in 
detail due to the size and/or density of the proposed development, existing and planned 
development, existing roadway conditions and/or the amount of trips that will be produced. 
The consultant should obtain the requirements from Pinal County Department of Public Works 
(DPW) prior to beginning the analysis. The County makes the final decision on the 
requirements needed for the TIA based on estimated amount of vehicle trips obtained by the 
developer. 
 

Table 23: TIA Report Requirements 

 

Report Chapters 
Limited Report 

(100 or more trips per day) 

Standard Report 

(500 or more trips per day) 
Proposed Development X X 

Study Area  X 
Analysis of Existing Conditions X X 

Future Traffic Forecasts  X 
Traffic and Improvement 

Analysis 
 X 

Site Access X X 
Level of Service  X 

Improvement Analysis X X 
Traffic Control Needs X X 

Traffic Safety X X 
Improvement Costs X X 

 

4.2.2 TIA Report Contents 

The report chapters listed above provide guidance to the developer as to what needs to be 
included in the final report. The County is presently updating these guidelines. The detailed 
report information listed below is taken directly from the Pinal County Transportation Plan 
2000 Update. 

Proposed Development 

The TIA report should include a description of the following: 
• Proposed site location; 

• Proposed site plan; 

• Land use; 

• Development phasing 

A map of the study are is required. The description of the proposed development should 
provide as much details as possible including:  

• Specific tenants, if known; 
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• Specific types of uses such as banks, fast food restaurants etc 

• Intensity of each land use in terms of number of dwelling units, or square 
footage of gross building area. 

The projected opening data for the proposed development must be included. In the case of 
a large phase development, specific project completion dates for each phase must also be 
included. 

Study Area 

A description of the existing and future land uses in the study area must be described. The 
study area will vary depending on the extent of the proposed development. A large 
development will generate more traffic and influence a larger geographical area than a 
smaller development. The minimum study area will be determined by the project type and 
size as illustrated in Table 24. The consultant should contact the Department of Public Works 
to obtain approval and/or agreement on the study map. 
 

Table 24: TIA Study Requirements 

 

Ultimate Development 
Characteristics 

Study Horizons* 
Minimum Study Area on the County 

Roads*** 

Small Development 
100-500 peak hr trips 

• Opening year 

• Site access drive 

• Adjacent signalized intersections 
and/or major unsignalized street 
intersections 

Moderate, Single Phase 
500-1,000 peak hr trips 

• Opening year 

• 2-5 years after opening 

• Site access drive 

• All signalized intersections and/or 
major unsignalized street 
intersections within ½ mile 

Large, Single Phase 
>1,000 peak hr trips 

• Opening year 

• 5 years after opening** 

• 3-10 years after opening 

• Site access drives 

• All signalized intersections and/or 
major unsignalized street 
intersections within one mile 

Moderate or Large 
Multi-Phase 

• Opening year 

• 5 years after opening** 

• 3-10 years after opening 

• Site access drives 

• All signalized intersections and major 
unsignalized street intersections with 
½ mile 

*Assume full occupancy and build-out 
**Not required if the traffic impacts of the project are fully mitigated 10 to 15 years after opening     with existing 

conditions plus 5 year programmed improvements 
***An enlarged study area may be required for certain projects 

 

Analysis of Existing Conditions 

The report must include analysis and traffic conditions of the existing roadway including: 
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• Physical roadway conditions 

o Roadways serving the site 

o Roadway cross-section and lane configuration 

o Lane configuration of intersection approaches 

o Posted speed limits 

o Location of existing driveways 

o Existing traffic signal timing and phasing 

• Traffic volumes 

• Traffic control of roadways and intersections 

• Roadway and intersection level of service 

• Safety conditions 

Information on 24-hour traffic volumes on the major roads in the study area should be 
provided. Estimated 24-hour traffic volumes may be used, with approval from DPW, in the 
case of low volume roads. Recent counts may be used if they are less than 3 years old and if 
available, several factors can be used to adjust traffic volumes. The peak hour turning count 
should be taken at all major intersections within the study area. Capacity analysis will be 
conducted for all required locations using the latest Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 
procedures. The three-year collision history should be analyzed to identify collision problems 
and patterns. 

Future Traffic Forecasting 

Estimation of future traffic volumes include: 
• Generation of site traffic 

• Estimation of non-site traffic including pass-by trips, if applicable 

• Distribution of site traffic to other land uses and activity centers 

• Assignment of site traffic to the study area roadways 

Site traffic estimation will be completed for each horizon year. Traffic volumes will be 
estimated using the trip generation rate or equations published in the latest edition of the ITE 
Trip Generation Manual.  The distribution of site traffic to and from potential destinations 
must be estimated and should be indicated in a tabular form or illustrated in a figure as 
percentages of total site traffic. The projected site traffic volumes will be assigned to the 
roadways using the estimated distribution and added to the non-site traffic. The non-site or 
background traffic is the traffic that would be on the roadways if the site was not developed. 
The non-site traffic may be estimated using one of the following methods 

• Trend and growth rates 

• Combination of trends and estimation of other proposed land uses 

• Application of the Pinal County traffic forecast model 

Site and non-site volumes will be combined to show the total estimated traffic volumes on 
the roadways at build-out of the site. 
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Traffic and Improvement Analysis 

Total traffic will be projected to analyze the roadways in the study area. Analysis includes: 
• Site access 

• Level of service of the roads and intersections 

• Traffic control needs 

• Improvement analysis 

• Traffic safety  

• Improvement costs 

Site Access 

Access driveways should be analyzed with respect to capacity, traffic operation and safety. 
Driveways should be designated and located in accordance with DPW access management 
guidelines. 

Level of Service 

Level of service analysis should be conducted on all major intersections with the following 
conditions: 

• Base roadway conditions without site traffic for the horizon year(s) 

• Base roadway conditions with total traffic (site plus non-site traffic) for the horizon 
year(s) 

• Roadway and intersection improvements for horizon year(s), if required 

The base roadway conditions include the existing conditions plus any programmed 
improvements. The level of service analysis for signalized and unsignalized intersections 
should be conducted using procedures from the latest edition of the Highway Capacity 
Manual (HCM). 

Improvement Analysis 

The roadways and intersections within the study area will be analyzed with and without the 
proposed development to identify any projected impacts with regard to level of service and 
safety. The following conditions need to be noted: 
 

• Where the roadway will operate at LOS C or better without the development, the traffic 
impact of the development on the highway will be mitigated to LOS C. 

 
• Where the highway will operate below LOS C in the horizon year(s) without the 

development, the traffic impact of the development will be mitigated to provide the 
same LOS at the horizon year(s) 

 
Roadway improvements will be required if the roadway or intersections will operate at LOS 
C or better without the improvement, but will operate at LOS C or worse with the 
improvement. For a limited TIA, the improvement analysis should focus on whether the 
existing surface type/condition is appropriate for the proposed development. 
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Traffic Control Needs 

The analysis will indicate the appropriate type and location of traffic control such as stop 
signs or traffic signals. A proposed traffic signal must meet traffic signal warrants. If a signal is 
warranted, the analysis will discuss: 

• Location of the signal related to the intersection and access driveways 

• Traffic signal actuation and phasing 

• Traffic signal progression, if needed 

Traffic Safety 

The report will include a review of roadways and access driveways for safety including:  
• Access driveways designed to permit vehicle to enter the site without impeding traffic 

• The need for auxiliary speed-change lanes 

• Adequate storage length for turning vehicles 

• Adequate sight distance at intersections and access drives 

• Alignment of intersections and driveways opposite the site’s access drives where 
possible 

• Analysis of three years of collision data 

Improvement Costs 

The report will include estimated costs of the proposed improvements. The report will also 
recommend allocation of the costs among developer, county, state and other jurisdictions, 
where appropriate. 

Certification 

The TIA report will be prepared under the supervision of a Professional Civil Engineer 
registered in the State of Arizona. The final TIA report will be signed and sealed. 
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55..  FFUUNNDDIINNGG  

Funding of transportation projects are based on federal, state, local, developer, private and/or public 
Sources. Specific roadway project funds from each group are listed below. 

5.1 ROADWAY FUNDING TYPES 

5.1.1 Public Funding 

Public funds are provided by the Federal, State and local governments. Transportation funds, in 
general, are disbursed by government agencies or are voter approved.  
 
Pinal County’s transportation funding sources include: Highway User Revenue Funds (HURF), 
Vehicle License Tax (VLT), Transportation Excise Tax and regional/subregional roadway funds. 
Figure 37 and Figure 38 illustrate the percentage of funding used on a yearly basis. 
 

Figure 37: Fiscal Year 2005-2006 Funding Sources 

 
 

Figure 38: Fiscal Year 2006-2007 Funding Sources 

 

(VLT) 
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Listed are the funding mechanisms used for transportation improvements in Pinal County. 

Transportation Excise Tax (1/2 Cent Sales Tax) 

The Pinal County Transportation Excise Tax is often referred to as the “1/2 cent sales tax” 
which is levied on business activities in Pinal County. The tax is split between the county and 
the cities on a per capita ratio. Pinal County’s Transportation Excise Tax was reauthorized in 
November 2005 and will be in place until 2026. The next Transportation Excise Tax vote 
will take place in approximately 20 years. 
 
The transportation excise tax funds are used for new roadways, major reconstruction, 
payment of highway and street bonds and asphalt rock dust palliative (ARDP) programs. 
19% of Pinal County’s funds came from the Excise Tax in fiscal year 2005/06 and 
approximately 14% will be used in fiscal year 2006/07. 
 
Based upon inflation and other economic factors, Arizona State Legislature estimates that in 
the next 20 year period, the Transportation Excise Tax will generate approximately 951 
Million dollars. With that, it is estimated that fiscal year 2007 will yield approximately 15 
million to be distributed to both cities and county as specified in the allocation procedure. 
 
When Pinal County reaches a population of 1.2 million people, the Pinal County Board of 
Supervisors intend to apply provisions from A.R.S. Title 28, Chapter 17, Article 1 
(Transportation Excise Tax Distribution in highly populated counties). A.R.S. Title 28, 
Chapter 17, Article 1 specifies that the transportation excise tax monies will be transferred to 
the state treasurer, as a trustee for the county, and deposited into a fund designated for the 
county as a regional area road fund.  

