February 13, 2026

Phoenix Planning & Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 2nd Floor

Phoenix, AZ 85003
Email: robert.kuhfuss@phoenix.gov

Re:

*Formal Opposition to Rezoning Application Z-190-25 — SEC 13th Avenue and Villa
Maria Drive

*Formal Objection — Traffic Impact Statement Deficiency

Good afternoon, Mr. Kuhfuss.

The submitted Traffic Impact Statement does not evaluate the actual operating
conditions created by opening the Michigan Avenue cul-de-sac to through circulation and
therefore cannot support a finding of safe operation. Attached for convenience.

The report evaluates only trip generation and general intersection sight distance
based on standard forward vehicle movements.

The study assumes vehicles approach, stop, and depart in predictable traffic
patterns typical of an intersection. However, the proposed connection converts a
residential terminal street into a circulating traffic control area while retaining existing
residential driveways inside the operational area.

The study never evaluates residential reversing movements.

Homes located within the cul-de-sac must back vehicles from private driveways
directly into the travel path of circulating traffic. A driver navigating a turnaround is
visually directed toward entering and turning vehicles, not toward reversing vehicles
entering from behind or from lateral positions. The omission of reversing movement
conflict analysis is critical because these movements are the dominant and foreseeable
vehicle interaction at this location.

The report’s sight distance section evaluates only intersection departure visibility.

It does not analyze driver perception-reaction conflict created by backing vehicles,
nor does it evaluate stopping sight distance for vehicles already circulating within the
turnaround encountering a reversing vehicle. Those are distinct safety conditions not
addressed by standard intersection sight triangles.

The study also relies on low trip volume as a justification for approval.



Traffic volume does not eliminate geometric conflict points. A design that forces
incompatible movements remains unsafe regardless of volume because the conflict is
structural, not capacity-based.

Finally, the report concludes no adverse impacts based on assumptions related to
the site plan.

The central operational condition — driveway backing movements within the
circulation area — was never modeled, quantified, or evaluated. Because a primary and
predictable vehicle movement was omitted, the conclusions cannot reliably demonstrate
safe operation.

They never studied what actually happens in my cul-de-sac:

» cars backing out of driveways

* cars turning around

» parked cars

* kids / pedestrians

* people maneuvering in tight space

* drivers looking one direction while someone reverses behind them

The study treats my cul-de-sac like a normal intersection.

But my street does not behave like an intersection — it behaves like a
parking/maneuvering area.

For these reasons, the Traffic Impact Statement is incomplete and cannot support

approval of a public street connection at this location without supplemental analysis

specifically addressing reversing residential driveway conflicts and internal circulation
safety.

Please include this letter as part of the official record for Rezoning
Application Z-190-25.

Sincerely,
Kimberly Sisk

cc: William F. Allison, Esq.
Email: bill@wmbattorneys.com

streets@phoenix,gov (attn: Mohamad Z. Al-kahlout, traffic engineer)



heather.murphy@phoenix.gov (attn: Mohamad Z. Al-kahlout, traffic engineer)

info@unitedcivilgroup.com (attn: Dr. Sarah Simpson, PhD, PE)

info@3engineering.com (Attn: Matthew Mancini, VP)
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STATEMENT
Single Family Detached Homes — Phoenix, AZ

INTRODUCTION

Arcadia Communities retained United Civil Group to conduct this traffic impact
statement (TS) for a proposed single family detached housing development. The
development is planned on the east side of 13" Avenue between Grovers Avenue
and Union Hills Road in Phoenix, Arizona, and includes Maricopa County Parcel
Number (APN 208-03-011A). The development will be constructed as a total of 19
single family detached dwelling units in one phase by 2027.

This TS has been performed per the City of Phoenix Street Planning and Design
Guidelines dated July 2023, locally accepted standards, and industry practice. The
purpose of this TS is to forecast the trip generation of the proposed development,
evaluate potential traffic impacts the proposed development has on the surrounding
roadway network, and evaluate the proposed site access driveway of the
development.

TIA GUIDELINES AND STUDY REQUIREMENTS

Based on the City of Phoenix Street Planning and Design Guidelines, all proposed
land use developments expected to generate less than 100 vehicle trips in the peak
hour are required to submit a traffic statement per the criteria of Table 9.2-1:
Determining TIA Study Requirements.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

This study has been prepared as a part of the documents required by the City of
Phoenix to rezone the site from the existing zoning of R1-8 to the proposed zoning of
R3 PRD. Per the City of Phoenix Zoning Ordinance Section 612, R1-8 has a maximum
dwelling unit density of 4.0 units/gross acre. Per the City of Phoenix Section 615
Zoning Ordinance, R3 PRD has a maximum dwelling unit density of 12 units/gross
acre.

Therefore, in order to determine a conservative approach to traffic impacts and
mitigation, the maximum dwelling unit density of 12 units per acre is considered in
the trip generation. Using 12 units per acre, the maximum units are 30 units.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The proposed single family detached housing development is planned for an
approximate 2.48-acre parcel of land located on the east side of 13" Avenue between
Grovers Avenue and Union Hills Road in Phoenix, Arizona. The site will include a total
of 19 single family detached housing units as shown on the site plan with a maximum
allowable of 30 units.

Currently, the site includes one dwelling unit with out-structures. To the north, south
and east of the site are single family homes. To the west of the site is 13™ Avenue
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STATEMENT

Single Family Detached Homes — Phoenix, AZ

followed by single family homes. Appendix A includes a vicinity map, aerial view, site
plan and driveway spacing figures.

EXISTING ROADWAY CONDITIONS
13™ Avenue is classified as a local roadway within the vicinity of the

site according to the City of Phoenix Street Classification Map dated January 2018.
13™ Avenue is constructed with one lane in each direction. The speed is 25 mph.
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STATEMENT
Single Family Detached Homes — Phoenix, AZ

SITE TRAFFIC GENERATION

Estimates of the traffic volumes that will be generated by the proposed single family
development were determined from transportation planning data taken from the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 12" Edition, 2025.

Per ITE Trip Generation Manual the following land use was chosen for this
development:

Single Family Detached Housing (LUC 210) - A single-family detached housing site
includes any single-family detached home on an individual lot. A typical site surveyed
is a suburban subdivision.

Table 1 presents the estimated trip generation for the proposed single-family
development.

TABLE 1: TRIP GENERATION

AM Peak PM Peak
Land Use Units ‘ Size ‘ DENNY = ca ; =2
Single Family .
Detached Units 19 173 13 4 9 18 11 7

The proposed single family development is anticipated to generate 173 daily trips
with 13 trips occurring in the morning peak hour and 18 trips occurring in the evening
peak hour, according to the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 12" Edition.

For R-3 PRD Zoning using the maximum density of 12 units per acre, a total of 30
units could be constructed. Therefore, Table 2 provides the trip generation for the
maximum allowable construction.

TABLE 1: TRIP GENERATION

AM Peak PM Peak
Land Use Units Size Daily - ca - ca
total in out total in
Single Family .
Detached Units 30 333 25 6 19 32 20 12

If the site were to be developed at its maximum zoning density, then the site could
generate 333 trips daily with 25 in the morning peak hour and 32 in the evening peak
hour according to the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 12" Edition.

SITE ACCESS

Within the site, a loop shaped roadway is proposed to serve the development. The
roadway ties 13" Avenue south of Villa Maria Drive to the cul-de-sac . Full access is
proposed on 13" Avenue for the development (Access A). Full access is also
proposed at the cul-de-sac tie in on Michigan Avenue.

—
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STATEMENT
Single Family Detached Homes — Phoenix, AZ

Access A on 13" Avenue is proposed approximately 90 feet south of Villa Maria
Drive, measured center of access to center of roadway.

Accesses B and C are located within the cul-de-sac on Michigan Avenue.
Figure 4 illustrates the driveway spacing.

Per the City of Phoenix Street Planning and Design Guidelines Manual, spacing for
local roadways is not defined within Section 6.7.3. With the low volume of vehicles,
forecasted for the site, Accesses A, B and C should be granted as proposed.

SIGHT DISTANCE ANALYSIS

Sufficient intersection sight distance should be provided to give drivers exiting the
site a clear view of oncoming traffic. After a vehicle has stopped at an intersection,
the driver must have sufficient sight distance to make a safe departure.

In addition to sight distance triangles, sight visibility triangles at the existing proposed
driveways should be provided and maintained - the landscape and hardscape within
the sight triangles must not obstruct the driver’s view of the adjacent travel lanes and
items within the triangle shall be no higher than 36 inches. Measured from the
roadway surface.

Per Section 6.8.5 a 33'x33’ sight
visibility triangle is required on
both sides of the

accesses as shown, per City
Ordinance 31-13.

Property Line

Objects within this
triangle are to be no
more than 3' above
the street surface or a
post, column, or tree
exceeding 1' in
has diameter between 3'
», and 10° tall

AUXILIARY LANES
A right turn lane is not considered
at the site accesses.

RoADWAY NEEDS

The development should provide
25 feet of right of way on 13%
Avenue along the site’s western
boundary, measured centerline to
right of way line. Curb, gutter, and s
sidewalk should be installed on 13%" Avenue within the site boundary.

—
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CONCLUSIONS

The proposed single family detached housing development is planned for an
approximate 2.48-acre parcel of land located on the east side of 13" Avenue between
Grovers Avenue and Union Hills Road in Phoenix, Arizona. The site will include a total
of 19 single family detached housing units. The development will be constructed in
one phase by 2027. The proposed single family detached housing development is
anticipated to generate 173 daily trips with 13 trips occurring in the morning peak
hour and 18 trips occurring in the evening peak hour, according to the ITE Trip
Generation Manual, 12% Edition.

However, because this traffic statement is included as one of the documents for
rezoning from R1-8 to R3 PRD, the dwelling units could increase by 30% to 30 dwelling
units. Therefore, if the development were at its maximum, the site could generate 333
trips daily with 25 in the morning peak hour and 32 in the evening peak hour according
to the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 12 Edition.

Because these peak hour trips are well under the 100 peak hour threshold, the zoning
of R3 PRD with a maximum of density is still considered a low traffic volume.

Within the site, a U-shaped roadway is proposed to serve the development. The
roadway ties to 13" Avenue south of Villa Maria Drive. Full access is proposed on 13
Avenue for the development at both access points. Access A on 13" Avenue is
proposed approximately 70 feet south of Villa Maria Drive. And 160 feet north of
Access B, measured from center of drive to center of drive. Access B on 13" Avenue
is proposed approximately 160 feet south of Access A and 350 feet north of Villa Rita
Drive. This roadway with two accesses on 13" Avenue should be granted to provide
sufficient site circulation for the development.

Proper intersection sight distance and sight visibility triangles shall be provided and
maintained at the site accesses of the proposed development. To ensure adequate
sight distances and sight distance triangles, the City’s Design Guidelines should be
followed when designing the accesses and landscaping.

As proposed, this site will not create adverse traffic impacts on the surrounding
roadway network. This TS is based on a variety of assumptions related to the site plan
and land use of the proposed development. If larger buildings, additional units or an
alternate land use is ultimately proposed, these trip generation calculations and
criteria evaluation may not remain valid.
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STATEMENT
Single Family Detached Homes — Phoenix, AZ

RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the findings from this TS, the following recommendations apply.
e Provide 25 feet of right of way on 13* Avenue within the site boundary.
e Construct curb, gutter and sidewalks on 13" Avenue within the site boundary.
e Provide adequate sight distance and sight visibility triangles for the
development.

LIMITATIONS

Our professional services have been performed using that degree of skill ordinarily
exercised, under similar circumstances, by reputable transportation engineering firms
practicing in this locality. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.

The contents of this report are intended for the sole use of the addressee and his/her
designees. In completing this report, data was obtained from a variety of sources
which were assumed reliable and accurate (i.e., City, County, State and Federal
sources). Should deviations from this report be noted, this firm should be contacted
for review of the area of concern.

A reasonable attempt was made to acquire recent traffic impact studies, traffic
projections and/or data that may be helpful in more accurately projecting traffic
volumes. United Civil Group is not responsible for incorporating data made available
after this document has been finalized.

This report is issued with the understanding that it is the responsibility of the owner to
see that its findings are carried out or brought to the attention of those concerned. If
any changes to the proposed project are made, the findings of this report shall be
subject to review and may require modification or addendum.
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SOURCES
A Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, AASHTO 7t Edition, 2018.
Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 7% Edition

Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Federal Highway Administration, 11%
Edition, 2023.

Traffic Engineering Handbook 5" Ed., Institute of Transportation Engineers, 1999.
Trip Generation, 12* Edition. Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2025.
City of Phoenix Street Classification Map, 2018.

City of Phoenix Street Planning and Design Guidelines Manual, July 2023.
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ArcGIS - 2025

Figure 1: Vicinity Map
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Figure 2: Aerial View
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City of Phoenix

OFFICE OF THE CITY ENGINEER
April 22, 2025

Dr. Sarah Simpson PhD, PE
United Civil Group

2803 N 7th Ave

Phoenix, AZ 85007

RE: 13th Ave & Michigan @ NEC of 13th Ave & Michigan Ave in Phoenix, Arizona
Dr. Simpson,

The City of Phoenix has received and reviewed the March 12, 2025, submittal of the Traffic Impact Statement
for the 13th Ave & Michigan project. The study is not accepted. Comments are provided herewith:

e Zoning Consistency: The proposed density exceeds what is allowed under existing R1-8 zoning. The
statement must acknowledge that the project is part of a rezoning case (e.g., R-3 PRD) and reflect trip
generation based on the maximum allowable density under the proposed zoning.

The review and acceptance of this TIS only pertains to the analysis of traffic impact, mitigations, and
directed conditions, not the approval or review of street facility designs or related items, which must be
submitted separately through the official processes.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this study. | look forward to working together to find solutions that
serve the traveling public.

Ml A

Mohamad Z. Al-kahlout
Traffic Engineer Il

City of Phoenix

Office of the City Engineer

200 West Washington Street, Fifth Floor, Phoenix, Arizona 85003-1611 602-262-6284
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June 30, 2025

Project: TS for Single Family on 13™ Avenue and Michigan
Ave

UCG Project Number: TR25019

Reviewing Agency: City of Phoenix

Revision: 1*t Review Comments

Page Response

General Added discussion regarding the proposed zoning change from
R1-8 to R3 PRD.
2 General Added trip generation for maximum of 30 single family

detached units (12 du/acre)
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From: Kimberly Sisk

To: Council District 3 PCC

Cc: William F. Allison; Robert H Kuhfuss; PDD Development Services; Chris Brown (cbrown@arcadiacapitalLLC.com);
jortega@arcadiacapitalllc.com; brettjudd70@gmail.com; f.cufurovic@cox.net; flexpassion@gmail.com;
AlexDaBarber@gmail.com; professionalservicesaa@gmail.com

Subject: Rezoning Application: Z-190-25 (13th Ave/Maria Villa/Michigan Ave)
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2026 8:35:35 AM
Attachments: Sisk, Kimberly 2026.0224 Letter to City Council.pdf

Please find attached my letter dated February 24, 2026.

Also, here is a link to a folder with prior letters, photographs, and other supporting
documentation in opposition of the Rezoning Application Z-190-25 (13th Ave/Maria
Villa/Michigan Ave):

Click this LINK to access folder with additional supporting documentation [Ip2you.box.com]
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to reach out to me.

Thank you for your time and assistance.

Warm regards,

Kimberly Sisk

Homeowner at 1117 W. Michigan Ave., Phoenix, AZ 85023
Cell - 520-784-3080


https://us-phishalarm-ewt.proofpoint.com/EWT/v1/LkjWUF49MRd51_ry!AGC2YPniAUyWDVnShSYHzZbdGzmciT0MGYFzw6_IuZgd95-s-R6txahhZIt2hJTbQwLyVydAK2R4yYfHNcdj9P9d0A4w0lW7uM6U4CRtmSSCpId3wHI47sURmAD1PbiPeZOm$
mailto:kesisk2010@gmail.com
mailto:council.district.3@phoenix.gov
mailto:bill@wmbattorneys.com
mailto:Robert.Kuhfuss@phoenix.gov
mailto:pdd@phoenix.gov
mailto:cbrown@arcadiacapitalllc.com
mailto:jortega@arcadiacapitalllc.com
mailto:brettjudd70@gmail.com
mailto:f.cufurovic@cox.net
mailto:flexpassion@gmail.com
mailto:AlexDaBarber@gmail.com
mailto:professionalservicesaa@gmail.com
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://lp2you.box.com/s/mljx395cri9g4rrhb60wx1ihacpcsebt__;!!LkjWUF49MRd51_ry!czhp56v5cYMF9uwfehSE1Qs2jmlmtHJ-PzJUq8bqhCpZZM8t1SFFMKxffR1P2lCGGf2Zvrs9yn2dSa26T1PvH6XeB3g8$

Kimberly Sisk

1117 W. Michigan Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85023

Email: kesisk2010@gmail.com
Cell: 520-784-3080

February 24, 2026

District 3 — Council Member
Debra Stark

council.district.3(@phoenix.gov

RE: Request for Assistance — Michigan Avenue Cul-de-Sac Access and Safety Concerns
Application: Z-190-25-3

Dear Councilwoman Debra Stark:

I am a homeowner on Michigan Avenue within District 3 and respectfully request
your assistance regarding the proposed access through our residential cul-de-sac
associated with the development on 13™ Avenue and Maria Villa and 11" Avenue and
Michigan area.

I attended and spoke at the February 17, 2026, Deer Valley Village Planning
Commission meeting. To my understanding, the proposal was approved by a single vote.
A significant portion of the discussion centered on whether the homes would be lease-
only properties, given that this developer’s nearby 11th Avenue and Union Hills project
consists entirely of rental homes. There was concern that a lease-only model could impact
surrounding property values, allow the developer to retain HOA control, and affect long-
term neighborhood stability.

While those issues are important, my primary concern remains safety and
foreseeable municipal exposure arising from approval of the current configuration related
to the Michigan Avenue cul-de-sac expansion.

I have lived in this cul-de-sac for 11 years. During that time, emergency vehicles,
including ambulances and fire trucks, have accessed my home without incident. Weekly
refuse collection is handled safely; the sanitation truck backs into the cul-de-sac, and





residents intentionally keep vehicles clear of the turnaround area. The shortened cul-de-
sac has operated safely and effectively for over a decade.

The representation that removing the existing wall and extending the cul-de-sac
would increase safety is inconsistent with the actual operational history of this cul-de-sac.
Opening the cul-de-sac to through access would materially change it from a terminal
residential space to a circulating traffic environment. Increased vehicular traffic directly
correlates with increased collision exposure (liability issues), increased crime
opportunity, increased auto insurance premiums, and diminished pedestrian safety.
Children currently play in this area with a reasonable expectation of limited traffic
intrusion. Converting the space into an access point fundamentally alters that condition
and the historical use of the cul-de-sac for the residents, including the neighboring
subdivision.

The developer has stated that the City is requiring the cul-de-sac to be constructed
to full design regardless of whether access is granted to the 19-home development. Even
if completion of the bulb is preferred, that requirement is separate from mandating
connectivity to the new subdivision. The City is not requiring that the cul-de-sac
provide access to the 19 homes, and geometric completion does not necessitate
vehicular interconnection.

The proposed design introduces residential driveway reversing movements into

what would function as a circulation area. The traffic impact statement does not

analyze reversing-vehicle conflicts, perception-reaction timing, or stopping sight

distance within the turnaround. Approval without analysis of these foreseeable conflict

points risks creation of an unreasonably dangerous condition and liability.

In addition to safety impacts, the proposal materially affects our right to the
peaceful use and enjoyment of our homes. Construction activity will introduce sustained

noise, congestion from construction vehicles and material staging, and disruption of

normal residential access. Upon completion, additional vehicular traffic will generate

increased headlight intrusion into front living areas during evening and nighttime hours.

The introduction of circulating traffic adjacent to our homes also increases the

foreseeable risk of vehicles entering front yards or impacting residential structures in

the event of driver error or loss of control.

These impacts are reasonably foreseeable consequences of converting a terminal
residential cul-de-sac into an access circulation point.





The proposed two-story homes would materially intrude upon the privacy of the
adjacent subdivision by creating direct sightlines into existing rear yards. This is not a
minimal or speculative concern; it represents a permanent alteration of established
residential expectations and neighborhood character.

From a market standpoint, density and product type are directly correlated to
valuation impact. If a smaller number of higher-end homes consistent with surrounding
comparable sales were constructed, neighborhood market stability would likely be
preserved. However, the concentration of nineteen homes within this footprint—

particularly if positioned at a lower comparative price point—creates a foreseeable

downward pressure on surrounding property values due to density, uniform ownership
structure, and product segmentation within the immediate market area.

Under Arizona’s Proposition 207 (A.R.S. § 12-1131 et seq.), property owners may

assert claims where governmental land-use decisions result in measurable diminution

of fair market value. When rezoning materially alters neighborhood density, privacy
conditions, and market comparables, affected homeowners may have legally cognizable
diminution claims.

The developer’s historical pattern further heightens these concerns. The
development at 11th Avenue and Union Hills consists of thirteen homes that are legally
capable of individual sale; however, the developer is marketing them exclusively as rental
properties. I have included the leasing advertisement in my submitted materials. When
questioned at the Deer Valley Planning Commission regarding whether this project would
similarly operate as a lease-only community, the developer’s counsel declined to provide
a clear commitment and minimized the distinction between ownership and rental models.

