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1 INTRODUCTION

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) awarded funding for the Gila County Transportation
Study through the Planning Assistance for Rural Areas (PARA) program. The purpose of the PARA
program is to assist rural counties, cities, towns, and tribal communities in addressing a broad range of
multimodal transportation planning issues.

The principal purpose of the Gila County Transportation Study is to identify the most critical
transportation infrastructure needs within Gila County and recommend a program of improvement
projects to address these needs. Transportation needs were grouped into the following elements: roadway,
safety, pavement management, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and transportation finance.

The study area for the Gila County Transportation Study is all transportation facilities within Gila County
that are owned or maintained by Gila County. This excludes transportation facilities owned and
maintained by Gila County’s incorporated communities and Indian reservations, as well as the state
highways owned and maintained by ADOT, although it does include the connecting points between these
facilities and those facilities owned or maintained by Gila County.

This executive summary of the study provides a brief summary of current and future conditions,
transportation needs and issues, recommended improvements, and the implementation plan. More detailed
information can be found in the final report.

2 SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Per the U.S. Census, the 2010 population of Gila County (including the incorporated communities) is
53,597 and the 2010 employment in Gila County is 11,094. The major economic industries in Gila
County are mining, recreation, ranching, and tourism.

The Gila County population grew at a compound annual growth rate of approximately 1.45% per year
between 1990 and 2010. Population projections for Gila County estimate an average compound annual
growth rate of 0.37% per year between 2013 and 2033, resulting in a 2033 population estimate of 57,800.

3 ROADWAYS

The existing roadway network and roadway ownership in Gila County are shown in Figure ES-1. The
roadway network is comprised of state highways and non-state roadways owned by Gila County, federal
agencies, local jurisdictions, or private owners. Gila County owns or maintains a total of 764.9 miles of
roadways (171.8 miles of paved roadways and 593.1 miles of unpaved roadways), of which
approximately 500 miles are U.S. Forest Service (USFS) roadways.

Traffic volume information serves to indicate how close to capacity roadway segments or intersections
may be. The highest traffic volumes occur on segments of Golden Hill Road, Main Street, Jesse Hayes
Road, and Houston Mesa Road. All study area roadway segments for which traffic volume data was
available currently provide acceptable levels of service and are projected to continue to provide
acceptable levels of service through the study horizon year of 2033.

Of the 13 bridges owned or maintained by Gila County, eight bridges have been rated by ADOT as being
in need of repair or replacement. Gila County is planning to construct two new bridges at Oak Creek and
Tonto Creek to provide all-weather access through the Tonto Basin community.
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Source: Gila County, ADOT, USFS
Figure ES-1 — Roadway Network in Gila County
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4 SAFETY

Crash data was obtained from ADOT, Gila County, and USFS for a five-year analysis period from
January 1, 2008 through December 31, 2012. There were a total of 324 motor vehicle crashes on study
area roadways within the analysis period, of which there were six fatal crashes (five involving
motorcycles or all-terrain vehicles) and 105 injury crashes. Speed and/or alcohol were identified as
factors in most of the fatal and serious injury crashes.

Four study area segments with higher numbers of crashes were identified as warranting more detailed
safety evaluations: Broadway Street/El Camino Street intersection; Young Road (FS 512) east of FS 202;
Russell Road (FS 55) between Roberts Drive and Kellner Canyon Road; and Houston Mesa Road
between SR 87 and Control Road.

5 PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT

A roadway pavement condition inventory was conducted in May 2013 for the paved roadway segments
within Gila County’s two maintenance regions: the Timber region (the Payson/Mogollon Rim area); and
the Copper region (Globe area).

The roadway pavement conditions were visually rated as being Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor, or Failed.
Overall, the majority of the roadways within the Timber region are in Good to Fair condition with the
most common distresses observed being low-severity longitudinal and transverse (L&T) cracking,
alligator cracking, edge cracking, and weathering/raveling. The majority of the paved roadways within the
Copper region are in Fair to Poor condition with the most common distresses observed being medium-
severity block and alligator cracking in addition to low- to medium-severity weathering/raveling.

The roadway segments rated as Failed or Poor in both the Timber and Copper regions generally exhibit a
significant amount of medium- to high-severity alligator cracking, medium- to high-severity edge-
cracking, and patching, resulting in a loss of surface integrity and ability to safely and efficiently
accommodate the vehicular traffic being applied to the roadway surface.

6 BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES

Elements that make up bicycle networks can include designated bike routes, striped bike lanes, paved
shoulders along roadways, wide outside lanes, shared use paths, and sidewalks. There are limited existing
bicycle facilities on Gila County roads. Fairgrounds Road has a wide shoulder that is marked as a bicycle
lane. Several of the state highways that connect to County roadways have wide shoulders.

Pedestrian networks are typically comprised of sidewalks, trails, and shared use paths. Few sidewalks
exist on County roadways. Those that do exist are generally located within or near the incorporated
communities of Globe, Miami, and Payson and there are often gaps in the sidewalk network. There are no
trails or shared use paths owned or maintained by Gila County.

7 TRANSPORTATION FINANCE

In 1994, Gila County voters passed a half-cent excise tax to pay for highway and street improvements and
transportation projects that has a sunset date of December 31, 2014. This tax has generated approximately
$3 million in revenue per year for Gila County.

The State of Arizona taxes motor fuels and collects a variety of fees relating to the registration and
operation of motor vehicles to generate revenue for the Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF). HURF

098236006 Gila County Transportation Study
January 2014 ES-3 Executive Summary



revenue, which is intended to be used on highway-related expenses, has historically been approximately
$3.3 million per year for Gila County.

Federal funding for transportation improvements is available through federal programs authorized under
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21" Century (MAP-21), subject to eligibility requirements and
approval by ADOT and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Utilizing federal funds requires
obtaining environmental, utility, and right-of-way clearances before proposed improvements can be
implemented.

Transportation improvement needs have historically exceeded available revenue. This trend is anticipated
to continue for the foreseeable future unless additional sources of revenue are identified.

8 TRANSPORTATION NEEDS

Transportation system needs (e.g., safety issues, infrastructure gaps or deficiencies, and unmet demand
for transportation facilities or services) were identified from an analysis of current and future
transportation conditions and comments received from the general public, the technical advisory
committee, and stakeholders regarding transportation system needs.

8.1 Roadway Needs

Paving Control Road (FS 64) between SR 87 and SR 260 and paving Young Road (FS 512) between SR
260 and SR 288 are the highest-priority Gila County paving needs.

Eight Gila County bridges need to be rehabilitated to current standards or replaced. New bridges at Oak
Creek and Tonto Creek are needed to provide all-weather access through Tonto Basin.

8.2 Safety Needs

There is a need to improve enforcement and driver education on Gila County roadways. Speed limits
should be adhered to and the public should be warned about the dangers of alcohol consumption while
driving.

Four study area segments need more detailed safety evaluations: Broadway Street/El Camino Street
intersection; Young Road (FS 512) east of FS 202; Russell Road (FS 55) between Roberts Drive and
Kellner Canyon Road; and Houston Mesa Road between SR 87 and Control Road.

Another identified need is the development of a more consistent procedure for reporting crash data
collected by Gila County and USFS to ADOT.

8.3 Pavement Management Needs

The roadway segments whose pavement condition is rated as Failed or Poor need to be rehabilitated to
prevent further deterioration and to improve circulation, safety, emergency vehicle access, and drainage.
Because pavement conditions are generally expected to deteriorate over time, even the roadways rated as
Excellent, Good, or Fair will likely need to be rehabilitated within the next 20 years.

8.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Needs

Bike lanes/paved shoulders should be provided on roadways that connect urbanized areas, activity
centers, and recreational destinations, particularly if these routes have high traffic volumes, high speeds,
or are used by trucks or recreational vehicles.
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Gila County staff has identified two roadways that are high-priority candidates for bike lanes/paved
shoulders: Christopher Creek Loop is a recreational roadway with sufficient pavement width that a bike
lane/paved shoulder could be created if the roadway were restriped to remove the center turn lanes; and
Houston Mesa Road has sufficient right-of-way that the roadway could be widened to create bike
lanes/paved shoulders without needing additional right-of-way.

Another identified need was to fill in gaps and expand the sidewalk network, particularly in the vicinity of
the incorporated communities of Globe, Miami, and Payson.

8.5 Transportation Finance Needs

The cost of needed improvements is expected to exceed projected available revenue from traditional
revenue sources. A key identified need is extending the transportation excise tax or identifying other
funding sources to construct the projects currently in the Gila County 2013-2018 Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) and the improvement projects recommended in this study.

9 IMPROVEMENT CONSIDERATIONS

The considerations described below guided the development and priority ranking of potential
improvements.

Proactive maintenance activities can prolong pavement life cycle spans, thus requiring less capital
expenditure. Taking a proactive approach in managing the overall condition of the pavement network and
applying maintenance and rehabilitation activities at the appropriate time will allow Gila County to make
cost-effective decisions and protect the investment in the roadway network. It is important that Gila
County make maintenance and rehabilitation decisions that consider the underlying cause of the pavement
deterioration so that repairs will restore the expected useful life of the pavement.

It is recommended that Gila County consider updating its rural collector, rural local, and rural very low
volume roadway cross-sections to provide sufficient accommodation for bike travel (i.e., a minimum 5-
foot flat paved shoulder or bike lane). It is also recommended that Gila County consider adopting a
“complete streets” policy that emphasizes the importance of providing transportation facilities that
accommodate all users.

A Road Safety Assessment (RSA) of the Broadway Street/EI Camino Street intersection was conducted
by ADOT in June 2013 at the request of Gila County because the location was identified as needing a
more detailed safety evaluation. Issues and recommended countermeasures for consideration were
identified as a result of the RSA. Gila County has indicated it intends to implement the recommended
countermeasures as funding and staff resources become available.

10 EVALUATION CRITERIA AND PRIORITIZATION

10.1 Prioritization of Recommended Capital Improvements

Roadway, safety, bicycle, and pedestrian improvements are collectively considered capital improvements.
Capital improvement project recommendations are based on an assessment of need. Prioritization of those
projects reflects the degree to which the projects meet the following evaluation criteria:

e Already programmed or designed,;

e Promotes safety;

e  Preserves existing infrastructure;

e Improves system continuity and efficiency;
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e Encourages multimodal travel;

e Improves air quality;

o Design is not overly complex; and

e Functionally classified as a collector or arterial.

The prioritized projects were grouped into near-term, mid-term, and long-term priorities.

10.2 Prioritization of Recommended Pavement Improvements

To provide the framework necessary to make informed decisions regarding pavement improvement
priorities, a set of prioritization criteria was developed. The primary factors considered in the
development of the prioritization criteria were functional classification, overall pavement condition
rating, and the type, severity, and amount of load-related distress observed (measured as a percentage of
the overall area experiencing the distress).

Nine pavement improvement categories were developed consisting of “Resurface — Priority #1” through
“Resurface — Priority #4”, “Chip Seal — Priority #1” through “Chip Seal — Priority #4”, and “Preventive
Maintenance”. Resurface improvements refer to an asphalt pavement overlay and are for those segments
with low overall pavement condition ratings or high degrees of load-related distresses. Chip seal
improvements are for those segments with moderate overall pavement condition ratings or moderate
degrees of load-related distresses. Preventive maintenance improvements such as crack sealing, fog
sealing, and asphalt patching are for those segments with high overall pavement condition ratings or low
degrees of load-related distresses.

Roadway segments with a priority of “Resurface — Priority #1”, “Resurface — Priority #2”, and “Chip Seal
— Priority #1” have been assigned to the near-term implementation timeframe.

Roadway segments with a priority of “Resurface — Priority #3”, “Resurface — Priority #4”, “Chip Seal —
Priority #2”, “Chip Seal — Priority #3”, and “Chip Seal — Priority #4” have been assigned to the mid-term
implementation timeframe.

Roadways with a priority of “Preventive Maintenance” are not assigned to a specific implementation
timeframe — rather, preventive maintenance on these segments should be conducted at regular intervals or
as needed to address specific issues that arise. It is anticipated that some of the roadways with a priority of
“Preventive Maintenance” that receive regular preventive maintenance treatment in the near-term and
mid-term implementation timeframes will still likely need resurfacing or chip seal treatment in the long-
term timeframe.

11 PLAN FOR IMPROVEMENTS

11.1 Implementation Plan

An implementation plan has been developed to group the recommended improvements into near-term (0-
5 years), mid-term (6-10 years), and long-term (11-20 years) timeframes based on the aforementioned
prioritization process for capital and pavement maintenance improvement projects. Implementation
timeframes are based on fiscal years (FY). The actual phasing of implementation of the recommended
improvements will be determined by a variety of factors, including funding availability, development
activity, traffic patterns, and private participation. The need for improvements should be re-evaluated
each year as part of Gila County’s budget processes or as needed if conditions and travel patterns change
significantly.

098236006 Gila County Transportation Study
January 2014 ES-6 Executive Summary



Table ES-1, Table ES-2, and Table ES-3 present the implementation plan, split into near-term (FY2015-
FY2019), mid-term (FY2020-2024), and long-term (FY2025-2034) timeframes. These tables include
project cost estimates. Project cost estimates include, where applicable, planning-level construction costs
as well as “soft” costs such as planning, design, construction engineering, and contingency costs. Right-
of-way costs are not included in the estimates. All cost estimates are in 2013 dollars, do not account for
inflation, and are rounded to the nearest $5,000.

To be conservative, the cost estimates developed as part of this study assume federal funding will be
utilized in case federally funded grants can be obtained. The exception to this assumption is that the cost
estimates developed for the pavement maintenance improvement projects (i.e., chip seal, resurface, and
miscellaneous preventive maintenance and equipment) assume Gila County funding will be utilized as
pavement maintenance activities have historically been funded by Gila County.

The total cost estimate for the implementation plan is:

e Near-term (FY2015-FY2019) improvement projects: $32.8 million;

e Mid-term (FY2020-FY2024) improvement projects: $41.9 million;

e Long-term (FY2025-FY2034) improvement projects: $91.5 million; and
e Total implementation plan cost: $166.2 million.

The locations of the recommended improvement projects included in the implementation plan are shown
in Figure ES-2.

11.2 Existing Revenues Sources

Three scenarios were developed to assess potential future transportation project funding opportunities
based on existing revenue sources:

e Scenario 1: The transportation excise tax is extended for another 20 years and Gila County applies the
full revenue amount to Gila County projects. HURF revenues continue as a funding source;

e Scenario 2: The transportation excise tax is extended for another 20 years and Gila County shares
revenues with the other jurisdictions in Gila County. This scenario assumes that Gila County will get
one-half of the transportation excise tax revenues of Scenario 1. HURF revenues continue as a
funding source; and

e Scenario 3: The transportation excise tax is not extended and Gila County depends solely on HURF
revenues for funding.