Highway Users Revenue Fund (HURF) 

Highway Users Revenue Fund (HURF) is a state resource and is defined by the Arizona 
Department of Transportation. The State of Arizona taxes motor fuels and collects a variety 
of fees and charges relating to the registration and operation of motor vehicles on the public 
highways of the state.  
 
These collections include gasoline and use fuel taxes, motor carrier taxes, vehicle license 
taxes, motor vehicle registration fees, and other miscellaneous fees. These revenues are 
deposited in the Arizona Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF) and are then distributed to 
the cities, towns and counties and to the State Highway Fund. These taxes represent the 
primary source of revenues available to the state for highway construction and 
improvements and other related expenses.  
 
HURF funds are used primarily for roadway maintenance, pavement preservation, fleet 
maintenance and capital purchases. 
 
HURF funds amounted to approximately 36% of gross transportation funds for fiscal year 
2005/06. HURF funds are expected to remain consistent for fiscal year 2006/07 with a 
percentage of 36% of all transportation funding available. 
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Vehicle Licensing Tax 

Vehicle License Tax (VLT) is collected by the State Department of Transportation. Arizona 
Department of Transportation (ADOT) currently generates approximately 5 million dollars 
annually for transportation in Pinal County.  
 
Like HURF funds, VLT funds are primarily used for public works fleet maintenance and 
roadway maintenance, pavement preservation and capital purchases. 
VLT funds amounted to approximately 8% of total gross transportation funding available for 
fiscal year 2005/06.  

Regional/Subregional Road Funds 

Regional/subregional road funds (RSRF) are used primarily for new roadway construction 
and reconstruction of existing roadways in high growth areas. During fiscal year 2005/06, 
RSRF funds accounted for approximately 37% of all transportation funding available. 

5.1.2 Private Funding 

Private funds are received by developers or consortiums which may include property owners 
and neighbors. These types of funds are negotiated between the entity requesting the 
improvement and the County. 

Developer contributions 

Developer Funded 

Pinal County has a unique opportunity to use this transportation plan to work with 
developmental partners in assuring that an adequate transportation system is constructed 
to support the development. Developers are responsible for paying their share of 
improvements whether existing or new. 

Impact Fees 

Impact fees are funds used to build a portion of the new infrastructure that is needed to 
provide services to new development. Impact fees are based on the type of land use 
being developed, the building area, gross site area, water meter sizes and the drainage 
fixture characteristics of the proposed development. The amount charged for impact fees 
is based on the estimated demand the development will place on County services and the 
estimated taxes the new development will generate to pay for new infrastructure. In 
rapidly growing communities, impact fees make new residences and businesses pay their 
fair share of new infrastructure costs. Impact fees also help make growth acceptable to 
existing residents. By collecting impact fees that take into account the future tax-
generating capabilities of the new developments, Pinal County can show its citizens that 
new growth is paying its fair share of infrastructure costs.  

Design/Build 

Design/build is defined as using a single contractor to design and build the project, 
thereby making a single entity responsible for both construction and costs. The contract is 
then a single, fixed fee contract thereby saving the County money by having a lower 
overall project cost and saving on change order costs among others. 
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Improvement Districts 

Roadway improvements can be provided in unincorporated areas by means of improvement 
districts. An improvement district is a financing method for making public street, water or 
sewer improvements in a neighborhood. Formation of an improvement district begins with a 
petition request from neighborhood property owners. Next, the City evaluates the request. If 
a majority of property owners within the area in question support the project, it can proceed. 
 
Property owners who benefit from installation of the improvements pay for them through 
special assessments levied on their property. Improvement districts can only fund the 
roadways that benefit the district directly. Improvement districts can undertake a variety of 
public work improvements such as roadway widening and paving. 

Regional Transportation Investment Districts 

Regional Transportation Investment Districts (RTID) is a joint effort between counties to 
specifically fund roads, transit and even light rail based on regional significance. Funding 
proposals for such projects are made by county board members and then voted on by those 
who live in those joint counties. Special legislation can be used to fund very large projects. 
The Central Arizona Canal Project was funded using this mechanism. 

Road Improvement Districts 

Road Improvement Districts (RID) are comprised of County citizens whose roadways are in 
need of improvement. Most RIDs contain property owners within a half mile or more in 
length. The RID petitions the needed improvement, the County designs and builds it and the 
property owners within the RID then pay for that improvement over a 10 to 20 year span. 
Arizona State law currently allows this method of financing as it was used in the construction 
of Maricopa Road. 

Special Benefit Area Fees 

Special fees are collected from the geographical area affected by special projects such as 
interchanges and regional roads of significance. These fees are then assessed as new 
development fees to help pay for large transportation projects.  
 

It will be up to Pinal County officials to coordinate and gain cooperation with both ADOT and 
CAAG, as they will be essential funding proponents as Pinal County undergoes a period of 
unprecedented growth. It will be Pinal County’s challenge to work with development partners in 
assuring that an adequate transportation system is constructed to support anticipated growth. 
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66..  FFIINNDDIINNGGSS  AANNDD  RREECCOOMMMMEENNDDAATTIIOONNSS  

This Pinal County Small Area Transportation Study recommends the actions and near term plan 
listed in Table 25 and Table 26. The long term plans identified in Table 28 were not prioritized due 
to various studies currently underway. Long term priorities will be better determined as the various 
agency studies, currently underway, are completed. 
 

Table 25: Pinal County SATS Recommendations 
 

Action Responsibility Time Frame 

Study Area Components 

Develop regional transportation model for 
Eastern Study Area (from Tucson to 
Phoenix) 

ADOT, Pima County, Pinal County, Maricopa 
County 

Near Term 

Explore additional north-south roads in 
North Central Study Area 

Pinal County Near Term 

Address regional mobility issues in the 
Western Study Area 

Gila River Indian Community, Ak-Chin Indian 
Community, City of Maricopa, Maricopa County, 
City of Casa Grande, Pinal County and ADOT 

Near Term 

Countywide 

Continue coordination of transportation 
planning with tribal communities, cities, 
towns and state agencies for development 
and expansion of the transportation system 

Pinal County 
Near, Mid, 
and Long 
Term 

Develop transit strategy addressing 
“findings and recommendations” in the 
Transit Element report 

Pinal County Near Term 

Create a County Transportation Advisory 
Committee (CTAC) to review/recommend 
transportation projects 

Pinal County Near Term 

Define and preserve right-of-way for 
transportation system as state land and 
private development occurs 

Pinal County local government, Cities in Pinal 
County, ADOT, and Indian Communities 

Near, Mid, 
and Long 
Term 

Establish 4-lane arterial grid (1 mile) Pinal County Near Term 

Implement Capital Improvement Program  
(CIP) for near, mid and long –term plans 

Pinal County Near Term 
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Table 26: Pinal County SATS Near Term Plan 

 

Order Roadway Improvement From To 

Western Study Area 

1 Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy Maricopa City Limit Casa Grande City Limit 
2 Thornton Road I-8 Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy 
3 Val Vista Road I-10 Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy 
4 Park Link Drive SR 79 I-10 

North Central Study Area 

1 Ocotillo Road Meridian Road Ironwood Road 
2 Riggs/Combs Road Meridian Road Ironwood Road 
3 Hunt Hwy Arizona Farms Road Ellsworth Road 
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77..  CCOOSSTT  OOFF  IIMMPPRROOVVEEMMEENNTTSS  

Approximate improvement costs are included in Table 27 and Table 28, below.  
 
Funding sources and potential funding sources are discussed in Section 5. All funding sources 
include local, private, county, state and federal.  

7.1 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) guides the development of public facilities over a ten to 
twenty year period. It shows the arrangement of projects in a sequential order based on a schedule 
of priorities and assigns an estimated cost and anticipated method of funding each project. The 
Capital Improvement Program provides the financial foundation necessary to implement 
transportation and other related projects.  
 
Pinal County is currently generating a CIP timetable for the next ten to twenty years starting in 
fiscal year 2007, shown in Table 27 and Table 28 and illustrated in Figure 39. This CIP timetable 
was compiled from consultation with local cities, towns, & various stakeholders identifying 
Regionally Significant Routes. Many of these projects could be shifted into town and city 
jurisdictions as they continue to annex. Consequently, the 5, 10 and 20 year CIP should be 
continually monitored in order to efficiently utilize the available funds. 
 
The main guidelines for Pinal County to maintain a successful Capital Improvement Program 
include: 

• Supporting the Board of Supervisors goals and objectives 
• Satisfactorily addressing all State and County legal and financial limitations 
• Maintain the County’s favorable investment ratings and financial integrity 
• Ensure that all geographic areas of the County have comparable quality and types of 

services 
This plan must comply with the requirements and limitations above without requiring an increase 
in the tax rate. 
 
