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1. INTRODUCTION
REGIONAL OVERVIEW

Central Yavapai County is located approximately 80 mileshi@st of Phoenix and is served by
State Routes (SR) 69, 169, 89 and 89A. State Route 69 connects with Interstal&)1at (I
Cordes Junction, about 20 miles southeast of the study area. The Central Yavapai Metropolitan
Planning Organization (CYMPO) enopasses the communities of Prescott, Prescott Valley,
Chino Valley, DeweyHumboldt, portions of Yavapai County and the Yavdpaascott Nation.

Figure 1 shows the location of these communities, the CYMPO planning area, and the study area
boundaries. Thestudy area boundaries are larger than the MPO boundaries to encompass
influence areas outside the immediate metropolitan area.

The CYMPO is one of the fastest growing areas in Arizona. Prescott currently has the largest
population of the three commungie However, Prescott Valley is close behind and is projected

to surpass Prescott in size by 2015. As Figure 1 shows, Prescott is located in tbentvakt
portion of the region; Prescott Valley lies east of Prescott, Chino Valley lies to the north of
Prescott, and newly incorporated Dewldymboldt is just south of Prescott Valley at the
intersection of SR 169 and SR 69. State Route8®@nd 89A serve as the main thoroughfares
within the CYMPO, tie the communities together, and also function as tamparommercial
corridors within each communidyan important dual role that this stuagdressed.

STUDY PURPOSE

This study is the latest in a series of regional planning efforts that have been conducted in the
region, beginning with the 1995 Central ¥@ai County Transportation Study and the
subsequent 1998 update of that study. Although the Central Yavapai region was just recently
designated a Metropolitan Planning Organization, the communities within the region have
worked together in the past to kée regional issues, successfully implementing many of the
roadway improvements recommended in the 1995 Plan.

The scope of this study is the creation of a regional transportation plan for the 2015 and 2030
planning horizon years, together with a prograistwortrange projects for 2010. The study
includes five major elements:

Public Involvement

Current Socioeconomic and Transportation Conditions
Documentation of a TransCAD Travel Demand Model
Analysis of Future Conditions

Multimodal Assessment

Lima & Associates CYMPO 20® Transportation Plani Pagel
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AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPA TION

Public involvement for this study included public meetings and extensive coordination meetings
with the City of Prescott, the Towns of Prescott Valley and Chino Valley, Yavapai County, the
YavapatPrescott Nation and Arizona Depagnt of Transportation (ADOT).

November 2005

The first series of public meetingsasheld in November 2005 to present findings on the existing

and future conditions and to obtain input on the study issbesluding the consultant team who
conducted the sessions, a total of over 100 persons attended the first set of four open house
events. The Prescott afternoon session had the highest atteéhdeece40 persons. The
Prescott Valley session had the lowest reabrdgendana® 21, although a count conducted
during the session indicated that 25 persons were actually in attendance-nifieirgpmment

forms were completed and returned during the sessions. Anothatolzali comments were
received later by-enail. Tables 1 presents a summary of the public comments.

TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS
November 15, 16, and 17, 2005

Public Comments Disposition of Comments
Chino Valley 23 Participants
e Please read the proposed Williamson Val All pertinent existing plans including those f
Road plan Williamson Valley Road have been reviewed by
consultant.

e The Wiliamson Valley corridor charactt Comment referred to local jurisdictions for furth
would be severely impacted by widening t disposition The plan is regional in scope.

road
e Add eastwest roads between Highway 89 a Several easwest alignments were tested in t
Williamson Valley Road traffic forecasting process to evaluate the effect

traffic volumes on Williamson Valley Road

e Extend Gassford Hill Road north from Extension included in draft plan
Prescott Valley
Prescott Valley 21 Participants
e The fAmulti modal f a ¢ Comment referred to the Town of Prescott Valley
is not open. There are barricades further disposition.
intersections. Why is it not open? Why wa
built wherethere is little foot traffic?
e Need large signs on SR 69 from SR 169 to Comment referred to ADOT for further disposition
89 that tell truckers they must stay in the rig
(outer) lane except to pass. Also slower tra
must say in outer lane for the same reason.