It is assumed that transportation excise tax and HURF revenues will grow 1.0% per year over the
preceding year. This assumption provides the revenues shown in Table ES-4 for FY 2015 through FY
2034, the analysis period for the Gila County Transportation Study. It should be noted that costs are not
indexed to inflation and are based on today’s dollars.

For the analysis period (FY 2015-2034), projected total revenues vary from approximately $139.0 million
to $73.7 million, depending on whether the excise tax extension is approved by voters, and if approved,
how the revenues would be distributed. The total cost of recommended improvement projects and
corresponding projected revenue shortfall for each of the three revenue scenarios are also shown in Table
ES-4.
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Table ES-1 — Recommended Near-term Improvement Projects

Project Cost

Project Name Project Type Estimate
Roadway Improvements - Paving and Improving Existing Unpaved Roadways
Pine Creek Canyon Dr: Pine Ln to campground entrance Paving $1,550,000
II;:atheor;]JZﬁtCanyon Rd: Six Shooter Canyon Rd to end of Paving $300,000
Roadway Improvements - Bridges
]:I(')(:nSt'ow();orzEI;rirgjfgfzg)a'\jstlgrtgleg (i:t;)Ok per year of total $1.14M New construction $500,000
Bridge Load Rating Study Study $100,000
Rim Trail Bridge Replacement $195,000
Bloody Tanks Wash Bridge Replacement $205,000
Tonto Village Bridge Replacement $265,000
Roadway Improvements - Other
SR 260: Lion Springs Section (Gila County contribution) Widen to 4-lane highway $2,200,000
Cemetery Rd: SR 87 to end of pavement Paving and reconstruction $150,000
Monroe St. Reconstruction: 7th St to Gila County Courthouse Roadway realignment $890,000
Safety Improvements
Broadway St/El Camino St Intersection RSA Modifications per RSA $100,000
ggﬁtsr'gan\élesa Rd RSA — 9.64-mile segment from SR 87 to Modifications per RSA $250,000
Egﬁ::y ggn(y':oi |5?53 RSA — 5.5-mile segment from Roberts Dr to Modifications per RSA $200,000
Young Rd (FS 512) RSA — 0.7-mile segment east of FS 202 Modifications per RSA $150,000
Driver Education Campaign Outreach $25,000
Bicycle Facility Improvements
Houston Mesa Rd: SR 87 to Control Rd Qﬁ:rgg‘;es‘é%g?ﬁ'der or $160,000
Christopher Creek Loop: SR 260 to SR 260 Add paved shoulder $45,000
Pavement Maintenance Improvements
Chip seal projects Chip seal - Priority #1 $225,000
Resurface projects ;thesurface - Priority #1 and $14,025,000
Miscellaneous preventive maintenance and equipment Assumes $2.25M per year $11,250,000
Total Near-term (FY2015-FY2019) Improvement Costs $32,785,000

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
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Table ES-2 — Recommended Mid-term Improvement Projects

Project Cost

Project Name Project Type Estimate
Roadway Improvements - Paving and Improving Existing Unpaved Roadways
Control Rd (FS 64): Houston Mesa Rd to FS 144 Paving and reconstruction $8,970,000
Young Rd (FS 512): Colcord Rd to FS 128 Paving $10,230,000
Roadway Improvements - Bridges
Icehouse Canyon Bridge 1 Rehabilitation $20,000
Icehouse Canyon Bridge 2 Rehabilitation $65,000
Christopher Creek Bridge Rehabilitation $20,000
Pinal Creek Bridge Rehabilitation $45,000
Pinal Creek Reinforced Concrete Box Culvert Rehabilitation $20,000
]j(')c;n5t?7;)rzﬁlgrlzrgg§2(oahjsttértr;?i ilt)OOk per year of total $1.14M New construction $500,000
Bicycle Facility Improvements
Six Shooter Canyon Rd: Cherokee Rd to Icehouse Canyon Rd Add paved shoulder $335,000
Jesse Hayes Rd: Beer Tree Crossing to Oil Circle Rd Add paved shoulder $1,245,000
Fossil Creek Rd: Rimwood Rd to SR 87 Add paved shoulder $595,000
Pedestrian Facility Improvements
Jesse Hayes Rd: Beer Tree Crossing to Oil Circle Rd Add sidewalks $105,000
Pavement Maintenance Improvements
Chip seal projects ;::Ciip#s;leal - Priority #2, #3, $1.935,000
Resurface projects ;{:surface - Priority #3 and $6,565,000
Miscellaneous preventive maintenance and equipment Assumes $2.25M per year $11,250,000
Total Mid-term (FY2020-FY2024) Improvement Project Costs $41,900,000

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
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Table ES-3 — Recommended Long-term Improvement Projects

Project Cost

Project Name Project Type Estimate
Roadway Improvements - Paving and Improving Existing Unpaved Roadways
Young Rd (FS 512): FS 128 to FS 101 Paving $8,140,000
Control Rd (FS 64): FS 144 to 2 miles west of SR 260 Paving and reconstruction $11,930,000
Young Rd (FS 512): FS 101 to Crouch Mesa Rd (FS 116) Paving $9,100,000
Control Road (FS 64): SR 87 to Houston Mesa Road Paving and reconstruction $18,195,000
Roadway Improvements - Bridges
;I(’)(;nSt%EA)rzﬁI;rlzn(;jfgsz(oa'\jstlértr;?(igst?alnlng $140k of total $1.14M New construction $140,000
Bicycle Facility Improvements
Russell Rd: Hospital Dr to Golden Hill Rd Add paved shoulder $240,000
Main St: Golden Hill Rd to Short Ave Add paved shoulder $280,000
Golden Hill Rd: Russell Rd to Main St Add paved shoulder $450,000
Old Oak St: Locomotive Dr to US 60 Add paved shoulder $170,000
Pedestrian Facility Improvements
Russell Rd: US 60 to Golden Hill Rd Add sidewalks $100,000
Golden Hill Rd: Russell Rd to Main St Add shared use path or $170,000

sidewalks

Broadway St: Existing sidewalk to Old Oak St Add sidewalks $55,000
Old Oak St: US 60 to Railroad Ave, Railroad Ave to Maple St Add sidewalks $65,000
Pavement Maintenance Improvements
Miscellaneous preventive maintenance and equipment Assumes $2.25M per year $22,500,000
Total Long-term (FY2025-FY2034) Improvement Project Costs $91,535,000

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
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Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

Figure ES-2 — Recommended Improvement Projects in Implementation Plan
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Table ES-4 — Revenue Projections

Scenario 1 | Scenario 2 | Scenario 3 | Total Cost of
Revenues Revenues Revenues | Recommended Projected
(Excise Tax | (1/2 Excise (HURF Improvement Revenue
Revenue Source + HURF) Tax + HURF) Only) Projects Shortfall
Near-term (FY2015-FY2019) Near-term (FY2015-FY2019)
Excise Tax Revenues | $15,120,000 $7,560,000 $0 Scenario 1:
$585,000
HURF Revenues $17,080,000 $17,080,000 | $17,080,000 Scenario 2:
$32,785,000 $8,145,000
Total Near-term $32,200,000 |  $24,640,000 | $17,080,000 Scenario 3:
Revenues $15,705,000
Mid-term (FY2020-FY2024) Mid-term (FY2020-FY2024)
Excise Tax Revenues | $15,890,000 $7,945,000 $0 Scenario 1:
$8,060,000
HURF Revenues $17,950,000 $17,950,000 | $17,950,000 Scenario 2:
$41,900,000 $16,005,000
Total Mid-term $33,840,000 |  $25,895,000 | $17,950,000 Scenario 3:
Revenues $23,950,000
Long-term (FY2025-FY2034) Long-term (FY2025-FY2034)
Excise Tax Revenues | $34,240,000 $17,120,000 $0 Scenario 1:
$18,595,000
HURF Revenues $38,700,000 $38,700,000 | $38,700,000 Scenario 2:
$91,535,000 $35,715,000
Total Long-term Scenario 3:
72,940,000 55,820,000 38,700,000
Revenues $ $ $ $52,835,000
Total (FY2015-FY2034) Total (FY2015-FY2034)
Total Revenue
Shortfall
Scenario 1:
Total Cost $27,240,000
Total Revenues $138,980,000 $106,355,000 | $73,730,000 .
$166,220,000 Scenario 2:
$59,865,000
Scenario 3:
$92,490,000

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

11.3 Additional Revenue Sources

Based on revenue projections, Gila County will not have sufficient revenue from existing sources to
complete all of the recommended improvements in this study within the recommended timeframes. For
the three aforementioned revenue scenarios, the projected total revenue shortfall for FY2015 through
FY2034 is estimated to be approximately $27.2 million with Scenario 1, $59.9 million with Scenario 2,
and $92.5 million with Scenario 3. Additional local, regional, state, and/or federal revenue sources will be
needed if all of the recommended improvements are to be constructed within the recommended

timeframes.
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11.4 Title VI Impacts

The U.S. Department of Transportation regulations related to disadvantaged, or Title VI, populations (i.e.,
minority, low-income, and elderly populations) state that in determining the site or location of
transportation facilities, selection cannot be made with the purpose or effect of excluding persons from,
denying them the benefits of, or subjecting them to discrimination under any program to which this
regulation applies. According to the regulations, a project using federal funds cannot be implemented that
will cause disproportionately high and adverse impacts to disadvantaged populations.

The Gila County Transportation Study is a long-range multimodal planning study that addresses the
transportation needs in the study area for the near-term, mid-term, and long-term transportation planning
horizons. The recommended improvements are expected to improve the overall transportation system of
the study area and benefit the study area as a whole. Recommended improvement projects were not
selected based on the population that would be impacted, but rather were selected to address an identified
transportation need. More detailed analysis will be needed for individual design projects that are
federally-funded to ensure that there are no disproportionately high and adverse impacts to disadvantaged
populations.

11.5 Recommended Next Steps
Recommended next steps include the following:

e Present the Gila County Transportation Study to the Gila County Board of Supervisors for approval,

e Support extension of the transportation excise tax and identify other potential funding sources such as
local/regional taxes and federal funding programs;

e Develop various funding scenarios showing what can be funded depending on various levels of
anticipated revenues;

e Continue to coordinate with ADOT regarding funding for widening SR 260: Lion Springs section;

o Integrate the implementation plan into the next update of the Gila County five-year CIP as available
funding allows; and

e Coordinate the implementation of the Gila County Transportation Study with the previously
completed Payson Transportation Study and Cobre Valley Comprehensive Transportation Study.

12 PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION

To inform and involve Gila County residents in the study and to obtain public input, two rounds of public
meetings were held in both Payson and Globe. Public involvement summary reports were prepared that
documented the input received at the public meetings.

To inform and involve Gila County elected officials in the study and to obtain their input, presentations
that summarized the findings and recommendations of the study were made to the Gila County Board of
Supervisors and to several of the City/Town Councils of the incorporated communities in Gila County.

To inform and involve Gila County agency staff in the study and to obtain their input on interim
deliverables, a technical advisory committee met four times that was comprised of key stakeholders
representing the incorporated communities in Gila County, Central Arizona Governments (CAG), ADOT,
Gila County, USFS, and the San Carlos Apache Tribe.
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Management Team

Arizona Department of Transportation
Mail Drop: 310B

206 S. 17th Ave.

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Charla Glendening, Project Manager
Email: CGlendening@azdot.gov
Telephone: 602-712-7376

Fax: 602-712-6412

Gila County Public Works Division
1400 East Ash Street
Globe, Arizona 85501

Steve Sanders, Deputy Director
Email: ssanders@gilacountyaz.gov
Telephone: 928-402-8530

Fax: 928-425-8104

Study Consultant Team

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
1855 W. Baseline Road

Suite 200

Mesa, AZ 85202

Michael Grandy, P.E., Project Manager
Email: michael.grandy@kimley-horn.com
Telephone: 480-207-2666

Fax: 602-944-7423

This report has been funded in part through grants from the Federal Highway Administration, U.S.
Department of Transportation. The contents of this report reflect the views of the authors, who are
responsible for the facts and the accuracy of the data, and for the use or adaptation of previously
published material, presented herein. The contents do not necessarily reflect the official views or policies
of the Arizona Department of Transportation or the Federal Highway Administration, U.S. Department of
Transportation. This report does not constitute a standard, specification, or regulation. Trade or
manufacturers’ names that may appear herein are cited only because they are considered essential to the
objectives of the report. The U.S. government and the State of Arizona do not endorse products or
manufacturers.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) awarded funding for the Gila County Transportation
Study through the Planning Assistance for Rural Areas (PARA) program. The purpose of the PARA
program is to assist rural counties, cities, towns, and tribal communities in addressing a broad range of
multimodal transportation planning issues related to roadways, transit, and non-motorized modes of
travel.

1.1 Study Purpose

The principal purpose of the Gila County Transportation Study is to identify the most critical
transportation infrastructure needs within Gila County and recommend a program of improvement
projects to address these needs. The study will serve as a guide for community development, project
funding applications, and project implementation.

1.2 Study Objectives
Objectives of the Gila County Transportation Study are:

e Compile data and information on current and projected future conditions to identify transportation
needs for the following elements:
- Roadway,
- Safety,
- Pavement management,
- Bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and
- Transportation finance;
e Recommend and prioritize specific projects and implementation strategies — along with their
associated costs — that address identified needs over the next five, ten, and twenty years;
e Present study information to, and obtain input from, technical staff and the general public; and
e Summarize the study’s findings and recommendations in a final report.

1.3 Study Area

The study area for the Gila County Transportation Study is all transportation facilities within Gila County
that are owned or maintained by Gila County. This excludes transportation facilities owned and
maintained by Gila County’s incorporated communities (Globe, Payson, Star Valley, Hayden,
Winkelman, and Miami) and Indian reservations (San Carlos Apache, White Mountain Apache, and
Tonto Apache), as well as the state highways owned and maintained by ADOT, although it does include
the connecting points between these facilities and those facilities owned or maintained by Gila County.

Jurisdictional boundaries consisting of the municipal planning areas of the incorporated communities and
the Indian reservation boundaries within Gila County are shown in Figure 1. Over half of Gila County is
federal public land managed by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS). The San Carlos, Tonto, and White
Mountain Apache Nations encompass an additional 37% of the land within the county.
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Source: Gila County, ADOT, USFS
Figure 1 — Jurisdictional Boundaries within Gila County
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1.4 Summary of Relevant Plans and Studies

A number of plans and studies were reviewed in the preparation of this study. A brief summary of the key
relevant plans and studies is presented as follows.

ADOT Five-Year Transportation Facilities Construction Program, 2014-2018 — As part of the
public comment process for the Five-Year Program, ADOT developed three scenarios to address how
to fund projects in Arizona with limited money. Scenario A focused on allocating the majority of
funding to preservation. Scenario B focused on moving major projects forward with the available
funding. Scenario C focused on a combination of preservation and major projects. The Arizona State
Transportation Board adopted a modified version of Scenario C. In Gila County, State Route (SR)
260 — Lion Springs Section was the main construction project proposed. This widening project was
allocated $5 million in funding in fiscal year (FY) 2018 for design work but the $40 million
construction is currently unfunded.