It is recommended that Pinal County create a County Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC) 
of individuals/citizens that would essentially review and recommend future transportation projects. 
Responsibilities of the CTAC would include review and advice on the development and 
maintenance of the regional roadway system along with prioritizing funding requests and making 
recommendations to the Pinal County Board of Supervisors.  
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Table 27: CIP Priorities (Near Term) 

 

Roadway Improvement From To 

Project 

Cost 

(Millions) 

Western Study Area 

Maricopa Casa-Grande 
Hwy 

Maricopa City Limit Casa Grande City Limit $187 

Thornton Road I-8 Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy $51 

Val Vista Road I-10 Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy $61 

Park Link Drive I-10 SR 79 $42 

North Central Study Area 

Ocotillo Road Meridian Road Ironwood Road $7.5 

Riggs/Combs Road Meridian Road Ironwood Road $5 

Hunt Hwy Arizona Farms Road Pinal/Maricopa County Line $20 

 

Table 28: CIP Priorities (Long Term) 

 

Roadway Improvement From To 

Project 

Cost 

(Millions) 

Elliot Meridian Ironwood $9 

Germann Meridian Ironwood $7.5 

Pima Meridian Ironwood $7.5 

Meridian Parkway Elliot Pima $50 

Arizona Farms Hunt Highway Felix $5 

McCartney I-10 Skousen $51 

Korsten Burris SR 347 $75 

Anderson Maricopa Casa-Grande I-8 $60 

Selma Highway White & Parker Road 
Trekell 
Road 

$60 

Arica Road Stanfield Road 
Trekell 
Road 

$65 
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Table 28: CIP Priorities (Long Term)(continued) 

 

Roadway Improvement From To 

Project 

Cost 

(Millions) 

Arizona Farms Felix Road SR 79 $22 

Attaway Hunt Highway SR 287 $21 

Hunt Highway Arizona Farms Road SR 79 $54 

Combs SR 79 Ironwood/Gantzel $33 

Ralston SR 84 SR 238 $64 

Miller Ralston Anderson $24 

Ironwood/Gantzel Hunt Highway US 60 $163 

Sunland Gin Baumgartner Selma Highway $33 

Montgomery I-8 Val Vista $20 

Bella Vista SR 79 Hunt Highway $41 

Skyline SR 79 Ironwood/Gantzel $33 

Felix Hunt Highway US 60 $53 

Clemens Bartlett Hunt Highway $21 

Wheeler Baumgartner Bartlett $41 

Freeman SR 79 Camino Rio $68 

Baumgartner I-10 Sunland Gin $50 

Signal Peak SR 287 SR 87 - 

Florence-Kelvin Highway End of Pavement SR 177 $59 

Montgomery I-8 I-10 - 

Anderson I-8 
Maricopa Casa-
Grande Hwy 

- 

Reddington SR 77 
Pinal County 

Line 
- 

Selma Highway Sunland Gin SR 79 $58 

 



 

Figure 39: Pinal County’s Transportation Strategies Map 

Page 95 
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88..  SSCCHHEEDDUULLEE  

Measuring the success of any planning effort is dependent upon its effective implementation. The 
Pinal County Small Area Transportation Study serves as the blueprint for future transportation 
development. The future transportation network outlined above is intended to support the land use 
and economic development objectives as Pinal County continues to grow. It is critical that the plan is 
put into action through a comprehensive strategic implementation program. It is in Pinal County’s 
best interest to implement this plan as soon as possible. Milestone Items would include: 
 

• Approval of Small Area Transportation Study By ADOT and Pinal County Board Of 
Supervisors - August 2006  

• Appoint a Transportation Advisory Committee – Immediate 

• Adopt Five Year CIP- Immediate with annual updates 

• Adopt New Impact Fee Schedule as recommended in recent Impact Fee Study- February 
2007 

• Complete Regionally Significant Routes Study- August 2007 

• Work with ADOT, MAG, PAG, CAAG and MCDOT  to: 

� Adopt Future Freeway Corridors – July 2008 

� Provide a regional traffic simulation model – July 2008 

� Address Regional Access Issues to northern, western and eastern study areas 
as recommended in this report – July 2008 

• Work with Maricopa, Casa Grande, Queen Creek, Florence, Coolidge, Eloy, and Apache 
Junction in updating and completing their SATS. – Ongoing 

• Develop a Transit Strategy – July 2007 

• Update Pinal County SATS – July 2009 

With the approval of the Pinal County Small Area Transportation Study, several city and town 
agencies will be able to begin or update their current transportation studies. Each incorporated or 
unincorporated area within Pinal County will be able to use this study as a resource for 
determining their own transportation improvement policies. 
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Introduction 

The purpose of the Pinal County Small Area Transportation Study is to evaluate the 

county’s transportation needs, including roadway and transit, over the next twenty years to 

accommodate anticipated growth and development.  The study will provide the county with 

tools to develop the county transportation in cooperation with local, regional, state and 

federal stakeholders. 

 

Due to Pinal County’s geographical size and the unique transportation needs of Pinal 

County’s residents, the study area has been divided into three smaller study area 

components.  Information and features unique to each study area component will be 

identified, defined and studied.  The findings of each study area component, along with the 

results of transportation characteristics common to the county as a whole, will be 

documented in a final report upon conclusion of the study.     

 

The study effort is organized into seven major work tasks including two rounds of public 

involvement.  The public involvement process provides for an open channel of 

communication between the study project team, Pinal County stakeholders, and residents to 

better understand the issues, receive possible solutions, and communicate the study’s 

findings and recommendations.   Two methods were used to gather input and comments 

from stakeholders and residents:  stakeholder meetings and public open houses.   

Stakeholders Meeting 

The first Stakeholder meeting was held in September 2006 with over 20 stakeholders 

participating.  Stakeholders participated in discussions regarding the purpose and schedule 

of the project as well as transportation issues within their study areas. Among those issues; 

regional circulation, congestion, funding and coordination were identified as high priority. 

 

The stakeholder presentation materials and meeting minutes can be found in Appendix A. 

Public Open House 

Three public open houses were held in late February 2006. Each meeting location was 

separated by study area as shown in Figure 1.  

 

Advertisements, shown in Appendix B, were run in the following papers on the dates 

listed in Table 1. 

 

Table1: Public Open House Notices 

 

Local Newspapers Date 

The Apache Junction Gold Canyon News February 6-12, 2006 

Tri-Valley Dispatch February 8, 2006 

Florence Reminder February 8, 2006 

Casa Grande Dispatch February 8, 2006 
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Table1: Public Open House Notices (con’t) 

 

Local Newspapers Date 
Arizona City Independent February 8, 2006 

Maricopa Monitor February 14, 2006 

Copper Basin News February 8, 2006 

San Manuel Miner February 8, 2006 

Superior Sun February 15, 2006 

 

The first open house was conducted at Francisco Grande Hotel in Casa Grande on 

February 21, 2006. The second open house was conducted at the Best Western Gold 

Canyon Inn in Gold Canyon on February 22, 2006 and the third open house was 

conducted at the Central Arizona College – Aravaipa Campus in Winkelman on February 

23, 2006. Each open house featured a presentation of the project purpose, current status 

and future status of the project along with display boards showing study areas, 

population/employment, number of lanes, volumes, level of service and current planned 

area developments. A total of 23 guests attended the open houses. 

 

Comments received from the open houses consisted of: 

• Do not forget the western portion of Pinal County, specifically Maricopa, as the 

TAZ analysis will need to be re-iterated considering current high growth rates 

• Please make sure developers understand what impacts they are making on the 

transportation network. 

• The eastern study area would like to get more public involvement/participation 

within their area. Perhaps something can be done to get the community more 

involved and informed? 

• Park Link needs to become a major east/west roadway linking the eastern portion 

of Pinal County to the western portion. 

• Development that will affect the Florence-Kelvin Highway include expansion of 

existing copper mines, creation of new copper mines and addition of a new state 

park that will add approximately 150,000 visitors to the western study area. 

Although the state park project is 3-5 years away, it should be taken into 

consideration. The addition and expansion of the copper mine industry will add to 

the population within and around Kearny. 

 

Open house advertising and presentation materials can be found in Appendix B.
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Figure 1: Public Open House Locations 
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PINAL COUNTY SMALL AREA TRANSPORTATION STUDY 

Stakeholder meeting 

When:  
Tuesday, September 27, 2005  

from 5:30 p.m. —7:30 p.m. 
5:45 p.m. Presentation 

Where:   
Pinal County  

Emergency Operations Center  
Building F 

31 N. Pinal Street 
Florence, Arizona 

Study Objectives 
The objectives of the Pi-
nal County Small Area 
Transportation Study are:  
• Evaluation of Pinal 

County’s transporta-
tion needs over the 
next twenty years  for 
roadway and transit 
elements including 
multi-modal issues 

• Establishment of a 
capital improvement 
program to identify 
and prioritize transpor-
tation projects 

• Development of an 
implementation pro-
gram including fund-
ing strategies 

 
Your participation in the 
stakeholder meeting is 
essential to the success 
of the study.  We look for-
ward to discussing the 
study with you at the 
stakeholder meeting. If 
you are unable to attend, 
please take a moment to 
provide your input on the 
enclosed questionnaire 
and return it to us by Fri-
day, September 16, 2005. 

Pinal County invites you to 
participate in the first of two 
stakeholder meetings for Pi-
nal County Small Area 
Transportation Study on 
Tuesday, September 27, 
2005 at the Pinal County 
Emergency Operations Cen-
ter in Florence.   
 
The purpose of the meeting is 
to:  
• introduce the study team 
• define the study effort 
• present assumptions re-

garding future growth and 
development 

• Gather information to guide 
Pinal County’s transporta-
tion vision 

Stakeholders will be given an 
opportunity to ask questions of 
the study team as well as pro-
vide comments and insight for 
inclusion in the study. 
 
Study Purpose 
The purpose of the Pinal 
County Small Area Transporta-
tion Study is to evaluate the  
County’s transportation needs, 
including roadway and transit 
elements, over the next twenty 
years to accommodate antici-
pated growth and develop-
ment.  The study will provide 
the County with the tools to de-
velop the county transportation 
system in cooperation with lo-
cal, regional, state, and federal 
stakeholders, as well as private 
developers. 

Study Areas 
Due to Pinal County’s geo-
graphical size, population dis-
tribution, growth rate, and the 
unique transportation needs of 
Pinal County residents, the 
study area has been divided 
into three smaller study area 
components.  For your refer-
ence, a map of the study area 
boundaries can be found on 
the back side of this page.  In-
formation and features unique 
to each study area component 
will be identified, defined, and 
studied. The findings of each 
study area component, along 
with the results of the transpor-
tation characteristics common 
to the County as a whole, will 
be documented in a final report 
in December 2006. 
 



 
Project Manager 
 
Doug Hansen  
Planning Section Chief 
Pinal County Department of Public Works 
P.O. Box 727  
Florence, AZ 85232 
(520) 866-6407 
Doug.Hansen@co.pinal.az.us 
 

I f  you would l ike  more information ,  please  contact 
e ither :  

PINAL COUNTY SMALL AREA TRANSPORTATION STUDY 

 
Project Administrator 
 
Kathy Borquez 
Special Projects Manager 
Pinal County Department of Public Works 
P. O. Box 727 
Florence, AZ  85232 
(520) 866-6406 
Kathy.Borquez@co.pinal.az.us  
 



The following list summarizes key issues that will be considered for inclusion in the Pinal County 
Small Area Transportation Study.  Please take a few minutes before the stakeholder meeting to 
review the list and rank each item in order of importance to you.  You may use the blank lines at 
the end of the list to add any issues that are not identified on the list.  Your completed question-
naire will be used to guide discussion during the stakeholder meeting.       
 