Lima & Associates CYMPO 20® Transportation Plani Page3



TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS (Continued)
November 15, 16, and 17, 2005

Public Comments Disposition of Comments

Prescott 75 Participants

e A safe crossingpf Williamson Valley Road Provision of safe roadway crossings for equestrii
for equestrians, pedestrians, and bicyc pedestrians, and bicyclists is included in
using the American Ranch Trail is needed j recommendtions of the plan.
north of Blackjack Ridge Road

e |If residential areas need to be expanded 1 Comment referred to local jurisdictions for furth
full consideration should be given 1 disposition.
providing berms, foliage, and sound walls

e We must provide for alternative modes Comment referred to local jurisdictions for furth
transportation (bicycles, walking, public ma disposition.
transit)

e Make Highway 89 4ane sooner The consultant concurs that additional nestiuth

lanes are needed in the study area.

e Widening Williamson Valley road to 5 lane Comment referred to local jurisdictions for furth
does not give priority to preserving the sce disposition.
route of the roadway

e Please look at all possible connectors betw A number ofconnecting alignments were evalual
Williamson Valley Road and SR 89 in the traffic forecasting process.

e Consider future constraints due to wa Comment referred to local jurisdictions for furth
availability when projecting populatio disposition.
growth

March 2006

The secondeyies of public meeting&asheld in March 2006 to present the study alternative
and the preliminary regional systeraxcluding the consultant team who conducted the sessions,
a total of 70 persons attended the second set of four open house evenBrestioét sessions
had the highest attendaidca combined total of 49 persons. The Chino Valley session had the
lowest recorded attendaricd, due to the severe winter weather that evening. Nine comment
forms were completed and returned during the sessiémather halfdozen comments were
received later by-enail.

Tables 2 presents a summary of the public comments.

Lima & Associates CYMPO 20® Transportation Plani Page4



TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS
March 21, 22,and 30, 2006

Public Comment

Disposition of Comment

Chino Valley

4 Participants

No canments received due to light attendance

Prescott Valley

25 Participants
Need a concrete or steel barrier or median
SR 69

Urge limited access with overpasses

Alternatives presented in the plan do not relit
congestion in Prescott Valley
Transit for Pescott Valleymay make sense

We do not need 14 lanes on Highway 69 or
lanes on Highway &9 that would turn Prescol
into a smaller version of Los Angeles

Comment referred to the Town of Prescott Val
for further disposition.

Comment referred tthe Town of Prescott Valle
for further disposition.

Plan is regional in scope and intended to enh:
future mobility throughout the area.
Improvements to regional transit service
included in the plan recommendations.

The faddi ti onal dd am the
presentations to illustrate the magnitude of
forecasted unmet need.

Prescott

49 Participants
We cannot build 17 additional easést lanes
and 13 nortksouth lanes

Gr owt ho

Adopt ASmar:t

Future water supplies will not
population projections

We must provide for alternative modes
transportation (bicycles, walking, public ma
transit)

Consider future constraintsud to water
availability when projecting population growtl
Alternative mode usage projections of @
percent are ridiculously low

suppc

Regional land use planning and transportai
planning must be coordinated

Area railroad grade could provide for a r.
system that connecddl four cities

CYMPO must do a land use plan
conjunction with transportation plan

The faddi ti onal | anes
presentations to illustrat¢the magnitude of the
forecasted unmet need.

Comment referred to the City of Prescott for furtl
disposition.

In the Aworst case
supply constraints were not considered.
The consultant concurs; provisions for alternati
are included in recommendations.

S ere

Comment referred to local jurisdictions for furth
disposition.