ADOT Statewide Transportation Planning Framework Study (March 2010) — The ADOT
Statewide Transportation Planning Framework Study established a vision for a multimodal
transportation network within Arizona in the year 2050. Portions of Gila County are contained within
two regional framework studies that fed into the statewide framework study: the Central Framework
Study and the Eastern Framework Study. These studies included conceptual improvement
recommendations for three transportation and growth scenarios.

Arizona Trails 2010: A Statewide Motorized & Non-Motorized Trails Plan (July 2010) — The
Arizona Statewide Trails Plan provides information and recommendations for recreational trail
management for five years from the published date. This plan addresses both motorized and non-
motorized trails and includes information on public input, trends and issues, as well as funding
priorities.

Central Arizona Governments (CAG) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), FY 2013-
2016 (July 2012) and TIP Amendment (approved September 25, 2013) — The CAG TIP for fiscal
years 2013-2016 discusses the projects, processes, and funding sources for projects within the CAG
region, which includes Gila County. Projects for roads owned or maintained by Gila County are
shown in Table 1.

Table 1 — CAG TIP Projects in Gila County, 2013-2016

Year/
Project Enhancement Total
Number Grant Round Project Name and Location Project Type Cost
GIL 11-01C | 2013 Upgrade various roads to Road Construction $212,089
thermoplastic striping
GIL 07-01T | Round 15 Sidewalks - Six Shooter Canyon Road | Pedestrian Facility $529,675
GIL 09-01T | Round 17 Sidewalks - Globe Main Street Pedestrian Facility $521,166
GIL 10-01T | Round 18 Pine-Strawberry pedestrian shelters Pedestrian Facility $506,903
GIL 09-01H | Ongoing Tonto Creek bridge Bridge Design $3,138,918
GIL 12-01P | Ongoing Upgrade various roads to Road Construction $280,800
thermoplastic striping
GIL 13-01C | 2013 Oak Creek Bridge-Ewing Trail across Bridge Construction | $2,000,000
Oak Creek in Tonto Basin
Source: CAG
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Gila County Comprehensive Plan (2001) — The Gila County Comprehensive Plan serves as a guide
to address future growth and development within Gila County unincorporated areas. Transportation
and circulation goals and objectives are:

- Goal: Gila County has a safe, efficient and cost effective multimodal circulation system that
provides for adequate mobility and access.

- Objective: adopt a roadway classification system that is responsive to existing and projected
traffic access and mobility demands and that complements the County’s land use planning
efforts.

- Obijective: provide a balanced transportation system that promotes multimodal transportation
opportunities and ensures adequate emergency access.

- Objective: maximize the public benefit of limited roadway funding and optimize the
expenditure of funds for roadway maintenance and construction.

- Obijective: encourage the formation of informal partnerships to coordinate mutually beneficial
transportation improvements.

- Objective: actively work to reduce fugitive dust levels due to vehicular traffic on unimproved
roadways.

Gila County Small Area Transportation Study (October 2006) — This study developed a 20-year

transportation plan for Gila County in two phases: 2006-2010 and 2011-2030. While some of the

projects in the first phase have been implemented, many projects in the first phase and second phase
have not yet been implemented.

Gila County Rail Passenger Study (January 2009) — This study focused on the Arizona Eastern

Railway and evaluated the feasibility of implementing permanent excursion rail service between

Globe and the Apache Gold Casino. It included the operating costs, a summary of operational best

practices, an estimate of transit demand, and draft rail service scenarios.

Arizona Forest Highway Long Range Transportation Plan (February 2012) — This study

identified six funded projects in Arizona, one of which is in Gila County on Forest Service (FS) 199

(also known as Houston Mesa Road or Forest Highway 52), which consists of constructing bridges at

two low-flow crossing locations at a cost of $4.1 million. An application was received for one other

project in Gila County but there was not sufficient available funding so this project was identified as

“unconstrained”, which means it must be resubmitted through an application process in the next call

for projects to be considered again for future funding. The unconstrained project in Gila County is:

- FS 64 (also known as Control Road or Forest Highway 51) — Construct two-lane chip seal,
curve realignment, culvert replacement, and new guardrail on a 23.1-mile segment in the Tonto
National Forest at an estimated cost of $24.8 million.

Payson Transportation Study (March 2011) — This study developed a long-range multimodal

transportation program for the Town of Payson, located in the northern portion of Gila County.

Recommended improvements included developing access management standards and guidelines,

developing and maintaining a pavement management system, and establishing a new functional

classification system. This study also evaluated several potential alternate corridors to help reduce
traffic congestion on SR 87 and SR 260. Some of these alternate corridors extend beyond the current
boundaries of Payson into unincorporated areas of Gila County.

Cobre Valley Comprehensive Transportation Study (October 2012) — The primary focus of the

Cobre Valley Comprehensive Transportation Study was to update local transportation plans within

the City of Globe and Town of Miami and interface with ADOT and Gila County transportation

systems to meet the needs of the region.

Tonto Creek Bridge Location/Design Concept Report (August 2011) — This document discusses

the recommended location and design concept for a bridge across Tonto Creek in the Tonto Basin

community. The existing low-flow crossings are impassable during flood events. Crossing closure
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durations can last several weeks. A bridge will improve roadway network continuity, quality of life,
and emergency response times in Tonto Basin.

e Tonto National Forest Travel Management Environmental Impact Statement (Ongoing) — The
Tonto National Forest is in the process of implementing the Travel Management Rule, which calls for
establishing a system of roads, trails, and areas designated for motorized vehicle use and determining
suitable locations for dispersed camping. After initiating compliance with the Travel Management
Rule under an Environmental Assessment (EA), the Tonto National Forest determined that the level
of significance reached a point that environmental analysis for travel management under an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would be more appropriate. All comments provided
throughout the process thus far, including those to the 2009 proposed action, the 2012 EA, and public
meetings, will continue to be considered and may be incorporated into either the proposed action for
the EIS or alternatives to that proposed action.

¢ Pinal Creek Corridor Study (September 2004) — This corridor study analyzed location options for
a four-lane urban arterial roadway in the area bounded by Beer Tree Crossing, Jesse Hayes Road,
Pinal Creek, Railway America, US 70 and SR 77. The need for this project is to improve emergency
access, accommodate regional growth, and provide access for future power transmission systems.
Five alternatives were examined, and the recommended alternative was Alternative 1 — Beer Tree
Crossing to US 70. This alignment extends from Beer Tree Crossing to US 70 approximately 600
feet southeast and along US 70 from an existing railroad bridge trestle. The cost of this project was
estimated at $5.29 million.

1.5 Technical Advisory Committee

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) for this study was comprised of key stakeholders representing
the following agencies:

o City of Globe;

e Towns of Payson, Star Valley, Hayden, Winkelman, and Miami;
o Gila County;

o CAG;

¢ ADOT - Multimodal Planning Division;

e ADOT - Communications;

e ADOT - Environmental Planning Group;

e ADOT - Globe and Prescott Engineering Districts;

e USFS - Tonto National Forest; and

e San Carlos Apache Tribe.

The TAC met four times during the course of the study and provided input on key project deliverables, as
well as provided input on current and future transportation needs and potential improvements.
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2 SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

This section summarizes data obtained on current and future socioeconomic conditions to help identify
growth trends within Gila County. Growth patterns in population and employment are used in projecting
future traffic demands and transportation needs.

2.1 Socioeconomic Data

Socioeconomic data based on the 2010 U.S. Census data is summarized in this section. Historic
population growth rates are also examined for Gila County and urbanized areas within the county.

2.1.1 2010 Population and Employment

Population and employment data from the 2010 U.S. Census are summarized in Table 2. In 2010, Gila
County (including the incorporated communities) had a population of 53,597. Today, the major economic
industries in Gila County are mining, recreation, ranching, and tourism.

Table 2 — 2010 Population and Employment Data for Gila County

2010 2010
Population | Employment*
53,597 11,094

*Private non-farm employment
Sources: U.S. Census Data, http://quickfacts.census.gov/gfd/states/04/04007.html, referenced 2/21/13

2.1.2 Historic Population Growth

Population growth rates were developed based on a review of the 1990, 2000, and 2010 U.S. Census data.
These data indicate that Gila County has grown at a compound annual growth rate of approximately
1.45% per year over the 20-year period. For comparison purposes, the compound annual growth rate of
the state of Arizona was computed. The state of Arizona grew at a compound annual growth rate of
2.82%, nearly double the growth rate of Gila County over the 20-year period. The majority of Gila
County population growth occurred over the 1990 to 2000 time period. These growth rates are shown in
Table 3.

Table 3 — Population Growth Rates in Gila County

1990-2000 2000-2010 1990-2010
Compound Compound Compound
1990 2000 2010 Annual Annual Annual
Location Population Population Population | Growth Rate | Growth Rate | Growth Rate
Gila County 40,216 51,335 53,597 2.47% 0.43% 1.45%
Arizona 3,665,228 5,130,632 6,392,017 3.42% 2.22% 2.82%

Sources: U.S. Census Data, 1990, 2000, 2010

The annual growth rates of the urbanized areas within the county were also reviewed. As shown in Table
4, these growth rates vary considerably, with the mining communities of Hayden and Winkelman
showing negative growth rates and Star Valley showing the highest growth rate, 4.17 % per year.
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Table 4 — Population Growth Rates in Urbanized Areas of Gila County

Compound
Urbanized 2000 2010 Annual

Area Population* | Population** | Growth Rate
Globe 7,486 7,532 0.06%
Star Valley 1,536 2,310 4.17%
Payson 13,620 15,301 1.17%
Hayden 892 662 -2.94%
Winkelman 443 353 -2.25%

*Source: Gila County Small Area Transportation Study, October 2006.
**Gila County: Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010,
http://www.cagaz.org/CAG/RegionalData/RegionalData.html, accessed 2/21/13.

2.1.3 Future Population Growth

Population projections are prepared for all counties in the state by the Arizona Department of
Administration (ADOA) Office of Employment and Population Statistics. Their mission is to provide
reliable unbiased projections of future population growth and a single state repository for current
population references. They provide population projections for each year between 2012 and 2050.
Population projections for Gila County are summarized in Table 5. These data assume relatively modest
annual growth rates (typically less than 0.5% per year) over the 20-year study period from 2013 to 2033.
The average compound annual growth rate for the 20-year period from 2013 to 2033 is 0.37% per year.

Table 5 — Gila County Population Projections

Gila County Compound
Population Annual
Year Projection Growth Rate
2013 53,700 -
2023 56,300 2013-2023:
0.47% per year
2033 57,800 2023-2033:
0.26% per year

Source: http://www.workforce.az.gov/population-projections.aspx, referenced 5/15/13.

2.1.4 Title VI Populations

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes assure that individuals are not subjected to
discrimination on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, sex, or disability. In February 1994,
President Clinton signed Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations”. The purpose of the order was to focus attention on
the “environmental and human health conditions in minority communities and low income communities
with the goal of achieving environmental justice.” The Order does not supersede existing laws or
regulations; rather, it requires consideration and inclusion of these targeted populations as mandated in
previous legislation including:

o Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964;
o National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA);
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e Section 309 of the Clean Air Act; and
e Freedom of Information Act.

The U.S. Department of Transportation issued its final order to implement the provisions of Executive
Order 12898 on April 15, 1997. This final order requires that information be obtained concerning the
race, color or national origin, and income level of populations served or affected by proposed programs,
policies, and activities. It further requires that steps be taken to avoid disproportionately high and adverse
impacts on these populations. One of the first steps in assuring environmental justice is the identification
of those populations specifically targeted by the Order — minority and low-income populations.

According to the 2010 Census, the racial composition of Gila County is predominantly white, with about
23% minorities, as shown in Table 6. American Indian residents comprise a higher proportion of county
residents than the state as a whole because there are three reservations located within Gila County.
Persons of Hispanic heritage (of any race) comprise 17.9% of the Gila County population, as compared to
29.6% statewide.

Table 6 — Racial Demographic Percentages in Gila County

Race Category (alone or in Gila State of

combination with one or more races) County Arizona
White 78.6% 75.9%
African American 0.6% 5.0%
American Indian or Alaska Native 15.8% 5.5%
Asian 0.7% 3.6%
Other 6.0% 13.2%
Hispanic population (of any race) 17.9% 29.6%

Source: 2010 Census

The Executive Order also requires the consideration of persons older than 65 years of age. Approximately
23% of the population in Gila County is 65 years or older. This is higher than the statewide percentage of
persons over 65, which is 13.8%.

In addition, the Executive Order mandates that impacts on low-income people must also be considered.
Approximately 21% of all people in Gila County are estimated to be living below the poverty level, as
compared to 16% living below the poverty level statewide. Title VI population percentages for Gila
County are shown in Table 7.

Table 7 — Sex, Age, and Poverty Level Data from 2010 Census (except where noted)

Gila State of

Population Category County Arizona
Females 50.3% 50.3%
Males 49.7% 49.7%
Persons over age 65 23.2% 13.8%
Persons living below the poverty level 20.9%* 16.2%*

Sources: 2010 Census, *U.S. Census Bureau 2007-2011 American Community Survey
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3 ROADWAYS

The existing roadway network and roadway ownership in Gila County are shown in Figure 2. The
roadway network is comprised of state highways and non-state roadways owned by Gila County, federal
agencies, local jurisdictions, or private owners. The major state highways in Gila County are described as
follows:

e US 60 is the primary east-west route connecting Phoenix and Globe. US 60 is a four-lane highway in
the Miami-Globe area and a two-lane highway through most of the rest of Gila County. East of
Globe, US 60 cuts diagonally across Gila County and traverses portions of the San Carlos Apache and
White Mountain Apache Indian Reservations.

e US 70 is a two-lane highway connecting Globe to the San Carlos Apache Indian Reservation and the
southeastern part of the state.

e SR 73 s atwo-lane highway primarily serving the White Mountain Apache Indian Reservation.
e SR 77 is a two-lane north-south route connecting Globe and Winkelman.

e SR 87 is the primary north-south route connecting Phoenix and Payson. SR 87 is a four-lane highway
between SR 260 in Payson and the Maricopa County border and a two-lane highway through most of
the rest of Gila County.

e SR 188 is the primary route connecting Globe and Payson.
The SR 188 cross-section varies from a two-lane highway
to a four-lane highway.

e SR 260 is an east-west road that extends east from Payson
to the Coconino County border. SR 260 is primarily a
four-lane highway in Gila County that serves both local
and regional traffic.

e SR 288 is a two-lane highway that heads north from SR
188 near Roosevelt Lake and ends at Young south of SR
260 where it connects to FS 512. SR 288 between
mileposts 257.7 and 311.0 and FS 512 are designated the

Desert to Tall Pines Scenic Road. The Desert to Tall Pines Scenic Road is

. S highlighted in gold
Primary county roadways in Gila County are: 'gniignted in 9o

e Houston Mesa Road (FS 199) is a two-lane rural major collector that runs north from Payson to the
Mogollon Rim area.

o Fossil Creek Road (FS 708) is a two-lane rural minor collector that extends west from SR 87
towards Camp Verde.

e Control Road (FS 64) is a two-lane rural minor collector that runs east-west north of and between SR
87 and SR 260.

e Young Road (FS 512) is a two-lane rural minor collector that connects SR 288 and SR 260.
e Gisela Road is a two-lane rural major collector road that connects SR 87 to Gisela.

e Six Shooter Canyon Road is a primarily north-south two-lane minor arterial located south of Globe.
This road is named Jesse Hayes Road within Globe.

e Russell Road is a two-lane north-south urban collector in the Globe area.

e Icehouse Canyon Road is a two-lane rural major collector in the Globe area that connects to Russell
Road via Kellner Canyon Road.