The distinction is not academic. A lease-only concentration alters market
comparables, affects resale perception, and allows the developer to retain centralized
control over the homeowners’ association and tenant occupancy. Unified ownership of
multiple properties within a subdivision materially impacts governance, maintenance
standards, tenant screening, and long-term neighborhood stability. These factors directly
influence market valuation and buyer perception.

Accordingly, the proposed density, structural height, and potential rental
concentration collectively present foreseeable privacy impacts and measurable market
implications for surrounding homeowners. These effects warrant careful scrutiny before
any final land-use approval.





Importantly, the Staff Report dated February 6, 2026, at page 8, item 15, states that
Staff has not received the required Waiver of Claims for Diminution in Value of Property
under Proposition 207 as mandated by the rezoning application process. This indicates
that the statutory prerequisite tied to potential diminution claims has not yet been
satisfied. Proceeding without completion of this required component raises additional
procedural and risk considerations.

This correspondence is submitted, in part, to place the City on notice that the
proposed configuration introduces foreseeable reversing-vehicle conflicts and
residential safety impacts. Approval without full analysis of these operational

conditions may expose the City to claims arising from hazardous design approval.

Additionally, I have become aware of a Notice of Meeting scheduled for March 5,
2026, at 6:00 p.m. However, this meeting does not appear on the City’s publicly
accessible meeting calendars or online postings. The only notice I have observed is on the
rezoning sign and in the January 26, 2026, letter sent to community residents. [ intend to
speak at this meeting and submit formal opposition materials, yet there is no publicly

available information indicating how to register to speak, where written opposition

should be submitted, or how residents may formally participate. I respectfully request

clarification regarding the public participation process to ensure transparency and

proper notice to affected homeowners.

I am enclosing my formal Notice regarding Proposition 207 as it applies to my
property. I am also in the process of gathering similar notices and letters from
neighboring property owners and homeowners within the adjacent subdivision. I will
forward those additional submissions as they are received so they may be included in the
record.

As Chair of the Transportation, Infrastructure & Planning Subcommittee, your
leadership on infrastructure safety and planning standards is especially important in this
matter. [ respectfully request that:

1. A supplemental traffic analysis is required, specifically addressing
reversing driveway conflicts and internal circulation safety; or

2. Access through Michigan Avenue is to be removed and limited solely to the
collector roadway designed to accommodate development traffic.

3. The completion of the cul-de-sac is not necessary so that the retaining wall
may stay in place.





My objective is to ensure that the approval record reflects a full evaluation of
foreseeable safety, residential impact concerns, and foreseeable liability before any final
action.

In my email, there is a link to a folder that contains prior letters, photographs, and
other supporting documentation in opposition to this rezoning application, including
proof of notice of the March 5, 2026, at 6:00 p.m. meeting.

I would welcome the opportunity to speak with you or your staff and provide
additional documentation from affected residents.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Please include this letter, as well as all the documentation in the folder
provided, as part of the official record for Rezoning Application Z-190-25.

Warm regards,
Wimberly Siok

Kimberly Sisk

cc:
William F. Allison, Esq.
Email: bill@wmbattorneys.com

Robert Kuhfuss, Deer Valley Planning Committee
Email: robert.kuhfuss@phoenix.gov

Phoenix Planning Commission
City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department
Email: pdd@phoenix.gov







From: Kimberly Sisk

To: PDD Development Services
Cc: William F. Allison; Robert H Kuhfuss; Chris Brown (cbrown@arcadiacapitalLLC.com);

jortega@arcadiacapitalllc.com; Council District 3 PCC; brettjudd70@gmail.com; f.cufurovic@cox.net;
flexpassion@amail.com; AlexDaBarber@gmail.com; professionalservicesaa@gmail.com

Subject: Rezoning Application: Z-190-25 (13th Ave/Maria Villa/Michigan Ave)
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2026 8:35:39 AM
Attachments: Sisk, Kimberly 2026.0224 Letter to Plannina Commission - March 5, 2026 Meeting.pdf

Please find attached my letter dated February 24, 2026.

Also, here is a link to a folder with prior letters, photographs, and other supporting
documentation in opposition of the Rezoning Application Z-190-25 (13th Ave/Maria
Villa/Michigan Ave):

Click this LINK to access folder with additional supporting documentation [Ip2you.box.com]
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to reach out to me.

Thank you for your time and assistance.

Warm regards,

Kimberly Sisk

Homeowner at 1117 W. Michigan Ave., Phoenix, AZ 85023
Cell - 520-784-3080
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Kimberly Sisk

1117 W. Michigan Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85023

Email: kesisk2010@gmail.com
Cell: 520-784-3080

February 24, 2026

Phoenix Planning Commission

City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85003

pdd@phoenix.gov

Re: Rezoning Case — Michigan Avenue Access Connection
Application: Z-190-25-3

Dear Commissioners:

My name is Kimberly Sisk, and I am a homeowner on Michigan Avenue within the affected cul-
de-sac. I respectfully submit the following comments for inclusion in the official record before the
Planning Commission hearing currently set for March 5, 2026, at 6:00 p.m.

This comment is submitted to place the City on notice that the proposed configuration
introduces foreseeable reversing-vehicle conflicts within a circulation area, and approval without
analysis of those movements may create an unreasonably dangerous condition and liability.

My concern is not related to density or opposition to residential development. My concern is
whether the submitted traffic analysis demonstrates safe operation of the proposed vehicular access
onto Michigan Avenue under applicable City design standards.

The proposed design converts a terminal residential cul-de-sac into a circulating roadway while
leaving existing private residential driveways within the maneuvering area. The traffic study evaluates
standard intersection movements and departure sight distance; however, it does not evaluate

reversing driveway movements, perception-reaction conflicts, or stopping sight distance for vehicles
already circulating within the turnaround.

These reversing movements represent the primary and predictable operating condition at this

location. Because this condition was not analyzed, the study does not establish that the access

configuration can operate safely.

The report’s conclusion appears to rely primarily on projected low traffic volume. However,
geometric conflict points exist independently of volume. Even a single circulating vehicle encountering

a reversing vehicle within a confined turnaround can create a safety condition. This is fundamentally a






desion conflict rather than a roadway capacity issue. In addition, the proposed conficuration would

interfere with established weekly trash collection operations, diminish the peaceful use and enjoyment

of my home, and significantly restrict available parking at a residence where I have lived for the past
11 years.

In my email there is a link to a folder that contains prior letters, photographs, and other
supporting documentation in opposition to this rezoning application.

Approval requires substantial evidence that applicable standards are met. When the dominant

operating condition is unstudied, the record is incomplete.

Accordingly, I respectfully request that the Commission either remove the Michigan Avenue
access connection from the project or require a supplemental traffic analysis evaluating reversing
driveway conflicts and internal circulation safety before approval.

I respectfully request confirmation that I will be permitted to speak at the March 5, 2026,
Planning Commission meeting. Please provide instructions on how to register to speak and advise
regarding the allotted time for public comment so that [ may prepare my remarks accordingly and
remain within the permitted timeframe.

Please include this letter, as well as all the documentation in the folder provided, as part of
the official record for Rezoning Application Z-190-25.

Sincerely,
Kimberly Siok
Kimberly Sisk

cc: William F. Allison, Esq.

Email: bill@wmbattorneys.com

Robert Kuhfuss, Deer Valley Planning Committee

Email: robert.kuhfuss@phoenix.gov

District 3 — Council Member

Debra Stark

Email: council.district.3@phoenix.gov







Kimberly Sisk

1117 W. Michigan Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85023

Email: kesisk2010@gmail.com
Cell: 520-784-3080

February 24, 2026

District 3 — Council Member
Debra Stark
council.district.3@phoenix.qov

RE: Request for Assistance — Michigan Avenue Cul-de-Sac Access and Safety Concerns
Application: Z-190-25-3

Dear Councilwoman Debra Stark:

| am a homeowner on Michigan Avenue within District 3 and respectfully request
your assistance regarding the proposed access through our residential cul-de-sac
associated with the development on 13" Avenue and Maria Villa and 11" Avenue and
Michigan area.

| attended and spoke at the February 17, 2026, Deer Valley Village Planning
Commission meeting. To my understanding, the proposal was approved by a single vote.
A significant portion of the discussion centered on whether the homes would be lease-
only properties, given that this developer’s nearby 11th Avenue and Union Hills project
consists entirely of rental homes. There was concern that a lease-only model could impact
surrounding property values, allow the developer to retain HOA control, and affect long-
term neighborhood stability.

While those issues are important, my primary concern remains safety and
foreseeable municipal exposure arising from approval of the current configuration related
to the Michigan Avenue cul-de-sac expansion.

| have lived in this cul-de-sac for 11 years. During that time, emergency vehicles,
including ambulances and fire trucks, have accessed my home without incident. Weekly
refuse collection is handled safely; the sanitation truck backs into the cul-de-sac, and



residents intentionally keep vehicles clear of the turnaround area. The shortened cul-de-
sac has operated safely and effectively for over a decade.

The representation that removing the existing wall and extending the cul-de-sac
would increase safety is inconsistent with the actual operational history of this cul-de-sac.
Opening the cul-de-sac to through access would materially change it from a terminal
residential space to a circulating traffic environment. Increased vehicular traffic directly
correlates with increased collision exposure (liability issues), increased crime
opportunity, increased auto insurance premiums, and diminished pedestrian safety.
Children currently play in this area with a reasonable expectation of limited traffic
intrusion. Converting the space into an access point fundamentally alters that condition
and the historical use of the cul-de-sac for the residents, including the neighboring
subdivision.

The developer has stated that the City is requiring the cul-de-sac to be constructed
to full design regardless of whether access is granted to the 19-home development. Even
if completion of the bulb is preferred, that requirement is separate from mandating
connectivity to the new subdivision. The City is not requiring that the cul-de-sac
provide access to the 19 homes, and geometric completion does not necessitate
vehicular interconnection.

The proposed design introduces residential driveway reversing movements into
what would function as a circulation area. The traffic impact statement does not
analyze reversing-vehicle conflicts, perception-reaction timing, or stopping sight
distance within the turnaround. Approval without analysis of these foreseeable conflict
points risks creation of an unreasonably dangerous condition and liability.

In addition to safety impacts, the proposal materially affects our right to the
peaceful use and enjoyment of our homes. Construction activity will introduce sustained
noise, congestion from construction vehicles and material staging, and disruption of
normal residential access. Upon completion, additional vehicular traffic will generate
increased headlight intrusion into front living areas during evening and nighttime hours.
The introduction of circulating traffic adjacent to our homes also increases the
foreseeable risk of vehicles entering front yards or impacting residential structures in
the event of driver error or loss of control.

These impacts are reasonably foreseeable consequences of converting a terminal
residential cul-de-sac into an access circulation point.



The proposed two-story homes would materially intrude upon the privacy of the
adjacent subdivision by creating direct sightlines into existing rear yards. This is not a
minimal or speculative concern; it represents a permanent alteration of established
residential expectations and neighborhood character.

From a market standpoint, density and product type are directly correlated to
valuation impact. If a smaller number of higher-end homes consistent with surrounding
comparable sales were constructed, neighborhood market stability would likely be
preserved. However, the concentration of nineteen homes within this footprint—
particularly if positioned at a lower comparative price point—creates a foreseeable
downward pressure on surrounding property values due to density, uniform ownership
structure, and product segmentation within the immediate market area.

Under Arizona’s Proposition 207 (A.R.S. 8 12-1131 et seq.), property owners may
assert claims where governmental land-use decisions result in measurable diminution
of fair market value. When rezoning materially alters neighborhood density, privacy
conditions, and market comparables, affected homeowners may have legally cognizable
diminution claims.

The developer’s historical pattern further heightens these concerns. The
development at 11th Avenue and Union Hills consists of thirteen homes that are legally
capable of individual sale; however, the developer is marketing them exclusively as rental
properties. | have included the leasing advertisement in my submitted materials. When
questioned at the Deer Valley Planning Commission regarding whether this project would
similarly operate as a lease-only community, the developer’s counsel declined to provide
a clear commitment and minimized the distinction between ownership and rental models.

The distinction is not academic. A lease-only concentration alters market
comparables, affects resale perception, and allows the developer to retain centralized
control over the homeowners’ association and tenant occupancy. Unified ownership of
multiple properties within a subdivision materially impacts governance, maintenance
standards, tenant screening, and long-term neighborhood stability. These factors directly
influence market valuation and buyer perception.

Accordingly, the proposed density, structural height, and potential rental
concentration collectively present foreseeable privacy impacts and measurable market
implications for surrounding homeowners. These effects warrant careful scrutiny before
any final land-use approval.



Importantly, the Staff Report dated February 6, 2026, at page 8, item 15, states that
Staff has not received the required Waiver of Claims for Diminution in Value of Property
under Proposition 207 as mandated by the rezoning application process. This indicates
that the statutory prerequisite tied to potential diminution claims has not yet been
satisfied. Proceeding without completion of this required component raises additional
procedural and risk considerations.

This correspondence is submitted, in part, to place the City on notice that the
proposed configuration introduces foreseeable reversing-vehicle conflicts and
residential safety impacts. Approval without full analysis of these operational
conditions may expose the City to claims arising from hazardous design approval.

Additionally, I have become aware of a Notice of Meeting scheduled for March 5,
2026, at 6:00 p.m. However, this meeting does not appear on the City’s publicly
accessible meeting calendars or online postings. The only notice | have observed is on the
rezoning sign and in the January 26, 2026, letter sent to community residents. | intend to
speak at this meeting and submit formal opposition materials, yet there is no publicly
available information indicating how to register to speak, where written opposition
should be submitted, or how residents may formally participate. | respectfully request
clarification regarding the public participation process to ensure transparency and
proper notice to affected homeowners.

I am enclosing my formal Notice regarding Proposition 207 as it applies to my
property. I am also in the process of gathering similar notices and letters from
neighboring property owners and homeowners within the adjacent subdivision. | will
forward those additional submissions as they are received so they may be included in the
record.

As Chair of the Transportation, Infrastructure & Planning Subcommittee, your
leadership on infrastructure safety and planning standards is especially important in this
matter. | respectfully request that:

1. A supplemental traffic analysis is required, specifically addressing
reversing driveway conflicts and internal circulation safety; or

2. Access through Michigan Avenue is to be removed and limited solely to the
collector roadway designed to accommodate development traffic.

3. The completion of the cul-de-sac is not necessary so that the retaining wall
may stay in place.



My objective is to ensure that the approval record reflects a full evaluation of
foreseeable safety, residential impact concerns, and foreseeable liability before any final
action.

In my email, there is a link to a folder that contains prior letters, photographs, and
other supporting documentation in opposition to this rezoning application, including
proof of notice of the March 5, 2026, at 6:00 p.m. meeting.

| would welcome the opportunity to speak with you or your staff and provide
additional documentation from affected residents.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Please include this letter, as well as all the documentation in the folder
provided, as part of the official record for Rezoning Application Z-190-25.

Warm regards,
Wimberly Siok

Kimberly Sisk

CC:
William F. Allison, Esq.
Email: bill@wmbattorneys.com

Robert Kuhfuss, Deer Valley Planning Committee
Email: robert.kuhfuss@phoenix.gov

Phoenix Planning Commission
City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department
Email: pdd@phoenix.gov




Kimberly Sisk

1117 W. Michigan Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85023

Email: kesisk2010@gmail.com
Cell: 520-784-3080

February 24, 2026

Phoenix Planning Commission

City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85003

pdd@phoenix.gov

Re: Rezoning Case — Michigan Avenue Access Connection
Application: Z-190-25-3

Dear Commissioners:

My name is Kimberly Sisk, and | am a homeowner on Michigan Avenue within the affected cul-
de-sac. | respectfully submit the following comments for inclusion in the official record before the
Planning Commission hearing currently set for March 5, 2026, at 6:00 p.m.

This comment is submitted to place the City on notice that the proposed configuration
introduces foreseeable reversing-vehicle conflicts within a circulation area, and approval without
analysis of those movements may create an unreasonably dangerous condition and liability.

My concern is not related to density or opposition to residential development. My concern is
whether the submitted traffic analysis demonstrates safe operation of the proposed vehicular access
onto Michigan Avenue under applicable City design standards.

The proposed design converts a terminal residential cul-de-sac into a circulating roadway while
leaving existing private residential driveways within the maneuvering area. The traffic study evaluates
standard intersection movements and departure sight distance; however, it does not evaluate
reversing driveway movements, perception-reaction conflicts, or stopping sight distance for vehicles
already circulating within the turnaround.

These reversing movements represent the primary and predictable operating condition at this
location. Because this condition was not analyzed, the study does not establish that the access
configuration can operate safely.

The report’s conclusion appears to rely primarily on projected low traffic volume. However,
geometric conflict points exist independently of volume. Even a single circulating vehicle encountering
a reversing vehicle within a confined turnaround can create a safety condition. This is fundamentally a




design conflict rather than a roadway capacity issue. In addition, the proposed configuration would
interfere with established weekly trash collection operations, diminish the peaceful use and enjoyment
of my home, and significantly restrict available parking at a residence where | have lived for the past

11 years.

In my email there is a link to a folder that contains prior letters, photographs, and other
supporting documentation in opposition to this rezoning application.

Approval requires substantial evidence that applicable standards are met. When the dominant
operating condition is unstudied, the record is incomplete.

Accordingly, I respectfully request that the Commission either remove the Michigan Avenue
access connection from the project or require a supplemental traffic analysis evaluating reversing
driveway conflicts and internal circulation safety before approval.

| respectfully request confirmation that | will be permitted to speak at the March 5, 2026,
Planning Commission meeting. Please provide instructions on how to register to speak and advise
regarding the allotted time for public comment so that | may prepare my remarks accordingly and
remain within the permitted timeframe.

Please include this letter, as well as all the documentation in the folder provided, as part of
the official record for Rezoning Application Z-190-25.

Sincerely,
Wimberdy Siak
Kimberly Sisk

cc: William F. Allison, Esq.

Email: bill@wmbattorneys.com

Robert Kuhfuss, Deer Valley Planning Committee

Email: robert.kuhfuss@phoenix.gov

District 3 — Council Member

Debra Stark

Email: council.district.3@phoenix.gov
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Elevated Living. Low-Maintenance Lifestyle.

Plan One 52,595

Three Bedroom w/ Loft
2.5 Baths

Two Car Garage

1,886 Square Feet

FIRSY FLOOR PLAN SECOND FLOOR PLAN

‘Plan Two $2.795

Three Bedroom w/ Loft & Den
2.5 Baths
Two Car Garage

2,069 Square Feel

FIRST FLOOR PLAN SECOND FLOOR FLAN

Plan Three $3.005

Four Bedroom w/ Loft
3 Balhs
Two Car Garage

2,407 Square Feel

Application Fee: $50 Per Adult
Admin Fee: S150  Bower Resident Package: $S80
Security Deposil: One Month's Rent (OAC)

Pets Welcome!

S300 non-refundable pet deposit is due at move in.

Starting at $35 monthly pet rent.
*Breed restrictions apply

@ ATLAS

REAL ESTATE

Phone: 480-207-2039

Email: boweruniongrove arcalatlas.com
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City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Re: Proposition 207 — Notice as Neighboring Property Owner
Application: Z-190-25-3
To Whom It May Concern,

I am a homeowner and neighboring property owner adjacent to the subject rezoning case.
I submit this letter to address the implications of Arizona Proposition 207, the Private
Property Rights Protection Act (A.R.S. § 12-1131 et seq.), and to request it be included in
the official record.

Proposition 207 provides that when a land use law, including a rezoning action, reduces
the fair market value of real property, the affected property owner may be entitled to just
compensation. The statute applies not only to the applicant property, but to neighboring
properties that may experience a measurable reduction in value as a result of the
governmental action.

Because the proposed rezoning materially changes the intensity and operational character
of the surrounding area, it has the potential to affect the fair market value of adjacent
residential properties. I therefore request that the City acknowledge the applicability of
Proposition 207 considerations in the evaluation of this case and ensure all statutory
procedures and protections are followed prior to final approval.

Please include this correspondence in the public record for this matter.

M;«Z%% &%

Print name: Kim rIy Sisk

Address: 1117 W. Michigan Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85023
Phone number: 520-784-3080

Homeowner and Neighboring Property Owner
City of Phoenix



From: Kimberly Sisk

To: PDD Development Services
Cc: William F. Allison; Robert H Kuhfuss; Chris Brown (cbrown@arcadiacapitalLLC.com);

jortega@arcadiacapitalllc.com; Council District 3 PCC; brettjudd70@gmail.com; f.cufurovic@cox.net;
flexpassion@amail.com; AlexDaBarber@gmail.com; professionalservicesaa@gmail.com

Subject: Re: Rezoning Application: Z-190-25 (13th Ave/Maria Villa/Michigan Ave)
Date: Sunday, March 1, 2026 2:21:41 PM
Attachments: Letter to City of Phoenix - FC.pdf

Letter to City of Phoenix - MT.pdf
Letter to City of Phoenix - Brett J..pdf
Letter to City of Phoenix - AB.pdf

Good afternoon.