One percent is a regiemide average including
areas withoutalternatives Usage in specific
corridors can be higher.

The consultant  concurs.
recommendations.

The consultant concurs; comment referred to Ic
jurisdictions for further disposition.
The consultant  concurs.
recommendations.

Included

Included

Lima & Associates
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July and August 2006

Presentations of the proposed regional system were made in July and August 2006 to the
individual jurisdiction Councils and to the Yavapai County Board of Supervisors. The public
and agency comments were considered in the analysis and development optsegrnaan.

Table 3 summarizes the jurisdictional comments

TABLE 3. SUMMARY OF JURISDICTIONAL PRESE NTATION COMMENTS

Jurisdiction Comments
Yavapai County July 5, 2006
Presented the Draft Regional Transportal Supervisor Davis was concexdwith the connectior
System to the Board of Supervisors of this future roadway system to the remainder

Yavapai County and what steps need to be take
order to work with ADOT to achieve better mobili
in the County. Overall the Supervisors regarded
plan favorably.

City of Prescott July 25, 2006

Presented the Draft Regional Transportalt City councilmemberexpressed strong consensus

System to the City Council the incorporation of transit in the plan a
development of a regional land use plal
Additionally, gratitude was expressed f
mentioning the large cosanticipated for the
implementation of the system, since it is often un
estimated

Town of Prescott Valley July 27, 2006

Presented the Draft Regional Transportat The town council members regarded the fut

System to the Twn Council roadway system favorably. Transit was a str
concern, but the final transit improvements wi
deferred to the results of currently ongoing Trat
Feasibility Study

Town of Chino Valley August 3,2006

Presented the Draft Regional Transportat After the presentation, questions arose regarding

System to the Town Council integration of the regional roadways system with

Chino Valley transportation plan proposed in 1
Chino Valley Small Area Transportation Stud
(SATS). Ron Grittman, the Town Engineer, and |
SATS project manager responded to the inquiries

Lima & Associates CYMPO 20® Transportation Plani Page6



2. EXISTING REGIONAL CH ARACTERISTICS
EXISTING SOCIOECONOM IC CONDITIONS

This chapter discusses the socioeconomic conditiorgopulation, dwelling units, and
employmentas well as the distribution of the data within the study area. Current and future
population and employment data were provided by local jurisdictions, Yavapai County, and the
YavapaiPrescott Nation.

Population and Dwelling Units

Population estimates for the CYMPO region are shown in Tébl€ensus 2000 population

totals are shown for each jurisdiction. In addifidiable 4 includes 2000 population figures
adjusted to reflect the Traffic Analysis Zone (@Astructure created for the study. These
popul ati on number s di ffer from the Census
geographic boundaries and may include additional population from county areas. The 2004
figures are estimates derived for thi®jpct using feedback from the jurisdictions on land use
changes and growth and follow the same TAZ structure as the 2000 adjusted estimates. The
increase in population has been calculated between the 2000 adjusted figures and 2004 local
estimates, as tee share TAZ boundaries.

The 2004 estimated population of the CYMPO region is 386, The majority of the
population lives within one of the five incorporated municipalities, including the Yavapai
Prescott Nation. Overall, the region has grown by @gprately sixteenpercent since 2000,

with Prescott Valley experiencing the largest percent change. However, the City of Prescott
remains the largest jurisdiction in the area. Figure 2 shows population distribution by TAZ.