S. Broad Street is an urban minor arterial that links US 60 to US 70 via Saguaro Drive in Globe.
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Source: Gila County, ADOT, USFS
Figure 2 — Roadway Network in Gila County
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3.1 Paved and Unpaved Roadways

Based on information submitted by Gila County for the 2012 Highway Performance Management System
(HPMS), Gila County owns or maintains a total of 764.9 miles of roadways, which are all within Gila
County except for the segment of Young Road (FS 512) in Coconino County and approximately 500 feet
of roadway along the Pinal County border. There are approximately 171.8 miles of paved roadways and
593.1 miles of unpaved roadways. Roadway pavement surface types are shown in Figure 3.

Research on volume criteria for paved versus unpaved roadways indicates that criteria for when it is cost-
effective in the long run for a roadway to be paved can vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. Based on
discussions with Gila County and a review of criteria in other jurisdictions, unpaved roadways that have
average daily traffic (ADT) volumes approaching or exceeding 400 vehicles per day (vpd) were identified
as candidates for new paving, with those roadways that are also federally functionally classified
considered the highest-priority candidates.

In Gila County, there are a limited number of unpaved roads that have traffic counts. These roads are
summarized in Table 8.

Table 8 — Traffic Volumes on Unpaved Roads in Gila County

Length 2011 2013
Roadway From To in Miles | ADT ADT
Rolling Hills Road Cul de sac Baker Ranch Road 0.74 124
Manzanita Trail Holly Drive Mistletoe Drive 0.14 279
Control Road SR 87 Houston Mesa Road 9.84 96
Control Road Houston Mesa Road Fitch Lane 11.77 455
Control Road Fitch Lane SR 260 1.52 295
0.030mi W of Jackrabbit
Pinal Creek Road Unknown Globe 2 Road 1.91 117
Tonto Creek Drive Buckboard Trail Stetson Drive 0.65 451
Young Road (FS 512) | 0.420 mi N of FH188 Coconino/Gila CB 2.86 299
Copper Hills Road 0.504 mi NE of Globe TB 0.365 mi E of Ida Drive 1.96 212
0.169 mi SE of Zimmer
Sycamore Lane Lane Cul de sac 0.34 336
Mistletoe Drive 0.165 mi N of Louis Lane Manzanita Trail 0.21 370
Colcord Road 2.041 mi S of SR 260 5.353 mi S of SR 260 3.31 290 508

Source: ADOT 2011 HPMS and Gila County

Based on traffic count data and input from Gila County staff, paving Control Road (FS 64) between SR
87 and SR 260 and paving Young Road (FS 512) between SR 260 and SR 288 are the highest-priority
paving needs. Tonto Creek Drive, Sycamore Lane, Mistletoe Drive, and Colcord Road should be
monitored and traffic counted regularly in the future to determine if paving is needed.
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Source: Gila County, CAG, ADOT, ASLD
Figure 3 — Roadway Surface Types for County Roadways
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3.2 Forest Service Roads

There are approximately 500 miles of USFS roads currently being maintained by Gila County, most of
which are unpaved. This study focuses primarily on the paved USFS roads. USFS classifies roads on a
scale of 1 to 5. These levels can be summarized as follows:

o Level 1isaroad that has been closed to the public for at least a year.

e Level 2 is an unpaved road that requires a high clearance vehicle.

e Level 3is an unpaved road that passenger vehicles can drive on.

o Level 4 is aroad that typically has some kind of surfacing treatment (can be paved or unpaved) and is
in good condition.

e Level 5is a paved road and is designed for higher speeds.

Most of the USFS roads maintained by the County are Level 2 or Level 3 roads. A list of the USFS roads
maintained by Gila County and the maintenance level is provided in Appendix A. USFS has typically
included funding as part of its maintenance agreement with the County but this funding is not assured in
the future. USFS is currently developing a travel management plan (TMP) process to identify whether the
Level 1-5 classifications should be changed on any road segments. Some roads currently open to the
public could be converted to administrative use only roads that would be gated and locked. The TMP will
be finalized and implemented in 2014; an EIS is currently being prepared.

State statute requires posting of signs warning the public of primitive roads. Gila County posts primitive
road signs on all Level 2 USFS roads maintained by the County.

USFS recently replaced the seven bridges on Control Road (FS 64) shown in Figure 4. The seven bridges
were load-restricted and were approaching the limits of their original design life. Additionally, the bridges
were too narrow to accommodate simultaneous two-way traffic and were not rated to carry heavier,
modern vehicles.
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Source: USFS
Figure 4 — Bridge Improvement Project on Control Road (FS 64)
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USFS is preparing to replace the 2™ Crossing” and ‘3" Crossing’ concrete low-flow crossings with two
bridges on Houston Mesa Road and replace a concrete low-flow crossing with a third bridge on Control
Road near Tonto Village. These low-flow crossings are impassable during and following large
precipitation events or heavy snowmelt. Construction on these projects is ongoing.

3.3 Tribal Roads

The Tonto Apache Indian Reservation is located adjacent to SR 87 in Payson. The San Carlos Apache
and White Mountain Apache Indian Reservations cover much of the eastern part of Gila County. Gila
County has an agreement with the San Carlos Apache Tribe to provide limited maintenance on some
tribal roads on an as-needed basis. The County does not have ongoing roadway maintenance agreements
with the other Indian tribes. This study does not include tribal roadways.

3.4 Functional Classification

Functional classification defines the hierarchy of streets in a roadway system according to the character of
service they are intended to provide as it relates to mobility, access, and trip length. Roadway design
standards for each type of roadway are established by agencies responsible for roadway maintenance and
operations in order to plan an efficient and effective system. Most travel involves movement through a
network of roadways of varying functional classification.

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has developed guidelines for federal functional
classification of roadways. The federal functional classification groups include principal arterials, minor
arterials, collectors, and local roadways. In general, the principal and minor arterials provide a high level
of mobility for the traveling public with minimal allowance for access, while the collectors and local
roads provide for residential and non-residential access. FHWA guidelines also distinguish between rural
roadways (in areas with a population less than 5,000) and urban roadways (in areas with a population
greater than 5,000). To utilize federal funding on roadway improvements, the roadway must have a
federal functional classification. Most federal funding can only be used on roadways classified as rural
major collectors or higher. The study area roadways that currently have federally recognized functional
classifications are shown graphically in Figure 5 and are summarized in Table 9.

Table 9 — Miles of County Roads that are Federally Functionally Classified

Number of Miles

Federal Functional Classified in the
Classification County Road System
Rural Minor Arterial 0.3
Rural Major Collector 32.3
Rural Minor Collector 67.8
Rural Local 3.6
Urban Minor Arterial 4.7
Urban Collector 6.9
Total 115.3

Source: ADOT 2011 HPMS
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Source: Gila County, CAG, ADOT, ASLD
Figure 5 — Federal Functional Classifications for County Roadways
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3.5 Existing Traffic Volumes

Traffic volume information serves to indicate how close to capacity roadway segments or intersections
may be. Available traffic volume data was reviewed from the 2011 HMPS database of federally
functionally classified roads and from 2013 traffic counts taken by Gila County where noted. Roadways
with traffic volumes in excess of 1,000 vehicles per day are shown in Table 10. The highest traffic
volumes occur on segments of Golden Hill Road, Main Street, Jesse Hayes Road, and Houston Mesa
Road. All of the roads on this table have two through lanes (one lane in each direction).

3.5.1 Levels of Service

Roadway traffic operations are defined and categorized by the amount of delay experienced by an average
driver. The operations are categorized by a grading system called level of service (LOS), which has a
letter designation ranging from A (no delay) to F (severe congestion). The LOS definitions for each letter
designation are given in Table 11 and are based on LOS definitions provided in the Highway Capacity
Manual 2010 (HCM).

For a planning level analysis, the level of service is determined based on the ratio of traffic volume on the
roadway to the capacity of the roadway. Daily volume thresholds for the LOS letter designations have
been developed for the functionally classified study area roadways and are shown in Table 12. Roadway
segments below the maximum daily volume threshold for LOS C likely do not currently need additional
through capacity while roadway segments above the minimum daily volume threshold for LOS E likely
do currently need additional through capacity. For roadway segments between the daily volume
thresholds for LOS D, more detailed analysis should be conducted to evaluate roadway geometry, traffic
control conditions, and number and spacing of driveways to determine if additional through capacity is
needed. Based on the daily volume thresholds in Table 12 and the daily volumes in Table 10, all study
area roadway segments for which current traffic volume data was available provide LOS C or better.
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Table 10 — Average Daily Traffic Volumes on Higher-Volume Gila County Roadways

Road From To Current ADT
Old Oak Street Globe Avenue Railroad Avenue 1,016
Saguaro Drive Daybreak Drive 0.15 miles northeast of 1,036
Daybreak Drive
Pine Creek Canyon Road | SR 87 Cedar Meadow Lane 1,089
Old Highway 188 FS 71 SR 188 1,151
Fossil Creek Road 0.54 miles east of FS Rimwood Road 1,220
708/Fossil Creek Road
Old SR188 Hicks Road SR 188 1,345
Railroad Avenue Old Oak St. Ragus Road 1,352
Icehouse Canyon Road Jesse Hayes Road 0.23 miles south of Jesse 1,371~
Hayes Road
Walliman Road Beer Tree Crossing Highland Drive 1401*
Old Oak Street Railroad Avenue Locomotive Drive 1,494
Ragus Road Railroad Avenue 0.33 miles east of Railroad 1,574
Avenue
Six Shooter Canyon Road | Jesse Hayes Road 0.12 miles south of Jesse 1,615*
Hayes Road
Hardscrabble Mesa Road Southard Drive SR 87 1,702
Beer Tree Crossing Jesse Hayes Road 0.02 miles west of Upper 1,767
Pinal Creek Road
Beer Tree Crossing 0.02 miles west of Upper Saguaro Drive 1,767
Pinal Creek Road
Icehouse Canyon Road Tonto NF Hagen Road 1,778
Icehouse Canyon Road Hagen Road El Paso Way 1,778
Houston Mesa Road 0.20 miles south of FS FS 420 1,835
420
Houston Mesa Road FS420 Control Road 1,835
Russell Road Hospital Drive Golden Hill Road 1,844*
Russell Road Besich Blvd/Hope Lane Huie Street 1,849*
Main Street Roberts Drive Golden Hill Road 1,974
Roberts Drive Russell Road Main St 1,974
Russell Road Golden Hill Road Golden Street 1,979*
Six Shooter Canyon Road | Marlin Drive Cherokee Road 1,994
Old Oak Street Locomotive Drive US 60 2,028
Six Shooter Canyon Road | Cherokee Road Icehouse Canyon Road 2,093
Fossil Creek Road Fuller Road SR 87 2,098
Golden Hill Road Russell Road Main Street 2,160
Fossil Creek Road Rimwood Road Fuller Road 2,187
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Road From To Current ADT
Walliman Road Beer Tree Crossing 0.13 miles east of Beer 2,194*
Tree Crossing
Main Street Us 60 0.44 miles south of US 60 3,607~
Houston Mesa Road 0.50 miles east of SR 87 0.20 mi south of FS 420 3,670
Jesse Hayes Road 0.09 miles northwest of Qil Circle Drive 4,178
Beer Tree Crossing
Main Street Golden Hill Road Short Avenue 4,707

Source: ADOT 2011 HPMS, except where noted by *, which indicates a 2013 traffic count

Table 11 — Level of Service Definitions

LOS Definition
A Primarily free-flow operation; virtually no delay.
B Reasonably unimpeded operation; the presence of other users in the traffic stream begins to be
noticeable.
C Stable operation; marks the beginning of the range in which the operation of individual users becomes

significantly affected by others.

D Somewhat stable operation; represents operating conditions near capacity. Small increases in flow may
cause substantial increases in delay and decreases in travel speed.

E Unstable operation and significant delay; represents operating at or almost at capacity level. All speeds
are reduced to a low but relatively uniform value.

F Severe congestion; represents operating conditions over capacity and extremely low travel speed.