_____  Regional Circulation: overall circulation, roadway conditions, improvements. 
     
_____  Multi-modal Transportation: transit connectivity, pedestrian, bicycle,  multi-modal options. 
 
_____  Congestion: major highway system, arterial roads, capacity issues. 
 
_____  Coordination: interagency and/or external coordination between agencies, Indian communities,  
 developers. 
 
_____  Funding: CIP program, impact fees, new roadway funding.   
 
_____  Land Use: anticipated growth, planned developments, zoning. 
 
_____  Environmental Issues: endangered species, wash crossings, pollution control.  
 
_____  Railroad: crossings, delay, safety, quiet zones.  
 
_____  Safety: accident, speed enforcement. 
 
_____  Traffic Control: needs for traffic interchanges, signalization, other traffic control. 
 
_____  Special traffic: emergency vehicles, construction traffic, truck and/or school bus traffic. 
 
_____  ______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____  ______________________________________________________________________________ 
If you are unable to attend the stakeholder meeting, please fold and mail your completed questionnaire to us by Fri-
day, September 16, 2005.  Your input is essential to the success of this study.  Thank you for your participation. 

PINAL COUNTY SMALL AREA TRANSPORTATION STUDY 

Stakeholder questionnaire 

STAKEHOLDER MEETING 
When:  

Tuesday, September 27, 2005  
from 5:30 p.m. —7:30 p.m. 

5:45 p.m. Presentation 
Where:   

Pinal County  
Emergency Operations Center  

Building F 
31 N. Pinal Street 
Florence, Arizona 



Pinal County Pinal County 
Small Area Transportation StudySmall Area Transportation Study

Stakeholder MeetingStakeholder Meeting
September 27, 2005September 27, 2005



Stakeholder Meeting Agenda
• Welcome & Introductions

• Presentation
– Study Purpose
– Study Work Plan 
– Technical Advisory Committee
– Project Study Team
– Study Work Plan & Schedule
– Travel Demand Model

• Presentation Comments & Questions

• Facilitated Discussion



Study Purpose
Scope of Work

• Evaluation of Pinal County’s                 
transportation needs over next 20 years 
including
– roadway & transit elements
– multi-modal issues

• Establishment of Capital Improvement 
Program 
– Identify & prioritize projects

• Development of Implementation Program
– Establish funding strategies



Study Purpose
Study Area Components



Study Work Plan
• Work Tasks

– Refine Work Plan

– Identify & Evaluate 
Current & Future 
Conditions

– Round 1 of Public 
Involvement

– Develop & Evaluate 
Criteria & Plan for 
Improvements

• Work Products
– Technical Memorandum 

1 - Refined Work Plan
– Working Paper 1 –

Current & Future 
Conditions

– Summary Report 1 –
Public Involvement

– Working Paper 2 - Draft 
Countywide Plan & Transit Element



Study Work Plan (continued)

• Work Tasks
– Round 2 of Public 

Involvement

– Prepare Draft Reports

– Prepare Final Reports

• Work Products
– Summary Report #2 –

Public Involvement

– Draft Countywide Report 
with separate study area 
summary reports   

– Final Countywide Report 
& Executive Summary 
with separate study area 
summary reports 



Study Work Plan
Meeting Schedule

• 12 project team meetings

• 4 Technical Advisory Committee meetings
– 1 TAC for each study area
– Meetings held on same day and in Florence

• 2 public meetings per study area
– Meetings held in central location within each study area 

• 2 stakeholder meetings 
– Meetings held in Florence



Technical Advisory Committee
• Attend or send representative to TAC meetings

• Assist in identification of stakeholders

• Review and provide comments on work products

• Report study progress to senior management & 
elected officials within its organization 

• Actively participate in study process



Technical Advisory Committee
• Eastern Study Area

– Ramon Camacho, Town of Kearny
– Juan Ponce, Town of Mammoth
– Rick Hettler, Town of Superior
– Dianne Kresich, Arizona Department of Transportation
– Rick Powers, Arizona Department of Transportation
– Reza Karimvand, Arizona Department of Transportation
– Bill Leister, Central Arizona Association of Governments
– Dennis Rittenback, Pinal County
– Giao Pham, Pinal County
– Wilbur Freeman, Pinal County



Technical Advisory Committee
• North Central Study Area

– Ron Grittman, City of Apache Junction
– Alton Bruce, City of Coolidge
– Larry Quick, Town of Florence
– Tom Condit, Town of Queen Creek
– James Moline, Gila River Indian Community
– Dianne Kresich, Arizona Department of Transportation
– Perry Powell, Arizona Department of Transportation
– Reza Karimvand, Arizona Department of Transportation
– Bill Leister, Central Arizona Association of Governments
– David Kuhl, Pinal County
– Giao Pham, Pinal County
– Wilbur Freeman, Pinal County



Technical Advisory Committee
• Western Study Area

– A.J. Blaha, City of Casa Grande
– John Mitchell, City of Eloy
– Bob Jackson, City of Maricopa
– Jack Patterson, Ak-Chin Indian Community
– James Moline, Gila River Indian Community
– Dianne Kresich, Arizona Department of Transportation
– Dennis Alvarez, Arizona Department of Transportation
– Reza Karimvand, Arizona Department of Transportation
– Bill Leister, Central Arizona Association of Governments
– Jerry Stabley, Pinal County
– Giao Pham, Pinal County
– Wilbur Freeman, Pinal County



Pinal County
Project Team

Project Manager
Barry Ling, PE 

Deputy Project Manager
Peter M. Lima, PhD, PE

Technical Advisory
Committee

North Central Study Area Team

Technical Facilitators
Luke Albert, PE, PTOE

Kim Carroll, PE
Peter Lima, PhD, PE

Stakeholders
General Public

Western Study Area Team

Technical Facilitators
Luke Albert, PE, PTOE

Kim Carroll, PE
Peter Lima, PhD, PE

Stakeholders
General Public

Eastern Study Area Team

Technical Facilitators
Luke Albert, PE, PTOE

Kim Carroll, PE
Peter Lima, PhD, PE

Stakeholders
General Public

Multi-disciplinary Technical Team
Rob Bohannan, Senior Planner, Kristine Taylor, Planner,  Patrizia Gonella-Ramos, Modeling/GIS

Project Principal
Rod Penniman, PE





PINAL COUNTY SMALL AREA TRANSPORTATION 
STUDY - TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL

PURPOSE

• Develop and Calibrate a Countywide Traffic Forecasting Model

– Current Socioeconomic Data and the Current Street and
Highway Network

• Apply the Model to Estimate Future Daily Traffic Volumes on
Future Networks
– Future Socioeconomic Data and Future Street Network



2000 PINAL COUNTY POPULATION DENSITY



DEVELOP AND CALIBRATE MODEL

• Define the Current Network
– Use Highways on the Functional Classification Map
– Identify Lanes, Speed, Capacity

• Develop Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs)
– Start with TAZs Defined for ADOT Corridor Definition Zones
– Refine Zones in Other Parts of County

• Define The Current Socioeconomic Data By TAZ
– Dwelling Units And Employment

• Develop The Model Parameters
– Trip Generation Rates, Trip Distribution, and Traffic Assignment Parameters

• Calibrate The Travel Demand Model
– Compare Traffic Volumes From the Model With Current Traffic Counts



ANALYZE CURRENT AND FUTURE TRAFFIC 
CONDITIONS

• Estimate Current Level of Service

• Develop Future Street And Highway Networks (2010, 2015, 2025)

• Define Future Socioeconomic Data (2010, 2015, 2025)

• Forecast Traffic Volumes for 2010, 2015, And 2025

• Estimate Level of Service on The Future Networks



Comments & Questions
• Your input is essential to the success 

of Pinal County SATS

• Comments?

• Questions?

• Thank you for your participation!



 

CONSU LT I NG ENG INEER S

KIRKHAM

MICHAEL
Arizona  Colorado

Iowa  Kansas  Nebraska
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www.kirkham.com

MEETING DOCUMENTATION 

Pinal County Small Area Transportation Study (SATS) 

 
KMA will rely on these notes to represent the interpretation of the items discussed and the resolutions thereof during 

the meeting unless written notice to the contrary is received by the author within seven calendar days of the issuance 

of these notes. 
 

PROJECT: Pinal County SATS  MEETING DATE: September 27, 2005 

MEETING LOCATION: Pinal County Emergency Operations Center 

SUBJECT: Stakeholder Meeting #1 KM PROJECT NO.: 0504900 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

Pinal SATS Stakeholder Presentation 

• The Pinal SATS study will evaluate the County’s transportation needs over the next 20 years.   

• As part of this study a Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and implementation program will be established.   

• Pinal County has been divided into three study areas.  Although these areas cross community planning 

boundaries, they were selected for a reason: 

1. The eastern area is primarily a rural portion of the county, and there is very little connectivity to the rest 

of the county.   

2. The north central area is a rapidly growing area that is experiencing pressure of rapid growth from the 

north.   

3. The western area includes the I-10 corridor and everything west to the county line.  This area is 

experiencing growth pressures from the counties to the north and south.   

• The work tasks for this project are as follows: 

1. Refine Work Plan 

2. Identify and Evaluate Current and Future Conditions 

3. Round 1 of Public Involvement 

4. Develop and Evaluate Criteria and Plan for Improvements 

5. Round 2 of Public Involvement 

6. Prepare Draft Reports 

7. Prepare Final Reports 

• There is a separate Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) for each study area: 

1. The TAC will be responsible for attending meetings and reviewing and providing feedback on study 

products.   

2. The TAC will be heavily relied on to provide input.    

• Phase 1 of the project will consist of evaluating the existing conditions.  Public meetings will be held after the 

modeling is complete.   

• Phase 2 of the project will consist of evaluating alternatives.  After alternatives have been developed, a second 

round of public meetings will be held.  The project will study Pinal County Needs, but will not recommend 

improvements within cities.   

• Phase 3 will document the recommended system in a report.   

• A draft report is expected to be completed in one year.   
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• As part of this study, a Countywide Traffic Forecasting Model will be developed.  This model will first model 

future volumes on the existing network for 2010, 2015, and 2025 analysis years.  Then future volumes will be 

modeled on the future network for 2010, 2015, and 2025 analysis years.   