TABLE 4. POPULATION

Census
2000 Local

Census  (adjusted EStimate Percent

Jurisdiction 2000 to TA. 2004 Increase  Growth
Chino Valley 7,835 8,407 10254 1,847 21.9%
Prescott 33,938 38,051 44,732 6,681 17.5%
Prescott Valley 23,535 27,685 33,504 5,819 21.0%
Yavapai County (In CYN?O) n/a 22,227 25,371 2,144 9.23%
YavapaiPrescott Nation 182 182 200 18 9.9%
DeweyHumboldt (Town)* n/a 3,302 3,629 327 9.9%
Total 65,490 99,854 117,672 16,836 16.9%

Note 2004 jurisdidbnal estimates were obtained by totaling TAZ data. Some TAZ boundaries do not conform
to jurisdictional boundaries and in some instances include County data.
* Dewey-Humboldt incorporated after the 2000 Census, the 2000 populaadrest estimate baseth
TAZ data.
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FIGURE 2. 2004 POPUWATION DISTRIBUTION BY TAZ
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Table5 provides estimates on the number of dwelling units within the CYMPO. The year 2000
numbers are adjusted Census 2000 data, based on the TAZ structure. The 2004 estimates were
update using feedback from local jurisdictions on land use changes and growth. The table
shows the increase between 2000 and 2004, as well as the percent growth.

TABLE 5. DWELLING UNITS

Census
2000 Local
(Adjusted to Estimates
Jurisdiction TAZG6s ' 2004 Increase % Growth
Chino Valley 3,472 3,889 417 12.0%
Prescott 19,433 21,833 2,400 12.4%
Prescott Valley 11,358 14,020 2,662 23.4%
Yavapai County (In CYMPO) 11,257 12,600 1,343 11.9%
YavapaiPrescott Nation 59 66 7 11.9%
DeweyHumboldt (Town) 1,464 1,805 341 23.3%
Total 47,043 54,213 7,170 15.2%

NOTE: 2004 jurisdictional estimates were obtained by totaling TAZ data. Some TAZ boundaries do not
conformto jurisdictional boundaries and in some instances decfDounty data.
*Dewey-Humboldt incorporated after the 2000 Census, the 2000 figuedsmsed on TAZ data.

The overall average growth in dwelling units for the areafift@en, consistent with population
growth. Prescott Valley experienced a large amiaf growth in dwelling units, while Dewey
Humboldtfollowed closely with the second larggsrcent growth. Prescott and Prescott Valley
added nearly the same number of dwelling units between 2000 and 2004. 6 Bhioles the
number of occupied dwellghunits compared to overall dwelling units for the CYMPO region,
which provides perspective on vacancy rates in the region. The overall average vacancy rate is
estimated at twelve percent. The highest vacancy rates are in {brwmdyoldt Yavapai
PrescotiNation,and unincorporated Yavapai County, and the lowest in Chino Valley.

TABLE 6. OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS

2004 Local 2004 Local

Estimates of Estimates of Vacancy
Jurisdiction DUs Occupied DUs Difference Rate

Chino Valley 3,889 3,820 448 1.8%
Prescott 21,833 20,021 1,812 8.3%
Prescott Valley 14,020 12,881 1,139 8.1%
Yavapai County (In CYMPO) 12,600 10,365 2,235 17.7%
YavapaiPrescott Nation 66 54 12 18.2%
DeweyHumboldt (Town) 1,805 1,312 491 27.3%
Total 54,213 48,453 6,373 11.8%

Lima & Associates CYMPO 20® Transportation Plani Page9



Employment

The 2004 employment estimates for the CYMPO region are presented in7Tahk® are based

on updated census figures with information from local jurisdictions. The total employment for
the region is estimat at 3,848 Prescott has the largest employee base while the community of
DeweyHumboldt has the smallest. Employment figures are based on three categories: retail,
office, and industrial. Each category represents a different trip generation hatemployment
distribution by TAZ is shown in Figure 3.

TABLE 7. EMPLOYMENT

2004 Local Estimate of

Jurisdiction Total Employment
Chino Valley 2,285
Prescott 19,038
Prescott Valley 8,977
Yavapai County 3,776
YavapaiPrescott Nation 1,729
DeweyHumboldtCDP 43

Total 35,848

Traffic Analysis Zones

Socioeconomic data, including population, dwelling units, and employment, was distributed
based on TAZs. Traffic analysis zones are used to divide large regions, like the CYMPO, into
smaller geographic elements to group socioeconomic data for traffic modeling purposes. TAZ
boundaries are based on major streets, physical boundaries like major waterways, and political
boundaries. Figure 4 shows the TAZ structure for the CYMPO, wlnoteg the area into 307
zones. Detailed socioeconomic data by TAZ is presented in the model documentation.