Please find 4 more letters for the file and upcoming Planning Committee Meeting regarding
Rezoning Application Z-190-25 (13th Ave/Maria Villa/Michigan Ave).

Thank you.
Warm regards,

Kimberly Sisk
Cell: 520-784-3080

On Tue, Feb 24, 2026 at 8:34 AM Kimberly Sisk <kesisk2010@amail.com> wrote:
Please find attached my letter dated February 24, 2026.
Also, here is a link to a folder with prior letters, photographs, and other supporting

documentation in opposition of the Rezoning Application Z-190-25 (13th Ave/Maria
Villa/Michigan Ave):

Click this LINK to access folder with additional supporting documentation
[Ip2you.box.com]

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to reach out to me.
Thank you for your time and assistance.

Warm regards,

Kimberly Sisk

Homeowner at 1117 W. Michigan Ave., Phoenix, AZ 85023
Cell - 520-784-3080
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City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Re: Proposition 207 — Notice as Neighboring Property Owner
Application: Z-190-25-3
To Whom It May Concern,

I am a homeowner and neighboring property owner adjacent to the subject rezoning case.
I submit this letter to address the implications of Arizona Proposition 207, the Private
Property Rights Protection Act (A.R.S. § 12-1131 et seq.), and to request it be included in
the official record.

Proposition 207 provides that when a land use law, including a rezoning action, reduces
the fair market value of real property, the affected property owner may be entitled to just
compensation. The statute applies not only to the applicant property, but to neighboring
properties that may experience a measurable reduction in value as a result of the
governmental action.

Because the proposed rezoning materially changes the intensity and operational character
of the surrounding area, it has the potential to affect the fair market value of adjacent
residential properties. I therefore request that the City acknowledge the applicability of
Proposition 207 considerations in the evaluation of this case and ensure all statutory
procedures and protections are followed prior to final approval.

Please include this correspondence in the public record for this matter.
Sincerely,

Fadila Cufurovic (Feb 27, 2026 19:08:08 MST)

(signature)

print name: Fadila Cufurovic
Address: 1109 W Michigan Ave
Phone number: 6024104021
f.cufurovic@cox.net

Email:

Homeowner and Neighboring Property Owner
City of Phoenix
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City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Re: Proposition 207 — Notice as Neighboring Property Owner
Application: Z-190-25-3
To Whom It May Concern,

I am a homeowner and neighboring property owner adjacent to the subject rezoning case.
I submit this letter to address the implications of Arizona Proposition 207, the Private
Property Rights Protection Act (A.R.S. § 12-1131 et seq.), and to request it be included in
the official record.

Proposition 207 provides that when a land use law, including a rezoning action, reduces
the fair market value of real property, the affected property owner may be entitled to just
compensation. The statute applies not only to the applicant property, but to neighboring
properties that may experience a measurable reduction in value as a result of the
governmental action.

Because the proposed rezoning materially changes the intensity and operational character
of the surrounding area, it has the potential to affect the fair market value of adjacent
residential properties. I therefore request that the City acknowledge the applicability of
Proposition 207 considerations in the evaluation of this case and ensure all statutory
procedures and protections are followed prior to final approval.

Please include this correspondence in the public record for this matter.

Sincerely,
Maria Tovar

Maria Tovar (Feb 28, 2026 11:15:57 MST)

(signature)

Print name- Maria Tovar
18049 N 13th Ave Phoenix, AZ 85023

Address:
602-577-2719

Email: professionalservicesaa@gmail.com

Phone number:

Homeowner and Neighboring Property Owner
City of Phoenix
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City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Re: Proposition 207 — Notice as Neighboring Property Owner
Application: Z-190-25-3
To Whom It May Concern,

I am a homeowner and neighboring property owner adjacent to the subject rezoning case.
I submit this letter to address the implications of Arizona Proposition 207, the Private
Property Rights Protection Act (A.R.S. § 12-1131 et seq.), and to request it be included in
the official record.

Proposition 207 provides that when a land use law, including a rezoning action, reduces
the fair market value of real property, the affected property owner may be entitled to just
compensation. The statute applies not only to the applicant property, but to neighboring
properties that may experience a measurable reduction in value as a result of the
governmental action.

Because the proposed rezoning materially changes the intensity and operational character
of the surrounding area, it has the potential to affect the fair market value of adjacent
residential properties. I therefore request that the City acknowledge the applicability of
Proposition 207 considerations in the evaluation of this case and ensure all statutory
procedures and protections are followed prior to final approval.

Please include this correspondence in the public record for this matter.

Sincerely,

E%(Feb 27,2026 19:36:06 MST)

(signature)

Print name: Brett Judd
. 1105 west, Michigan, Ave. PHX, AZ.

Address:
Phone number: 3038093952
.. Brettjudd70@gmail.com

Emai

Homeowner and Neighboring Property Owner
City of Phoenix
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City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Re: Proposition 207 — Notice as Neighboring Property Owner
Application: Z-190-25-3
To Whom It May Concern,

I am a homeowner and neighboring property owner adjacent to the subject rezoning case.
I submit this letter to address the implications of Arizona Proposition 207, the Private
Property Rights Protection Act (A.R.S. § 12-1131 et seq.), and to request it be included in
the official record.

Proposition 207 provides that when a land use law, including a rezoning action, reduces
the fair market value of real property, the affected property owner may be entitled to just
compensation. The statute applies not only to the applicant property, but to neighboring
properties that may experience a measurable reduction in value as a result of the
governmental action.

Because the proposed rezoning materially changes the intensity and operational character
of the surrounding area, it has the potential to affect the fair market value of adjacent
residential properties. I therefore request that the City acknowledge the applicability of
Proposition 207 considerations in the evaluation of this case and ensure all statutory
procedures and protections are followed prior to final approval.

Please include this correspondence in the public record for this matter.

Sincerely,

AleX's Barbershop (Feb 27, 2026 21:47:35 EST)

(signature)

Print name: Arsen Muratov
Address: 1121w michigan ave

Phone number: 347-392-6017
Email: Alexdabarber@gmail.com

Homeowner and Neighboring Property Owner
City of Phoenix
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City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Re: Proposition 207 — Notice as Neighboring Property Owner
Application: Z-190-25-3
To Whom It May Concern,

I am a homeowner and neighboring property owner adjacent to the subject rezoning case.
I submit this letter to address the implications of Arizona Proposition 207, the Private
Property Rights Protection Act (A.R.S. § 12-1131 et seq.), and to request it be included in
the official record.

Proposition 207 provides that when a land use law, including a rezoning action, reduces
the fair market value of real property, the affected property owner may be entitled to just
compensation. The statute applies not only to the applicant property, but to neighboring
properties that may experience a measurable reduction in value as a result of the
governmental action.

Because the proposed rezoning materially changes the intensity and operational character
of the surrounding area, it has the potential to affect the fair market value of adjacent
residential properties. I therefore request that the City acknowledge the applicability of
Proposition 207 considerations in the evaluation of this case and ensure all statutory
procedures and protections are followed prior to final approval.

Please include this correspondence in the public record for this matter.
Sincerely,

Fadila Cufurovic (Feb 27, 2026 19:08:08 MST)

(signature)

print name: Fadila Cufurovic
Address: 1109 W Michigan Ave
Phone number: 6024104021
f.cufurovic@cox.net

Email:

Homeowner and Neighboring Property Owner
City of Phoenix
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City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Re: Proposition 207 — Notice as Neighboring Property Owner
Application: Z-190-25-3
To Whom It May Concern,

| am a homeowner and neighboring property owner adjacent to the subject rezoning case.
| submit this letter to address the implications of Arizona Proposition 207, the Private
Property Rights Protection Act (A.R.S. § 12-1131 et seq.), and to request it be included in
the official record.

Proposition 207 provides that when a land use law, including a rezoning action, reduces
the fair market value of real property, the affected property owner may be entitled to just
compensation. The statute applies not only to the applicant property, but to neighboring
properties that may experience a measurable reduction in value as a result of the
governmental action.

Because the proposed rezoning materially changes the intensity and operational character
of the surrounding area, it has the potential to affect the fair market value of adjacent
residential properties. | therefore request that the City acknowledge the applicability of
Proposition 207 considerations in the evaluation of this case and ensure all statutory
procedures and protections are followed prior to final approval.

Please include this correspondence in the public record for this matter.

Sincerely,

E%(Feb 27, 2026 19:36:06 MST)

(signature)

Print name: Brett Judd
1105 west, Michigan, Ave. PHX, AZ.

Phone number: 3038093952
Email: Brettjudd70@gma|lcom

Address:

Homeowner and Neighboring Property Owner
City of Phoenix
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City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Re: Proposition 207 — Notice as Neighboring Property Owner
Application: Z-190-25-3
To Whom It May Concern,

| am a homeowner and neighboring property owner adjacent to the subject rezoning case.
| submit this letter to address the implications of Arizona Proposition 207, the Private
Property Rights Protection Act (A.R.S. § 12-1131 et seq.), and to request it be included in
the official record.

Proposition 207 provides that when a land use law, including a rezoning action, reduces
the fair market value of real property, the affected property owner may be entitled to just
compensation. The statute applies not only to the applicant property, but to neighboring
properties that may experience a measurable reduction in value as a result of the
governmental action.

Because the proposed rezoning materially changes the intensity and operational character
of the surrounding area, it has the potential to affect the fair market value of adjacent
residential properties. | therefore request that the City acknowledge the applicability of
Proposition 207 considerations in the evaluation of this case and ensure all statutory
procedures and protections are followed prior to final approval.

Please include this correspondence in the public record for this matter.

Sincerely,

AleX's Barbershop (Feb 27, 2026 21:47:35 EST)

(signature)

Print name: Arsen Muratov
Address: 1121w michigan ave

Phone number: 347-392-6017
Email- Alexdabarber@gmail.com

Homeowner and Neighboring Property Owner
City of Phoenix
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City of Phoenix Planning and Development Department
200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Re: Proposition 207 — Notice as Neighboring Property Owner
Application: Z-190-25-3
To Whom It May Concern,

| am a homeowner and neighboring property owner adjacent to the subject rezoning case.
| submit this letter to address the implications of Arizona Proposition 207, the Private
Property Rights Protection Act (A.R.S. § 12-1131 et seq.), and to request it be included in
the official record.

Proposition 207 provides that when a land use law, including a rezoning action, reduces
the fair market value of real property, the affected property owner may be entitled to just
compensation. The statute applies not only to the applicant property, but to neighboring
properties that may experience a measurable reduction in value as a result of the
governmental action.

Because the proposed rezoning materially changes the intensity and operational character
of the surrounding area, it has the potential to affect the fair market value of adjacent
residential properties. | therefore request that the City acknowledge the applicability of
Proposition 207 considerations in the evaluation of this case and ensure all statutory
procedures and protections are followed prior to final approval.

Please include this correspondence in the public record for this matter.

Sincerely,
Maria Tovar

Maria Tovar (Feb 28, 2026 11:15:57 MST)

(signature)

Print name: Maria Tovar
18049 N 13th Ave Phoenix, AZ 85023

602-577-2719

professionalservicesaa@gmail.com

Address:

Phone number:

Email:

Homeowner and Neighboring Property Owner
City of Phoenix
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From: Kimberly Sisk

To: PDD Long Range Planning; Robert H Kuhfuss; streettransportation@phoenix.gov; planning@phoenix.gov
Cc: city.clerk@phoenix.gov; Council District 3 PCC; William F. Allison

Subject: RE: Clarification Request — Street Department Review for Rezoning Case Z-190-25-3

Date: Sunday, March 8, 2026 12:03:21 PM

Attachments: EagleViewExport - Michigan Avenue Cul-de-sac.pdf

765PLAT1401 - FINAL PLAT FOR MICHIGAN AVE CUL-DE-SAC.pdf

Good afternoon.

I am writing regarding Rezoning Case No. Z-190-25-3 and the proposed subdivision access
connection involving the Michigan Avenue cul-de-sac.

During the Planning Commission hearing there was discussion indicating that the Street
Transportation Department had reviewed or approved the proposed roadway configuration. To
ensure that residents fully understand the scope of that review, I respectfully request

clarification regarding the following:

1. Whether the Street Transportation Department has formally approved vehicular access
from the proposed subdivision through the existing Michigan Avenue cul-de-sac.

2. If such approval was issued, whether it constitutes a final engineering approval or only a
conceptual approval subject to additional review during the civil engineering or final
plat process.

3. Whether the Street Transportation Department evaluated operational safety conditions
associated with existing residential driveways that back directly into the cul-de-sac bulb
where the proposed subdivision access would occur.

4. Whether the recorded subdivision plat showing Michigan Avenue as a terminating cul-
de-sac serving five homes was considered as part of the street access evaluation.

If available, | would also appreciate receiving any written comments, review notes, or
approval documentation related to the Street Transportation Department’s review of the
Michigan Avenue access connection.

Thank you for your time and assistance.
Warm regards,

Kimberly Sisk
1117 W Michigan Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85023

Cell: 520-784-3080
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FINAL PLAT

FOR

"11TH. AVENUE AND MICHIGAN AVENUE"

A CONVENTIONAL SUBDIVISION
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MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA
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DEDICATION

STATE OF ARIZONA )
) ss
COUNTY OF MARICOPA )

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

ADOBE WEST CONSTRUCTION, INC., AN ARIZONA CORPORATION AS OWNER, HAS SUBDIVIDED UNDER THE NAME 11TH
AVENUE AND MICHIGAN AVENUE A PORTION OF THE N1/2 OF THE NE 1/4 OF THE SW 1/4 OF THE NE 1/4 OF SECTION 31,
TOWNSHIP. 4 NORTH, RANGE. 3 EAST OF THE GILA AND SALT RIVER BASE AND MERIDIAN, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA , AS
SHOWN PLATTED HEREON AND HEREBY PUBLISHES THIS PLAT AS AND FOR THE PLAT OF 11TH AVENUE AND MICHIGAN
AVENUE A FIVE LOT SUBDIVISION AND HEREBY DECLARES THAT SAID PLAT SETS FORTH THE LOCATION AND GIVES THE
DIMENSIONS OF THE LOTS, STREETS AND EASEMENTS CONSTITUTING SAME AND THAT EACH LOT AND STREET SHALL BE
KNOWN BY THE NUMBER OR NAME GIVEN EACH RESPECTIVELY ON SAID PLAT. ADOBE WEST CONSTRUCTION, INC., AS
OWNER, HEREBY DEDICATES TO THE PUBLIC FOR USES AS SUCH, THE STREETS AND EASEMENTS AS SHOWN ON SAID PLAT
AND INCLUDED IN THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PREMISES.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, ADOBE WEST CONSTRUCTION, INC., AN ARIZONA CORPORATION AS OWNER, HAS HEREUNTO CAUSED

TS.NAME TO BE SIGNED AND THE SAME TO BE ATTESTED BY THE SIGNATURE OF et 1. Luckke
TsTyesident  THERE UNTO DULY AUTHORIZED THIS A ¥DAY oFd e , 2005.

4
BY: . 22— ITS: _M
ACKNOWLEDGMENT
STATE OF ARIZONA }
COUNTY. OF MARICOPA}
BEFORE ME THISQ, DAY OF Juunre. . 2005Cr nesd H.Lugs e PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME, THE
UNDERSIGNED NOTARY PUBLIC, WHO ACKNOWLEDGED HIMSELF TO BE OF } THE LEGAL
OWNER OF THE PROPERTY PLATTED HEREON AND ACKNOWLEDGED THAT A

EXECUTED THIS INSTRUMENT FOR THE PURPOSES HEREIN CONTAINED.

OFFICIAL SEAL
8 ¢ GAIL E. WEFER
AN E NOTARY PUBLIC-ARIZONA
5 MARICOPA COUNTY )
My Comm. Expires Aug. 25, 2008 @

Dy

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | HEREUNTO SET MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL.

NOTARY PUBLIC

CERTIFICATION

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE SURVEY AND SUBDIVISION OF THE PREMISES DESCRIBED AND PLATTED HEREON WAS MADE
UNDER MY DIRECTION DURING THE MONTH OF AP"l'/ 2005; THAT THE SURVEY IS TRUE AND COMPLETE AS SHOWN;
THAT THE MONUMENTS SHOWN ACTUALLY EXIST OR WILL BE SET AS SHOWN; THAT THEIR POSITIONS ARE CORRECTLY
SHOWN: AND THAT SAID MONUMENTS ARE SUFFICIENT TO ENABLE THE SURVEY TO BE RETRACED.

olifos

DATE

REGISTERED LAND SURVEYOR SIGNATURE

APPROVALS

—ﬂ&/fg& . 7/11/05

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT DATE

APPROVED BY:

APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PHOENIX, ARIZONA THIS 22”‘ DAYOF Twag 2005.

.

ATTEST:

CITY SLERK DATE

DESCRIPTION

REVISIONS:

DATE

NO.

PHONE: (480) 778-0171

SCOTTSDALE ARIZONA 85254 FAX: (480)778-0334

STEELE ENGINEERING
ENGINEERS - SURVEYORS

5702 EAST SHEA

FINAL PLAT
FOR

PROJECT

11 TH. AVE. & MICHIGAN AVE.

09/22/04

JOB NO.
04-010

PROPERTY LINES WILL BE MAINTAINED AT A MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF 3. ———— = EASEMENT
————— = CENTERLINE 07/28/2005 09:22 AM
. A MINIMUM 20" SETBACK (18' IF VERTICALLY OPENING GARAGE DOORS ARE PROVIDED) —--— = PROPERTYLINE
WILL BE PROVIDED FROM BACK OF SIDEWALK TO FACE OF GARAGE DOOR. D.E. = DRAINAGE EASEMENT
HH. = HANDHOLE
EACH LOT | FD. = FOUND
. N THIS SUBDIVISION IS PERMITTED ONE DWELLING UNIT FOR A TOTAL OF 5 (R) = RECORDED
DWELLINGS WITHIN THE ENTIRE SUBDIVISION. (M) = MEASURED
BC. = BRASSCAP CURVE TABLE
M.C.R. = MARICOPA COUNTY RECORDS CURVE DELTA RADIUS | LENGTH [TANGENT
P.UE. = PUBLIC UTILITIY EASEMENT C1 138°11'23" | 50.00 | 120.59 | 130.90
VNAE = VEHICULAR NON-ACCESS EASEMENT Co 48°1123" | 25.00 21.03 11.18

KIVA #0I1-19314
Q.S. #38-26
PLAT #040262

SHEET

1.1

/! AVE /M'clwuv AV E
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From: Kimberly Sisk

To: Robert H Kuhfuss

Subject: Fwd: Opposition to Rezoning Application Z-190-25-3

Date: Monday, March 9, 2026 1:48:06 PM

Attachments: 765PLAT1401 - FINAL PLAT FOR MICHIGAN AVE CUL-DE-SAC.pdf

EaaleViewExport - Michigan Avenue Cul-de-sac.pdf
2026.0308 Letter to Mayor and Council Members.pdf
last hearimg date.pdf
TIS_Manual_202511170925467410.pdf
Traffic Impact Statement for 13 and Michigan 120325 UPDATED.pdf
PAPP_- 2505182_-_001_PASPO1_PLAN_5343_CONCEPTUAL_SUBDIVISION_PLAN_2505182 - VIP
document.pdf
2026.0213 Letter re Traffic Impact Study Deficiency.pdf

Good afternoon, Mr. Kuhfuss.

I did not include you on the below email.
I apologize.

Thank you.

Warm regards,

Kimberly Sisk

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Kimberly Sisk <kesisk2010@gmail.com>

Date: Sun, Mar 8, 2026 at 12:54 PM

Subject: Opposition to Rezoning Application Z-190-25-3

To: <mayor.gallego@phoenix.gov>, <council.district.3@phoenix.gov>,
<council.distrist.1@phoenix.gov>, <council.district.4@phoenix.gov>,
<council.district.5@phoenix.gov>, council.district.7@phoenix.gov
<council.district.7@phoenix.gov>, <council.district.2@phoenix.gov>,
council.district.6@phoenix.gov <council.district.6@phoenix.gov>,
<council.district.8@phoenix.gov>

Cc: <pdd.longrange@phoenix.gov>, <streets@phoenix.gov>, William F. Allison
<bill@wmbattorneys.com>, Chris Brown (cbrown@arcadiacapitalLLC.com)

<chrown@arcadiacapitalllc.com>, <f.cufurovic@cox.net>, <brettjudd70@gamail.com>,
<flexpassion@gmail.com>, <AlexDaBarber@amail.com>
Good afternoon.

Please find attached my letter dated March 8, 2026, with appropriate attachments.

Thank you in advance for your time and considersation.


https://us-phishalarm-ewt.proofpoint.com/EWT/v1/LkjWUF49MRd51_ry!AGC2YPniAUyWDV6S52PmjLH6ndGxkgqmmBI2gp7Px3lE-CcXM4LvfO6tlpyynZfCOK_0Nrwd3Z4UyYyRslEXiks35Nxq1D8l78pF9hFnaBSQQXPdo1CncvyIj5Di8dI2xo0F$
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mailto:Robert.Kuhfuss@phoenix.gov
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mailto:f.cufurovic@cox.net
mailto:brettjudd70@gmail.com
mailto:flexpassion@gmail.com
mailto:AlexDaBarber@gmail.com

[adelab] P:\04 010\DWG\plans\1stSub\Final-Plat\4010fp.dwg - May 31,2005 @ 4:38pm

FINAL PLAT

FOR

"11TH. AVENUE AND MICHIGAN AVENUE"

A CONVENTIONAL SUBDIVISION

A SUBDIVISION OF A PORTION OF THE N 1/2 OF THE NE 1/4 OF THE SW 1/4
OF THE NE 1/4 OF SECTION 31, T.4N.,,R.3E.,,G. &S.R.B. & M.

MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA

0 20 4O 80
o — =
o UNION HILLS DRIVE 4/ S89°57'32"E (R) <
K\ EJDE BC%R(FINl\JA?T/L NE 1/4 1325.09°(R) / T
INVERNESS MEADOWS (BK. 413, PG. 36 M.CR) © SECTION 31, T.4 N, R. 3E. N.E. COR. <
| | | = | DEER VALLEY ESTATES SEC.31
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} | ’ 303 ’ 302
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| I 1 '
UNIT  FIVE
UNSUBDIVIDED | (BK. 203, PG.| 46 M.CR )
NOTES A I B BN e
— —_ N L NS e
1. NO STRUCTURE OF ANY KIND SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED ON, OVER, OR PLACED WITHIN .
THE PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT EXCEPT PAVING, WOODEN, WIRE OR REMOVABLE : § VILLA RITA
SECTION TYPE FENCING. NO VEGETATION SHALL BE PLANTED WITHIN THE EASEMENT 3 B
EXCEPT GRASS AND/OR GROUND COVER APPROVED BY THE DEVELOPMENT SERVICES - DRIVE
DEPARTMENT LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT. IT SHALL BE FURTHER UNDERSTOOD THAT THE
CITY OF PHOENIX SHALL NOT BE REQUIRED TO REPLACE ANY OBSTRUCTIONS, PAVING OR Yl 0 4 1
VEGETATION THAT BECOMES DAMAGED OR MUST BE REMOVED DURING THE COURSE & l o
OF MAINTENANCE, CONSTRUCTION, RECONSTRUCTION OR REPAIR.
2. THIS SUBDIVISION IS LOCATED WITHIN THE CITY OF PHOENIX WATER SERVICE AREA AND S89°48'37"E (M) S
HAS BEEN DESIGNATED AS HAVING AN ASSURED WATER SUPPLY. GROV_ERS S89°47'54°E (R) /V 1320.42" (M) <
3. ALL NEW OR RELOCATED UTILITIES WILL BE PLACED UNDERGROUND. LEGEND AVENUE FD. B.C. (FLUSH) FD.B.C. INH.H. -/A |.I_
- S.E. COR. SW 1/4, NE 1/4 E 1/4 COR.SEC.31 |~
4. DEVELOPMENT OF THIS SITE WILL CONFORM TO ALL APPLICABLE CODES AND SUBDIVISION BOUNDARY SECTION 31, T.4N. R.3E.
ORDINANCES. A\ = SUBDIVISION CORNER SET B.C. PER
MAG DET. 120-1 (TYPE "B")
5. NO STRUCTURE OF ANY KIND BE CONSTRUCTED OR ANY VEGETATION BE PLANTED NOR
BE ALLOWED TO GROW WITHIN THE DRAINAGE EASEMENT OR TRACT WHICH WOULD IMPEDE ® = CORNERFOUNDOR DEVELOPER
THE FLOW OF WATER OVER, UNDER, OR THROUGH THE EASEMENT OR TRACT. THE CITY OF SET POINT AS NOTED BOOK 765 PAGE 14
PHOENIX MAY, IF IT SO DESIRES, CONSTRUCT AND/OR MAINTAIN DRAINAGE FACILITIES ON OR 5 = F ADOBE WEST CONSTRUCTION, INC. ADS
UNDER THE LAND IN THE EASEMENTS OR TRACTS. = FOUND MONUMENT AS NOTED P. 0. BOX 6088 C0PA COUNTY RECOR

. STRUCTURES AND LANDSCAPING WITHIN A TRIANGLE MEASURING 33' x 33' ALONG THE

MARICOPA COUNTY RECORDER
HELEN PURCELL

2005-1060888

GLENDALE, AZ 85312
PHONE: (602) 721-8952
FAX: (623) 934-8174

FOUND MONUMENT AS NOTED

UNION HILLS DRIVE
wi
w wi ?t wi
> >
a < |[MICHIGAIN AVE. =
E
SITE —
GROVERS AVE.
T T <
> o =
BELL ROAD

VICINITY MAP

NOT TO SCALE

DEDICATION

STATE OF ARIZONA )
) ss
COUNTY OF MARICOPA )

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

ADOBE WEST CONSTRUCTION, INC., AN ARIZONA CORPORATION AS OWNER, HAS SUBDIVIDED UNDER THE NAME 11TH
AVENUE AND MICHIGAN AVENUE A PORTION OF THE N1/2 OF THE NE 1/4 OF THE SW 1/4 OF THE NE 1/4 OF SECTION 31,
TOWNSHIP. 4 NORTH, RANGE. 3 EAST OF THE GILA AND SALT RIVER BASE AND MERIDIAN, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA , AS
SHOWN PLATTED HEREON AND HEREBY PUBLISHES THIS PLAT AS AND FOR THE PLAT OF 11TH AVENUE AND MICHIGAN
AVENUE A FIVE LOT SUBDIVISION AND HEREBY DECLARES THAT SAID PLAT SETS FORTH THE LOCATION AND GIVES THE
DIMENSIONS OF THE LOTS, STREETS AND EASEMENTS CONSTITUTING SAME AND THAT EACH LOT AND STREET SHALL BE
KNOWN BY THE NUMBER OR NAME GIVEN EACH RESPECTIVELY ON SAID PLAT. ADOBE WEST CONSTRUCTION, INC., AS
OWNER, HEREBY DEDICATES TO THE PUBLIC FOR USES AS SUCH, THE STREETS AND EASEMENTS AS SHOWN ON SAID PLAT
AND INCLUDED IN THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PREMISES.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, ADOBE WEST CONSTRUCTION, INC., AN ARIZONA CORPORATION AS OWNER, HAS HEREUNTO CAUSED

TS.NAME TO BE SIGNED AND THE SAME TO BE ATTESTED BY THE SIGNATURE OF et 1. Luckke
TsTyesident  THERE UNTO DULY AUTHORIZED THIS A ¥DAY oFd e , 2005.

4
BY: . 22— ITS: _M
ACKNOWLEDGMENT
STATE OF ARIZONA }
COUNTY. OF MARICOPA}
BEFORE ME THISQ, DAY OF Juunre. . 2005Cr nesd H.Lugs e PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME, THE
UNDERSIGNED NOTARY PUBLIC, WHO ACKNOWLEDGED HIMSELF TO BE OF } THE LEGAL
OWNER OF THE PROPERTY PLATTED HEREON AND ACKNOWLEDGED THAT A

EXECUTED THIS INSTRUMENT FOR THE PURPOSES HEREIN CONTAINED.

OFFICIAL SEAL
8 ¢ GAIL E. WEFER
AN E NOTARY PUBLIC-ARIZONA
5 MARICOPA COUNTY )
My Comm. Expires Aug. 25, 2008 @

Dy

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | HEREUNTO SET MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL.

NOTARY PUBLIC

CERTIFICATION

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE SURVEY AND SUBDIVISION OF THE PREMISES DESCRIBED AND PLATTED HEREON WAS MADE
UNDER MY DIRECTION DURING THE MONTH OF AP"l'/ 2005; THAT THE SURVEY IS TRUE AND COMPLETE AS SHOWN;
THAT THE MONUMENTS SHOWN ACTUALLY EXIST OR WILL BE SET AS SHOWN; THAT THEIR POSITIONS ARE CORRECTLY
SHOWN: AND THAT SAID MONUMENTS ARE SUFFICIENT TO ENABLE THE SURVEY TO BE RETRACED.

olifos

DATE

REGISTERED LAND SURVEYOR SIGNATURE

APPROVALS

—ﬂ&/fg& . 7/11/05

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT DATE

APPROVED BY:

APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PHOENIX, ARIZONA THIS 22”‘ DAYOF Twag 2005.

.

ATTEST:

CITY SLERK DATE

DESCRIPTION

REVISIONS:

DATE

NO.

PHONE: (480) 778-0171

SCOTTSDALE ARIZONA 85254 FAX: (480)778-0334

STEELE ENGINEERING
ENGINEERS - SURVEYORS

5702 EAST SHEA

FINAL PLAT
FOR

PROJECT

11 TH. AVE. & MICHIGAN AVE.

09/22/04

JOB NO.
04-010

PROPERTY LINES WILL BE MAINTAINED AT A MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF 3. ———— = EASEMENT
————— = CENTERLINE 07/28/2005 09:22 AM
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Kimberly Sisk

1117 West Michigan Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85023

Email: Kesisk2010@gmail.com
Cell: 520-784-3080

March 8, 2026

RE: Rezoning Application Z-190-25-3

Dear Mayor and Members of the Phoenix City Council:

My name is Kimberly Sisk and I reside at 1117 West Michigan Avenue in Phoenix. I have
lived in my home for eleven (11) years. My property is located directly on the Michigan
Avenue cul-de-sac that is proposed to serve as an access point for Rezoning Application
7-190-25-3.

I have attached a photograph of the public rezoning notice board that has been placed in
the Michigan Avenue cul-de-sac. The notice states that the City Council meeting
scheduled for April 8, 2026, at 2:30 p.m. is conditioned upon an appeal being filed from
the Planning Commission decision.

This language is confusing because it is my understanding that a recommendation for
approval by the Planning Commission is not subject to appeal by members of the public,
as the matter proceeds directly to the City Council for final consideration. Based on that
understanding, | assume the reference to an appeal in the notice may be a printing or
wording error.

If that assumption is incorrect, please notify me immediately. If an appeal is required in

order for the matter to proceed to the City Council with the opportunity for public input, |
would need to file such an appeal promptly.

For clarity, I have opposed this rezoning application since the Deer Valley Village
Planning Committee hearing, as the public record reflects.

Thank you, in advance, for your clarification.

I respectfully ask the Council to carefully review several issues that remain unresolved
before considering approval of this rezoning.





First, the recorded subdivision plat clearly shows that Michigan Avenue was designed
and dedicated as a terminating residential cul-de-sac serving five (5) homes. The plat
does not show a stub street, future connection, or any indication that the street was
intended to function as a connection to future development. The cul-de-sac bulb was
engineered to provide turning space for vehicles while terminating traffic at the end of the
street. Converting this termination point into part of a subdivision circulation system
fundamentally changes the intended function of the roadway reflected in the recorded
plat. See attached Plat.

Second, the proposal effectively transforms a local residential street into what functions
as a collector access route for a new subdivision. This conflicts with the basic planning
principle of street hierarchy. Arterial and collector roads are intended to carry higher
traffic volumes and provide connections between neighborhoods, while local residential
streets are designed to serve only the homes located along them. Michigan Avenue was
designed as a local residential street. Using the cul-de-sac as an access route for a new
subdivision introduces subdivision traffic into a roadway that was never intended to
function in that capacity.

Third, the Traffic Impact Study dated December 3, 2025, evaluates trip generation but
does not appear to analyze several critical safety conditions created by the proposed
access configuration. The study does not evaluate vehicles reversing from existing
residential driveways into circulating traffic within the cul-de-sac bulb, nor does it
analyze driveway conflict points, maneuvering clearance, or sight-distance limitations
associated with converting a terminating residential street into an access point for
subdivision traffic.

The applicable Traffic Impact Study Manual explains that traffic studies are intended to
evaluate operational conditions, safety impacts, roadway characteristics, and access
interactions associated with new development.

The study submitted for this project primarily evaluates traffic volumes and regional trip
generation, but does not appear to analyze the safety implications created by existing
residential driveways that would connect directly to the proposed access roadway.

Residents whose driveways connect to the cul-de-sac would be required to reverse
directly into a moving traffic pattern created by the new development. That condition
introduces a foreseeable safety hazard and a realistic risk of loss-of-control collisions
directly into the frontage of our homes.

I am also attaching my letter dated February 13, 2026, regarding objection to the Traffic
Impact Statement dated December 3, 2025.





Fourth, City review comments on the subdivision site plan already indicate that the
proposed transition from the Michigan Avenue cul-de-sac into the development’s private
accessway is not acceptable to the Streets Department and that the cul-de-sac must be
completed as originally designed. This comment is significant because it indicates that
City engineering staff previously identified a conflict between the proposed connection

and the intended roadway design.

I am seeking further confirmation on the status of this Streets Department rejection,

approval, or conditional approval via an email sent to the appropriate divisions on
March 8, 2026.

During the Planning Commission discussion of Rezoning Application Z-190-25-3, it was
stated that traffic impact studies typically do not analyze vehicles reversing from
residential driveways into adjacent roadways and that such movements are common
throughout the city. Based on that assertion, it was suggested that an additional traffic
analysis addressing this issue was unnecessary.

Respectfully, that conclusion does not resolve the safety concern presented by the
specific roadway configuration proposed in this case.

It is correct that residential vehicles routinely reverse from private driveways onto public
streets. However, the relevant question here is not whether driveway backing movements

occur in general. The relevant question is whether the proposed development would

create a roadway configuration that introduces a new and concentrated traffic

circulation pattern directly adjacent to existing residential driveways that were

originally designed to front onto a terminating cul-de-sac.

Michigan Avenue was designed and constructed as a residential cul-de-sac serving five
(5) homes. Residents backing from their driveways currently do so onto a street that
terminates and carries only minimal local traffic. The proposed rezoning would convert
that terminating cul-de-sac into a circulation point serving a new subdivision roadway
connection. As a result, vehicles backing from existing driveways would no longer be

entering a quiet terminating street but instead would be reversing directly into an active

access roadway serving a new development.

This change materially alters the operational environment of the street.

Traffic impact studies are intended to evaluate not only traffic volume but also
operational safety, site access interactions, and the potential conflicts created by new
development. When a development introduces a new access connection that alters the






function of an existing roadway, it is reasonable and appropriate to evaluate the safety

implications of that change.

The absence of a prior traffic study addressing driveway backing movements in other

contexts does not eliminate the need to evaluate the specific conditions created by this

proposal. Traffic engineering analysis is inherently site-specific and must consider the

unique geometry, access confisuration, and surrounding land uses associated with
each project.

In this case, the proposed configuration would place existing residential driveways
directly adjacent to a new subdivision access roadway within the cul-de-sac bulb.
Residents would be required to reverse directly into circulating traffic generated by the
development. That condition creates identifiable driveway conflict points that did not

previously exist.

Because the Traffic Impact Study relied upon for this rezoning primarily evaluates
regional trip generation and surrounding roadway volumes, the record does not appear to

include a focused analysis of the operational safety conditions created by this new access
configuration.

Under these circumstances, requesting additional analysis is not unusual. It is a

reasonable step to ensure that the safety implications of converting a residential cul-de-

sac into a subdivision access point are fully understood before a final legislative decision

is made.

The issue presented here is therefore not whether driveway backing movements occur
elsewhere in the city. The issue is whether the proposed roadway configuration introduces
new and foreseeable conflict conditions that were not evaluated in the existing study and
that could affect the safety of the residents whose driveways connect directly to the cul-
de-sac.

Ensuring that these conditions are adequately analyzed is consistent with the City’s
responsibility to consider the operational safety of roadway access and the potential

impacts of new development on existing residential infrastructure.

Fifth, the surrounding roadway network already experiences congestion. Union Hills
Drive has signalized intersections at 15th Avenue and 7th Avenue, but there are no signals
at either 13th Avenue or 11th Avenue where vehicles must merge onto Union Hills.
Traffic congestion and difficult merging conditions already exist at those locations today.
Introducing additional residential traffic through these unsignalized access points raises
legitimate concerns regarding roadway capacity and merging safety.





Finally, the Council should also consider the cumulative land-use impact on the
surrounding neighborhood. The same developer recently constructed 13 homes at 11th
Avenue and Union Hills that are currently operated as lease-only residences. The addition
of 19 more homes under the current proposal could result in approximately 32 rental
homes concentrated within the surrounding neighborhood area. That level of
concentration materially changes the character of a neighborhood historically composed
of owner-occupied single-family homes and raises legitimate compatibility concerns.

The City Council has an important responsibility to ensure that rezonings are supported
by substantial evidence and do not create foreseeable risks to public safety or impose
disproportionate burdens on existing residential infrastructure. Based on the information

currently available, the record does not reflect a comprehensive analysis of the safety

implications associated with the proposed Michigan Avenue access point.

I 'am also in the process of gathering signatures for a Petition requiring a % Vote by City
Council. I plan to file it before the deadline.

For these reasons, I respectfully request that the Council deny Rezoning Application Z-
190-25-3. At a minimum, if the Council determines that development should proceed, |
respectfully request that the Michigan Avenue access point be removed and that access
occur from a roadway designed to accommodate subdivision traffic.

A final thought, at the Planning Commission meetings, the structure of public comment
placed members of the public at a clear disadvantage compared to the applicant. The
developer was permitted to present their position with the benefit of prepared materials
and extended presentation time. This occurred at the Deer Valley Planning Committee
meeting. There was no communication between the Public and the Committee. Only the
Developer and the Committee.

Only during the City of Phoenix meeting, the Chair indicated that the public would be
afforded equal time, which I appreciated and relied upon. However, when it came time
for me to speak, I was initially limited to six minutes, which was the amount of time used
by the developer. However, I also had a second speaker’s time available to use, yet
instead of receiving the full additional six minutes, I was limited to only two additional
minutes. As a result, I was not provided the equal opportunity to present information that
had been indicated during the meeting. However, the City of Phoenix Committee did
allow communication between the Public and the Committee, which was deeply
appreciated!





For matters that legally require public input, I respectfully request that the structure of
public comment be reconsidered so that residents are not placed at a procedural
disadvantage. When members of the public take the time to attend these hearings, it is
because the outcome of the decision will significantly affect their homes, their safety, and
their daily lives, and they should be afforded a fair opportunity to present their concerns.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Warm regards,

Wimbedy Siok

Kimberly Sisk
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TO: Developers, Engineers, C"%qultants, and Agency Staff
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Transportation Direc unty Engineer

SUBJECT: 2025 Update to the MCDOT Traffic Impact Study Manual

The effective date for this 2025 update of the MCDOT Traffic Impact Study Manual shall be June 25, 2025, and
the update shall continue in effect thereafter until reissued or updated.

The Traffic Impact Study Manual is intended to provide the foundation for analysis methodologies and
submittal requirements for a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) and/or a Traffic Statement (TS) for all the
developments (new or modifications to existing sites) that fall under MCDOT jurisdiction. This manual outlines
the minimum requirements and the approval process for a TIS and/or TS submittal.

This manual shall supersede all previous memoranda and both written and unwritten guidelines for the
preparation of TIS reports. The attached manual shall remain in effect until reissued or updated. Please
address any specific concerns to:

MCDOT Transportation Systems Management and Operations Division
April Wire, P.E., PTOE, Division Manager
(602) 506-8940 (email: april.wire@maricopa.gov)

The manual is available on the MCDOT website: https://www.maricopa.gov/190/Technical.

Transportation Systems Management & P: 602.506.8676
Operations Division F: 602.506.8758
2901 W. Durango Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85009
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1 Introduction

One of Maricopa County’s key objectives is to operate and maintain a safe and efficient
roadway system for all users. Integral to this objective is the management of access on
County roadways and the mitigation of impacts from land use changes. This Manual has
been developed to help guide those efforts through the documentation and evaluation of
development-generated traffic. The procedures outlined in this Manual provide the
foundation for analysis methodologies and submittal requirements for a Traffic Impact
Study (TIS) and/or a Traffic Statement (TS) depending on the characteristics of the
proposed development.

The procedures contained herein are provided to:

e Assist and educate developers through the traffic evaluation process by outlining
the minimum requirements and the approval process.

e Standardize the types of analysis and level of detail required in the assessment of
traffic impacts for developments.

e Ensure consistency in the preparation and documentation of traffic studies.

1.1  Background

Land use and transportation are intricately connected and changes in development will
inherently create changes in traffic. When insufficient attention is given to the
assessment of traffic impacts, the following problems may result:

e Inability to access a site due to congestion on adjacent roadways
e On-site congestion due to poorly designed egress

e Fewer options for travel mode choice (drive, walk, bike, transit, etc)
e Increased crash experience

e Limited future flexibility to modify the built environment

These problems can negatively affect the success of a development and can damage the
marketability and return on investment. A traffic study provides an opportunity for the
County and the developer to share information and jointly address traffic-related
problems in order to balance development needs with the functional integrity of the public
roadways that serve both the development and the region.

A TIS or a TS provides the foundation for evaluating the proposed development,
anticipated future transportation conditions, and any recommended mitigation
measures. These studies are useful tools for early identification of potential traffic
problems and can play an important part in the success of a development. The need for
aTIS or TS should be assessed as early as possible in the development process to ensure
maximum flexibility both in terms of the built environment as well as the monetary
funding. According to the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Transportation and
Land Development, such evaluations should start “from the earliest planning stage,
including site evaluation and selection.”