 

Comments and Questions 
 

• A member of the Transportation Advisory Committee asked why members of that committee are not on the 

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC).  The TAC consists of technical members only.  Members of the 

Transportation Advisory Committee were invited to the stakeholder meeting.   

• The socioeconomic data from this study should match the socioeconomic data in the Impact Fee Analysis 

study.   

• There is an SRP map that shows subdivisions in Pinal County, so the consultants on this project should obtain 

a copy of that map to confirm that the information is consistent.   

• This study should coordinate with other SATS projects.  Florence and Coolidge are about to begin a joint 

SATS, but Eloy will not be doing a SATS.   

• On October 4 the ADOT corridor studies recommendations will be presented to the State Board.    

• It will be important to coordinate roads to connect cities to each other.   

• It will be a challenge to connect the eastern portion to the central portion of the county.     

• A clarification was made that although the road recommendations do not extend into city boundaries, the 

modeling will include the entire county, including the cities.     

• The SATS will recommend transportation corridors, but not roadway alignments.   

• This study will include a transit implementation plan.   

 

Feedback From Stakeholder Questionnaire. 

 

Stakeholder Questionnaire’s were also sent out to the stakeholders prior to the meeting. Stakeholders were asked to 

review the key issues in the questionnaire and rank the issues in order of importance.  Below are the tallies of the 

rankings of transportation issues for the seven questionnaire’s received by Pinal County: 

 

Key Issues 1 2 3* 4 5** 6 7 

Regional Circulation 1 9 4 6 1 2 3 

Multi-Modal Transportation 1 10  4 8  9 

Congestion  8 1 5 2 1 2 

Coordination  7 3 3 8  11 

Funding  1 2 1 3 1 10 

Land Use 1 2 1 2 4  4 

Environmental Issues  11  11 7  5 

Railroad  5  7 9  8 

Safety  3 1 10 10 3 1 

Traffic Control  4  8 5 4 6 

Special Traffic  6  7 11  7 

* Move north-south routes out of Northcentral Pinal County 

so that all traffic is not forced through Queen Creek 

  1     

** Use TAC personnel on study team from each District     6   

    *Additional comments made 
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At the meeting stakeholders were asked to discuss how they ranked the transportation issues that were important 

to them.  The results of this discussion were: 

 

Key Issues 1
st
 Priority 2

nd
 Priority 3

rd
 

Priority 

Regional Circulation 10 4 0 

Multi-Modal Transportation 1 1 2 

Congestion 8 1 2 

Coordination 3 1 0 

Funding 5 5 2 

Land Use 6 0 1 

Environmental Issues 0 0 0 

Railroad 0 0 0 

Safety 1 0 0 

Traffic Control 0 1 0 

Special Traffic 0 0 0 

 

 

Comments and Questions during the Stakeholder Questionnaire session included: 

 

• Regional Circulation, Congestion, and Funding were the three issues that were identified by most of the 

attendees.   

• ‘Protecting Right-of-Way’ should be added to the Land Use Issue  

• Coordination is very important. With this large of a study, we need to make sure we are coordinating with 

each agency including ASLD 

• Coordination is going to be important in developing the Captial Improvement Program (CIP) 

• State Legislation needs to be followed 

 

With this discussion, it was clear that Regional Circulation is of upmost importance with Funding close behind. 

 

Upcoming Meetings:  

• A second stakeholder meeting will be held in February 

• A second TAC meeting will be held in January. 

• Public open houses will be held in each study area in January/February.   
 



Stakeholder Meeting #1 Meeting Minutes                               September 27, 2005 

Pinal SATS Page 4 of 4 

 

  
9201 North 25th Ave � Suite 150 � Phoenix, AZ  85021 � (602) 944-6564 � FAX (602) 944-6592 

COPIES T0: 

*Attendee 

 

Doug Hansen* Pinal County Public Works 

Kathy Borquez* Pinal County Public Works 

Wilbur Freeman Pinal County Public Works 

Giao Pham Pinal County Public Works 

Dale Harmon* Pinal County Public Works 

Greg Stanley* Pinal County Public Works 

Jerry Stabley* Pinal County Planning 

Stanely Griffis Pinal County Manager 

Terry Doolittle Pinal County Deputy Manager 

Ken Buchanan Pinal County Assist. Mgr - DevSvcs 

Lionel Ruiz Pinal County Supervisor, D1 

Sandie Smith* Pinal County Supervisor, D2 

David Snider* Pinal County Supervisor, D3 

Dianne Kresich* ADOT Planning 

Perry Powell ADOT Phoenix District Engineer 

Reza Karimvand  ADOT Regional Traffic Engineer 

Rick Powers ADOT Globe District Engineer 

Dennis Alvarez ADOT Tucson District Engineer 

Delbert Householder ADOT State Trans. Board Member 

Bill Leister CAAG  

Stanley Gibson CAAG 

Byron Jackson CAAG 

Barbara Brewer CAAG 

Maxine Leather CAAG 

James Hartdegen CAAG 

Roger Herzog MAG 

Dennis Smith MAG 

Ken Hall* MAG 

Gary Hayes PAG 

Douglas Coleman City of Apache Junction 

George Hoffman City of Apache Junction 

Doug Dobson City of Apache Junction 

Wilbur Wuertz City of Coolidge Mayor 

Robert Flatley City of Coolidge Manager 

Don Peters* City of Coolidge 

Alton Bruce City of Coolidge 

Tom Rankin Town of Florence Mayor 

Himanshu Patel Town of Florence Manager 

Larry Quick* Town of Florence 

Wayne Costa Town of Florence 

Sandra Shade Gila River Indian Community 

James Moline* Gila River Indian Community 

Wendy Feldman-Kerr Town of Queen Creek Mayor 

Cynthia Seelhammer Town of Queen Creek Manager 

Dick Schaner Town of Queen Creek 

John Kross Town of Queen Creek 

Tom Condit* Town of Queen Creek 

Mark Young* Town of Queen Creek 

Debra Sommers Town of Kearney Mayor 

Gary Eide* Town of Kearney Manager 

Ramon Camacho Town of Kearney 

Craig Williams Town of Mammoth Mayor 

Juan Ponce Town of Mammoth 

Kelly Anderson City of Maricopa Mayor 

Edward Farrell City of Maricopa Council 

Rick Buss City of Maricopa Manager 

Bob Jackson* City of Maricopa 

Michael Hing Town of Superior Mayor 

Roy Chavez Town of Superior Manager 

Rick Hettler Town of Superior 

Charles Walton Sr. City of Casa Grande Mayor 

Jim Thompson City of Casa Grande Manager 

A.J. Blaha City of Casa Grande 

Byron Jackson City of Eloy Mayor 

Jim McFellin City of Eloy Manager 

John Mitchell City of Eloy 

Jack Patterson Ak Chin Indian Community 

Luana Capponi State Land Department 

Stuart Boggs Valley Metro 

Janeen Rohovit Salt River Project 

Dan Hawkins* Salt River Project 

Charles Clark Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Ron Grittman* Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Bill Miller Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Warren Myers* Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Ron Vogler Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Jaime Lara Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Paul Prechel Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

John Maher Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Bobby Johnson Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Ron Kingsbury* Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Roy Hudson Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Max Ragsdale Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Thomas Lang Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Bob Jackson* Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Dennis Dugan Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Craig Scott Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

David Towle Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Charles Millar Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Barry Ling* Kirkham Michael 

Luke Albert* Kirkham Michael 

Kristine Taylor* Kirkham Michael 

Pete Lima* Lima and Associates 
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PINAL COUNTY SMALL AREA TRANSPORTATION STUDY 

PUBLIC OPEN HOUSEPUBLIC OPEN HOUSEPUBLIC OPEN HOUSEPUBLIC OPEN HOUSE    
 

 

 

Tuesday, February 21, 2006 

5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. - Presentation at 5:15 p.m. 

Francisco Grande Hotel 

Mesquite-Palo Verde Rooms 

26000 W. Gila Bend Highway 

Casa Grande 

 

Wednesday February 22, 2006 

6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. – Presentation at 6:15 p.m. 

Best Western Gold Canyon Inn 

Kachina Room 

8333 E. Sunrise Sky Drive 

Gold Canyon 

 

Thursday February 23, 2006 

5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. – Presentation at 5:15 p.m. 

Central Arizona College – Aravaipa Campus 

Building A – Room 18 

80440 E. Aravaipa Road 

Winkelman 

Pinal County welcomes you to the first round of public open house(s) for the Pinal County Small 
Area Transportation Study. The purpose of the Open House is to present the existing conditions of 
the study area and to present information regarding future development. You will be given an 
opportunity to review the information and provide comments for inclusion in the study. Comments 
received at tonight’s public open house(s) will be used to develop a draft transportation plan.  

What is the purpose of the study?  What is the study boundary? 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the 
County’s transportation needs, including 
roadway and transit elements, over the next 
twenty years to accommodate anticipated 
growth and development. The study will provide 
the County with tools to develop the County 
transportation system in cooperation with local, 
regional, state and federal stakeholders. 

 

This study will address the transportation needs 
of Pinal County as a whole. However, due to 
Pinal County’s geographical size and the unique 
transportation needs of Pinal County Residents, 
the study area has been divided into three 
smaller study area components. For your 
reference, a map of the study areas can be 
found on the back of this page. 

What are the study objectives?  How is the study organized? 
The study will address the following questions: 
 

• What transportation improvements need to 
be implemented? 

• How will these improvements be 
implemented and funded? 

• When should these improvements be 
constructed? 

The study is being carried out by Pinal County in 
cooperation with the Arizona Department of 
Transportation, Pinal County stakeholders, 
Indian communities and neighboring 
jurisdictions. Three Technical Advisory 
Committees comprised of representatives from 
local and state agencies guide the overall study 
process. Kirkham Michael along with Lima & 
Associates, transportation consulting firms, are 
facilitating this study and are working closely 
with local and state officials. 