Title VI T Environmental Justice Overview

Title VI of the Federal Civil Rights Act specifically refers to discrimination on the basis of race,
color, national origin, and income. Proposed transportation improvements and projects that use
public monies are required to include a review of socioeconomic conditions near and
surrounding the project. Affected populations covered in this review inghgisons aged 65

and over, minorities, people living below the poverty level, mobility limited persons and
households without access to a vehicle. All socioeconomic data is from the Census 2000
database.
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FIGURE 3. 2004 EMPLOYMENT DISTRIBUTION BY TAZ
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FIGURE 4. TRAFFIC ANALYSIS ZONES
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Summary of Findings

The CYMPO region has a slightly higher percentage of person aged 65 and over than the rest of
Arizona. The percentage of minorities in the CYMPO region is lower than Arizona overall,
except in the dvapaiPrescott Nation. The CYMPO region has a slightly lower percent of the
population living below the poverty level than does Arizona as a whole. Generally the CYMPO
region has higher percentages of mobilityited persons than Arizona as a wholed dower
percentages of households without access to a vehicle. Concentrations of these affected
populations are clustered mostly in Prescott and Prescott Valley, the two largest communities in
the CYMPO area. Proposed roadway improvements in or neartihescommunities will need

to be sensitive to possible concentrations of affected populations, and reviewegr@ect by

project basis. Tabl@shows the percentages of the total study area population that meet the Title
VI criteria. A series ofgeogaphic information systemG]S) maps follow that depict the
distribution of the affected populations.

TABLE 8. SUMMARY OF CYMPO REGION TITLE V | DATA

Percent Percent Percent
Population Aged Households
With Income 167 64 Without
Total Percentage Percent Below With Access to
Population ~ Age 65+ Minorities Poverty Disability  Automobiles

Arizona 2 2 & 2 &
(Census 2000) 5,130,632 13.0% 36.2% 13.9% 19.9% 7.4%
Yavapai County o o o o o
(Census 2000) 167,517 21.9% 8.1% 11.9% 21.3% 4.8%
CYMPO Study Area
(2004 Local Estimate) AL
Local Communities
Prescott . . & . Q0
(Census 2000) 33,938 26.8% 7.1% 13.0% 17.7% 6.6%
Prescott Valley o o o o o
(Census 2000) 23,535 17.2% 8.9% 10.9% 22.0% 4.0%
Chino Valley . & & 2 @
(Census 2000) 7,835 16.2% 5.9% 15.5% 22.2% 4.7%
Dewey-Humboldt o o o o o
CDP* (Census 2000) 6,2% 31.4% 3.6% 8.7% 24.6% 3.7%
Yavapaibrescott Nation 182 7.1% 85.7% 6.6% 40.7% 0.0%

(Census 2000)

Source: Census 2000, CYMPO Study Area 2004 population based on local estimates.
* Dewey-Humboldt was consideredGensusDesignated Place (CDP) for the 2008nsus.

Persons Aged 65 and Over Population

As Table 8 shows DeweyHumboldt and the City of Prescott have the highest percentages of
persons aged 65 and over. Figure 5 depicts the distribution of persons aged 65 and over per
square mile within the CMPO study area.
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FIGURE 5. AGE 65 AND OLDER POPULATION P ER SQUARE MILE
(BY CENSUS BLOCK)
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Minority Population

Table 8 shows that e YavapaiPrescott Nationhas the highest percentagé minority
population followed by Prescott Valley. Not includitige YavapaiPrescott Nation, the rest of

the CYMPO region generally has a lower percentage of minorities than AriEogare 6 show
distribution of minority population per square mile within the study area. Concentrations of
minority populations can b&een in small areas of Prescott and Prescott Valley.