Source: Highway Capacity Manual (2010)

Table 12 — Level of Service Daily Volume Thresholds

Functional Under Capacity Near Capacity At Capacity (LOS Over Capacity
Classification (LOS A—C) (LOS D) E) (LOSF)
Rural Minor Arterial <9,800 9,800 — 11,700 11,700 — 13,000 > 13,000
Rural Minor Collector < 5,500 5,500 — 6,700 6,700 — 7,400 > 7,400

Source: CYMPO Regional Transportation Plan

3.5.2 Future Traffic Volumes

No previously approved traffic volume projections are available for Gila County roadways. Future
transportation volume projections were developed using the compound annual growth rate of 0.37% per
year, which was the rate assumed in the development of the ADOA Office of Employment and
Population Statistics population projections. Future traffic volumes projections are provided in Table 13.
All roadways are assumed to continue to have two through lanes (one lane in each direction).
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Table 13 — Future Traffic Volumes

Current
Road From To ADT! 2033 ADT
Old Oak Street Globe Avenue Railroad Avenue 1,016 1,102
Saguaro Drive Daybreak Drive 0.15 miles northeast of 1,036 1,124
Daybreak Drive
Pine Creek Canyon Road SR 87 Cedar Meadow Lane 1,089 1,181
Old Highway 188 FS 71 SR 188 1,151 1,248
Fossil Creek Road 0.543 miles east of FS Rimwood Road 1,220 1,323
708/Fossil Creek Road
Old SR188 Hicks Road SR 188 1,345 1,459
Railroad Avenue Old Oak St. Ragus Road 1,352 1,466
Icehouse Canyon Road Jesse Hayes Road 0.23 miles south of Jesse 1,371* 1,476
Hayes Road
Walliman Road Beer Tree Crossing Highland Drive 1401~ 1,508
Old Oak Street Railroad Avenue Locomotive Drive 1,494 1,620
Ragus Road Railroad Avenue 0.33 miles east of 1,574 1,707
Railroad Avenue
Six Shooter Canyon Road | Jesse Hayes Road 0.12 miles south of Jesse 1,615* 1,739
Hayes Road
Hardscrabble Mesa Road Southard Drive SR 87 1,702 1,846
Beer Tree Crossing Jesse Hayes Road 0.022 miles west of 1,767 1,917
Upper Pinal Creek Road
Beer Tree Crossing 0.022 miles west of Upper | Saguaro Drive 1,767 1,917
Pinal Creek Road
Icehouse Canyon Road Tonto NF Hagen Road 1,778 1,928
Icehouse Canyon Road Hagen Road El Paso Way 1,778 1,928
Houston Mesa Road 0.20 miles south of FS FS 420 1,835 1,990
420
Houston Mesa Road FS420 Control Road 1,835 1,990
Russell Road Hospital Drive Golden Hill Road 1,844~ 1,985
Russell Road Besich Blvd/Hope Lane Huie Street 1,849* 1,991
Main Street Roberts Drive Golden Hill Road 1,974 2,141
Roberts Drive Russell Road Main St 1,974 2,141
Russell Road Golden Hill Road Golden Street 1,979* 2,131
Six Shooter Canyon Road | Marlin Drive Cherokee Road 1,994 2,163
Old Oak Street Locomotive Drive US 60 2,028 2,200
Six Shooter Canyon Road Cherokee Road Icehouse Canyon Road 2,093 2,270
Fossil Creek Road Fuller Road SR 87 2,098 2,276
Golden Hill Road Russell Road Main Street 2,160 2,343
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Current
Road From To ADT! 2033 ADT
Fossil Creek Road Rimwood Road Fuller Road 2,187 2,372
Walliman Road Beer Tree Crossing 0.13 miles east of Beer 2,194* 2,362
Tree Crossing
Main Street UsS 60 0.44 miles south of US 3,607* 3,884
60
Houston Mesa Road 0.50 miles east of SR 87 0.20 mi south of FS 420 3,670 3,981
Jesse Hayes Road 0.09 miles northwest of Qil Circle Drive 4,178 4,532
Beer Tree Crossing
Main Street Golden Hill Road Short Avenue 4,707 5,105

Source: ADOT 2011 HPMS, analysis by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., except where noted by *, which are 2013 daily
traffic counts

3.6 Bridge Condition

Table 14 lists bridge sufficiency ratings obtained from the ADOT Bridge Group for bridges owned or
maintained by Gila County. The federal definition states that highway structures spanning or having a
combined span of at least 20 feet are classified as bridges.

Table 14 — Bridge Ratings for Gila County Bridges

Structure Structure Length| Functionally Sufficiency
Number Bridge Name in Feet Obsolete Rating
8605 Pinal Creek Reinforced Concrete Box 77 No 99.70
Culvert
7871 Houston Mesa Road Bridge 215 No 98.35
8914 Icehouse Canyon Bridge # 3 44 No 97.94
8706 Pinal Creek Bridge 387 No 92.78
7862 Pine Creek Bridge 41 No 88.68
8194 Pinal Creek Reinforced Concrete Box 20 No 79.51
Culvert
8604 Pinal Creek Bridge 34 No 76.21
10532 Christopher Creek Bridge 46 No 72.55
8198 Icehouse Canyon Bridge 1 35 Yes 71.54
8197 Icehouse Canyon Bridge 2 30 No 68.58
10839 Bloody Tanks Wash Bridge 34 Yes 36.03
7882 Tonto Village Bridge 40 Yes 21.82
7881 Rim Trail Bridge 48 Yes 19.96

Source: ADOT
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The result of the bridge sufficiency rating formula is a percentage in which 100% represents an entirely
sufficient bridge and 0% represents an entirely insufficient or deficient bridge. The sufficiency rating is
never less than 0 or more than 100. For structures that are classified as “functionally obsolete” or
“structurally deficient” the letter “F” or “S” follows the rating number.

Federal regulations dictate that every bridge must be inspected every two years. The ADOT Bridge
Group does bridge inspections in Arizona and submits to FHWA all of the required information for each
bridge. The FHWA uses these numbers to determine the sufficiency rating. Many factors are included in
the ratings. The sufficiency rating does not necessarily indicate a bridge’s ability to carry traffic loads. It
does help determine which bridges may need repair or replacement. A bridge’s sufficiency rating affects
its eligibility for federal funding for maintenance, rehabilitation, or replacement activities. For bridges to
qualify for federal replacement funds, they must have a rating of 50 or below. To qualify for federal
rehabilitation funding, the rating must be 80 or below. Eight bridges in Gila County have a sufficiency
rating lower than 80. The bridges with sufficiency ratings below 80 are summarized in Table 15.

Table 15 — Gila County Bridges with a Sufficiency Rating of 80 or Below

Sufficiency
Bridge Name Number
Pinal Creek Reinforced Concrete Box Culvert 79.51
Pinal Creek Bridge 76.21
Christopher Creek Bridge 72.55
Icehouse Canyon Bridge 1 71.54
Icehouse Canyon Bridge 2 68.58
Bloody Tanks Wash Bridge 36.03
Tonto Village Bridge 21.82
Rim Trail Bridge 19.96

Source: ADOT

In Gila County, four bridges have been rated as functionally obsolete:

e Tonto Village Bridge;

e Rim Trail Bridge;

e Icehouse Canyon Bridge 1; and
e Bloody Tanks Wash Bridge.

The proposed Tonto Creek Bridge and nearby Oak Creek Bridge are currently under design. Gila County
has secured funding for Oak Creek Bridge and is still looking to secure the funding necessary on Tonto
Creek Bridge. Both bridges are needed to provide all-weather access through the Tonto Basin community.

3.7 Safety

3.7.1 Crash Analysis

Crash data was obtained from ADOT’s Safety Data Mart, Gila County, and USFS for a five-year analysis
period from January 1, 2008 through December 31, 2012. Based on crash data included in the ADOT
Safety Data Mart, there were a total of 324 motor vehicle crashes on study area roadways (county roads)
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within the analysis period. The highest number of crashes on county roadways occurred in 2008. The
number of crashes per year is shown in Figure 6. Crash severity is shown in Figure 7. Of the 324
crashes, there were six fatal crashes and 105 injury crashes.
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Source: ADOT Safety Data Mart
Figure 6 — Number of Crashes, Gila County Roadways, 2008-2012

Source: ADOT Safety Data Mart
Figure 7 — Crash Severity, Gila County Roadways, 2008-2012
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Fatal crashes occurred on the following roadways:

e FS 272/Flowing Spring Road (2008): motorcycle, collision with tree/brush stump;
e Beer Tree Crossing (2009): motorcycle/ all-terrain vehicle (ATV), overturn rollover;
e FS 203/Cherry Creek Road (2011): motorcycle/ATV, overturn rollover;

e Deer Creek Drive (2011): motorcycle/ATV, overturn rollover;

e FS 420/Pyle Ranch Road (2011): motorcycle/ATV, overturn rollover; and
e FS 406 (2012): overturn rollover.

Four of the six fatal crashes were categorized as either inattention/distraction or speed too fast for
conditions. Alcohol was cited as a contributing factor in three of the crashes including the only non-
motorcycle/ATV crash. Five of the six fatal crashes involved motorcycles/ATVs.

There were 20 incapacitating crashes. Seventeen of the crashes were single vehicle crashes. Speed was
identified as a factor in ten of the crashes. Alcohol was identified as a factor in six of the crashes.

The locations of all 324 crashes are shown in Figure 8. The locations of fatal and incapacitating crashes
are shown in Figure 9. Bicycle and pedestrian crashes are shown graphically in Figure 10.

The collision manner of the crashes is shown in Table 16. The vast majority of crashes (66%) were single

vehicle crashes.

Table 16 — Crashes by Manner of Collision

Number of | Percentage

Manner of Collision Crashes of Crashes

Angle (front to side)(other than left turn) 15 4.6%
Head On 9 2.8%
Left Turn 3 0.9%
Other 8 2.5%
Rear End 19 5.9%
Rear to Rear 4 1.2%
Rear to Side 12 3.7%
Sideswipe Opposite Direction 19 5.9%
Sideswipe Same Direction 19 5.9%
Single Vehicle 213 65.7%
Unknown 3 0.9%
TOTAL 324 100%

Source: ADOT Safety Data Mart
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Source: Gila County, CAG, ADOT, ASLD
Figure 8 — Crash Locations, 2008-2012
(ADOT Safety Data Mart Crash Records)
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Source: Gila County, CAG, ADOT, ASLD
Figure 9 — Fatal/Incapacitating Crash Locations, 2008-2012
(ADOT Safety Data Mart Crash Records)
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Source: Gila County, CAG, ADOT, ASLD
Figure 10 — Bicycle and Pedestrian Crashes, 2008-2012
(ADOT Safety Data Mart Crash Records)
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As the data illustrates, a high number of crashes are single vehicle crashes in which speed was a
contributing factor. Furthermore, five of the six fatal crashes involved motorcycles/ATVs. These statistics
demonstrate a need to improve driver education regarding how to drive safely, particularly on rural roads.
Speed limits should always be adhered to. The public should also be warned about the dangers of alcohol
consumption while riding motorcycles or ATVS.

Additional crash data is included in Appendix B.

Crash data for the study area segments with higher numbers of crashes is presented in Table 17. These
locations were identified through visual inspection and review of the ADOT database. Each segment has
three or more crashes over the five-year analysis period. EI Camino Street was added to the list due to its
close proximity to Broadway Street. These roadway segments are candidates for more detailed safety
analysis.

The crash analysis identified the need to conduct more detailed safety evaluations (e.g., Road Safety
Assessments (RSA)) at the following locations:

e Broadway Street/El Camino Street intersection (a RSA has since been conducted at this location and
is discussed later in this document);

e Young Road (FS 512) — 0.7-mile segment east of FS 202;
e Russell Road (FS 55) — 5.5-mile segment from Roberts Drive to Kellner Canyon Road; and
o Houston Mesa Road — 9.64-mile segment from SR 87 to Control Road.

3.7.2 Gila County Road Activities-Accident Report Data

A Road Activities-Accident Report, dated March 12, 2013, was provided by Gila County. Crashes were
reviewed within the Road Activities-Accident Report to determine if they are included in the ADOT
Safety Data Mart. A review of the Road Activities-Accident Report identified up to 81 crashes that are
contained within the Road Activities-Accident Report that are not included in the ADOT Safety Data
Mart. Seventy crashes within the Road Activities-Accident Report are included in the ADOT Safety Data
Mart. It should be noted that the data provided in the Road Activities-Accident Report is limited and does
not provide sufficient data for a meaningful analysis. Table 17 includes notations where additional
crashes from the Road Activities-Accident Report were identified that are not included in the ADOT
Safety Data Mart.

3.7.3 USFS Crash Data

A spreadsheet containing additional crash data was provided by USFS in April 2013. This crash data was
extracted from the USFS law enforcement record database for crashes responded to by USFS law
enforcement staff. There were 19 crashes in the study analysis period of 2008-2012, 14 of which were
single vehicle crashes. Only one of the 19 crash records appears to match a crash record in the ADOT
Safety Data Mart — the sole fatal crash in the dataset. It should be noted that the crash data provided in the
USFS spreadsheet is limited and does not provide sufficient data for a meaningful analysis.
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Table 17 — Crash Data for Higher-Crash Segments

Nearby Segment Number
Intersecting Road Length of Crashes
Location Roadways # (miles) Crashes | per mile Comments
Broadway Street El Camino Street 523 0.33 6 18.2 | Paved
3 crashes are
associated with a
driveway
El Camino Street Broadway Street 1193 0.11 2 18.2 | -
Control Road Houston Mesa 1846 23 19 .82 | Unpaved
Road/SR 87 16 single vehicle
crashes
11 speed related
Fossil Creek Road | SR 87 380, 2.98 4 1.34 | Paved
1823 3 speed related
FS 272 Flowing Spring 1616 1.99 4 2.0 | Unpaved
Road/SR 87 1 Fatal crash
4 injury crashes
2 speed related
FS 428 Hardscrabble/ - 6.5 4 0.61 | Unpaved, 4 ran off
Mesa Road road/ditch/embankme
nt
FS 55 Russell Russell Road/ 685 3.4 13 5.29 | Unpaved
Road Russell Guich *5 additional 5 speed related, 3
Road/ Kellner GC crashes inattention
Canyon
Gibson Ranch SR 87 706 2.58 5 1.94 | Paved
Road
Gisela Road SR 87 176 5.22 5 0.96 | Paved
4 ran off road/rollover
Golden Hill Road Alcott Drive 706 2.58 4 1.55 | Paved
2 alcohol related
Houston Mesa SR 87 696 9.64 30 3.63 | Paved
Road *5 additional 16 ran off road
GC crashes 4 collision with
animal/wild game
Russell Road Roberts Drive/ 1396 2.1 14 7.14 | Paved
Quail Run/ Pinal *1 2 collisions with
Canyon/ additional bicyclists
Lancaster Street GC crash
Young Road (FS FS 202 1518 0.7 6 8.57 | Unpaved
512) (segment 3 crashes classified
approaching as “negotiating a
FS 202

curve”

Sources: ADOT Safety Data Mart, Gila County Road Activities-Accident Report, and Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
* Crashes recorded by Gila County Sheriff’s Office but not reported to ADOT Safety Data Mart
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3.8 Pavement Management

3.8.1 Pavement Conditions

A roadway pavement condition inventory was conducted via visual windshield surveys in May 2013 for
the paved roadway segments maintained by Gila County.

Gila County has two maintenance regions: the Timber region (the Payson/Mogollon Rim area); and the
Copper region (Globe area). For purposes of this study, the inventory was divided into these same two
regions. Two survey crews each consisting of one Kimley-Horn staff member and one Gila County staff
member inventoried the roadway conditions in each region, respectively.

Although a few conventional asphalt-surfaced roadways exist in Gila County, the majority of the paved
roadways consist of a chip sealed wearing course generally placed on aggregate base or subgrade. The
County has a proactive program for roadway maintenance that includes crack sealing and chip sealing.
The County makes a concerted effort to chip seal roadway surfaces on a five- to seven-year cycle as
budgets allow. Gila County has diverse geographical and climatic site conditions, from the arid Copper
region at a lower elevation to the Timber region at a higher elevation that is subject to more significant
climate cycling and adverse weather conditions. These factors have a significant impact on pavement life
cycle.

Since 2005, Gila County has been proactive in developing and maintaining a Pavement Management
System (PMS) for the County-maintained paved roadways. The County utilizes the Cartegraph asset
management software platform to store paved roadway inventory/condition data and to develop
maintenance and rehabilitation plans. Current paved roadway inventory data stored in Cartegraph for Gila
County includes road name, area, beginning point, end point, functional classification, number of lanes,
segment length, roadway width, area, and Pavement Condition Index (PCI) values from 2005.