 

 

STUDY TIMELINE 
 

 
 

If you would like more information, please contact: 
Project Manager: Project Manager: Project Administrator: 
Doug Hansen 
Planning Section Chief 
Pinal County Department of 
Public Works 
P.O. Box 727 
Florence, AZ 85232 
(520) 866-6407 
Doug.Hansen@co.pinal.az.us 

Andy Smith 
Transportation Planner 
Pinal County Department of 
Public Works 
P.O. Box 727 
Florence, Arizona 85232 
(520) 866-6934 
Andrew.Smith@co.pinal.az.us 

Kathy Borquez 
Special Projects Manager 
Pinal County Department of 
Public Works 
P.O. Box 727 
Florence, AZ 85232 
(520) 866-6406 
Kathy.Borquez@co.pinal.az.us 

 



PINAL COUNTY SMALL AREA TRANSPORTATION STUDY 

PUBLIC OPEN HOUSEPUBLIC OPEN HOUSEPUBLIC OPEN HOUSEPUBLIC OPEN HOUSE    
 

 

 

Tuesday, February 21, 2006 

5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. - Presentation at 5:15 p.m. 

Francisco Grande Hotel 

Mesquite-Palo Verde Rooms 

26000 W. Gila Bend Highway 

Casa Grande 

 

Wednesday February 22, 2006 

6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. – Presentation at 6:15 p.m. 

Best Western Gold Canyon Inn 

Kachina Room 

8333 E. Sunrise Sky Drive 

Gold Canyon 

 

Thursday February 23, 2006 

5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. – Presentation at 5:15 p.m. 

Central Arizona College – Aravaipa Campus 

Building A – Room 18 

80440 E. Aravaipa Road 

Winkelman 

Please provide your comments and suggestions below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Pinal County Pinal County 
Small Area Transportation StudySmall Area Transportation Study

Public Open Houses:Public Open Houses:
February 21, 22 & 23, 2006February 21, 22 & 23, 2006



Tonight’s Agenda
• Welcome & Introductions

• Presentation
– Study Purpose
– Study Work Tasks & Products 
– Technical Advisory Committees
– Study Work Plan & Schedule 
– Current & Future Conditions

• Your Comments & Questions



Study Purpose
Scope of Work

• Evaluation of Pinal County’s                 
transportation needs over next 20 years 
including
– roadway improvements
– transit & other multi-modal issues

• Establishment of Capital Improvement 
Program 
– Identify & prioritize projects

• Development of Implementation Program
– Establish funding strategies



Study Purpose
Study Area Components



Study Work Tasks & Products
• Work Tasks

– Refine Work Plan

– Identify & Evaluate 
Current & Future 
Conditions

– Round 1 of Public 
Involvement

– Develop & Evaluate 
Criteria & Plan for 
Improvements

• Work Products
– Technical Memorandum 

1 - Refined Work Plan
– Working Paper 1 –

Current & Future 
Conditions

– Summary Report 1 –
Public Involvement

– Working Paper 2 - Draft 
Countywide Plan including Transit 



Study Work Tasks & Products
(continued)

• Work Tasks
– Round 2 of Public 

Involvement

– Prepare Draft Reports

– Prepare Final Reports

• Work Products
– Summary Report #2 –

Public Involvement

– Draft Countywide Report 
with separate study area 
summary reports   

– Final Countywide Report 
& Executive Summary 
with separate study area 
summary reports 



Technical Advisory Committees
• Western Study Area

– Casa Grande, Eloy & Maricopa
– Ak-Chin Indian Community & Gila River Indian Community
– Arizona State Land Department & Arizona Department of Transportation
– Central Arizona Association of Governments
– Pinal County

• North Central Study Area
– Apache Junction, Coolidge, Florence & Queen Creek
– Gila River Indian Community
– Arizona State Land Department & Arizona Department of Transportation
– Central Arizona Association of Governments
– Pinal County

• Eastern Study Area
– Kearny, Mammoth & Superior
– Arizona State Land Department & Arizona Department of Transportation
– Central Arizona Association of Governments
– Pinal County





Current & Future Conditions
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Current & Future Conditions
Estimated Socioeconomic Data 

2005 Countywide 
Population:

248,107

2025 Countywide 
Population:
1,984,831



Current & Future Conditions
2005 Traffic Volumes & Level of Service



Current & Future Conditions
2025 Traffic Volumes & Level of Service



Next Steps
• Refine Future Network
• Draft Working Paper #2 – Countywide 

Plan including transit
• 2nd Round of Public Involvement

– Arizona City, Johnson Ranch & San Manuel 
• Draft & Final Report
• Approval by Pinal County Board of 

Supervisors 



Comments & Questions
• Your input is essential to the success 

of this

• Your comments are appreciated

• Questions

• Thank you for your participation!



Presentation available for download from 
Pinal County FTP site

Site: co.pinal.az.us
User Name: PublicWorks
Password: publ1cw0rk$

For help contact:  
kathy.borquez@co.pinal.az.us
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT SUMMARY REPORT 
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Introduction 

The purpose of the Pinal County Small Area Transportation Study is to evaluate the 

county’s transportation needs, including roadway and transit, over the next twenty years to 

accommodate anticipated growth and development.  The study will provide the county with 

tools to develop the county’s transportation network in cooperation with local, regional, 

state and federal stakeholders. 

 

Due to Pinal County’s geographical size and the unique transportation needs of Pinal 

County’s residents, the study area has been divided into three smaller study area 

components.  Information and features unique to each study area component will be 

identified, defined and studied.  The findings will then be documented in a final report upon 

conclusion of the study.     

 

The study effort is organized into seven major work tasks including two rounds of public 

involvement.  The public involvement process provides for an open channel of 

communication between the study project team, Pinal County stakeholders, and residents to 

better understand the issues, receive possible solutions, and communicate the study’s 

findings and recommendations.   Two methods were used to gather input and comments 

from stakeholders and residents:  stakeholder meetings and public open houses.   

Stakeholders Meeting 

The second Stakeholder meeting was held on May 24, 2006 with 36 stakeholders 

participating.  Discussions ranged from existing and modeled characteristics to the findings 

and recommendations of the project. Comments and questions included: 
• The Pinal County Board of Supervisors approved a notice of intent on May 24 to proceed 

with the Impact Fee Process.  A public hearing can be held in 120 days, and there will be a 

90 day public comment period after the public hearing.   

• There are ongoing discussions with the Gila River Community Indian Community about 

additional connections in the Western Study Area.   

• Alternate north-south routes in Apache Junction were not part of the scope of this project, 

but they are identified in the Apache Junction SATS.  Pinal County is responsible for roads 

outside of the city limits.     

• Improvements to SR 79 are not discussed in this SATS, but SR 79 will be included in the 

ADOT Regional Corridor Profile Study. 

• 2025 Alternative 4B Total Lanes and LOS will be available on the Pinal County Public 

Works Website (http://www.pinalcounty.org/PubWorks).   
• A question was asked as to whether or not the GIS/shapefiles for these maps are available 

for use. The GIS information is not currently available. 

• The 2 mile streets will be 150’ ROW cross-sections, and the 1 mile streets will be 110’ 

ROW. 

• Alternative routes to SR 347 will be evaluated in the ADOT Regional Corridor Profile 

Study.  This will require coordination with the Gila River Indian Community.  It was noted 

that city streets and county roads can also be alternate routes.   

• There are ongoing talks regarding transit needs in Pinal County. 
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• Bike lanes will be included in arterial cross-sections, and the parks and trails study will 

evaluate bicycle paths.  

• Pinal County met with MCDOT, Queen Creek, Mesa, Gilbert and most other cities/towns 

within Pinal County regarding their CIP projects  

 

The stakeholder presentation materials and meeting minutes can be found in Appendix A 

and on the Pinal County Public Works Website (http://www.pinalcounty.org/PubWorks). 

Public Open House 

The second round of public open houses were held in late May, early June 2006. There 

were three public open houses, all located and separated by study area as shown in 

Figure 1.  

 

Advertisements, shown in Appendix B, were run in the following papers on the dates 

listed in Table 1. 

Table 1: Public Open House Notices 

 

Local Newspapers Date 

Maricopa Monitor May 19 

Apache Junction Gold Canyon News May 22 

Arizona City Independent May 24 

Casa Grande Dispatch (Tri-Valley) May 24 

Coolidge Examiner (Tri-Valley) May 24 

Copper Basin News May 24 

San Manuel Miner May 24 

Superior Sun May 24 

Queen Creek Independent May 24 

Eloy Enterprise (Tri-Valley) May 25 

Florence Reminder (Tri-Valley) May 25 

 

The first of this second series of open houses was conducted at J.O. Combs Middle School 

multi-purpose room in Queen Creek on May 30, 2006. The second open house was 

conducted at the San Manuel Public Schools Gardner Learning Center in San Manuel on 

May 31, 2006 and the third open house was conducted at the Stanfield Elementary 

School Cafeteria in Stanfield on June 1, 2006. Each open house featured a presentation 

detailing the project from the overall project purpose and existing conditions to the 

findings and recommendations. Display boards showed the study areas and current 

planned area developments population/employment along with 2005 and 2025 number 

of lanes, volumes and level of service. A total of 48 guests attended the open houses.  

 

Comments received include: 

• Provide improvements to Redington Road, which connects into Pima County and 

Tucson. 

• Consider alternative routes for the Hidden Valley citizens by; 
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o Extending Miller Road from Ralston Road to Warren Road 

o Extending Kortsen Road from Ralston Road to Warren Road 

o If Miller and Kortsen are to be extended, provide enough right of way to 

allow expansion of both in future 

• All City SATS should be incorporated into Pinal County SATS. If they are not or 

are not consistent with current City SATS, then City officials should be notified 

• Level of service for SR 347 between Maricopa and I-10 are not believable. LOS 

numbers are too low for traffic traveling to the Phoenix area. Recommend special 

SATS modeling for SR 347. 

• The SATS should strongly reflect regional mobility connections to support 

employment opportunities.  

• Alternative routes to the Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway should be identified in 

this study. 

• Are we planning for enough right of way, lanes, bike paths, bus shelters and other 

modes of transportation? 

• Park Link is critical 

• Impact and/or Development Fees are very important 

• Redington Road from San Manuel south could be very beneficial to traffic 

circulation. 

 

Open house advertising, comment forms and presentation materials can be found in 

Appendix B.
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Figure 1: Public Open House Locations 

 



 

  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX A 



PINAL COUNTY SMALL AREA TRANSPORTATION STUDY 

 

TAC/Stakeholder TAC/Stakeholder TAC/Stakeholder TAC/Stakeholder 

MeetingMeetingMeetingMeeting    
 

3:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. 