Low Income Persons

Table 8 alsoshows the percentage of population within the CYMPO living below the poverty
level as compared to Arizona and Yavapai County. Chino Valley has the highest percéntage o
population living below the poverty level, followed by the City of Prescott. The CYMPO area
appears to have a slightly lower percentage of population living below the poverty level as
compared to overall Arizona percentag€3oncentrations of low incoenpersons are shown by
census block group in Figure 7.

Mobility-Limited Populations

Mobility -limited populations are those person aged 84 with disabilities as defined by Census
2000. TableB providesthe percentages afiobility limited populatios within the CYMPO area
as compared to Arizona and Yavapai County. The Yav@pescott Nation has the highest
percentage of mobiliyimited persons, followed by Dewdyumboldt. In general the
percentage mobilityimited persons is slightly higher thafrizona but in line with overall
Yavapai County percentagedrigure 8 depict the concentrations of mobilityited persons
within the CYMPO study area.

Households Without Access to a Vehicle

Table8 providesthe percentages dibbuseholds in the CYMP area without access to a vehicle,

as compared to Arizona and Yavapai County totals. The City of Prescott has the highest
percentage of households without access to a vehicle. In general, however, the overall
percentages in the CYMPO are lower than ¢herall Arizona percentages, and in line with
those of Yavapai County as a whole.

Figure 9 depicts distribution of households without access to a vehicle per square mile as based
on Census 2000 Block Group level data. Consistent with Balllegher conentrations can be
seen in the southern portions of the City of Prescott.
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FIGURE 6. MINORITY POPULATION PER SQUARE MILE
(BY CENSUS BLOCK)
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FIGURE 7. POPULATION BELOW POVERTY LEVE L PER SQUARE MILE
(BY CENSUS BLOCK GROUP)
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FIGURE 8. MOBILITY -LIM ITED POPULATION PER SQUARE MILE
(BY CENSUS BLOCK GROUP)

Perkinsville Rd

CHINO VALLEY

Mobility Limited Population *Note - some Census 2000 block
f roups extend beyond the study area
per S‘quare Mile gnd :re not show)r:oin their entiyrety.
0
0.346 - 24.747 /\/ Roadway Network
24.747 - 76.622
[ Study Area

76.622 - 262.791

B 262.791 - 1032.836 0 2 4 Miles
I 1032.836 - 3050 e Source: U.S. Census Bureau; Census 2000, Summary File 3

Lima & Associates CYMPO 20® Transportation Plani Pagel8



FIGURE 9. HOUSEHOLDS WITHOUT VEHICLES
(BY CENSUS BLOCK GROUP)
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Regional Activity Centers

Figures 10 and 1&howactivity centers throughout the CYMPO region. This includes land uses
such as thairport, major shopping centers, schools and parks. These activity locations attract

and generate traffic, which is important to recognize when developing future transportation
improvements.

FIGURE 10. CYMPO ACTIVITY CENTERS
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FIGURE 11. CYMPO ACTIVITY CENTERS (INSET)
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The major shopping centers are located along SR 69 with the Pioneer Village and the Prescott
Gateway Mall in Prescott and the Town & Country Valley Center and Prescott Valley
Entertainment Center in Prescott Valley. Other major iietsvcenters are the VA Medical
Center, Yavapai Regional Medical Center, Yavapai County Court House, Yavapai Community
College and the Emb+Riddle Aeronautical University. The primary and secondary schools
displayed in Figure 11 do not include smallavg@te schools, which are abundant in the Prescott
area. Ernest A. Love Fielahd Prescott municipal airport serves the commercial as well as the
private needs of the entire metropolitan area.