The roadway pavement conditions were visually rated on a scale of 0 to 100 with a rating of 81-100 being
Excellent, 61-80 being Good, 41-60 being Fair, 21-40 being Poor, and 0-20 being Failed. Overall, the
majority of the roadways within the Timber region are in Good to Fair condition with the most common
distresses observed being low-severity longitudinal and transverse (L&T) cracking, alligator cracking,
edge cracking, and weathering/raveling. The majority of the paved roadways within the Copper region are
in Fair to Poor condition with the most common distresses observed being medium-severity block and
alligator cracking in addition to low- to medium-severity weathering/raveling.

The roadway segments rated as Failed or Poor in both the Timber and Copper regions generally exhibit a
significant amount of medium- to high-severity alligator cracking, medium- to high-severity edge-
cracking, and patching, resulting in a loss of surface integrity and ability to safely and efficiently
accommaodate the vehicular traffic being applied to the roadway surface.

The information regarding the type, severity, and extent of pavement distresses was entered into Gila
County’s existing Cartegraph system to generate a pavement condition rating called the Overall Condition
Index (OCI) that is calculated based on equations within Cartegraph. The initial visual condition ratings
were compared to the OCI ratings to generate a final overall pavement condition rating.

In a majority of cases, the two ratings were within a reasonable and expected standard of error assumed to
be +/- 20 points. For these cases, the OCI rating was utilized as the overall pavement condition rating.
When the comparison of ratings exceeded the expected standard of error, the visual condition rating was
utilized as the overall pavement condition rating because Cartegraph OCI ratings can vary significantly
depending on the relationship between segment length and pavement distress coverage area. For
segments with no OCI rating due to the segment not being included in Cartegraph, the visual condition
rating was utilized as the overall pavement condition rating.
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Pavement condition ratings are shown graphically in Figure 11. A summary of pavement condition
ratings by number of miles of paved roadways is shown in Table 18. More detailed information from the

pavement condition inventory is provided in Appendix C.

Table 18 — Pavement Ratings Summary

Miles of Road | Miles of Road | Miles of Road | Miles of Road | Miles of Road
with Excellent with Good with Fair with Poor with Failed
Rating Rating Rating Rating Rating
Region (81-100) (61-80) (41-60) (21-40) (0-20)
Copper 2.86 8.23 17.63 31.88 13.49
Timber 13.70 37.93 31.12 16.43 1.89
Total 16.56 46.16 48.75 48.31 15.38

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

3.9 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are an important part of the multimodal transportation network in that
they provide various options for travel (which is especially critical for travelers who cannot drive).

3.9.1 Bicycle Facilities

Elements that make up bicycle networks can include designated bike routes, striped bike lanes, paved
shoulders along roadways, wide outside lanes, shared use paths, and sidewalks.

Per the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities (2012), paved shoulders provide
adequate bicycle facilities on rural highways (speed limits of 45 to 55 miles per hour (mph)) that connect
town centers and other major attractors. Shoulder width should be a minimum of 4 feet on uncurbed
sections with no vertical obstructions immediately adjacent to the roadway. Shoulder width of 5 feet is
recommended from the face of guardrail, curb, or other roadside barrier to provide additional operating
width. Additional shoulder width is desirable on roadways with higher vehicle speeds, or if use by heavy
vehicles, recreational vehicles, or buses is considerable. In constrained locations, where right-of-way
width is limited, a paved shoulder could be considered only on uphill sections.

The Oregon Department of Transportation publishes a bike lane decision matrix (see Figure 12) to help
determine what types of roadways should include bicycle lanes or striped paved shoulders. The matrix
shows that roadways with less than 1,000 vehicles per day typically do not require bicycle lanes/striped
paved shoulder. The matrix also shows that roads with traffic volumes that exceed 5,000 vehicles per day
generally should be considered for bicycle lanes/striped paved shoulders.

There are limited existing bicycle facilities on Gila County roads. Fairgrounds Road has a wide shoulder
that is marked as a bicycle lane. Several of the state highways that connect to County roadways have wide
shoulders. State highways and their shoulder widths are noted in the ADOT Bicycle Route Map shown
herein as Figure 13. ADOT recently updated its Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for state highways.
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Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

Figure 11 — Pavement Condition Ratings
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Figure 12 — Bike Lane Decision Matrix

3.9.2 Pedestrian Facilities

Pedestrian networks are typically comprised of sidewalks, trails, and
shared use paths. Few sidewalks exist on County roadways. Those that
do exist are generally located within or near the incorporated
communities of Globe, Miami, and Payson and there are often gaps in
the sidewalk network. County roadways containing sidewalks include
Broadway Street from 2™ Street to Old Oak Street, several roadways
adjacent to the Miami Public Schools complex, and Six Shooter Canyon
Road from Winchester Road to Remington Road. The sidewalk segment
on Six Shooter Canyon Road provides access between residential areas
and Gila Pueblo College Road and is planned to be extended from
gﬁ'sngk Remington Road to Cherokee Road through a Transportation
Segment Enhancement grant. Another approved Transportation Enhancement
project is the construction of sidewalks along Main Street in Globe from
US 60 to the intersection of Golden Hill Road.

Gila County has also received a Transportation Enhancement grant to
install eleven pedestrian rest shelters in the Pine-Strawberry area. The
Source: Google structures can also be used as bus shelters for school children.

3.9.3 Trails

The Town of Payson has adopted a Trails Plan that proposes the creation of additional trail systems,
routes, and access facilities for hiking, biking, equestrian, and other recreational uses. The plan proposes
preserving trail linkages between the Town of Payson and the surrounding National Forests. The Trail
System Map is shown in Figure 14.

The Tonto National Forest provides a number of hiking trails in Gila County, which are shown in Figure
15. These include trail systems in the Globe and Miami areas, such as the Ferndell Trail, East Mountain
Trail, Icehouse Canyon Trail, Six Shooter Canyon Trail, and Mill Creek Trail.

098236006 Gila County Transportation Study
January 2014 32 Final Report



— — —— 0

r — oW T T

Source: ADOT
Figure 13 - ADOT Bicycle Route Map

098236006 Gila County Transportation Study
January 2014 33 Final Report



— — —— 0

r — oW T T

Source: Town of Payson

Figure 14 — Payson Trails System
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Source: U.S. Forest Service, Gila County

Figure 15 — Tonto National Forest Trails

098236006 Gila County Transportation Study
January 2014 35 Final Report



3.9.4 Goals, Objectives, and Policies Regarding Multimodal Facilities

Existing planning documents were reviewed regarding existing goals, objectives, and policies associated
with multimodal facilities.

Gila County Comprehensive Plan — Transportation Element

The Gila County Comprehensive Plan Circulation Element considers not only roadway networks, but also
a regional effort to create a multimodal system to accommodate future pedestrians, bicycles, and public
transportation. Goals from the document relating to multimodal and pedestrian and bicycle facilities are
presented below (with bolding of text added for emphasis):

Goal 5: A safe, efficient and cost effective multimodal circulation system that provides for
adequate mobility and access.

Obijective 5.1: Provide a balanced transportation system that promotes multimodal
transportation opportunities and ensures adequate emergency access.

Policy 5.1a: The County shall utilize street design and construction standards that could
incorporate multimodal elements, such as bikeways and pedestrian facilities, within the
developed rural communities.

Policy 5.1b: The County shall explore opportunities for the use and incorporation of multimodal
elements such as natural surface pedestrian trails and horse paths in-lieu of traditional
pedestrian elements such as sidewalks where appropriate.

Policy 5.1c: The County shall incorporate safe crossing points for major non-vehicular
circulation routes along major and minor arterial traffic routes within the County.

Policy 5.1d: The County shall work with the Central Association of Governments and the
incorporated cities and towns to extend and enhance existing multimodal transportation elements
in a regional manner.

Policy 5.1h: The County shall encourage new development to provide adequate facilities for
non-motorized and alternative transportation modes.

The Gila County Comprehensive Plan states that:

“Alternative modes of transportation should be strongly encouraged to play a larger role in the
transportation system. The vast majority of trips are currently by automobile. Other modes for a balanced
circulation system include bicycling, walking, and transit alternatives with efficient placement of future
employment and services.”

It further states that with respect to pedestrian facilities:

“With proper design and adequate facilities, walking can be a mode of travel for school, convenience
shopping, recreation, social, and even work trips. Pedestrian facilities can be accommodated as
enhancements with new roadways or maintenance. All new developments within urbanized areas will be
required to construct sidewalks adjacent to the roadway, as per the Gila County Roadway Design
Standards Manual. This will encourage development of a pedestrian system.”
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4 TRANSPORTATION FINANCE

This section includes an assessment of revenue sources that can be used to fund transportation
improvements.

4.1 Gila County Transportation Excise Tax Program

4.1.1 Revenues from the Transportation Excise Tax

In 1994, Gila County voters passed a half-cent excise tax to pay for highway and street improvements and
transportation projects. The Gila County Transportation Excise Tax program has a sunset date of
December 31, 2014. At the start of the program, excise tax revenues were not identified separately from
Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF) revenue funds, and data was not available on the revenues from
the excise tax individually. Since January 1999, however, information on the excise tax revenues is
available separately and totals $38,815,263.

Since July 2002, excise tax revenues total $31,570,836. These data indicate that revenues have generated
approximately $3 million per year. For the most current fiscal year, excise tax revenues and estimates for
2013 and 2014 are summarized in Table 19.

Table 19 — 2012 and 2013 Estimates Excise Tax Revenues

Estimated
Estimated Actual Revenues, Estimated Revenues
Tax Revenues, 2012 2012 Revenues 2013* 20142
. )
éz cent Transportation $2,818,450 $2,851,371 $2,915,834 $2,981,732
Xclse tax

15 cent interest $16,000 $24,635 - -
Total $2,834,450 $2,876,006 $2,915,834 $2,981,732

1. Source: Gila County, Arizona Adopted budget, 2012/2013, Schedule C, page 27,
http://www.gilacountyaz.gov/documents/finance/docs/Budgets/Final _Adopted 2012 2013 Budget.pdf , referenced 2/18/13
2. Estimated by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., based on growth rate from 2012 to 2013 excise tax revenues of 2.26%

4.1.2 Transportation Excise Tax Expenditures

Transportation excise tax expenditures have included major transportation projects, paving projects,
maintenance projects, and funding for projects to support transportation public works, such as equipment,
a maintenance yard in Star Valley, capital purchases related to transportation, and related expenses. A
summary of projects completed with transportation excise tax funds are provided in Table 20.
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Table 20 — Projects Completed with Transportation Excise Tax Funds

STRAWBERRY

« Fossil Creek Road (paving and drainage)

« Louthian Road (paving and drainage)

« Strawberry Lane (paving)

« Nash Trail (paving and drainage improvements)

» Lost Oak Road (roadway drainage improvements)
« Juniper Road (roadway drainage improvements)

« Diane Circle (roadway drainage improvements)

« Judy Lane (paving and drainage improvements)

* Rimwood Road (paving)

« Elk Road (paving)

 Parkinson Drive (paving)

« Western Way (paving and drainage improvements)
« Lufkin Drive (paving)

 Strawberry Pond Dam (retention basin)

PINE

 Pine Creek Canyon Road Improvement Project

« Fuller Drive (paving and alignment)

» Randall Road (intersection improvement and paving)

« South Road (intersection improvement and paving)

« Valley View Drive (paving)

* Apache Trail (paving)

» Mistletoe Road (paving)

 Holly Drive (paving)

* Cedar Meadow Lane (Built Bridge and paving)

« Pine Cone Trail (paving and drainage
improvements)

« Cyprus Street (paving and drainage improvements)

« Mohawk Street (paving and drainage improvements)

« Apache Trail (paving and drainage improvements)

« Ute Trail (paving and drainage improvements)

« Prince Drive (paving)

* Robbin Lane (paving)

« Fara Drive (paving)

PAYSON/STAR VALLEY AREA

« Detroit Drive (paving)

* Oxbow Trail (paving)

» Gibson Ranch Road (paving)

* Round Valley Road (paving)

* Moonlight Drive (re-align and paving)

¢ SR 260 turn lanes to Star Valley Yard

» Access Road to Beaver Valley Estates (paving)
* Houston Mesa Road (realignment at Red Hill)

« Houston Mesa Road (paving)

TONTO VILLAGE/CHRISTOPHER CREEK AREA

« Control Road (paving)

« Johnson Blvd. (paving)

« Standage Drive (paving)

» Tonto Trail, Cedar Circle, Village Circle, Woodland
Circle, Ponderosa Circle, Windy Grove Circle, Oak
Circle (paving)

« Ashby or Apple (drainage improvements)

 Colcord Road (paving)

YOUNG AREA

* Young Road (FS 512) north end (paving)

* Young Road (FS 512) south end (purchase r/w for
CFLHD project)

* Young Road (FS 512) south end (chip seal)

* Midway Road (paving)

* Hazelwood Road (paving)

* Puma Road (paving)

« Tewksbury Boulevard (paving)

« Graham Boulevard (paving)

» Baker Ranch Road (paving)

TONTO BASIN/GISELA

« Tonto Bridge Design

» Gisela Road Sycamore Lane (intersection
improvement)

* Greenback Valley Road (paving)

« Ewing Trail (paving)

« Shreve Lane (box culvert)

« Cline Boulevard (paving)

« Fluorspar Road (paving)

« Bonanza Circle (paving)

 Sally Mae Circle (paving)

« Packard Drive (paving)

« Circle D Circle (paving)

* Roxie's Circle (paving)

* Dooley Drive (paving)

« Forrest Drive (paving)

« Christopher Lane (paving)

« Lake Vista Drive (paving)

« Tonto Creek Trail (paving)

GLOBE AREA

 Bixby Road (paving and drainage improvements)

* Quail Ridge Road (paving)

« Railroad Ave. New Street (intersection improvement)

« Maple Leaf Street (roadway and drainage
improvement)

* Ragus Road (curb gutter and sidewalk)

* Russell Road (paving)

« Hospital Drive (reconstruct and pave before Globe
annexed)

« Golden Street (paving)

« Hope Lane (purchased R/W)

» Copper Hills Road (paving)

« Alamo Way (low water crossing drainage
improvement)

« Alberta Drive (paving)

« Jesse Hayes Road/Qil Circle (paving and
intersection improvement)

* McMillan Wash (drainage improvements)

« Johnson Road (paving)

« Blue Ridge Drive (paving)

« Monterey Road (drainage improvement)

« Courthouse Parking Lot Expansion

* Wheatfields Road (Murray Wash drainage
improvement project)

Source: Gila County
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Some of the more major of these projects are summarized in Table 21 along with their associated costs.

Table 21 — Major Projects Implemented Using Transportation Excise Taxes

Road Projects (New and Reconstructed) Cost
Arcadia Drive $220,221
Bixby Road $146,523
Cline Boulevard $272,912
Colcord Road $188,081
Control Road $340,575
Copper Hills Road $114,690
Fairgrounds Road $343,536
Fossil Creek Road Phase 1 & 2 $3,354,071
Hospital Road (Besich)-Rose Mofford Way $924,654
Icehouse Canyon Bridge $1,440,174
Kellner Canyon $87,841
Pine Creek Canyon $1,586,694
Russell Road Turn Lanes $903,433
Six Shooter Canyon Road $2,217,869
Star Valley Left Turn Bay $413,411
Tonto Creek Bridge Engineering $369,402
Wheatfield Road (Old 188) $431,086
Young Road (FS 512) $543,571

Total Cost $13,898,744

Source: Gila County

Other major transportation-related expenditures that were funded through the Transportation Excise Tax

funds are summarized in Table 22.