Presentation at 3:15 p.m. 

Pinal County EOC 

Florence, Arizona 

 

May 24, 2006May 24, 2006May 24, 2006May 24, 2006    
Please provide your comments and suggestions below: 
*Please submit comments by June 9, 2006 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*Please submit comments by June 9, 2006 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

  

  

 

 

 

Pinal County Public Works 

ATTN: Kathy Borquez 

P.O. Box 727 

Florence, Arizona 85232 
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Small Area Transportation StudySmall Area Transportation Study

Joint Technical Advisory Committees Joint Technical Advisory Committees 
& Stakeholder Meeting& Stakeholder Meeting

May 24, 2006May 24, 2006



Today’s Agenda

• Welcome & Introductions

• Presentation

– Study Work Tasks & Products 

– Current & Future Conditions 

– Network Configuration

– Findings & Recommendations

– Capital Improvement Program

– Final Steps

• Comment Forms

• Questions & Answers



Study Work Tasks & Products

• Work Tasks
– Refine Work Plan

– Identify & Evaluate 
Current & Future 
Conditions

– Round 1 of Public 
Involvement

– Develop & Evaluate 
Criteria & Plan for 
Improvements

• Work Products
– Technical Memorandum 

1 - Refined Work Plan

– Working Paper 1 –
Current & Future 
Conditions

– Summary Report 1 –
Public Involvement

– Working Paper 2 - Draft 
Countywide 
Transportation Plan 
including Transit 



Study Work Tasks & Products 
(continued)

• Work Tasks
– Round 2 of Public 

Involvement

– Prepare Draft Reports

(Late June)(Late June)

– Prepare Final Reports

(Mid July)

• Work Products
– Summary Report #2 –

Public Involvement

– Draft Countywide Report 
with separate study area 
summary reports   

– Final Countywide Report 
& Executive Summary 
with separate study area 
summary reports 



Current & Future Conditions
Estimated Socioeconomic Data
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Current & Future Conditions
2005 Traffic Volumes & Level of Service



Current & Future Conditions
2025 Traffic Volumes & Level of Service



Network Configuration
Alternative 4B



Network Configuration
Alternative 4B



Findings & Recommendations

• Study Area Components
– Develop regional transportation model for Eastern Study 

Area (from Tucson to Phoenix)

– Explore additional north-south facility for North Central 
Study Area

– Address regional mobility issues in Western Study Area

• Countywide
– Partner with ADOT on improving capacity on state highways 

in Pinal County

– Refine countywide transit needs in cooperation with ADOT 
Public Transportation Division 



Findings & Recommendations
(continued)

• Countywide
– Create a countywide transportation advisory committee to 

recommend multi-modal transportation projects

– Establish 4-lane arterial grid (1 mile)

– Define and preserve right-of-way for transportation system 
as state land & private development occurs

– Continue coordination of transportation planning with tribal 
communities, cities, towns & state agencies for 
development & expansion of the transportation system

– Implement Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for near, mid 
& long-term plan 



Capital Improvement Program



Final Steps

• Conduct public open houses
– Tuesday, May 30th 5:00 p.m. – 7:00 p.m.

• J. O. Combs Middle School Multi-Purpose Room – Queen Creek

– Wednesday, May 31st 5:00 p.m. – 7:00 p.m.

• Gardner Learning Center, Mammoth-San Manuel Schools – San 
Manuel

– Thursday, June 1st 5:00 p.m. – 7:00 p.m.

• Stanfield Elementary School Cafeteria – Stanfield

• Finalize Working Paper No. 2

• Prepare Summary Report No. 2 – Public 
Involvement

• Prepare Draft & Final Reports

• Approval by Pinal County Board of Supervisors



Comment Forms

• Your comments are essential to the success of 
this study

• Comment forms are appreciated by Friday, June 
9th

– Complete today and submit to any member of the 
study team

– Mail (self-addressed) 

– E-mail to kathy.borquez@co.pinal.az.us

– Fax to Kathy Borquez @ 520-866-6511

• Presentation and Final Working Paper No. 2 will 
be available to download from the Pinal County 
FTP site
– Details, contact Kathy Borquez at 520-866-6406



Questions & Answers



 

C O N SU LT I N G E N G IN E E R S

KIRKHAM
MICHAEL Arizona  Colorado

Iowa  Kansas  Nebraska
www.kirkham.com

MEETING DOCUMENTATION 
Pinal County Small Area Transportation Study (SATS) 

 
KMA will rely on these notes to represent the interpretation of the items discussed and the resolutions thereof during 
the meeting unless written notice to the contrary is received by the author within seven calendar days of the issuance 
of these notes. 
 
PROJECT: Pinal County SATS  MEETING DATE: May 24, 2006 

MEETING LOCATION: Pinal County Emergency Operations Center 

SUBJECT: Joint TAC/Stakeholder Meeting KM PROJECT NO.: 0504900 
 
DISCUSSION: 

 
Pinal SATS Stakeholder Presentation 

• The work tasks for this project are as follows: 
1. Refine Work Plan 
2. Identify and Evaluate Current and Future Conditions 
3. Round 1 of Public Involvement 
4. Develop and Evaluate Criteria and Plan for Improvements 
5. Round 2 of Public Involvement 
6. Prepare Draft Reports 
7. Prepare Final Reports 

• This project will be presented to the Board of Supervisors in July.   
• The population and employment in Pinal County are expected to increase dramatically over the next 20 years.  
• The project team modeled five roadway network alternatives, and alternative 4B was determined to be the 

preferred alternative.   
• The study srea specific findings and recommendations are as follows: 

1. Develop regional transportation model for the Eastern Study Area (from Tucson to Phoenix) 
2. Explore additional north-south facility for North Central Study Area 
3. Address regional mobility issues in the Western Study Area 

• The countywide findings and recommendations are as follows: 
1. Partner with ADOT on improving capacity on state highways in Pinal County 
2. Refine countywide transit needs in cooperation with ADOT Public Transportation Division 
3. Create countywide transportation advisory committee to recommend multi-modal transportation projects. 
4. Establish 4-lane arterial grid (1 mile) 
5. Define and preserve right-of-way for transportation system as state land and private development grows 
6. Continue coordination of transportation planning with tribal communities, cities, towns, and state 

agencies for development and expansion of the transportation system. 
7. Implement Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for near, mid, and long-term plan 
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Comments and Questions 
 

• The Pinal County Board of Supervisors approved a notice of intent on May 24 to proceed with the Impact Fee 
Process.  A public hearing can be held in 120 days, and there will be a 90 day public comment period after the 
public hearing.   

• There are ongoing discussions with the Gila River Community Indian Community about additional 
connections in the Western Study Area.   

• Alternate north-south routes in Apache Junction were not part of the scope of this project, but they are 
identified in the Apache Junction SATS.  Pinal County is responsible for roads outside of the city limits.     

• Improvements to SR 79 are not discussed in this SATS, but SR 79 will be included in the ADOT Corridor 
Profile Study. 

• 2025 Alternative 4B Laneage and LOS will be available for download on the Pinal County ftp site.   
• The shapefiles for these maps are not available at this time. 
• The 2 mile streets will be 140’ or 150’ ROW cross-sections, and the 1 mile streets will be 110’ ROW. 
• Alternative routes to SR 347 will be evaluated in the ADOT Corridor Profile Study.  This will require 

coordination with the Gila River Indian Community.  It was noted that city streets and county roads can also 
be alternate routes.   

• There are ongoing talks regarding transit needs in Pinal County. 
• Bike lanes will be included in arterial cross-sections, and the parks and trails study will evaluate bicycle paths.  
• Pinal County met with MCDOT, Queen Creek, Mesa, and Gilbert regarding their CIP projects  

 
Upcoming Meetings:  
• Public open houses will be held in each study area on May 30, May 31, and June 1, 2006. 
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COPIES T0: 

*Attendee 

 

Doug Hansen* Pinal County Public Works 

Kathy Borquez* Pinal County Public Works 

Andrew Smith*           Pinal County Public Works 

Lionel Ruiz Pinal County Supervisor, D1 

Sandie Smith* Pinal County Supervisor, D2 

David Snider* Pinal County Supervisor, D3 

Wilbur Freeman* Pinal County Public Works 

Giao Pham* Pinal County Public Works 

Dale Harmon Pinal County Public Works 

Greg Stanley* Pinal County Public Works 

Dennis Rittenback* Pinal County Planning/Dep. Dir  

Jerry Stabley Pinal County Planning 

Terry Doolittle Pinal County Manager 

Ken Buchanan* Pinal County Assist. Mgr - DevSvcs 

Perry Powell ADOT Phoenix District Engineer 

Reza Karimvand*  ADOT Regional Traffic Engineer 

Rick Powers ADOT Globe District Engineer 

Delbert Householder ADOT State Trans. Board Member 

Greg Gentsch* ADOT – Tucson District Engineer  

Matt Carpenter* ADOT – PTD 

Dale Buskirk* ADOT 

Bill Leister* CAAG  

Stanley Gibson CAAG 

Byron Jackson CAAG 

Barbara Brewer CAAG 

Maxine Leather CAAG 

James Hartdegen CAAG 

Roger Herzog* MAG 

Dennis Smith MAG 

Ken Hall MAG 

Gary Hayes PAG 

Douglas Coleman City of Apache Junction 

George Hoffman City of Apache Junction 

Doug Dobson* City of Apache Junction 

Wilbur Wuertz City of Coolidge Mayor 

Robert Flatley City of Coolidge Manager 

Don Peters* City of Coolidge 

Alton Bruce* City of Coolidge 

Sue Layborn* City of Coolidge 

Tom Rankin Town of Florence Mayor 

Himanshu Patel Town of Florence Manager 

Larry Quick* Town of Florence 

Wayne Costa* Town of Florence 

Vicki Kilvinger* Town of Florence 

James Moline* Gila River Indian Community 

Don Noble* Town of Queen Creek 

Dick Schaner Town of Queen Creek 

John Kross Town of Queen Creek 

Tom Condit Town of Queen Creek 

Mark Young Town of Queen Creek 

Debra Sommers Town of Kearney Mayor 

Gary Eide Town of Kearney Manager 

Ramon Camacho Town of Kearney 

Craig Williams Town of Mammoth Mayor 

Juan Ponce Town of Mammoth 

Kelly Anderson* City of Maricopa Mayor 

Edward Farrell City of Maricopa Council 

Rick Buss City of Maricopa Manager 

Brent Billingsley*     City of Maricopa 

Bob Jackson City of Maricopa 

Michael Hing Town of Superior Mayor 

Rick Hettler Town of Superior 

Charles Walton Sr. City of Casa Grande Mayor 

Jim Thompson City of Casa Grande Manager 

A.J. Blaha* City of Casa Grande 

Byron Jackson City of Eloy Mayor 

Jim McFellin City of Eloy Manager 

John Mitchell* City of Eloy 

Jack Patterson* Ak Chin Indian Community 

Luanna Capponi Arizona State Land Department 

Manny Patel* Arizona State Land Department 

Stuart Boggs* Valley Metro 

Janeen Rohovit Salt River Project 

Dan Hawkins Salt River Project 

Charles Clark* Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Bill Miller Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Warren Myers Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Ron Vogler* Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Paul Prechel* Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

John Maher Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Bobby Johnson Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Max Ragsdale Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Thomas Lang Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Bob Jackson Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Dennis Dugan Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Craig Scott Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

David Towle Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Charles Millar Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Cecil Fendley* Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Edward Braunger* Pinal County Trans. Advisory Com. 