EXISTING ROADWAY SYS TEM

The existing street system servitite CYMPO area consists of a set of regional roadways
connecting communities together and local roadways serving each jurisdiction. Regional
roadways include-17 and State Routes 69, 89, 169, and 89A. These regional routes connect the
CYMPO to the resbf Arizona and serve as main thoroughfares for each jurisdiction. State
Route 69 travels southeast of the main population centers connectiriy tand serves as a
primary route for travel between the CYMPO and the Phoenix region. State Route 89 heads
north from Prescott, through Chino Valley, ultimately connecting wid Further north. State

Route 169 provides another connection east1@ for those traveling to Flagstaff and other
parts of north eastern Arizona. State Route 89A travels eastcuoritiections to the Sedona
region and another route to the Flagstaff area. State Route 69 also serves Prescott Valley and
Prescott as one of their main roadways with substantial commercial development located along
the roadway. State Route 89 serves shme function for Chino Valley as it travels north
through that community.

Important characteristics inventoried for the existing street system include the functional
classification, number of lanes, and speed limits.

Functional Classification

The furctional classification of a road network identifies roads with similar design and traffic
characteristics. Roads are categorized by the function they perform in regard to providing access
and mobility. A major arterial, for example, provides mobilitywestn long distances with
minimal access to adjoining properties. A collector, on the other hand, provides access to
adjacent properties rather than serving long distances. Two area types are identified in the study
area: urban and rural. Roadway funetibclassifications were developed to reflect these two
area types.

The approved ADOT functional classification system was used as amds®dified to reflect
more accurate functionality on particular roads for modeling purposes. For exkaipl€ad

is classified as a Rural Major Collector on the approved ADOT functional classhmapver

for the model Fain Road was coded as a Minor Arterial, which more closely reflects how Fain
Road operates. Figure 12 shows the classification system uskd foodel.
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FIGURE 12. FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION
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Within the CYMPO area,-17 is the only interstate coded in the model. Interstates have very
limited access, carry the largest volume of traffic, and function mainly as a facilitator oftthroug
movements bypassing the CYMPO. Major Arterials serve centers of activity and carry the
second largest traffic volume within an area. Major Arterials carry the major portion of trips
entering and leaving the area, as well as the majority of throughmneoxs bypassing central
areas. Major arterials usually have fully or partially controlled access. In the CYMPO, SR 69
through Prescott Valley, and SR 89 in Prescott and Chino Valley are classified as Major
Arterials.

Minor arterials connect with the nuaijarterials and provide service trips of moderate length and
distribute vehicles to collectors. Streets classified as Minor Urban Arterials in the CYMPO
include:

¢ Old Black Canyon Highway e Gurley Street

e Fain Road e Whipple Street

¢ Willow Lake Road e Williamson Valley Road

e Glassford Hill Road e Willow Creek Road

¢ Robert Road e State Route 89 (between Willow Lake a

Willow Creek Road)

Collector streets provide traffic circulation within residential neighborhoods and low density
areas, and direct access to adjoproperties. The collector system also distributes trips from
the arterials to the local streets. Examples of urban collectors include Lakeshore Drive in
Prescott Valley, Rosser Street in Prescott, and Center Street in Chino Valley.

Number of Lanes

The majority of the streets in the study area arelame facilities as shown in Figure 13. Four
lane facilities include SR 69, portions of SR 89 and 89A7,l and a handful of streets in
Prescott Valley and Prescott.

Speed Limits

The posted spedinits are shown on Figure 14. Speed limits generally range between 25 and
45 mph on incorporated municipality streets17lis posted at 75 mph. Many of the arterials,
such as State Routes 69, 188d 89A are posted at 55 mph.