2025 Update





Traffic Impact Study Manual

1.2  Definitions and Requirements

The scale of traffic evaluation for a proposed development will largely depend on the land
use type, size, and volume of traffic generated by the site. Projects that generate
significant traffic require a more detailed analysis and a broader scope in terms of off-
site evaluation while projects that generate less traffic will not require the in-depth scope
and evaluation beyond the site access. In general, a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) shall be
required of all new developments or modifications to existing developments that
generate 100 or more total trips during the morning or afternoon peak hour. For
developments generating less than 100 peak hour trips, a Traffic Statement (TS) shall be
required. The estimated number of peak hour trips generated by a development should
be based on the latest edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual as described in Section
4.1 of this Manual.

1.2.1 Traffic Impact Study

Traffic Impact Studies shall be required for all developments (new construction or
modifications to existing sites) that generate 100 or more total trips during the morning
or afternoon peak hour. The magnitude of total trips to/from the site defines the category
of TIS which in turn defines the scope of the analysis. The listed categories are:

CATEGORY | - Developments which generate 100 or more peak hour trips but fewer than
400 trips during the morning or afternoon peak hour.

CATEGORY Il - Developments which generate 400 or more peak hour trips but fewer than
1,000 trips during the morning or afternoon peak hour.

CATEGORY Ill - Developments which generate 1,000 or more peak hour trips but fewer
than 1,500 trips during the morning or afternoon peak hour.

CATEGORY 1V - Developments which generate more than 1,500 trips during the morning
or afternoon peak hour.

Traffic Impact Studies are typically required for the following development actions:
e Planning Entitlements*
o Special Use Permits (SUP)
o Plan of Development (POD)
o Military Compatibility Permits (MCP)
e Subdivisions (Preliminary Plats)*
o Commercial, Residential, Industrial, Mixed Use
e Building Permits
o Site Plans, Improvement Plans, Access Requests

(*Requirement and scope to be determined during the PND pre-application meeting or at
time of PND submittal.)

Traffic Impact Studies prepared at the Planning Entitlement stage (Comprehensive Plan
Amendment, Development Master Plan, SUP, POD, MCP, or Preliminary Plats) may require
a new or revised TIS at subsequent development stages to ensure consistency with the
progression of the development concept.
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A new or revised TIS may be required during the subdivision or building permit processes
if:

e Two or more years have passed since the date of the previous TIS submittal and
the current development action.

e The land use type, ownership, or size of the development changes (regardless of
Category designation).

e There is a change in information regarding site access that was not available
during the previous TIS.

e There have been changes to, or anticipated changes to, the adjacent roadway or
adjacent properties.

While the threshold for a TIS Category | is 100 peak hour trips, the MCDOT Transportation
Systems Management and Operations (TSMO) Division may require a TIS for
developments below the established threshold if any of the following conditions apply:

e There are known traffic concerns in the immediate area which may pose
operational or safety challenges.

e There are adjacent neighborhoods or other sensitive land uses that may be, or
perceived to be, adversely impacted.

e The timing of adjacent improvements requires additional evaluation of geometry.

e Other specific problems or concerns that may be aggravated by the proposed
development, as determined by the County.

The requirements and sample format for a TIS are listed in Section 5.1 and Appendix A,
respectively.

Study Area and Horizon Years

The minimum study area for a TIS is governed by the number of trips generated by the
development. Regardless of Category, all developments will be required to evaluate each
proposed site access. Evaluation of off-site intersections should include both signalized
and major unsignalized intersections based on the information provided in Table 1. Major
unsignalized intersections are defined as those comprised as arterial/collector or
collector/collector roadway combinations or as identified by the MCDOT TSMO Division.
The MCDOT TSMO Division reserves the right to expand the study area based on project
complexity, topography, or other roadway characteristics that may be impacted by the
proposed development. For example, a large Category Il development in a rural area
located two miles from a freeway may be required to enlarge the study area to include
evaluation of the freeway interchange if that is the anticipated route for most of the trips.
Conversely, a small Category | development may be required to study unsignalized
intersections beyond the 500-foot minimum if unique queuing occurs such as with
adjacent school sites.

Similar to the study area, the study horizon years are also governed by the trips generated
by the development. Regardless of the Category, all developments will be required to
evaluate the opening year. If the project has multiple phases, additional horizon years
shall be included corresponding to the significant phases and the ultimate buildout year.
A significant phase is defined as a distinguishable change in the site construction
timeframe, either in terms of development location or development magnitude, that
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changes trip generation. Proposed phasing should be separated by a minimum of 2 years
or as identified by the MCDOT TSMO Division. Evaluation of future years beyond opening
year and/or buildout year should be based on the information provided in Table 1 unless
otherwise specified by MCDOT.

Table 1: Study Area and Horizon Year Criteria

Analysis
Category

Development
Characteristic’

Small Development
100-399 peak hour
trips
(AM or PM)

Moderate
Development
400-999 peak hour
trips
(AM or PM)

Large Development
1000-1500 peak hour
trips
(AM or PM)

Regional Development
>1500 peak hour trips
(AM or PM)

Study Horizon?

1. Opening Year?
2. 3 Years after
Opening/Build Out

1. Opening Year?

2. Significant
phases

3. 5 Years after Build
Out

1. Opening Year?
2. Significant
phases

3.10 Years after
Build Out

1. Opening Year?
2. Significant
Phases

3. 15 Years after
Build Out

Minimum Study Area®

1. Site access driveways
2. Adjacent signal-
controlled intersections
within % mile

3. Major street
intersections without
signal control and
driveways within 500 feet
1. Site access driveways
2. All signal-controlled
intersections within %2 mile
3. Major street
intersections without
signal control and
driveways within %2 mile

1. Site access driveways
2. All signal-controlled
intersections within 1 mile
3. Major street
intersections without
signal control and
driveways within 1 mile

1. Site access driveways
2. Key signal-controlled
intersections and major
street intersections without
signal control within 3
miles

" The total trips generated by the site must include all proposed land uses. A reduction in the number of
trips based on prior site uses to determine the net change, or “new” trips, is not acceptable.

2 Assume full occupancy and build-out for single-phase developments. Multi-phase developments may
require assessment of each horizon year corresponding to significant phases as directed by the MCDOT

TSMO Division.

3 An enlarged study area may be required when the minimum study areas identified do not provide sufficient
information to meet the intent of the Traffic Impact Study guidelines.
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1.2.2 Traffic Statement

A Traffic Statement is a scaled down and simplified version of the TIS and is intended for
smaller projects that are anticipated to have a lesser impact on existing traffic operations.
While the requirements of a TS are less formal, the evaluation shall address all pertinent
features of the proposed development which may impact traffic operations on the
adjacent roadways. Typically, the horizon year for a TS is limited to opening year only and
the study area is limited to the site access driveways. For content and scope of a TS, the
applicant should generally follow the TIS Category | requirements with the reduced
horizon years and study area requirements. Consultation with the MCDOT TSMO Division
to define the specific scope is recommended; information on pre-submittal meetings is
provided in Section 2.1 of this Manual. The requirements and sample format for a TS are
listed in Section 5.2 and Appendix B, respectively.

1.2.3 Waiver Requests

The MCDOT TSMO Division may grant a waiver for a TS if the applicant shows that the
proposed development will not have a significant traffic impact on the surrounding
transportation system. The applicant must submit a written request for such a waiver that
includes (but is not limited to) the following:

e Site map showing driveway locations with measurements from adjacent
driveways and/or intersections.

e Trip generation of the development.

» Traffic counts along the immediate adjacent road (collected within one year from
the waiver request submittal date).

e Conclusion that no adverse traffic impacts are anticipated as a result of the
proposed development.

To obtain a waiver approval by the MCDOT TSMO Division, the criteria listed below must
be met at a minimum, however not limited to:

e The average trip generation of the proposed development is less than 5 trips in the
AM or PM peak hour.

e Access is not being requested to either a State Highway or County arterial
roadway.

e The combination of the proposed development traffic plus existing traffic does not
exceed an average of 150 vehicles per day on any unpaved road.

* No current traffic problems or local area concerns, such as an offset intersection,
high accident data, or high increase in neighboring development.

The applicant must submit the waiver request to the MCDOT TSMO Division. Waiver
response will generally be provided within 10 business days.
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1.3

Reference Material

The development of a TIS or TS largely focuses on traffic operations and traffic safety.
However, evaluation of roadway design elements are required as part of the traffic
analysis and TIS or TS recommendations must account for roadway configuration. The
MCDOT Roadway Design Manual provides guidance for many aspects needed in
recommending access and offsite improvements for developments. These RDM
references may include:

Chapter 1: Introduction
o 1.1 Purpose, 1.2 Applicability, 1.3 Design Exception
Chapter 2: Transportation Planning

o 2.1 Functional Classification, 2.2 Design Hour Volumes, 2.3 Traffic Impact
Studies

Chapter 4: Design Procedure
o 4.1 Basic Criteria, 4.12 Traffic Design
Chapter 5: Geometric Design Standards
o 5.1 Cross Sections, 5.5 Design Speeds
Chapter 6: Intersections
o 6.1 General Controls, 6.2 Roundabouts
Chapter 7: Access to Maricopa County Roadway System

o 7.1 Access Control, 7.5 Driveways, 7.6 Driveway Characteristics, 7.7
Driveway Design, 7.8 Number of Driveways, 7.9 Driveway Locations, 7.10
Driveway Storage, 7.15 Auxiliary Lanes for Driveways

Chapter 8: Design Guidelines for Bicycle Facilities

o 8.1 Basic Criteria, 8.2 Roadway Facility Design Guidelines, 8.3 Shared Use
Path Design Guidelines
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2 Process Overview

The overall process of submitting a TIS or TS for approval is typically in response to a
land development action on property regulated by the County or to land development that
will access County operated and maintained roads. As described in Section 1.2.1, these
actions can range from planning level projects to rezonings to site plans, each having
different levels of detail and different levels of coordination. The overall submittal
process requires agency coordination with each major step described below.

2.1  Scoping (Pre-Submittal) with TSMO

While not a requirement, it is suggested that developers and/or applicants schedule a
pre-submittal meeting with the MCDOT TSMO Division to establish the TIS or TS scope,
discuss any initial concerns, and identify any background information that may assist in
the traffic assessment. The pre-submittal meeting should be held as early as possible to
avoid any schedule challenges in the overall development process. The intent of the TIS
pre-submittal meeting is to improve coordination and increase awareness and does not
directly affect the review process. For planning level projects, it should be noted that this
effort is separate from and in addition to the pre-application meetings held by the County
Planning and Development Department (PND).

Applicants should provide the following information at the pre-submittal meeting:
» A conceptual site plan/layout of the development

o Project location such as cross streets and parcels to be included and/or
excluded.

o Proposed access points and internal circulation (including designation for
internal roadways to be public or private).

* Intended site use and associated trip generation, or best estimate of traffic
generated by the development.

» Project phasing, including anticipated construction start and duration.

2.2 Jurisdictional Coordination

Traffic impacts from land development are not bound by jurisdictional boundaries and
TIS or TS evaluations may require coordination with multiple jurisdictions. Based on the
location of the site, the land use category, the development size, or other characteristics,
it is likely that study area intersections may extend beyond Maricopa County’s jurisdiction
or may include roadways shared with other jurisdictional agencies. The pre-submittal
meeting with MCDOT TSMO can assist in determining the required jurisdictional
coordination. In cases where the development property lies within a jurisdiction other
than the County, the TIS process of the other jurisdiction shall be followed.

The developer is responsible for coordinating with all jurisdictions impacted by the
development and facilitating required submittals and reviews. To aid in coordination
across jurisdictions, the County has developed a TIS submittal cover that allows the
consultant to list the other agencies that have been provided copies of the TIS or TS for
review/approval. This cover sheet is provided in Appendix A for the TIS and Appendix B
for the TS. A copy of each of agencies comments, requirements, and approvals shall be
provided to MCDOT TSMO and Maricopa County PND.
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2.3  Coordination with County Departments

The TIS or TS is just one technical requirement for development actions within the
County; numerous other topics and coordination are required. For planning and
development actions, the County PND is the primary group involved in the processing,
review, and approval of activities. For site or access improvements that do not require
planning entitlements, either PND or the MCDOT Permits Branch may be involved in the
processing, review, and approval of activities.

The developer is responsible for coordinating with the other County groups as required
by the specific development activity being proposed. These coordination activities will be
identified through the PND pre-application meeting and/or the TSMO pre-submittal
meeting. Documentation of all pre-application meetings should be included in the TIS/TS
appendix.

2.4  Certification

All TIS and TS evaluations, or waiver requests, shall be prepared under the supervision of
a Professional Engineer (Civil) registered in the State of Arizona. When submitted to
MCDOT, the final TIS or TS shall be signed and sealed by the professional engineer
overseeing the study. If the TIS or TS is not signed upon submittal, the MCDOT TMSO
Division will notify the applicant and suspend all reviews until proper documentation is
provided.

2.5 Review and Approval

The review of all submitted TIS and/or TS will be conducted by the MCDOT TSMO Division
once a final sealed copy is received. [Detailed engineering plans shall not be submitted to
the TSMO Division as part of the TIS and/or TS.] Review comments are typically provided
to the internal County department leading the activity within two to four weeks of
submittal. If the proposed development impacts adjacent governmental jurisdictions,
additional time will be required for coordination with and review by the other agencies. It
is the responsibility of the applicant to resubmit the TIS or TS addressing all review
comments. To aid in the review process, the County has developed a TIS submittal cover
that provides signature lines for each review/approval.

Approval of the TIS or TS will be provided in writing by the MCDOT TSMO Division when
all recommendations align with the County expectations. Such approvals are valid for one
year from issuance. Projects that have not started the permit process within one year will
be required to consult with the MCDOT TSMO Division to determine whether an updated
study will be required based on current conditions. Any changes to the development,
including land use or access, shall void any prior approvals and will require an updated
study. See Section 1.2.1 of this Manual for a list of development actions warranting an
updated traffic study.

Review and approval of a TIS or TS by the MCDOT TSMO Division does not indicate
approval of any plan submitted within or as a part of the TIS or TS package. Approval by
the TSMO Division also does not provide authorization to initiate any site development
activity.
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3 Submittal Requirements

The submittal of a TIS or TS to the County for evaluation must provide adequate
information and analysis to allow for technical review and approval. Specific elements of
the submittal have been standardized to increase the efficiency and completeness of the
agency review process. These requirements are outlined in the following sections.

3.1 Proposed Development

The submittal shall provide an overview of the project including a project description,
proposed land use, construction timing and phasing, and proposed access/circulation
throughout the development.

3.1.1 Project Description

The submittal shall include a general description of the project including the number of
acres of the parcel(s), a description of the surrounding area (agricultural, residential,
industrial, etc.), and information related to the immediate adjacent land uses. This section
shall include a map of the project site with adequate information to locate the site
including reference to at least one MCDOT roadway.

This section should also include a discussion of jurisdictional boundaries to determine
which jurisdictions besides Maricopa County may be impacted by the project and may
need to review and approve the submittal. See Section 2.2 for more information on
jurisdictional coordination.

3.1.2 Proposed Land Use

The submittal shall provide detail of the proposed land use(s) within the project including
type of development (residential, commercial, etc.) and development size (number of lots,
building square footage, etc.). This information should correlate with land uses contained
in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook and should provide adequate detail to allow for the
trip generation calculations that are required in Section 3.3.4. For projects with mixed-use
development, the submittal shall also indicate the location within the project for each land
use, preferably demarcated on a site plan.

3.1.3 Construction Timeline/Phasing

The submittal shall indicate whether the project will be built in one or multiple phases. If
multiple phasing is planned, the study shall identify each phase and what land use will be
developed during each phase. Each development phase should also correlate to a
calendar year. It should be noted that future traffic studies may be required for large and
multiple-phased projects, depending on changes to the land use and/or time elapse from
original approval. See Section 1.2.1 for more information on the required study horizon
years and changes that may trigger a future resubmittal.
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3.1.4 Access/Circulation

The submittal shall provide detail on the proposed access points and any internal
circulation for the development. For all developments, site driveways should be shown
on a graphic site plan along with reference to any existing (adjacent and opposing)
driveways. For large and multiple-phased projects, internal roadways and intersections
should also be identified. All site driveways and internal circulation should correlate to
the development phasing identified in Section 3.1.3 as applicable. Exhibits demonstrating
turning movements and the associated vehicle turn paths may be required. See Section
4.2 of this Manual for more information on the number, type, location, and design of site
access points.

3.2  Existing Conditions

The submittal shall provide an overview of the existing conditions including the roadway
characteristics, traffic volumes, traffic operations, and safety conditions.

3.2.1 Adjacent Land Use

The submittal shall include a general description of the existing land use patterns
surrounding the proposed development. Any specific sites that generate unusual travel
patterns or may impact the study area should be noted.

3.2.2 Roadway Characteristics

The submittal shall include descriptions of the existing roadway configuration and
geometry for all roadway segments within the defined study area. This shall include the
roadway classification, number and type of lanes, lane and shoulder widths, bicycle lanes,
pedestrian sidewalks or paths, horizontal and/or vertical alignment changes, and posted
speed limits.

3.2.3 Intersection Characteristics

The submittal shall include descriptions of the existing intersection configuration and
geometry for all intersections within the defined study area. This shall include turn lane
designations, type of intersection control (signalized or stop controlled), traffic signal
operational characteristics, special striping configurations (extra wide lanes, carrots,
etc.), and multimodal accommodations. The distance of existing intersections and
adjacent driveways from the proposed external access points should be listed and
labeled on a site plan.

3.2.4 Traffic Volumes

The submittal shall include existing traffic data including average daily traffic (ADT)
volumes and peak-hour turning movement counts for each of the roadway segments and
intersections discussed in Section 3.2.1, respectively.

For roadway segments, available daily count data may be obtained from the MCDOT
Traffic Counts website and extrapolated over a maximum of two years with the
concurrence of the MCDOT TSMO Division. Where daily count data are not available, the
MCDOT TSMO Division may require counts be collected for those roadway segments.
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For intersections, both AM and PM peak hour turning movement counts should be
obtained for all study area intersections. Available turning movement counts may be
extrapolated a maximum of two years with concurrence of the MCDOT TSMO Division.
Depending on adjacent land uses and travel patterns of the area, additional turning
movement counts may be required outside the typical weekday AM and PM peak hours.

All data is to be collected in accordance with the latest edition of the ITE Manual of
Transportation Engineering Studies or as directed by the MCDOT TSMO Division if not
specifically covered in the ITE Manual. Traffic counts and related data must be recent
(within 12 months of the study) unless approved explicitly by MCDOT TSMO staff.

3.2.5 Operational Analysis

The submittal shall include existing Level of Service (LOS) for all roadway segments and
intersections within the study area for the AM and PM peak hours. Individual LOS for each
turning movement should be identified along with a queuing analysis. If any location or
movement results in a LOS E or F, that particular location or movement should be
discussed further. See Section 4.3 of this Manual for more information on operational
analysis methods and thresholds.

3.2.6 Safety Analysis

The submittal shall include an evaluation of traffic crash data for the most current three-
year period available. Crash data shall be obtained from Maricopa County or ADOT
(ALISS). The safety analysis shall identify trends in the crash information and should
include a collision discussion. See Section 4.4 of this Manual for more information on
safety analysis methods.

3.3 Future Conditions

The submittal shall provide an overview of the future conditions including any planned
projects, external traffic growth, project traffic, and an operational analysis of the future
condition.

3.3.1 Planned Street Improvements

The submittal shall include information on planned and/or programmed public roadway
improvement projects near the development. These are infrastructure changes that are
not related to the project but are within the study area. Improvements anticipated to be
built within the study horizon year(s) shall be considered in the operational analysis of
the future condition. Improvements that are beyond the study horizon year(s) shall be
documented in the report but not included as part of the operational analysis.
Confirmation on the specifics of a planned and/or programmed MCDOT roadway
improvement shall be coordinated with the MCDOT TSMO and Engineering Divisions.

3.3.2 Adjacent Developments

The submittal shall include information on known land use projects/developments near
or adjacent to the proposed development. Any known significant developments within
the study area that have been approved or are planned within the specified horizon year
shall be identified and discussed in the study. Confirmation on the specifics of the
development, as well as any planned off-site improvements, shall be coordinated with the
MCDOT TSMO Division.
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3.3.3 Regional Traffic Growth (Background Traffic)

The submittal shall include discussion of the methodology and calculation of background
traffic growth on the roadway network surrounding the proposed development.
Background traffic should reflect estimated growth unrelated to the proposed
development within each of the study horizon year(s). The report should include
documentation associated with the data source and references. Typical resources for
obtaining future background traffic data include regional travel demand models, historic
growth trends, and previously approved studies. If the proposed background traffic
growth rate is less than 3 percent per year, the consultant should contact MCDOT TSMO
Division to discuss prior to TIS or TS submittal.

Future non-project roadway segment average daily traffic (ADT) volumes and intersection
peak hour turning movement volumes should be calculated from the background traffic
growth assumptions and documented for each study area roadway and intersection.

3.3.4 Site Traffic

The submittal shall include discussion and calculation of future traffic generated by the
proposed development. The site trip generation volumes should be developed for both
daily and peak hour periods. For sites with multiple land uses, site trip generation
calculations shall be provided for each land use and each phase with further discussion
on any internal capture or reduction. See Section 4.1 of this Manual for more information
on trip generation analysis methods.