Barry Ling* Kirkham Michael 

Luke Albert* Kirkham Michael 

Kristine Taylor Kirkham Michael 

Pete Lima Lima and Associates 
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PINAL COUNTY SMALL A REA TRANSPORTATION STUDY 

 Study Timeline 

Project Manager:  Project Manager:  Project Administrator:  
Doug Hansen 
Planning Section Chief 
Pinal County 
Department of Public Works 
P.O. Box 727 
Florence, AZ 85232 
(520) 866-6407 
Doug.Hansen@co.pinal.az.us 

Andy Smith 
Transportation Planner 
Pinal County 
Department of Public Works 
P.O. Box 727 
Florence, Arizona 85232 
(520) 866-6934 
Andrew.Smith@co.pinal.az.us 

Kathy Borquez 
Special Projects Manager 
Pinal County 
Department of Public Works 
P.O. Box 727 
Florence, AZ 85232 
(520) 866-6406 
Kathy.Borquez@co.pinal.az.us 

If you would like more information, please contact:  

PINAL COUNTY SMALL AREA TRANSPORTATION STUDY 

Public open houses 

Tuesday, May 30, 2006 
5:00-7:00 p.m. 

J. O. Combs Middle School, Queen Creek 
 

Wednesday, May 31, 2006 
5:00-7:00 p.m. 

Mammoth-San Manuel Schools, San Manuel 
 

Thursday, June 1, 2006 
5:00-7:00 p.m. 

Stanfield Elementary School, Stanfield 

Pinal County Board of Supervi-
sors thanks you for participating 
in the second round of public 
open houses for the Pinal 
County Small Area Transporta-
tion Study (SATS).  The purpose 
of the open houses is to present 
the initial findings and recom-
mendations of the draft transpor-
tation plan for Pinal County. 
Study Purpose 
The Pinal County SATS will 
evaluate the  County’s transpor-
tation needs, including roadway 
and transit, over the next twenty 
years to accommodate antici-
pated growth and development.  
The study will provide the 
County with the tools to develop 
the county transportation system 
in cooperation with local, re-
gional, state, and federal stake-
holders.  

Study Areas 

Due to Pinal County’s geo-
graphical size, population distri-
bution, growth rate, and the 
unique transportation needs of 
Pinal County residents, the 
study area is divided into three 
smaller study area components.  
For your reference, a map of the 
study area boundaries can be 
found on the last page of this 
brochure. Information and fea-
tures unique to each study area  
component will be identified, de-
fined, and studied. The findings 

Study Areas (continued) 
The findings of each study area 
component, along with the re-
sults of the transportation char-
acteristics common to the 
County as a whole, will be docu-
mented in a final report. 
 
Study Objectives 
The objectives of the Pinal 
County SATS are:  
• Evaluation of Pinal County’s 

transportation needs over the 
next twenty years  for road-
way and transit, including 
multi-modal issues; 

• Establishment of a capital 
improvement program to 
identify and prioritize trans-
portation projects; and,  

• Development of an imple-
mentation program including 
funding strategies. 

 
Findings/Recommendations 
The Pinal County SATS pre-
sents the initial findings/
recommendations.  A map de-
picting the Capital Improvement 
Program can found on the next 
two pages of this brochure: 
 
Study Area Components 
• Develop regional transporta-

tion model for Eastern Study; 

Findings/Recommendations 
 
Study Area Components 
• Explore additional north-

south facility for North Cen-
tral Study Area; and,  

• Address regional mobility 
issues in Western Study 
Area. 

Countywide 
• Continue coordination of 

transportation planning  
with tribal communities, 
cities, towns, and state 
agencies for development 
and expansion of the trans-
portation system;   

• Develop transit strategy 
addressing “findings and 
recommendations” in the 
transit element; 

• Create County Transporta-
tion Advisory Committee to 
review/recommend trans-
portation projects; 

• Define and preserve right-
of-way for transportation 
system as state land & pri-
vate development occurs; 

• Establish 4-lane arterial 
grid (1 mile); and,  

• Implement the Capital Im-
provement Program for 
near, mid and long-range 
plans. 



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

PINAL COUNTY SMALL AREA TRANSPORTATION STUDY 



PINAL COUNTY SMALL AREA TRANSPORTATION STUDY 

PUBLIC OPEN HOUSEPUBLIC OPEN HOUSEPUBLIC OPEN HOUSEPUBLIC OPEN HOUSE    
 

 

 

Tuesday, May 30, 2006 

5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. - Presentation at 5:15 p.m. 

J.O. Combs Middle School 

Multi-Purpose Room 

37327 N. Gantzel Road 

Queen Creek 

 

Wednesday May 31, 2006 

5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. – Presentation at 5:15 p.m. 

San Manuel Public Schools 

Gardner Learning Center 

117 Mcnab Parkway 

San Manuel 

 

Thursday June 1, 2006 

5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. – Presentation at 5:15 p.m. 

Stanfield Elementary School 

Cafeteria 

515 S. Stanfield Road 

Stanfield 

Please provide your comments and suggestions below: 
*Please submit comments by June 9, 2006 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*Please submit comments by June 9, 2006 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

  

  

 

 

 

Pinal County Public Works 

ATTN:  Kathy Borquez 

P.O. Box 727 

Florence, Arizona 85232 
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Public Open HousesPublic Open Houses
May 30th, May 31st & June 1May 30th, May 31st & June 1stst, 2006, 2006



Tonight’s Agenda

• Welcome & Introductions

• Pinal County SATS Presentation

• Comment Forms

• Questions



Study Area Components



Technical Advisory Committees

• Western Study Area
– Casa Grande, Eloy & Maricopa
– Ak-Chin Indian Community & Gila River Indian Community
– Arizona State Land Department & Arizona Department of Transportation
– Central Arizona Association of Governments
– Pinal County

• Eastern Study Area
– Kearny, Mammoth & Superior
– Arizona State Land Department & Arizona Department of Transportation
– Central Arizona Association of Governments
– Pinal County

• North Central Study Area
– Apache Junction, Coolidge, Florence & Queen Creek
– Gila River Indian Community
– Arizona State Land Department & Arizona Department of Transportation
– Central Arizona Association of Governments
– Pinal County



Study Purpose
Scope of Work

• Evaluation of Pinal County’s                 
transportation needs over next 20 years 
including
– roadway improvements
– transit & other multi-modal issues

• Establishment of Capital Improvement 
Program 
– Identify & prioritize projects

• Development of Implementation Program
– Establish funding strategies





Study Work Tasks & Products

• Work Tasks
– Refine Work Plan

– Identify & Evaluate 
Current & Future 
Conditions

– Round 1 of Public 
Involvement

– Develop & Evaluate 
Criteria & Plan for 
Improvements

• Work Products
– Technical Memorandum 

1 - Refined Work Plan

– Working Paper 1 –
Current & Future 
Conditions

– Summary Report 1 –
Public Involvement

– Working Paper 2 - Draft 
Countywide 
Transportation Plan 
including Transit 



Study Work Tasks & Products 
(continued)

• Work Tasks
– Round 2 of Public 

Involvement

– Prepare Draft Reports
(Late June)(Late June)

– Prepare Final Reports
(Mid July)

• Work Products
– Summary Report #2 –

Public Involvement

– Draft Countywide Report 
with separate study area 
summary reports   

– Final Countywide Report 
& Executive Summary 
with separate study area 
summary reports 



Current & Future Conditions
Estimated Socioeconomic Data
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Current & Future Conditions
2005 Traffic Volumes & Level of Service



Current & Future Conditions
2025 Traffic Volumes & Level of Service



Network Configuration
Alternative 4B



Network Configuration
Alternative 4B



Findings & Recommendations
• Study Area Components

– Develop regional transportation model for Eastern Study 
Area (from Tucson to Phoenix)

– Explore additional north-south facility for North Central 
Study Area

– Address regional mobility issues in Western Study Area

• Countywide
– Continue coordination of transportation planning with tribal 

communities, cities, towns & state agencies for 
development & expansion of the transportation system



Findings & Recommendations
(continued)

• Countywide
– Develop transit strategy addressing “findings and 

recommendations” in the transit element  

– Create County Transportation Advisory Committee to 
review/recommend transportation projects

– Define and preserve right-of-way for transportation system 
as state land & private development occurs

– Establish 4-lane arterial grid (1 mile)

– Implement Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for near, mid 
& long-term plan 



Capital Improvement Program



Final Steps

• Conduct public open houses

• Review/consider TAC, Stakeholder & public 
comments

• Prepare Draft & Final Reports

• Submit reports to Pinal County Board of 
Supervisors for approval



Comment Forms
• Your comments are essential to the success of this 

study 

• For comments to be considered, please submit them 
by Friday, June 9th

• Work products are available to download from the 
County FTP Site:

– Address: co.pinal.az.us
User Name: PublicWorks
Password: publ1cw0rk$