Traffic Counts

Existing traffic counts are shown on Figure 15. Counts are included for segments of the major
roadway network. These counts provide an understanding of which roadways within the region
are most heavily traveled. Roadways such as SR 89 and SR 69 have sbenbigher traffic

volumes in the region. Around 20,000 cars per day travel on SR 89 between Chino Valley and
Prescott and upwards of 49,000 cars per day on sections of SR 69 between Prescott and Prescott
Valley.
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FIGURE 13. NUMBER OF LANES
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FIGURE 14. SPEED LIMITS
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FIGURE 15. EXISTING TRAFFIC COUNTS
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EXISTING TRAFFIC CON DITIONS

This section presents an assessment of existing traffic conditions in CYMPO study area.
Existing conditions on the street network were assessed by reviewing thgeadaily traffic
(ADT) volumes as well as the roadwiayel-of-service(LOS).

RoadwayLevel-of-service

Levelof-serviceis the average througkehicle travel speed over the length of a given roadway
segment. Levels of service range from LOS A to FOBhere LOS A represents free flow and
LOS F represents forced traffic flow. For traffic modeling purposes, unsatisfactory capacity of a
roadway segment is typically defined as the ADT that results in a LOS E, which is characterized
by long delays and tval speeds that are otieird of the speeds at LOS A. Figure 16 presents a
visual representation of LOSy travel moden an urban environment

A factor t hat affects traffic flow and ultin
capacity. This apacity is a designation of how much traffic a roadway segment can carry, and is
usual ly based on t he roados functional cl as
Transportation. For this study, Tab# summarizes the daily roadway lane capacity by
functional classification.

Thevolumec apacity (v/c) ratio was used to designa
directional capacities shown in Talfeand the model forecasted traffic volumes were used to
determine the v/c ratio as shown in Teah0. The present LOS operation for each link and the
corresponding model traffic volumes are displayed in Figures 17 thru 20. Roadways with
unsatisfactory levels of service, LOS E and F, are highlighted by orange and red lines. These
unsatisfactory L@ levels are generally associated with the high traffic volume roads, such as SR

69 and 89. These v/c values will be compared with v/c ratios resulting from the alternative
street networks modeled later in the study and used to determine the effestioéressch
alternative.

Traffic Volumes

Traffic counts, volumes, and LOS are shown in Figuréshiu 20 at the end of this chapter.
Figure I7 shows the entire CYMPO study area with LOS, counts, and volumes displayed on
major streets. Figure8l19, ard 20 are detailed views showing LOS, counts, and volumes for
Prescott, Prescott Valley, and Chino Valley, respectively. Traffic counts reflect actual counts
where available, whereas traffic volume numbers represent output volumes from the
transportation mdel. One location with higher traffic counts and volumes for the region can be
found on SR 69 from the 169 split into Prescott and on SR 89 heading north out of Prescott
toward Chino Valley as shown on Figuré 1
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FIGURE 16. EXAMPLES OF LEVEL -OF-SERVICE BY TRAVEL MODES FOR URBAN ARTERIAL
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TABLE 9. DAILY ROADWAY CAPACITIES

Functional Classification

Daily Directional Capacity

Urban Freeway
Urban Ramps
Urban Parkway
Urban Major Arterial
Urban Minor Arterial
Urban Collector

Rural Interstate
Rural Ramps

Rural Major Arterial
Rural Minor Arterial
Rural Collector

19,200
18,000
12,000
10,000
7,800
5,300

18,500
13,700
7,800
6,500
3,700

TABLE 10. VOLUME CAPACITY RATIOS

Designation V/C Ratio
Under Capacity (LOS AC) <.75
Near Capaity (LOS D) 76<.9
At Capacity (LOS E) 91<1
Over Capacity (LOS F) > 1
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FIGURE 17. CYMPO 2004TRAFFIC VOLUMES, TRAFFIC COUNTS
AND LEVEL -OF-SERVICE
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FIGURE 18. CYMPO 2004 TRAFFIC VOLUMES, TRAFFIC COUNTS
AND LEVEL -OF-SERVICE - PRESCOTT
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