Distribution patterns for site traffic should be developed based on regional land uses,
roadway network, and other pertinent factors. Site distribution should be provided for the
cardinal directions (N, S, E, W). Projected site traffic should be assigned to the site
driveways and study area intersections and provided for each study horizon year.

3.3.5 Total Traffic

The submittal shall include the total traffic volumes, which is the combination of the
background traffic and site traffic. The total traffic volumes shall be provided for the
roadway segment ADT and the intersection peak hour turning movement volumes for
each study horizon year.

3.3.6 Operational Analysis

The submittal shall include operational/capacity analysis for all roadway segments,
intersections, and proposed site driveways within the study area under each future study
horizon year considering both “with” and “without” the proposed development. The
analysis shall identify and discuss any projected impacts in regard to level of service and
safety. The LOS shall be provided for all roadway segments and intersections within the
study area for the AM and PM peak hours. Individual LOS for each turning movement
shall be identified along with a queuing analysis. If any location or movement results in a
LOS E or F, that particular location or movement should be discussed further. See Section
4.3 of this Manual for more information on operational analysis methods and thresholds.

For intersections that require changes to the basic configuration to maintain acceptable
LOS, additional documentation may be required to summarize signal and/or turn lane
warrants.
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Signal Warrant Analysis

The submittal shall summarize all signal warrant analyses performed, highlighting which
warrants are met and the recommendation. A full signal warrant study should be
submitted under separate cover.

Turn Lane Warrant Analysis

The submittal shall summarize all turn lane warrant analyses performed for new exclusive
turn lanes, highlighting which warrants are met and the recommendation.

3.4 Recommendations

The submittal shall recommend any improvements that will be required to the
surrounding roadways and intersections to accommodate the proposed site traffic. For
phased developments, recommendations shall be separated by project phase and/or
horizon year as applicable. These include roadway improvements, intersection
improvements, traffic calming, multimodal accommodations, and other considerations.
Mitigation measures to accommodate the proposed development should be listed by
priority. See Section 4.5 and 4.6 of this Manual for more information on traffic control and
turn lane improvements, respectively.

The submittal shall discuss the results and findings of the study including:

e Overall and peak hour LOS at all study area roadway segments, intersections and
proposed driveways (all movements) for each study horizon year.

» Potential conflicts with surrounding land uses (existing or planned).

» Driveway/intersection sight distance analysis per AASHTO or MCDOT Roadway
Design Manual.

e Changes in traffic control including new signal warrants met or adjustment of
timing to existing signals.

e Impacts of any known future roadway improvements whether by developers,
MCDOT or other jurisdictions.

3.4.1 Roadway Improvements

The submittal shall recommend any roadway improvements required to accommodate
future traffic volumes and meet the LOS thresholds. Roadway improvements may include
the addition of through lanes, medians (raised or continuous two-way left-turn lanes),
acceleration/deceleration lanes, or other features and should follow the standard MCDOT
roadway cross sections.

3.4.2 Intersection Improvements

The submittal shall recommend any intersection improvements required to
accommodate future traffic volumes and meet the LOS threshold at all study area
intersections and proposed site driveways. Intersection improvements may include the
addition of turn lanes, changes to traffic control (stop-controlled, signalized), changes to
signing and/or striping, changes to signal timing, or other features.
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3.4.3 Traffic Calming Measures

The submittal shall recommend any traffic calming features required to mitigate future
traffic conditions with the proposed development. Proposed developments that access
local roads or collector roadways that function as local roads where significant
residential driveway access exists shall evaluate the impacts of site traffic on those
roadways. If necessary, traffic calming features may be required on existing roadways as
outlined in the current Maricopa County Traffic Calming Ordinance No. P-29.

3.4.4 Multimodal Accommodations

The submittal shall recommend any multimodal accommodations required to support
the proposed development. This includes pedestrian, bicycle, golf carts, transit, and other
modes.

e Pedestrian accommodations may include sidewalks, marked crosswalks, ADA
ramps, signal phasing/timing, activated/signalized crossings, separated paths,
and lighting.

e Bicycle accommodations may include dedicated bicycle lanes, shoulder
paving, signing and striping, multiuse paths, and activated/signalized
crossings.

e Golf cart and other Neighborhood Electric Vehicle (NEV) accommodations may
be required, especially if the development or project is within a retirement
community. A circulation plan may be required where there is a high usage of
these vehicles. Per state law, golf carts are allowed to travel on roadways
posted at 35 mph or less in retirement communities.

Continuity of infrastructure may be a concern and early coordination with the County is
recommended. In cases where multimodal facilities are planned along the adjacent
roadway but not currently provided, dedicated right-of-way for future accommodation
may be requested.

3.4.5 Other Considerations

The submittal shall discuss any additional considerations relevant to the proposed
development that are not specifically addressed in the earlier sections. These may
include but are not limited to the following:

e Impacts from heavy vehicle types. If a proposed project is industrial or heavy
commercial relying on large trucks (WB-40 or larger), auxiliary lane storage and
return radii will need to be evaluated. Exhibits showing truck turning paths at all
study intersections and driveways shall be provided to show the accommodation
of the design vehicle. See Section 4.1.2 of the MCDOT Roadway Design Manual for
design vehicle requirements.

e High operating speeds. If existing vehicle speeds are higher than the posted speed
limit, the 85th percentile speed shall be used to estimate stopping sight distances
for site driveways, as directed by the MCDOT TSMO Division.

e Median openings. If a development is anticipated to have a restricted driveway
prohibiting left turns, the adjacent median openings shall be evaluated to
determine the impacts of vehicles performing u-turns at those locations. If the
volumes are shown to increase, the storage lengths of the median opening turn
lanes shall be reviewed and extended if necessary.
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4 Technical Analysis Guidance

The development of a TIS or TS must follow acceptable methodologies for performing
traffic analysis in order to be technically sound and accepted by MCDOT. Guidance on
trip generation, operational analysis, safety analysis, signal warrant analysis, turn lane
analysis, and design exceptions are provided in this chapter.

4.1 Trip Generation
[MCDOT Roadway Design Manual Reference: 2.2 Design Hour Volumes]

The development of daily and peak-hour trips for the proposed development shall follow
the latest edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual which provides national averages for
trip generation rates for many common land uses. The TIS or TS shall demonstrate which
land use categories in the ITE Trip Generation Manual are the most appropriate for the
proposed project and why. Other trip rates can be used if the ITE Trip Generation Manual
does not include rates for a specific land use, the available data is limited, or where local
trip rates (if available) differ from the ITE rates. Applicants must obtain approval from the
MCDOT TSMO Division before using other rates outside of those provided in the ITE
Manual.

If the proposed development utilizes one of the ITE land use categories, the TIS or TS
must reference the guidelines in the ITE Trip Generation Manual to determine whether the
average trip generation rate or a trip generation equation should be used. Often this
determination depends on the quantity and quality of the published reference data and
how it compares to the proposed development.

For external trips, trip reduction factors may be used to account for internal capture
and/or pass-by trips. If an internal capture rate greater than 15% is proposed, the TIS shall
clearly indicate and refer to other studies of comparable projects to justify the higher rate.
For some projects, such as large commercial retail projects, both internal capture rates
and pass-by trip reductions may be appropriate. Any internal capture rate or pass by trip
reduction used in the analysis shall follow the ITE methodology and be clearly shown in
a summary table.

4.1.1 Trip Distribution and Assignment

The distribution of site traffic to the proposed driveways and adjacent intersections
should be based on anticipated origin/destination patterns and available circulation. Trip
distribution should be shown in percentages for each major direction. All assumptions
and/or data sources used in deriving trip distribution and assignment shall be
documented and referenced in the report. Daily and AM/PM peak hour volumes should
be shown using figures/exhibits that clearly indicate the volume for each available
movement at all study area roadway segments, intersections, and proposed driveways.
For phased developments, distribution and assignment may change between horizon
years and may require additional discussion.
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4.2 Site Access

[MCDOT Roadway Design Manual Reference: 7.1 Access Control, 7.5 Driveways, 7.6
Driveway Characteristics, 7.7 Driveway Design, 7.8 Number of Driveways, 7.9 Driveway
Locations]

The number and location of direct access points to a development should consider onsite
circulation needs, truck delivery routes, driveway operations, traffic safety, and spacing
with existing and planned adjacent driveways and roadway intersections. The TIS must
evaluate the proposed driveways against the guidance and requirements contained in
Chapter 7 of the MCDOT Roadway Design Manual.

Full access points that allow all logical movements to/from a development must satisfy
the requirements for operational analysis and not impact the safe and efficient
movement of traffic on the adjacent roadways. If operational or safety concerns are
identified, partial access points that restricts certain movements may be considered. If
the spacing of adjacent access points is too close, joint access with neighboring parcels
may be considered.

The evaluation of proposed access points must also include evaluation of required turn
(auxiliary) lanes and associated storage. Additional details are provided in Section 4.6 of
this Manual.

4.3  Operational Analysis

[MCDOT Roadway Design Manual Reference: 2.1 Functional Classification, 2.2 Design
Hour Volumes]

Operational analysis for existing and future conditions shall follow the industry standards
for Level of Service (LOS) which is based on average density and vehicular delay. Level
of service shall be computed using the latest edition of the Highway Capacity Manual, the
HCS software, or Synchro. If other analysis methods are desired, the applicant must first
obtain approval from the MCDOT TSMO Division.

4.3.1 Analysis Peak Hours

The operational analysis shall analyze the peak traffic hours which generally occur on
weekdays during the morning and afternoon commutes, typically between 7:00 AM - 9:00
AM and 4:00 PM - 6:00 PM, respectively. Under certain conditions, the peak hours to be
evaluated may vary due to project characteristics and/or adjacent roadway
characteristics. The requirement to analyze one or both of the typical peak hours may be
waived by the MCDOT TSMO Division if the proposed development is expected to
generate no trips or a very low number of trips during either the morning or afternoon
peak hours.

Additional, or different, peak hours may be required for analysis if the proposed
development has any of the following characteristics:

e Unusual peak hour characteristics (such as a church or retirement community)
e Location is adjacent to special traffic patterns (such as schools)

e Potential concerns related to weekend traffic (such as park events, shopping
centers)
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4.3.2 Peak Hour Factors

The operational analysis shall utilize peak hour factors (PHF) in the LOS calculations. For
existing conditions, the PHF derived from traffic counts collected as part of the study are
to be used. For future conditions, the PHF should reflect anticipated conditions. This
could be the existing PHF or the default PHF values provided in the Highway Capacity
Manual. An explanation of the approach shall be included in the report.

4.3.3 Seasonal Adjustments

The operational analysis shall consider seasonal adjustments to the traffic volumes if
there are known variations throughout the year. The intent of this adjustment is not to
maximize volumes but to address variations in peak seasonal volumes. For example, if
traffic counts were collected in a retirement community in July, the counts shall be
adjusted to winter months as the peak traffic period occurs during the winter months.
Use of seasonal adjustment factors should be coordinated with and approved by the
MCDOT TSMO Division.

4.3.4 LOS Thresholds and Improvements Analysis

The operational analysis and subsequent mitigation shall follow the MCDOT thresholds
for acceptable vehicle density and delay.

Roadway segment LOS objectives shall align with the recommendations listed for each
functional classification of roadway type in Chapter 2 of the MCDOT Roadway Design
Manual. While these depend on the roadway function and location, the minimum
acceptable LOS is LOS D which applies to urban parkways and principal arterials.

Intersection LOS is calculated by individual movements as well as intersection average.
For retirement communities, LOS B shall be the design objective for average intersection
LOS. For all other developments, LOS C shall be the design objective for average
intersection LOS. With respect to individual movement LOS, through lane movements
shall not fall below LOS D and no turning movement shall fall below LOS E. If any
individual movement is shown with a LOS E or F, mitigation measures should be provided
that will reduce delay. If mitigation measures will not improve the LOS designation, then
a detailed discussion on operational impacts must be included in the report.

Site driveway LOS shall be LOS D or better in the AM and PM peak hours. Proposed site
driveways that result in individual turn movements with LOS E or F will require a restricted
access such as a % or right in/right out access.

Variations from the above thresholds may be allowed with specific approval from the
MCDOT TSMO Division. Such variations will require specific documentation and may
require future mitigation measures that can be implemented with future phases.

4.4  Safety Analysis

Safety analysis shall identify trends in the crash data related to injury severity, crash type,
environmental conditions, first violations, travel direction, and other applicable factors.
The information shall be summarized into tables and figures that exemplify the notable
trends. Any additional safety considerations related to the addition of the proposed
development should also be discussed, evaluated, and mitigated as appropriate.
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4.5 Traffic Control

[MCDOT Roadway Design Manual Reference: 6.1 General Controls, 6.2 Roundabouts]

Evaluation of intersection traffic control shall be completed for all study area
intersections and proposed site driveways within each horizon year. The evaluation shall
determine the need for stop-control or signal-control based on guidance from the Manual
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) and MCDOT. For existing traffic signals,
adjustments to signal timing parameters shall also be evaluated including but not limited
to the cycle length, split times, offset, and left-turn phasing.

4.5.1 Traffic Signal Warrants

Traffic signal warrant evaluations based on the MUTCD shall be conducted for all
unsignalized arterial/arterial, arterial/collector and collector/collector intersections
within the study area. If the proposed development is phased, signal warrant evaluations
may need to be evaluated for each horizon year. For large commercial developments with
high peak hour volumes, the major proposed site driveways may also require a signal
warrant analysis.

The warrants provided by the MUTCD consider factors related to the existing operation
and safety at the intersection and the potential to improve these conditions. The following
is a list of the current warrants:

e Warrant 1: Eight-Hour Vehicular e Warrant 6: Coordinated Signal
Volume System

e Warrant 2: Four-Hour Vehicular e Warrant 7: Crash Experience
Volume

e Warrant 8: Roadway Network

* Warrant 3: Peak Hour e Warrant 9: Intersection Near a

e Warrant 4: Pedestrian Volume Grade Crossing
e Warrant 5: School Crossing

Refer to MUTCD Chapter 4C Traffic Control Signal Needs Studies for the full description
of each warrant and its associated threshold requirements.

Traffic signals will be installed only when they meet warrants in the MUTCD and as
determined by the MCDOT TSMO Division.

As a planning-level reference to determine if a signal warrant may be needed, MCDOT has
developed a guide provided as Table 2.

Signal warrants may be met when the estimated ADTs on the major street and on the
higher volume minor street or driveway approach to the intersection equals or exceeds
the given values.
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Table 2: Guidelines for Determining if a Signal may be Warranted

Lanes for Moving Traffic on Each Estimated
Approach ADT*
Major Street Minor Major Minor
Street Street Street
1 1 10,000 3,000
2 or more 1 12,000 3,000
2 or more 2 or more 12,000 4,000
1 2 or more 10,000 4,000
1 1 15,000 1,500
2 or more 1 18,000 1,500
2 or more 2 or more 18,000 2,000
1 2 or more 15,000 2,000
*Based on the roadway segment volumes projected to be present within the horizon
year(s) for the TIS or TS.

4.6 Turn Lane Warrants

[MCDOT Roadway Design Manual Reference: 6.1 General Controls, 6.2 Roundabouts, 7.10
Driveway Storage, 7.15 Auxiliary Lanes for Driveways]

The evaluation of intersection turn lanes shall be conducted at all study area intersections
and proposed site driveways following the requirements within the MCDOT Roadway
Design Manual. A queueing analysis shall be performed for all turn lanes in the study area
to determine storage length requirements.

4.6.1

For dedicated turn lanes at study area intersections (public roadways), the analysis shall
follow Section 6.1 of the MCDOT Roadway Design Manual, which provides warrants for
right turn lanes and left turn lanes. These warrants are a function of the total peak hour
traffic volume on the roadway, the peak hour turning volume, number of lanes, and posted
speed limit. While the turn lane warrants provided in the MCDOT Roadway Design Manual
assume a normal mix of vehicle types, the turn lane warrants should be adjusted based
on engineering judgement.

Intersection Turn Lanes

The total storage length required for a turn lane shall be determined using a queueing
analysis to ensure the traffic queue does not spill into the adjacent through lane. Turn
lane design shall follow Section 6.1 of the MCDOT Roadway Design Manual, which
provides turn lane taper, storage, and sight distance requirements for intersections.

4.6.2 Driveway Turn Lanes

For dedicated turn lanes at proposed site driveways, the analysis shall follow Section 7.15
of the MCDOT Roadway Design Manual, which provides warrants for right turn lanes and
left turn lanes. These warrants are a function of the total peak hour traffic volume on the
roadway, the peak hour turning volume, number of lanes, and posted speed limit.
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If the development is proposing a full access driveway onto an arterial and no left turn
lane exists on that arterial, a left turn lane and any associated roadway widening will be
required to be constructed by the proposed development. Alternatively, left turn access
into a driveway may be restricted as part of an access control effort to improve safety of
roadway users and will be evaluated by MCDOT on a case-by-case basis.

Turn lane design shall follow Section 7 of the MCDOT Roadway Design Manual which
provides turn lane taper, storage, and sight distance requirements for driveways.

4.6.3 Queuing Analysis

Queuing analysis shall be conducted for all dedicated turn lanes at study area
intersections and proposed site driveways under stop or signal control in order to
determine appropriate storage lengths. For turn lane queue analysis, MCDOT requires the
calculation of queue lengths using the 95t percentile queue estimation formulas for
signal controlled and non-signal controlled intersections provided below.

The results of the estimation approach may be compared to more detailed Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM) procedures and/or output from computer software packages
used in the operational (LOS) calculations. However, in all cases, the more conservative
(longest) output for 95M-percentile queue lengths shall govern for each turn lane.

All results should be rounded up to the nearest 25-foot interval based on the assumed
vehicle length. Storage for dedicated turn lanes shall be adequate to accommodate the
projected traffic volumes with no queuing or spillover into the through lanes for the
horizon years with a minimum turn lane storage length of 160-ft per Section 6.1 of the
MCDOT Roadway Design Manual.

Signal Controlled Intersections

For signal-controlled intersections, queue is based on the number of vehicles arriving at
the intersection per turn movement per cycle:

Vehicles/cycle (individual turn movement) = 2 x (vehicles/hour)/(cycles/hour)
Storage length = vehicles/cycle x 25 feet (vehicle length)

Example: Find the storage length required for 150 vph turning left if the signal cycle is 90
seconds.

Vehicles/cycle = 2 x (150 veh/hr) / ((3600 sec/hr)/(90 sec)) = 7.5 veh/cycle
Storage length = 7.5 veh/cycle x 25 feet = 187.5 feet
USE 200 feet
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Non-Signal Controlled Intersections

For non-signal controlled intersections, queue is based on the number of vehicles per
average 2 minute period: (from AASHTO)

Vehicles/2 min period = (vehicles/hour) / (30 periods/hour)
Storage length = vehicles/2 min period x 25 feet (vehicle length)

Example: Find the storage length required for 150 peak hour vehicles turning left at a non-
signal controlled intersection.

Vehicles/2 min period = (150 veh/1 hr) / (30 periods/hr) = 5 vehicles
Storage length = 5 veh x 25 feet = 125 feet
USE 160 feet (MCDOT RDM minimum)

4.7  Design Exceptions
[MCDOT Roadway Design Manual Reference: 1.1 Purpose, 1.3 Design Exceptions]

Exceptions to the design requirements contained in this document may be made to the
MCDOT TSMO Division if it is perceived that the application of these requirements would
create an undue hardship to the developer and the developer can provide other
alternatives that maintain adequate traffic management practices. Specific information
on the design exception process is provided in Section 1.3 of the MCDOT Roadway Design
Manual.
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5 Report Format Requirements

5.1 TIS Report Format

The following outline provides a suggested format for a TIS. As all developments and
projects are somewhat unique, all sections listed below may not be applicable to every
project and the report preparer should use their judgement to decide which sections are
applicable or if additional sections are required. See Appendix A for sample format.

e Executive Summary
e Introduction
e Proposed Development
o Project Description
o Proposed Land Use
o Construction Timeline/Phasing
o Access/Circulation
e Existing Conditions
o Adjacent Land Use
o Roadway Characteristics
o Intersection Characteristics
o Traffic Volumes
o Operational Analysis
o Safety Analysis
e Future Conditions
o Planned Street Improvements
Adjacent Developments
Background Traffic
Site Traffic
= Trip Generation

o O O

= Trip Distribution
o Total Traffic
o Operational Analysis
= LOS Results without Improvements
= LOS Results with Improvements
= Signal Warrant Analysis
»= Turn Lane Warrant Analysis
o Design Exceptions
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5.2

Recommendations

O

(@)

(@)

(@)

O

Roadway Improvements
Intersection Improvements
Traffic Calming Measures
Multimodal Accommodations
Other Considerations

Appendices

O

(@)

(@)

(@)

O

O

O

Pre-Application Meeting Notes

Existing Traffic Counts

Crash Data

Synchro/HCS Analysis for Existing and Future Conditions

Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis

Queueing/Storage Analysis

Other Pertinent Information (Future Project Plans, Adjacent Projects, etc.)

TS Report Format

The following outline provides a suggested format for a TS. A TS is a reduced version of
a TIS and does not include all components that a TIS generally would. See Appendix B for
sample format.