Table 22 — Other Expenditures Funded Through the Transportation Excise Tax Funds

Project Cost

Star Valley Maintenance Yard built in 1996 $1,414,000
Approximate Maintenance costs for Chip Seal/Paving and supplies since $5,400,000
2002 (average cost $600,000 per year)
Capital Equipment purchases since July 2007 $1,975,171
Indirect costs from 9/2009 to 2/2013 $2,063,596
Public Works Buildings contribution $1,400,000

Total Cost $12,252,767

Source: Gila County

098236006
January 2014 39

Gila County Transportation Study
Final Report



4.2 Other Transportation Revenue Sources

4.2.1 Arizona Highway User Revenue Funds

The State of Arizona taxes motor fuels and collects a variety of fees relating to the registration and
operation of motor vehicles in the state. These collections include gasoline and use fuel taxes, motor
carrier fees, vehicle license taxes, motor vehicle registration fees, and other miscellaneous fees. These
HURF revenues are distributed to the cities, towns and counties of the State and to the State Highway
Fund, which is administered by ADOT. These taxes and fees represent a source of revenues available for
highway-related expenses. In fiscal year 2012, the HURF distribution to Gila County was $3.25 million.

ADOT Financial Management Services prepared a forecast of expected values for future HURF revenues
for the state as a whole in a document entitled Arizona Highway User Revenue Fund Forecasting Process
and Results, FY 2013-2022. HURF revenues statewide are projected to increase at an average annual
compound rate of 3.4% in the 2013-2022 timeframe. Per input from Gila County staff, however, the
anticipated annual growth rate in HURF revenues in Gila County is in the 1%-2% range.

4.2.2 Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21)

Federal programs authorized under MAP-21 include Surface Transportation Program (STP), Highway
Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), Federal Lands Transportation and Access Programs, Tribal
Transportation Program, Railway-Highway Crossings (RHC), Transportation Alternatives (TA) Program,
National Highway Performance (NHP) Program, and other relevant programs. Federal funding for
transportation improvements is available through these programs, subject to eligibility requirements and
approval by ADOT and FHWA. Utilizing federal funds requires obtaining environmental, utility, and
right-of-way clearances before proposed improvements can be implemented.

4.2.3 Gila County General Revenue Funds

General fund revenues can be used on any type of project and come from a number of sources, including
property taxes, licenses and permits, intergovernmental revenues, and special revenue funds.

4.2.4 Developer Participation
Developer participation in terms of impact fees is another potential revenue source for improvements.

4.3 Programmed Transportation Expenditures

Table 23 summarizes the projects that Gila County is planning to carry out over the next five years per
the Gila County 2013-2018 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) .
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Table 23 — Gila County 2013-2018 Capital Improvement Program

Location Cost by Year ($)
Project Name Recg)]:on 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Planned Capital Projects
Bridge Load Rating All County 100,000
Pine Creek Canyon Phase 2 Timber 50,000 1,500,000
Rim Trail Bridge Design Timber 50,000
RAC FR 423 Eng Cline Blvd Timber 117,703
Develop/Permit Materials Pit Copper 28,700 40,000 50,000
Young 512 Resurfacing Timber 135,538
Colcord Overlay Timber 300,000
EinF;/gisell Road to Kellner Copper 227,022
Houston Mesa Bridges Timber 320,000
Lion Springs-ADOT match Timber 440,000 440,000 440,000 440,000
Mesa Del subdivision paving Timber 500,000
gr;;;t;a""be"y Pedestrian Timber 13,495 58,894
Sidewalk Main Street Copper 54,706
Sidewalk Six Shooter Copper 55,192
Broad Street Ext Phase 2 Copper 400,325
Cemetery Road Timber 34,909 - 150,000
Gisela Road Timber 500,000
Ice House Canyon overlay Copper 300,000
Monroe Reconstruction Copper 890,000
Pine Creek Canyon Phase 1 Timber 1,196,475 163,695
E#SSVS:”Rd/Hope Ln Intersection Copper 886,778
Oak Creek Bridge & Approaches Timber 150,000 150,000 150,000
Tonto Creek Bridge (Eng) Timber 9,229 476,499 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
SL;ZS\?\I/LI;(?I_ ;aliﬁecdestrlan Stop / Copper 300,000
Planned Capital Projects élcl)unty 2,287,289 | 3,637,371 940,000 1,930,000 | 2,190,000 690,000
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Table 23 — Gila County 2013-2018 Capital Improvement Program (continued)

Location Cost by Year ($)
or
Project Name Region 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Planned Maintenance Projects
Indirect Costs All County 732,301 798,766 798,766 798,766 798,766 798,766
Eosgjgg'”te“ance <$200,000M0t | Ay county | 434,239 | 514510 | 350,000 | 350,000 | 350,000 | 350,000
Capital Equipment/Machinery All County 264,067 356,682 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000
Capital Bridge Infrastructure All County 20,000
E)‘(’g‘;gge“ Road Maintenance AllCounty | 904,175 | 800,000 | 800,000 | 800,000 | 800,000 | 800,000
Planned Maintenance Projects égunty 2,334,782 | 2,489,958 | 2,248,766 | 2,248,766 | 2,248,766 | 2,248,766
Contingency Reserve All County 0 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Total Planned Capital and All 4,622,071 | 6,227,329 | 3,188,766 | 4,178,766 | 4,438,766 | 2,938,766
Maintenance Projects County
Source: Gila County
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5 TRANSPORTATION NEEDS

Transportation system needs (e.g., safety issues, infrastructure gaps or deficiencies, and unmet demand
for transportation facilities or services) were identified from an analysis of current and future
transportation conditions and comments received from the general public, the TAC, and stakeholders
regarding transportation system needs. Based on the needs identified and the comments received, areas
for improvements were identified, evaluation measures were defined, and potential improvement projects
and recommendations were developed.

5.1 Roadway Needs

5.1.1 Paving Needs

Unpaved roadways that have average daily traffic volumes approaching or exceeding 400 vpd were
identified as candidates for new paving, with those roadways that are also federally functionally classified
considered the highest-priority candidates. Based on traffic count data and input from Gila County staff,
paving Control Road (FS 64) between SR 87 and SR 260 and paving Young Road (FS 512) between SR
260 and SR 288 are the highest-priority paving needs.

5.1.2 Bridge Needs

Eight bridges have ADOT-assessed sufficiency ratings below 80, indicating the need for rehabilitation to
current standards or replacement (reconstruction). These bridges are:

e Pinal Creek Reinforced Concrete Box Culvert (rehabilitate);
o Pinal Creek Bridge (rehabilitate);

o Christopher Creek Bridge (rehabilitate);

e Icehouse Canyon Bridge 1 (rehabilitate);

e |cehouse Canyon Bridge 2 (rehabilitate);

o Bloody Tanks Wash Bridge (replace);

e Tonto Village Bridge (replace); and

e Rim Trail Bridge (replace).

5.2 Safety Needs

The predominant type of crashes in the five-year analysis period (2008-2012) is single vehicle crashes in
which vehicle speed was a contributing factor. Furthermore, five of the six fatal crashes involved
motorcycles or ATVs on rural roadways. These statistics demonstrate a need to improve enforcement and
driver education on rural roadways. Speed limits should be adhered to and the public should be warned
about the dangers of alcohol consumption while driving.

The crash analysis identified the need to conduct more detailed safety evaluations (e.g., RSAs) at the
following locations:

e Broadway Street/El Camino Street intersection (a RSA has since been conducted at this location and
is discussed later in this document);

e Young Road (FS 512) — 0.7-mile segment east of FS 202;
o Russell Road (FS 55) — 5.5-mile segment from Roberts Drive to Kellner Canyon Road; and
e Houston Mesa Road — 9.64-mile segment from SR 87 to Control Road.
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Another identified need is the development of a more consistent procedure for reporting crash data
collected by Gila County and USFS to ADOT so that the ADOT Safety Data Mart can be a more
comprehensive dataset.

5.3 Pavement Management Needs

The roadway segments whose pavement condition is rated as Failed or Poor need to be rehabilitated to
prevent further deterioration and to improve circulation, safety, emergency vehicle access, and drainage.
Because pavement conditions are generally expected to deteriorate over time, even the roadways rated as
Excellent, Good, or Fair will likely need to be rehabilitated within the next 20 years.

5.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Needs

The need was identified for bike lanes or paved shoulders to promote bike and pedestrian safety and
comfort. For locations with limited right-of-way, bike lanes/paved shoulders could be considered only on
the uphill sections of roadways.

Bike lanes/paved shoulders should be provided on roadways that connect urbanized areas, activity
centers, and recreational destinations, particularly if these routes have high traffic volumes, high speeds,
or are used by trucks or recreational vehicles.

Roadways that have over 2,000 vpd should be considered for bike lanes/paved shoulders. The roadways
with daily traffic volumes over 2,000 vpd are shown in Table 24. The segment limits in the table should
be reviewed to establish logical beginning and ending points for bike lanes/paved shoulders to establish
connectivity to adjacent roadways.

Table 24 — Potential Bike Lane/Paved Shoulder Candidate Roadways

Current Daily Traffic

Roadway Name From To Volume (Rounded)
Old Oak Street Locomotive Drive US 60 2,000
Six Shooter Canyon Road | Cherokee Road Icehouse Canyon Road 2,000
Fossil Creek Road Rimwood Road SR 87 2,200
Golden Hill Road Russell Road Main Street 2,200
Houston Mesa Road SR 87 Control Road 3,700
Jesse Hayes Road 0.09 miles northwest of Qil Circle Drive 4,200

Beer Tree Crossing

Main Street Golden Hill Road Short Avenue 4,700

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

Gila County staff has identified two roadways that are high-priority candidates for bike lanes/paved
shoulders: Christopher Creek Loop is a recreational roadway with sufficient pavement width that a bike
lane/paved shoulder could be created if the roadway were restriped to remove the center turn lanes; and
Houston Mesa Road (already in Table 24) has sufficient right-of-way that the roadway could be widened
to create bike lanes/paved shoulders without needing additional right-of-way.

Another identified need was to fill in gaps and expand the sidewalk network, particularly in the vicinity of
the incorporated communities of Globe, Miami, and Payson.
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5.5 Transportation Finance Needs

The cost of needed improvements is expected to exceed projected available revenue from traditional
revenue sources. A key identified need is extending the transportation excise tax or identifying other
funding sources to construct the projects currently in the Gila County 2013-2018 CIP and the
improvement projects recommended in this study.
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6 IMPROVEMENT CONSIDERATIONS

The considerations described below guided the development and priority ranking of potential
improvements.

6.1 Pavement Maintenance

Pavement generally deteriorates over time regardless of the level of maintenance activities. Pavement
typically performs well over the first 75% of the pavement’s life, but deterioration rapidly accelerates
during the final 25% of the pavement’s life, as shown in Figure 16. Although it’s difficult to determine
the “positive signal” at the juncture between the first 75% and the final 25%, this point generally occurs
as the pavement condition deteriorates from Fair to Poor. Proactive maintenance activities can prolong
pavement life cycle spans, thus requiring less capital expenditure.

EXCELLENT 1
. $1 FOR
GOOD ﬁ\? SUDS_CI)TF:( RENOVATION
HERE
FAIR
75% OF LIFE
y $4 TO $5 FOR
40% DROP RECONSTRUGTION
IN QUALITY o
POOR
12% OF
LIFE

FAILED

TIME

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Figure 16 — Pavement Life Cycle

The level of deterioration and resulting future pavement condition for the roadway segments identified
within Gila County are dependent upon various factors including climate, traffic, and general site
conditions. There are many pavement segments within Gila County that are in Fair condition but
approaching the point at which the rate of deterioration is likely to increase more rapidly if preventive
maintenance activities are not conducted in the near-term to slow the rate of deterioration. Once the
pavement has deteriorated to a rating of Poor or Failed, applying preventive maintenance activities, such
as crack sealing, patching, or surface treatments, is likely not cost-effective.

If preventive maintenance activities are not routinely conducted, costly major rehabilitation activities such
as mill/replace or reconstruction are likely to be required. Generally speaking, Gila County has
historically been proactive in applying preventive maintenance to deteriorating roadways in the form of
single or double chip seal applications. Gila County has an annual chip seal program to address these
preventive maintenance needs.

Taking a proactive approach in managing the overall condition of the pavement network and applying
maintenance and rehabilitation activities at the appropriate time will allow Gila County to make cost-
effective decisions and protect the investment in the roadway network. It is important that Gila County
make maintenance and rehabilitation decisions that consider the underlying cause of the pavement
deterioration so that repairs will restore the expected useful life of the pavement.
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6.2 Complete Street Cross-Sections

Nationally, interest continues to increase regarding accommodating all roadway users (e.g., motorists,
bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit riders) by creating “complete streets” that provide facilities (e.g.,
sidewalks, bike lanes, and transit amenities) for all user groups (see www.completestreets.org). Roadway
users of all ages and abilities should be able to safely move along and across complete streets.

Elements of complete streets can include sidewalks, shared use paths, bike lanes or wide paved shoulders,
special bus lanes, comfortable and accessible transit stops, frequent crossing opportunities, median
islands, accessible pedestrian signals, curb extensions, and more. A complete street in a rural area may
have a different cross-section than a complete street in an urban area, but both should be designed to
balance safety and convenience for everyone using the roadway.

The Gila County Roadway Design Standards Manual (revised 2005) has both rural and urban typical
cross-sections for the following roadway types:

Urban Roadway Types Rural Roadway Types
Urban Principal Arterial Rural Major Arterials
Urban Major Collector Rural Arterials

Urban Collector Rural Collectors

Urban Minor Collector Rural Local

Urban Local Rural Very Low Volume

These cross-sections were reviewed to determine if they contain provisions for sidewalks or paths and
bike lanes or paved shoulders. With respect to sidewalks, the design standards state that pedestrian
walkways (sidewalks and paths) may be incorporated in a roadway cross-section if requested or approved
by the Gila County Engineering Department. The standard width for walkways is five feet for all urban
collector and arterial roadways. For urban local roadways, a sidewalk width of four feet may be used.
Shared use paths may be used, if desired. The design of shared use paths will be based on applicable,
current standards. Sidewalks are to be provided on all new urban streets except on single-family
residential local streets where all lots or parcels are one net acre or more in area and shoulders are
provided. The Roadway Design Standards state that sidewalks will be provided on rural roadways
adjacent to lots smaller than one net acre unless otherwise approved by the Gila County Board of
Supervisors.