Executive Summary

Introduction

Proposed Development

(@)

(@)

Project Description
Proposed Land Use

Existing Conditions

O

O

O

(@)

Roadway Characteristics
Intersection Characteristics
Traffic Volumes
Operational Analysis

Future Conditions

(@)

O

O

Planned Street Improvements
Background Traffic
Site Traffic

= Trip Generation

= Trip Distribution
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o Total Traffic
o Operational Analysis
= LOS Results without Improvements
= LOS Results with Improvements
»= Turn Lane Warrant Analysis
o Design Exceptions
e Recommendations
o Roadway Improvements
o Intersection Improvements
o Other Considerations
e Appendices
o Pre-Application Meeting Notes
o Existing Traffic Counts
o Synchro/HCS Analysis for Existing and Future Conditions
o Queueing/Storage Analysis
o Other Pertinent Information (Future Project Plans, Adjacent Projects, etc.)
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Appendix A

Sample TIS Report
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This section should provide a brief summary of the proposed development, the anticipated number of trips,

the recommended improvements, and the resulting future traffic operations. [Maximum of 2-pages]
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INTRODUCTION

[This section should provide a high-level description of the project location, the type of development, the TIS

category, and the analysis scope (analysis years, intersections, etc).]

This report documents a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) performed for the proposed [Development
Name] located at [Development Location]. The site is approximately [Description of Size] and is
planned to consist of [General Type and Scale of Development]. The site will be constructed in

[Describe Development Phasing and Associated Years of Completion as Applicable].
[Description of Individual Parcels as Applicable]

The [Development Name] TIS has been performed in general accordance with the requirements
established by Maricopa County Department of Transportation, [Additional Jurisdictions Involved),
locally accepted standards, and industry practice to determine the impacts of the development

on the surrounding street network.

Requirements for the [Development Name] TIS are set forth by the Maricopa County Department
of Transportation (MCDOT) Traffic Impact Study Manual, MCDOT Roadway Design Manual, and
[Additional Standards from Other Jurisdictions as Applicable]. Based on the County [and Other
Jurisdictions as Applicable] guidelines, the site will be analyzed as a TIS Category [##] with peak
hour trips between [###] and [###] vehicles/hour. The study horizon years include [List Analysis

Years as Applicable].

The goal of the [Development Name] TIS is to develop a comprehensive document to guide

transportation planning decisions by:

¢ Identifying the appropriate number, type, and location of site access points.

e Providing the County and developer with quantitative analysis of future traffic operational
changes driven by site land uses.

e Recommending short- and mid-range off-site improvements needed to satisfactorily

accommodate future site and non-site traffic.

This study presents the current and projected traffic volumes, access management and site
circulation, and traffic capacity analysis. Recommended improvements are summarized in the

final section of this study.
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

[This section should provide a detailed description of the proposed development including project location, land
use (separated by type and size), construction phasing, and site access and circulation. Further subsections are

listed below along with appropriate locations for tables and graphics.]

Project Description

[Include a description of the project location. A map (Figure 1) illustrating the overall location of the site should
be provided and reflect a regional perspective showing roadway connectivity to major arterials and/or higher
classification roads. An additional map (Figure 2) should be provided illustrating the specific parcel with study

area roadways and intersections.]

Proposed Land Use
[Include a description of the proposed land uses with associated size/intensity. Land use descriptions should
align with the applicable guidance for ITE trip generation categories. A table is not required but may be helpful

in larger and/or more mixed-use projects.]

Construction Timing and Phasing
[Include a timeline for construction of the site complete with opening year identified and any phased
completion. If the land use changes between analysis years, a table should be provided highlighting the

specific land use type and size/intensity for each year.]

Access and Circulation
[Include a description of site access points, site driveways, and proposed circulation. An associated phased
site plan (Figure 3) should be provided showing the on-site layout and access. Where applicable, the site plan

should show existing (adjacent and opposing) driveways.]
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Figure 1: Vicinity Map

Figure 1: Vicinity Map should include:
e Regional perspective and network connectivity
e Major arterials and/or higher classification roadways labeled

e Known future developments adjacent to project site, if applicable
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Figure 2: Study Area
Figure 2: Study Area should include:
e Aerial imagery
e Entire study area

e Adjacent roadways labeled
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| Lot X

Lot X

Lot X

Figure 3: Site Plan

Figure 3: Site Plan should include:

Adjacent roadways labeled
Lots/buildings labeled, if applicable
Site development phasing, if applicable
Site access points labeled

Existing (adjacent and opposing) driveways

Consultant Name
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

[This section should provide a detailed description of the existing conditions including physical characteristics
of study area roadways and intersections, traffic volumes, level of service analysis, and crash analysis. Further

subsections are listed below along with appropriate locations for tables and graphics.]

The TIS study area was determined based on MCDOT guidelines and discussions with MCDOT
TSMO staff. According to the MCDOT Traffic Impact Study Manual, the minimum study area
includes all site access drives, adjacent signal-controlled intersections within [Distance], and

major street intersections without signal control and driveways within [Distance].

Based on discussions with MCDOT TSMO staff [and Additional Jurisdictions Involved], the study

area also includes the intersections of which are beyond the minimum scope:

e XXX at XXX
e XXX at XXX

Adjacent Land Use

[Include a general description of the existing land use patterns surrounding the proposed
development. Note any specific sites that generate unusual travel patterns or impacts to the study

area.]
Roadway Characteristics

[Include a description of each study area roadway.]

[Roadway Name] has an [east/west/north/south] alignment and is classified as a [Functional
Classification] per [Reference the Municipal Source]. Within the vicinity of the site, [Roadway Name]
is a [##]-lane roadway with [Median Type/Undivided, Shoulder Type, Sidewalk/Bicycle Lanes]. The
posted speed limit is [##] miles per hour. Within the study area, [Roadway Name] is owned,

operated, and maintained by [Jurisdiction].

Intersection Characteristics

[Include a description of each study area intersection. A map (Figure 4) illustrating the study area

intersection configurations should be provided.]
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The intersection of [Roadway 1] / [Roadway 2] operates as a [Intersection Control Type]
intersection. The [Direction] approach consists of [Describe Lane Configuration]. The [Direction]
approach consists of [Describe Lane Configuration). The [Direction] approach consists of [Describe

Lane Configuration). [If signalized, describe the signal phasing and operation.]
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Figure 4: Existing Conditions
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Figure 4: Existing Conditions should include:
e Roadway schematic of entire study area network
e Street names
e Speed limits
e Intersection ID #’s

e Intersection traffic control and lane configuration.

Traffic Volumes

[Include a description of the traffic count process and resulting data. A graphic (Figure 5) illustrating the
existing peak hour traffic volumes should be provided. Traffic counts and related data must be recent (within
12 months of the study) unless approved explicitly by MCDOT TSMO staff]

Existing turning movement counts were collected at the study area intersections on [Date]. The
turning movement counts were collected in 15-minute intervals for the morning peak period
[XX:XX] AM - [XX:XX] AM, afternoon peak period [XX:XX] PM - [XX:XX] PM, and evening peak
period [XX:XX] PM — [XX:XX] PM. Unadjusted peak hour traffic volumes at the study area

intersections are included in Appendix A: Existing Traffic Counts.

[If required, describe any adjustments made to the existing count data and the justification.]
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Figure 5: Existing Traffic Volumes [Year]
Figure 5: Existing Traffic Volumes should include:
e Roadway schematic of entire study area network
o Street names
e Intersection ID #’s

e Existing peak hour [AM/Mid/PM] turning movement counts at each intersection.
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Operational Analysis

[Include a description of the traffic operational analysis including vehicular delay, resulting LOS, and

queuing. Tables illustrating the existing LOS and queuing should be provided.]

The existing peak hour traffic operations at the study area intersections were evaluated using the
[Year] intersection lane configuration, traffic control, and turning movement volumes as shown in
Figures 4 and 5. Synchro [Version #] traffic modeling software, employing the methodologies as
presented in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), was utilized for the analyses. Average
vehicular delay, corresponding level of service (LOS), and queuing were reported for each

intersection movement and evaluated against field observations.

LOS is a qualitative measure of the traffic operations at an intersection or on a roadway segment.
Level of service is ranked from LOS A, which signifies little or no congestion and is the highest
rank, to LOS F, which signifies congestion and jam conditions. LOS D is typically considered

adequate operation at signalized and un-signalized intersections in developed areas.

The intersection LOS is presented in Table 1 and queuing is presented in Table 2. Summary
reports of the Synchro output are included in Appendix B: Existing Operational Analyses.
Appendix D: Existing Queuing Analysis Computations includes the formulas and calculations

used to estimate queue lengths based on the MCDOT guidelines.

[Explain the analysis results of the operational analysis in paragraph form. Highlight any concerns

in terms of excessive delay or queuing.]
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Table 1: [Year] Existing Conditions Level of Service

Intersection

Northbound

Southbound

Eastbound

Westbound

Overall
Intersection

-
-
Total

-
Total
|
-

Total
-
-
-

Total

Average
Delay/LOS

Intersection 1

AM Peak Hour

MID Peak
Hour

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 2

AM Peak Hour

MID Peak
Hour

PM Peak Hour

Table 2: [Year] Existing Conditions Queuing

Intersection

Northbound

Southbound

Eastbound

Westbound

L | T|R

L | TJ]R

L | T]R

L | TJ]R

Intersection 1

AM Peak Hour

MID Peak
Hour

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 2

AM Peak Hour

MID Peak
Hour

PM Peak Hour
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Safety Analysis
[Include a description of the historic crash data for the past 5 years at all study area intersections. Summary
tables should include crashes totals by injury severity and collision manner. Depending on the crash patterns

and findings, additional discussion and summary tables may be needed]

Historic crash data within the study area between [Start Date] and [End Date] were obtained from
[Reference the Municipal Source]. The data was analyzed for all study area intersections and
includes all crashes that occurred within a 300-foot radius from each intersection. A total of [##]

crashes were reported at the study are intersections over the 5-year period.

Table 3 summarizes the total number of crashes at each intersection by severity. Crash severity
is determined by the reporting officer at the time of the crash or soon thereafter based on the
most severe injury sustained by an involved party. Crashes are shown from most severe (Fatal)

to least severe (No Injury).
[Explain any notable highlights or patterns in the crash severity in paragraph form.]

Table 4 summarizes the total number of crashes at each intersection by collision manner.
Categories include Single Vehicle, Left Turn, Angle (front to side, other than left turn), Rear End,
and Other/unknown.

[Explain any notable highlights or patterns in the collision manner in paragraph form.]
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Table 3: Crashes by Injury Severity

Year Total

Fatal
Suspected
Serious
Injury
Suspected
Minor Injury
Possible
Injury
No Injury

Intersection 1
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3

Total
Intersection 2
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3

Total

Table 4: Crashes by Collision Manner

Year Total

Single Vehicle
Angle
Left Turn
Rear End
Head On
Sideswipe
Same or
Opposite
Direction
Rear to Side
Other/
Unknown

Intersection 1
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3

Total
Intersection 2
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3

Total
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FUTURE CONDITIONS

[This section should provide a detailed overview of the future conditions including planned street improvements,
known adjacent developments, traffic volumes, and operational analysis. Further subsections are listed below

along with appropriate locations for tables and graphics.]

Planned Street Improvements

[Include a general description of any planned street improvements surrounding the proposed site.
Describe proposed roadway characteristics, intersection characteristics, etc. that could affect travel

patterns or impacts to the site.]

Adjacent Developments

[Include a general description of any adjacent developments known. Describe land use patterns and

note any specific sites that generate unusual travel patterns or impacts to the study area.]

Background Traffic

[Include a general definition of background traffic. Describe the growth rate utilized for each
applicable horizon year of the development. At least one graphic (Figure 6) should be included illustrating
the background peak hour traffic volumes. Additional Figures should be replicated for each horizon year

of the development.]

Non-site or background traffic volumes representing the amount of traffic estimated to be on the
roadway network without the proposed development were projected for the horizon years of the
development - [Year XXXX], [Year XXXX], and [Year XXXX]. A yearly growth rate of [XX%)] for the

area was assumed along [Study Area Roadway] based on [Describe Methodology and Resources].

Figure 6 displays the future background traffic projections resulting from the anticipated regional

growth and projected traffic from the surrounding developments.

14|Page
Consultant Name






Traffic Impact Study for the Proposed [Development Name] at [Development Location]

izoED 4

§5% 558
%%g NI ii; ﬁq.\ﬁq-::;q
i WO e leg=] ¥
JIL L ﬁm”.m JLL F P&.‘(Irﬁ:_'lr:}:xl
TN ST T Gl
R I e 3
EEE EEE
EEE EEE
g8E 558
gg% A0 ] %EE A0
SEE &mm.;m'. =g = KNI
A0 SO0
JI o o ]
;-utl _* l WK
x:D:): }0:.- __T: =] ;r: mtgl % E 5y
g5 EEr
EEE 252

Figure 6: Background Traffic Volumes [Year]
Figure 6: Background Traffic Volumes should include:
e Roadway schematic of entire study area network
e Street names
e Intersection ID #’s

e Background peak hour [AM/Mid/PM] turning movement volumes at each intersection.
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Site Traffic
Trip Generation
[Include a breakdown of site trip generation utilizing the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)

Trip Generation Manual. List the ITE land use codes and resulting volumes in a table format.]

Estimates of the traffic volumes that will be generated by the development were determined from
transportation planning data provided in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip
Generation Manual, 11th Edition, 2021. The ITE rates are based on studies that measure trip
generation characteristics for various types of land uses. The rates are expressed in terms of

trips per unit of land use type.

The ITE land use code[s] utilized for the [Development Name] were ITE Land Use Codels] (LUC)
[XXX] - [Land Use Name(s)]. Per the ITE Trip Generation Manual, [Land Use Code] primarily serves

[Land Use Description]. [Describe each land use code in a sentence.]

Table 5 presents the estimated daily and peak hour vehicle trips generated by the [Development
Name] for a typical weekday. [If there are multiple phases and/or design years the table should

include rows with estimated daily and peak hour volumes for each.]

Table 5: [Development Name] Trip Generation

Land ITE Total AM Peak MD Peak PM Peak

Use | Code | Units | Size | Daily [ In | Out | Total | In | Out | Total | In | Out | Total

Phase 1/ Build Out (as applicable)

Phase 2 / Build Out (as applicable)

Trip Distribution

[Include a description of the trip distribution for vehicles entering and exiting the site. Explain traffic
patterns and any references/justifications for directional distribution. This section should include
entering and exiting percentages in either a graphic figure or tabular format. Additional Figures should

be replicated for each horizon year of the development.]
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The trip distribution percentages determine the general pattern of travel for vehicles entering and
leaving the subject site and the study area. The assumed trip distribution percentages for the
development are shown in Figure 7. These distribution patterns were based on [Describe

Methodology and Resources].
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Figure 7: Traffic Distribution Percentages [Year]
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Figure 7: Traffic Distribution Percentages should include:
e Roadway schematic of entire study area network
e Street names
e Intersection ID #’s
e Entering / Exiting Percentages at applicable intersections, including site driveways.

e Suggestion to color code entering and exiting % values with defining legend.

[Include a general description of site-generated traffic volumes. Describe the distribution and
assignment of volume to primary roadways within the project study limits. At least one graphic (Figure
8), illustrating the site peak hour traffic volumes, should be provided. Additional Figures should be replicated

for each horizon year of the development.]

The site-generated traffic volumes based on the trip generation and trip distribution are shown in

Figure 8.
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Figure 8: Site-Generated Traffic Volumes [Year]
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Figure 8: Site-Generated Traffic Volumes should include:

Roadway schematic of entire study area network

Street names

Intersection ID #'s

Site-generated peak hour [AM/Mid/PM] tuming movement volumes at each intersection,
including site driveways.

Trip Distribution percentage for surrounding roadways, based on entering and exiting of the

project site.

Total Traffic

[Include a general description of total-generated traffic volumes. At least one graphic (Figure 9),

illustrating the total peak hour traffic volumes, should be provided. Additional Figures should be replicated for

each

horizon year of the development.]

The total peak hour traffic volumes are shown in Figure 9.
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Figure 9: Total Traffic Volumes [Year]
Figure 9: Total Traffic Volumes should include:
e Roadway schematic of entire study area network
e Street names
e Intersection ID #’s
e Total peak hour [AM/Mid/PM] tuming movement volumes at each intersection.
e Include Site Driveways with total peak hour AM/Mid/PM] turning movement volumes at each

driveway.
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Operational Analysis

LOS Results Without Improvements
[Include a description of the traffic operational analysis assuming no improvements to the study

area intersections. Tables illustrating the future LOS and queuing should be provided.]

The future peak hour traffic operations at the study area intersections were evaluated using the
existing [Year] intersection lane configuration, assuming no change to traffic control or geometry.
Future [Year] turning movement volumes used in the analysis are those shown in Figure 9.
Synchro [Version #] traffic modeling software, employing the methodologies as presented in the

Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), was utilized for the analyses.

The future intersection LOS is presented in Table 6 and the predicted queuing is presented in
Table 7. Summary reports of the Synchro output are included in Appendix C: Future Operational
Analyses. Appendix E: Future Queuing Analysis Computations includes the formulas and

calculations used to estimate queue lengths based on the MCDOT guidelines.

[Explain the analysis results of the operational analysis in paragraph form. Highlight any existing

concerns in terms of excessive delay or queuing.]

Table 6: [Year] Future No-Build Level of Service

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Overall
Intersection
Intersection — — — —
S 8 8 8 Average
LTngLTngLTngLTng Delay/LOS
Intersection 1
AM Peak Hour
MID Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
Intersection 2
AM Peak Hour
MID Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
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Table 7: [Year] Future No-Build Queuing
Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
L | T|R L[ T]R L[ T]R L[ T]R

Intersection

Intersection 1
AM Peak
Hour
MID Peak
Hour
PM Peak
Hour
Intersection 2
AM Peak
Hour
MID Peak
Hour
PM Peak
Hour

LOS Results With Improvements

[Include a description of the traffic operational analysis assuming all necessary improvements
required to provide acceptable LOS. Tables illustrating the future LOS and queuing should be
provided.]

The future peak hour traffic operations at the study area intersections were evaluated with the
necessary improvements to the study are intersection traffic control and configuration. Future
[Year] turning movement volumes used in the analysis are those shown in Figure 9. Synchro
[Version #] traffic modeling software, employing the methodologies as presented in the Highway

Capacity Manual (HCM), was utilized for the analyses.

[Summarize the changes to study area intersections and roadway geometrics over existing
conditions, identifying the recommended improvements to provide acceptable traffic operations and

safety.]

The future intersection LOS is presented in Table 8 and the predicted queuing is presented in
Table 9. Summary reports of the Synchro output are included in Appendix C: Future Operational
Analyses. Appendix E: Future Queuing Analysis Computations includes the formulas and

calculations used to estimate queue lengths based on the MCDOT guidelines.

[Explain the analysis results of the operational analysis in paragraph form. Highlight any existing
concerns in terms of excessive delay or queuing.]

Table 8: [Year] Future Build Level of Service
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Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Overall

Intersection

Intersection = = = = Average

LITIR| 3 [UT|R| § TRELTREDeIay/EOS
Intersection 1
AM Peak Hour
MID Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
Intersection 2
AM Peak Hour
MID Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour

Table 9: [Year] Future Build Queuing
Intersection Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
L | T|R L[ T]R L[ T]R L[ T]R

Intersection 1

AM Peak Hour

MID Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 2

AM Peak Hour

MID Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Signal Warrant Analysis

[Include a summary of any signal warrant analyses prepared for existing unsignalized intersections

using the MUTCD warrants. Tables summarizing the results of each warrant (met/not met) should

be provided. If the proposed development is phased, signal warrant evaluations may need to be

evaluated for each horizon year. For intersections that meet warrants and are recommended to be

signalized, a full Traffic Signal Warrant report shall be provided under separate cover.]

Existing unsignalized study area intersections were evaluated for future signalization using the

Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) warrants.

The intersection of [Roadway 7 & Roadway 2] was evaluated for signalization using [Year] future

traffic volumes. There are nine specific signal warrants in the MUTCD, however, not all warrants

are applicable to this study. The warrants used in the analysis for the intersection [Roadway 7 &
Roadway 2] include Warrants [#,#,#,etc.].

[Describe which warrants were applicable to analyze and which were met.]

Consultant Name
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Table 10 summarizes the signal warrant analysis results.

Table 10: Signal Warrant Analysis Summary
Warrants

Coordinated Signal System
Intersection Near a Grade

8-hr Vehicular Volume
4-hr Vehicular Volume
Crossing

Pedestrian Volume
School Crossing
Crash Experience
Roadway Network

Peak Hour

Intersection 1

Existing Year

Future Year 1

Future Year 2 (if applicable)

Intersection 2

Existing Year

Future Year 1

Future Year 2 (if applicable)

Intersection 3

Existing Year

Future Year 1

Future Year 2 (if applicable)

Legend:
Met o

NotMet o

Not Evaluated X

Turn Lane Warrant Analysis

[Include a summary of all turn lane warrants/thresholds that were performed for new exclusive turn
lanes at study area intersections and driveways. Include reference to the MCDOT Roadway Design
Manual and state applicable turn lane storage length requirements, including equations and
assumptions. A table should be provided to summarize the calculated and recommended storage
lane lengths warranted for all right and left-turn lanes. Note that the minimum turn lane storage

length is 160 feet per MCDOT Roadway Design Manual.]
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Existing study area intersections and site driveways were evaluated for exclusive turn lanes using

the criteria in the MCDOT Roadway Design Manual.