With respect to bike lanes, the County’s Roadway Design Standards include provisions for 6-foot bike
lanes on all of the urban cross-sections except for the urban local roadway. On the rural cross-sections,
there is an 8-foot minimum shoulder area that can be used as a bike lane on the rural major arterial
roadway, and a 5-foot minimum shoulder area that can be used as a bike lane on the rural arterial
roadway. On rural collector roadways, there is a 12-foot sloping shoulder area that is not suitable for bike
travel. Similarly, there is a 4-foot minimum sloping shoulder area on the rural local roadway and a 2-
foot-minimum sloping shoulder area on the rural very low volume roadway that are not suitable for a bike
travel. Existing rural cross-sections for arterial, collector and local roadways are shown in Figure 17.

It is recommended that Gila County consider updating its rural collector, rural local, and rural very low
volume roadway cross-sections to provide sufficient accommodation for bike travel (i.e., a minimum 5-
foot flat paved shoulder or bike lane). It is also recommended that Gila County consider adopting a
complete streets policy that emphasizes the importance of providing transportation facilities that
accommodate all users.
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6.3 Road Safety Assessment at Broadway Street / El Camino Street

A RSA of the Broadway Street/EI Camino Street intersection was conducted by ADOT in June 2013 at
the request of the Gila County Public Works Department. Gila County Public Works Department
requested the RSA because the roadway ranks high on Gila County Public Works Department’s crash list
and has a high level of pedestrian activity. The study limits included the segment of Broadway Street
from US 60 to just east of EI Camino Street, and EI Camino Street from US 60 to just south of Broadway
Street. The issues and recommended countermeasures for consideration that were identified as a result of
the RSA are summarized in Table 25. Gila County provided a response letter indicating that Gila County
intends to implement the recommended countermeasures as funding and staff resources become available.
More detailed information on the RSA is available in Appendix D.
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Table 25 — Broadway Street/El Camino Street RSA Suggested Countermeasures

have to slow down to make the right-turn maneuver onto
Broadway Street. Additionally, Broadway Street is very wide
and straight, which may encourage higher speeds.

Potential
Safety
Issue Description Countermeasure for Consideration

Backing 42% of the crashes in the study area are backing crashes at the | Install pavement markings for angle parking on north side of Post Office.

Crashes at Post Office, with half of these occurring on the north side and Consider using back-in angle parking, which provides motorists with better

Post Office half on the east side of the Post Office. vision of roadway users as they exit the parking space. Back-in angle
parking also removes the difficulty that drivers, particularly older drivers, have
when backing into moving traffic.
Install pavement markings for perpendicular parking on east side of Post
Office.
Install edgelines along Broadway Street.
Refresh the double yellow centerline on Broadway Street.
Eliminate parking on northeast corner of Post Office through the installation
of a raised bulb out or pavement markings.
Reconstruct sidewalk area in front of Post Office, relocating sidewalk closer
to the Post Office to gain additional maneuvering space outside of the travel
lane for backing vehicles; this will also provide an opportunity to address the
elevation difference between the sidewalk and the parking area.

Speeds on Motorists turning from eastbound US 60 to Broadway Street Use pavement markings to narrow the Broadway Street lane widths to 10 or

Eastbound have a short distance (approximately 150 feet) to decelerate 11 feet. These could include edge lines, angle parking stalls at the Post

Broadway from a 40 mph speed zone to a 25 mph speed zone. Because Office, parallel parking stalls at the Fire Department, and refreshed

Street Broadway Street intersects US 60 at skew, motorists do not centerlines.

If speeding on eastbound Broadway Street is still an issue after marking
improvements, consider reconstructing the intersection of US 60 and
Broadway Street to force motorists to make more of a 90-degree right-turn
movement from a deceleration lane.

Pedestrians

The RSA Team observed numerous pedestrians, and some
bicyclists, of varying ages and abilities during the daytime and
nighttime field reviews. There are no sidewalks along the Circle
K frontage.

Construct sidewalks along the Circle K frontage to line up with the existing
curb on ElI Camino Street near US 60.

Pavement
Markings

Pavement markings, including centerlines, stop bars, and
parking stalls, are faded or non-existent

Refresh all pavement markings

Source: ADOT
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Table 25 — Broadway Street/El Camino Street RSA Suggested Countermeasures (continued)

Potential
Safety
Issue Description Countermeasure for Consideration
Circle K Access at Circle K is uncontrolled, with no defined driveways, Provide defined accesses for the Circle K frontage with standard commercial
Access which can produce unpredictable motorist behavior related to driveways on Broadway Street and EI Camino Street, which can be
entering, exiting, and parking maneuvers. accomplished in combination with sidewalk construction. These driveways
The RSA team observed several motorists making diagonal need to accommodate fuel trucks and other large vehicles; location and width
movements across the Broadway Street/El Camino Street of the driveways should be evaluated to meet these needs. The EI Camino
intersection into and out of the Circle K property. Other Street driveway should be located as far from US 60 as possible. A second
motorists were observed making higher speed left-turns into Broadway Street driveway may be needed for accessing the garbage
Circle K after turning right from US 60. dumpsters.
The bollards and utility pole on the southwest corner of the
Circle K lot have been struck numerous times.
The disorganized parking on the Circle K lot can contribute to
sight distance and traffic flow issues.
Parking There is on-street parking on El Camino Street and Broadway Prohibit parking within 20 feet of intersection with the use of raised or painted
Street. Parked vehicles can create sight obstructions for bulb-outs on the corners.
motorists. Relocate the stop bars closer to the edge of the through travel lane to improve
Parking demand for the Post Office and Fire Department motorists’ view around parked vehicles.
appears to be greater than the parking supply. Provide additional on-street parking along the right-turn ramp onto US 60.
Pursue an agreement (possibly a land swap) between the Mormon Church and
Freeport-McMoRan to provide parking along the west side of the Post Office.
Install a street light for the north end of the Mormon Church parking lot to make
it more secure for nighttime parking of Fire Department employee vehicles.
If sight restrictions persist at the Broadway Street/El Camino Street intersection,
evaluate the need for all-way stop control.
Left-Turns | Angle crashes involving left-turns from El Camino Street onto Decrease the length of the median bullnose to provide a better turn radius for
onto US US 60 make up 25% of the crashes in the study area. vehicles turning left from EI Camino Street.
60 The skewed angle of the intersection makes it more difficult to Replace the missing RPMs and refresh the reflective paint on the median.
look left from the EI Camino Street approach. Install an angled stop bar and centerline to align vehicles on El Camino Street
The median bullnose has been struck and run over numerous perpendicular to US 60.
times. Several raised pavement markers (RPMs) are missing
from the median bullnose, and the paint on the bullnose is
faded.

Source: ADOT
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7 RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS

Recommended improvements have been developed to address the study area’s identified current and future
needs. Recommended improvements are grouped by type of improvement and are discussed below.
Roadway, safety, bicycle, and pedestrian improvements are collectively considered capital improvements
and are shown graphically in Figure 18. Pavement improvements are displayed separately later in the
document.

7.1 Roadway Improvements
This section discusses the roadway improvements recommended in the following areas:

e Paving and improving existing unpaved roadways;
e Bridge improvements; and
e  Other roadway improvements.

7.1.1 Paving and Improving Existing Unpaved Roadways

A paved roadway surface provides a number of benefits over an unpaved surface, including reduced levels
of dust, more efficient and comfortable travel, reduced vehicle maintenance costs, and improved safety.
Table 26 identifies the locations where improvement projects are recommended to pave and improve
existing unpaved roadways. These projects assume that the roadway will be paved with asphalt that covers
the width of the unpaved roadway, which is generally 24 feet wide. These recommendations are based on
the needs identified as part of this study and projects already identified in the Gila County five-year CIP.

7.1.2 Bridge Improvements

The bridge improvement projects in Table 27 are recommended based on the needs identified as part of this
study and projects already identified in the Gila County five-year CIP. These projects include replacing or
rehabilitating the eight bridges that had sufficiency ratings below 80, providing new bridges across Oak
Creek and Tonto Creek in the Tonto Basin community, and conducting a bridge load rating study that will
evaluate the maximum load each Gila County bridge can carry.

7.1.3 Other Roadway Improvements

The other miscellaneous roadway improvement projects in Table 28 are recommended based on the fact
that these projects are already identified in the Gila County five-year CIP.
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Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

Figure 18 — Recommended Roadway Capital Improvement Projects
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Table 26 — Recommended Roadway Improvements - Paving Unpaved Roadways

Project Location

Improvement
Description

Comments

Control Road (FS 64): SR 87 to Houston
Mesa Road

Paving and reconstruction

Identified need in this study

Control Road (FS 64): Houston Mesa Road
to end of pavement 2 miles west of SR 260

Paving and reconstruction

Identified need in this study

Canyon Road to end of pavement

Young Road (FS 512): Colcord Road to Paving Identified need in this study
Crouch Mesa (FS 116)

Pine Creek Canyon Drive: Pine Lane to Paving In County 5-year plan
campground entrance

Colcord Road (FS 291): end of pavement Paving In County 5-year plan

for 1.3 miles

Mesa Del Caballo Subdivision: multiple Paving In County 5-year plan
roadways

Icehouse Canyon Road: Six Shooter Paving In County 5-year plan

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., Gila County

Table 27 — Recommended Roadway Improvements - Bridges

Project Location

Improvement
Description

Comments

Bridge Load Rating Study

for maximum load

Rate each bridge in County

In County 5-year plan

Rim Trail Bridge

Replacement

Identified need in this study
In County 5-year plan

Tonto Village Bridge

Replacement

Identified need in this study

Bloody Tanks Wash Bridge

Replacement

Identified need in this study

Pinal Creek Reinforced Concrete Box Culvert

Rehabilitation

Identified need in this study

Pinal Creek Bridge

Rehabilitation

Identified need in this study

Christopher Creek Bridge

Rehabilitation

Identified need in this study

Icehouse Canyon Bridge 1

Rehabilitation

Identified need in this study

Icehouse Canyon Bridge 2

Rehabilitation

Identified need in this study

Oak Creek Bridge

New construction

Identified need in this study
In County 5-year plan

Tonto Creek Bridge

New construction

Identified need in this study
In County 5-year plan

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., Gila County
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Table 28 — Other Recommended Roadway Improvements

Project Location Improvement Description Comments

SR 260: Lion Springs Section Widen to 4-lane divided highway Local contribution to ADOT project
In County 5-year plan

Monroe Street Reconstruction: 7" Street to Realign road to improve horizontal | In County 5-year plan

Gila County Courthouse and vertical alignment of roadway
Cemetery Road: SR 87 to end of Paving and reconstruction In County 5-year plan
pavement

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., Gila County

7.2 Safety Improvements

The following safety improvement projects are recommended based on the safety needs identified in this
study, the findings of the RSA at Broadway Street/EI Camino Street, and projects already identified in the
Gila County five-year CIP.

o Enforcement and driver education campaign on rural roadways;
o Broadway Street/El Camino Street RSA recommendations;

e Future RSA studies and subsequent safety improvements; and
e Improved crash reporting procedures.

7.2.1 Enforcement and Driver Education Campaign on Rural Roadways

A driver education campaign is recommended that focuses on motorcycle/ATV safety and the negative
consequences of excessive speed and alcohol consumption. Increased enforcement of traffic laws is also
recommended.

7.2.2 Road Safety Assessment Recommendations at Broadway/El Camino

A summary of the RSA recommendations developed by ADOT at the Broadway Street/EI Camino Street
intersection is provided in Table 29. While Gila County has indicated it intends to implement the
recommendations as funding and staff resources become available, the recommendations are subject to
review and refinement by Gila County. Gila County already has some funding set aside in the five-year
CIP for implementing safety improvements at this intersection.
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Table 29 — Broadway Street/El Camino Street RSA Recommendations

Safety Concern

Recommended Improvement

Backing Crashes at Post
Office

Striping for angle and perpendicular parking, install edge lines, refresh pavement
markings, install bulb outs at corners, reconstruct sidewalk in front of Post Office

Speeds on Eastbound
Broadway St

Pavement markings to narrow lane widths, thereby slowing drivers down when
entering Broadway Street from US 60

Pedestrians

Construct sidewalks

Circle K Access Construct driveways on El Camino Street and on Broadway Street

Parking Prohibit parking near corners, relocate stop bars to improve visibility, provide
parking (through land swap) on west side of Post Office, parking lot lighting,
evaluate all-way stop sign at El Camino/Broadway if needed

Left Turns onto US 60 Reconfigure median bullnose on US 60 at El Camino Street

Pavement Markings Refresh all pavement markings

Source: ADOT

7.2.3 Future Road Safety Assessment Studies

It is recommended that RSAs be conducted on the following three roadway segments. Subsequent
construction improvement projects should be developed that implement the agreed upon improvements
recommended by the RSAs.

e Young Road (FS 512) — 0.7-mile segment east of FS 202;
e Russell Road (FS 55) — 5.5-mile segment from Roberts Drive to Kellner Canyon Road; and
e Houston Mesa Road — 9.64-mile segment from SR 87 to Control Road.

7.2.4 Improved Crash Reporting Procedures

It is recommended that personnel from Gila County Public Works, Gila County Sheriff’s Office, USFS, and
ADOT work together to develop reporting procedures that will result in a more consistent and accurate
crash dataset in the future.

7.3 Pavement Maintenance and Resurfacing Improvements

7.3.1 Pavement Preventive Maintenance

Preventive maintenance activities slow the rate of pavement deterioration and extend the life of the
pavement. The application of preventive maintenance activities to significantly deteriorated pavement
segments is typically expensive and not cost-effective. Typical preventive maintenance improvements
include crack sealing, patching, fog seals, and chip seals. These treatments are most cost-effective when
applied to a pavement that is not significantly deteriorated and exhibiting climate-related distresses such as
longitudinal cracking, weathering, and raveling. Applying these treatments to pavement that is exhibiting
load-related distress does not correct the underlying deficiency but can extend the life of the pavement to
some degree. Gila County typically applies chip seals to roadways exhibiting low to moderate load-related
distresses to extend the life of the pavement. Preventive maintenance improvements also include stop-gap
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maintenance. Stop-gap maintenance addresses safety issues, such as severe potholes, for roadways that are
either significantly deteriorated or to address localized pavement failure for roadways that are otherwise
rated Good or better.

It is recommended that the County consider preventive maintenance activities such as crack sealing and
patching for pavements between three and five years old with overall pavement condition ratings of 70 or
greater and chip seal surface treatments for pavements between six and ten years old or when a pavement
reaches a condition rating of Good with the predominant distress types being climate-related. Chip seal
surface treatments can be considered for segments with a condition rating of Poor if the amount of load-
related distress is limited; however, chip seal surface treatments should not be considered for segments with
a condition rating of Failed. Table 30 provides general guidelines for the application of preventive
maintenance treatments.

Table 30 — General Guidelines for Applying Preventive Maintenance

2013 Approximate
Pavement Age at Initial Treatment
Preventive Mai