The intersection of [Roadway 1 & Roadway 2] was evaluated for exclusive turn lanes using [Year]

future traffic volumes.
[Describe which turn lanes were analyzed and which were met.]

Table 11 summarizes the turn lane analysis results.

Table 11: Turn Lane Warrant Analysis Summary

Peak Hour Traffic Volume Turn Lane
On Roadway in Warrant
Turn Lane Advancing Met?
Location [Left/Right] Direction [Yes/No]

Intersection 1

1 - Direction, [Left/Right] Turn Lane
2 - Direction, [Left/Right] Turn Lane
3-.

Intersection 2

1 - Direction, [Left/Right] Turn Lane
2 - Direction, [Left/Right] Turn Lane
3-.

Intersection 3

1 - Direction, [Left/Right] Turn Lane
2 - Direction, [Left/Right] Turn Lane
3-.

Design Exceptions

[This section is only applicable if the analyses above result in improvements deemed as
unreasonable to the developer. If this is the case, the engineering consultant must contact the
MCDOT TSMO Division to discuss. For any proposed design exceptions, describe the improvement
and why a design exception is justified. Reference the MCDOT Roadway Design Manual were

applicable and provide available alternatives that provide sufficient traffic operations and safety.]

26|Page
Consultant Name






Traffic Impact Study for the Proposed [Development Name] at [Development Location]

RECOMMENDATIONS

[This section should provide a brief summary of the recommended improvements and the resulting future
traffic operations. This section should include a figure of the proposed configuration, defining

recommendations to accommodate future conditions.]

Roadway Improvements

[Describe the roadway improvements within the project study area required to accommodate future traffic
volumes and meet the LOS thresholds. Roadway improvements may include the addition of through lanes,
medians (raised or continuous two-way left-turn lanes), acceleration/deceleration lanes, or other features and

should follow the standard MCDOT roadway cross sections.]

Intersection Improvements

[Describe the intersection improvements within the project study area required to accommodate future traffic
volumes and meet the LOS threshold at all study area intersections and proposed site driveways. Intersection
improvements may include the addition of turn lanes, changes to traffic control (stop-controlled, signalized),

changes to signing and/or striping, changes to signal timing, or other features.]

Traffic Calming Measures

[Describe the any traffic calming measure recommendations required to mitigate future traffic conditions with
the proposed development. Example recommendations could be median landscaping, bulbed corners at
intersections for pedestrian crossings, and additional signing/striping to improve safety. If necessary, traffic
calming features may be required on existing roadways as outlined in the current Maricopa County Traffic
Calming Ordinance No. P-29.]

Multimodal Accommodations

[Describe any multimodal accommodations recommended within the project study area required to support
other modes including pedestrian, bicycle, golf carts, and transit. Multimodal accommodations may include
sidewalks, marked crosswalks, ADA ramps, activated/signalized crossings, separated paths, lighting, or

dedicated bicycle lanes.]
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Other Considerations
[Describe any additional considerations, such as design exceptions.]

Proposed lane configurations and traffic control are shown in Figure 10.
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Figure 10: Proposed Lane Configuration and Traffic Control
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Figure 10: Proposed Lane Configuration and Traffic Control should include:
e Roadway schematic of entire study area network
o Street names
e Intersection ID #’s
e Intersection traffic control and lane configuration, proposed and existing in separate
colors/shapes as defined in legend
e Intersection configuration, proposed and existing in separate colors/shapes as defined in

legend
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This section should provide a brief summary of the proposed development, the anticipated number of trips,

the recommended improvements, and the resulting future traffic operations. [Maximum of 1-page]
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INTRODUCTION

[This section should provide a high-level description of the project location, the type of development, and the

analysis scope (analysis year, intersections, etc).]

This report documents a Traffic Statement (TS) performed for the proposed [Development Name]
located at [Development Location]. The site is approximately [Description of Size] and is planned
to consist of [General Type and Scale of Development]. The site will be constructed in a single

phase and completed in [Year of Completion].

The [Development Name] TS has been performed in general accordance with the requirements
established by Maricopa County Department of Transportation, [Additional Jurisdictions Involved),
locally accepted standards, and industry practice to determine the improvements needed at site

driveways.

Requirements for the [Development Name] TS are set forth by the Maricopa County Department
of Transportation (MCDOT) Traffic Impact Study Manual, MCDOT Roadway Design Manual, and
[Additional Standards from Other Jurisdictions as Applicable]. Based on the County [and Other
Jurisdictions as Applicable] guidelines, the site will generate [###] peak hour trips which is less
than the threshold for developing a Traffic Impact Study. The study horizon will be limited to

opening year [Year of Completion].

The goal of the [Development Name] TS is to develop a comprehensive document to guide

transportation planning decisions by:

¢ Identifying the appropriate number, type, and location of site access points.

¢ Recommending improvements needed to satisfactorily accommodate future site traffic.

This study presents the current and projected traffic volumes, access management and site
circulation, and traffic capacity analysis. Recommended improvements are summarized in the

final section of this study.
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

[This section should provide a detailed description of the proposed development including project location and
land use (separated by type and size). Subsections are listed below along with appropriate locations for tables

and graphics.]

Project Description
[Include a description of the project location. A map (Figure 1) should be provided illustrating the specific

parcel with study area roadways and adjacent intersections.]

Proposed Land Use
[Include a description of the proposed land uses with associated size/intensity. Land use descriptions should

align with the applicable guidance for ITE trip generation categories. A table is not required but may be helpful |
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Figure 1: Study Area

Figure 1: Study Area should include:
e Aerial imagery

e Adjacent roadways labeled
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| Lot X Lot X

Lot X

N L

Figure 2: Site Plan
Figure 2: Site Plan should include:
e Adjacent roadways labeled
e Lots/buildings labeled, if applicable
e Site access points labeled

e  Existing (adjacent and opposing) driveways

Consultant Name

4|Page





Traffic Statement for the Proposed [Development Name] at [Development Location]

EXISTING CONDITIONS

[This section should provide a detailed description of the existing conditions including physical characteristics

of study area roadways and intersections, traffic volumes, and level of service analysis.]

The TS study area was determined based on MCDOT guidelines and discussions with MCDOT
TSMO staff. According to the MCDOT Traffic Impact Study Manual, the study area is limited to the

site access drives.

Roadway Characteristics
[Include a description of each adjacent study area roadway.]

[Roadway Name] has an [east/west/north/south] alignment and is classified as a [Functional
Classification] per [Reference the Municipal Source]. Within the vicinity of the site, [Roadway Name]
is a [##]-lane roadway with [Median Type/Undivided, Shoulder Type, Sidewalk/Bicycle Lanes]. The
posted speed limit is [##] miles per hour. Within the study area, [Roadway Name] is owned,

operated, and maintained by [Jurisdiction].

Intersection Characteristics

[Include a description of any adjacent study area intersections. A map (Figure 4) illustrating the study

area intersection configurations should be provided.]

The intersection of [Roadway 1] / [Roadway 2] operates as a [Intersection Control Type]
intersection. The [Direction] approach consists of [Describe Lane Configuration]. The [Direction]
approach consists of [Describe Lane Configuration). The [Direction] approach consists of [Describe

Lane Configuration]. [If signalized, describe the signal phasing and operation.]
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Figure 4: Existing Conditions
Figure 4: Existing Conditions should include:
e Roadway schematic of study area
e Street names
e Speed limits
e Intersection/Driveway ID #'s

e Intersection traffic control and lane configuration.

Traffic Volumes

[Include a description of the traffic count process and resulting data. A graphic (Figure 5) illustrating the
existing peak hour traffic volumes should be provided. Traffic counts and related data must be recent (within
12 months of the study) unless approved explicitly by MCDOT TSMO staff]
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Existing traffic counts were collected adjacent to the site on [Date]. The counts were collected in
15-minute intervals for the morning peak period [XX:XX] AM - [XX:XX] AM, afternoon peak period
[XX:XX] PM — [XX:XX] PM, and evening peak period [XX:XX] PM — [XX:XX] PM. Unadjusted peak

hour traffic volumes are included in Appendix A: Existing Traffic Counts.

[If required, describe any adjustments made to the existing count data and the justification.]
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AM[MD](PM)
Peak Hour Traffic Volume
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& KX[XX]XX)
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JOK[HK] (KK —=

KKK 3

1
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¥
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—
=

(0D
DO DI
D DO

Figure 5: Existing Traffic Volumes [Year]
Figure 5: Existing Traffic Volumes should include:

e Roadway schematic of study area
e Street names
e Intersection/Driveway ID #'s

e Existing peak hour [AM/Mid/PM] turning movement count.
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Operational Analysis

[Include a description of the traffic operational analysis including vehicular delay, resulting LOS, and
queuing for any existing site drives (i.e., redevelopment). Tables illustrating the existing LOS and

queuing should be provided.]

The existing peak hour traffic operations at the site access points were evaluated using the [Year]
intersection lane configuration, traffic control, and turning movement volumes as shown in
Figures 4 and 5. Synchro [Version #] traffic modeling software, employing the methodologies as
presented in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), was utilized for the analyses. Average
vehicular delay, corresponding level of service (LOS), and queuing were reported for each

intersection movement and evaluated against field observations.

LOS is a qualitative measure of the traffic operations at an intersection or on a roadway segment.
Level of service is ranked from LOS A, which signifies little or no congestion and is the highest
rank, to LOS F, which signifies congestion and jam conditions. LOS D is typically considered

adequate operation at signalized and un-signalized intersections in developed areas.

The intersection LOS is presented in Table 1 and queuing is presented in Table 2. Summary
reports of the Synchro output are included in Appendix B: Existing Operational Analyses.
Appendix D: Existing Queuing Analysis Computations includes the formulas and calculations
used to estimate queue lengths based on the MCDOT guidelines.

[Explain the analysis results of the operational analysis in paragraph form. Highlight any concerns

in terms of excessive delay or queuing.]

Table 1: [Year] Existing Conditions Level of Service

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Overall
Intersection
Intersection — —_ —_ —
8 i 8 S Average
LITIR| 5 |L|T|R 5 L|T|R 5 LT[R S | Delay/LOS
Intersection 1
AM Peak
Hour
MID Peak
Hour
PM Peak
Hour
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Table 2: [Year] Existing Conditions Queuing

Intersection Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
LI T[R|L][TIR T R | L ]| T]R
Intersection 1
AM Peak Hour
MID Peak
Hour
PM Peak Hour
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FUTURE CONDITIONS

[This section should provide a detailed overview of the future conditions including planned street improvements,
known adjacent developments, traffic volumes, and operational analysis. Further subsections are listed below

along with appropriate locations for tables and graphics.]

Planned Street Improvements

[Include a general description of any planned street improvements surrounding the proposed site.
Describe proposed roadway characteristics, intersection characteristics, etc. that could affect travel

patterns or impacts to the site.]

Background Traffic

[Include a general definition of background traffic. Describe the growth rate utilized for opening year
of the development. At least one graphic (Figure 6) should be included illustrating the background peak hour

traffic volumes.]

Non-site or background traffic volumes representing the amount of traffic estimated to be on the
roadway network without the proposed development were projected for opening year. A yearly
growth rate of [XX%)] for the area was assumed along [Study Area Roadway] based on [Describe

Methodology and Resources].

Figure 6 displays the future background traffic projections resulting from the anticipated regional

growth and projected traffic from the surrounding developments.
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Figure 6: Background Traffic Volumes [Year]
Figure 6: Background Traffic Volumes should include:

e Roadway schematic of study area
e Street names

e Intersection/Driveway ID #'s

e Background peak hour [AM/Mid/PM] turning movement volumes at each intersection.

Site Traffic
Trip Generation

[Include a breakdown of site trip generation utilizing the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)

Trip Generation Manual. List the ITE land use codes and resulting volumes in a table format.]
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Estimates of the traffic volumes that will be generated by the development were determined from
transportation planning data provided in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip
Generation Manual, 11th Edition, 2021. The ITE rates are based on studies that measure trip
generation characteristics for various types of land uses. The rates are expressed in terms of

trips per unit of land use type.

The ITE land use code[s] utilized for the [Development Name] were ITE Land Use Codels] (LUC)
[XXX] - [Land Use Name(s)]. Per the ITE Trip Generation Manual, [Land Use Code] primarily serves

[Land Use Description]. [Describe each land use code in a sentence.]

Table 5 presents the estimated daily and peak hour vehicle trips generated by the [Development

Name] for a typical weekday.

Table 5: [Development Name] Trip Generation

Land ITE Total AM Peak MD Peak PM Peak

Use | Code | Units | Size | Daily | In | Out | Total | In | Out | Total | In | Out | Total

TOTAL

Trip Distribution
[Include a description of the trip distribution for vehicles entering and exiting the site. Explain traffic
patterns and any references/justifications for directional distribution. This section should include

entering and exiting percentages in either a graphic figure or tabular format.]

The trip distribution percentages determine the general pattern of travel for vehicles entering and
leaving the subject site. The assumed trip distribution percentages for the development are
shown in Figure 7. These distribution patterns were based on [Describe Methodology and

Resources].

12|Page
Consultant Name






Traffic Statement for the Proposed [Development Name] at [Development Location]

LEGEND
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Figure 7: Traffic Distribution Percentages [Year]
Figure 7: Traffic Distribution Percentages should include:
e Roadway schematic of study area
e Street names
e Intersection/Driveway ID #'s
e Entering / Exiting Percentages at site driveways.

e Suggestion to color code entering and exiting % values with defining legend.

[Include a general description of site-generated traffic volumes. Describe the distribution and
assignment of volume to primary roadways. At least one graphic (Figure 8), illustrating the site peak hour
traffic volumes, should be provided.]
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The site-generated traffic volumes based on the trip generation and trip distribution are shown in

Figure 8.
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Figure 8: Site-Generated Traffic Volumes [Year]
Figure 8: Site-Generated Traffic Volumes should include:
e Roadway schematic of study area
e Street names
o Intersection/Driveway ID #'s
o Site-generated peak hour [AM/Mid/PM] tuming movement volumes at each intersection,
including site driveways.
e Trip Distribution percentage for surrounding roadways, based on entering and exiting of the

project site.
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Total Traffic

[Include a general description of total-generated traffic volumes. At least one graphic (Figure 9),

illustrating the total peak hour traffic volumes, should be provided ]

The total peak hour traffic volumes are shown in Figure 9.
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Figure 9: Total Traffic Volumes [Year]
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Figure 9: Total Traffic Volumes should include:

e Roadway schematic of study area

e Street names

e Intersection/Driveway ID #'s

e Total peak hour [AM/Mid/PM] tuming movement volumes at each intersection.

e Include Site Driveways with total peak hour AM/Mid/PM] turning movement volumes at each

driveway.

Operational Analysis
LOS Results Without Improvements
[Include a description of the traffic operational analysis assuming no improvements to the study

area intersections. Tables illustrating the future LOS and queuing should be provided.]

The future peak hour traffic operations at the site driveways were evaluated using the existing
[Year] intersection lane configuration, assuming no change to traffic control or geometry. Future
[Year] turning movement volumes used in the analysis are those shown in Figure 9. Synchro
[Version #] traffic modeling software, employing the methodologies as presented in the Highway

Capacity Manual (HCM), was utilized for the analyses.

The future intersection LOS is presented in Table 6 and the predicted queuing is presented in
Table 7. Summary reports of the Synchro output are included in Appendix C: Future Operational
Analyses. Appendix E: Future Queuing Analysis Computations includes the formulas and

calculations used to estimate queue lengths based on the MCDOT guidelines.

[Explain the analysis results of the operational analysis in paragraph form. Highlight any existing

concerns in terms of excessive delay or queuing.]
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Northbound

Table 6: [Year] Future No-Build Level of Service

Southbound

Eastbound

Westbound

Overall

Intersection

Intersection 1

Total

-
-
Total
-

-
Total
-

-

Intersection

Average
Delay/LOS

Total

AM Peak

Hour
MID Peak

Hour
PM Peak

Hour
Intersection 2

AM Peak

Hour
MID Peak

Hour
PM Peak

Hour

Table 7: [Year] Future No-Build Queuing

Northbound

Southbound

Eastbound

Westbound

Intersection

Intersection 1

AM Peak Hour

MID Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 2

AM Peak Hour

MID Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Consultant Name
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LOS Results With Improvements

[Include a description of the traffic operational analysis assuming all necessary improvements
required to provide acceptable LOS. Tables illustrating the future LOS and queuing should be
provided.]

The future peak hour traffic operations at the site driveways were evaluated with the necessary
improvements to the study are intersection traffic control and configuration. Future [Year] turning
movement volumes used in the analysis are those shown in Figure 9. Synchro [Version #] traffic
modeling software, employing the methodologies as presented in the Highway Capacity Manual

(HCM), was utilized for the analyses.

[Summarize the changes to study area intersections and roadway geometrics over existing
conditions, identifying the recommended improvements to provide acceptable traffic operations and

safety.]

The future intersection LOS is presented in Table 8 and the predicted queuing is presented in
Table 9. Summary reports of the Synchro output are included in Appendix C: Future Operational
Analyses. Appendix E: Future Queuing Analysis Computations includes the formulas and

calculations used to estimate queue lengths based on the MCDOT guidelines.

[Explain the analysis results of the operational analysis in paragraph form. Highlight any existing

concerns in terms of excessive delay or queuing.]
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Table 8: [Year] Future Build Level of Service

Northbound

Southbound

Eastbound

Westbound

Overall
Intersection

Intersection

-
-
Total
-
-
-
Total
-
-

Total
-
-
-

Total

Average
Delay/LOS

Intersection 1

AM Peak Hour

MID Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 2

AM Peak Hour

MID Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Table 9: [Year] Future Build Queuing

Intersection

Northbound

Southbound

Eastbound

Westbound

L | T|R

L[ T]R

L[ T]R

L[ T]R

Intersection 1

AM Peak Hour

MID Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Intersection 2

AM Peak Hour

MID Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour
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Turn Lane Warrant Analysis

[Include a summary of all turn lane warrants/thresholds that were performed for new exclusive turn
lanes at study area driveways. Include reference to the MCDOT Roadway Design Manual and state
applicable turn lane storage length requirements, including equations and assumptions. A table
should be provided to summarize the calculated and recommended storage lane lengths warranted
for all right and left-turn lanes. Note that the minimum turn lane storage length is 160 feet per
MCDOT Roadway Design Manual.]

Existing site driveways were evaluated for exclusive turn lanes using the criteria in the MCDOT

Roadway Design Manual.

The intersection of [Roadway 7 & Roadway 2] was evaluated for exclusive turn lanes using [Year]

future traffic volumes.
[Describe which turn lanes were analyzed and which were met.]

Table 11 summarizes the turn lane analysis results.

Table 11: Turn Lane Warrant Analysis Summary

Peak Hour Traffic Volume Turn Lane
On Roadway in Warrant
Turn Lane Advancing Met?
Location [Left/Right] Direction [Yes/No]

Intersection 1

1 - Direction, [Left/Right] Turn Lane
2 - Direction, [Left/Right] Turn Lane
3-.

Intersection 2

1 - Direction, [Left/Right] Turn Lane
2 - Direction, [Left/Right] Turn Lane
3-.

Design Exceptions

[This section is only applicable if the analyses above result in improvements deemed as
unreasonable to the developer. If this is the case, the engineering consultant must contact the
MCDOT TSMO Division to discuss. For any proposed design exceptions, describe the improvement
and why a design exception is justified. Reference the MCDOT Roadway Design Manual were

applicable and provide available alternatives that provide sufficient traffic operations and safety.]
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RECOMMENDATIONS

[This section should provide a brief summary of the recommended improvements and the resulting future
traffic operations. This section should include a figure of the proposed configuration, defining

recommendations to accommodate future conditions.]

Roadway Improvements

[Describe the roadway improvements within the project study area required to accommodate future traffic
volumes and meet the LOS thresholds. Roadway improvements may include the addition of medians (raised
or continuous two-way left-tum lanes), acceleration/deceleration lanes, or other features and should follow the

standard MCDOT roadway cross sections.]

Intersection Improvements

[Describe the intersection improvements within the project study area required to accommodate future traffic
volumes and meet the LOS threshold at all proposed site driveways. Intersection improvements may include
the addition of turn lanes, changes to traffic control (stop-controlled signalized), changes to signing and/or

striping, or other features.]

Other Considerations

[Describe any additional considerations, such as design exceptions.]

Proposed lane configurations and traffic control are shown in Figure 10.
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Figure 10: Proposed Lane Configuration and Traffic Control

Figure 10: Proposed Lane Configuration and Traffic Control should include:

Roadway schematic of study area

Street names

Intersection/Driveway ID #'s

Intersection traffic control and lane configuration, proposed and existing in separate
colors/shapes as defined in legend

Intersection configuration, proposed and existing in separate colors/shapes as defined in

legend

Consultant Name
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STATEMENT
Single Family Detached Homes — Phoenix, AZ

INTRODUCTION

Arcadia Communities retained United Civil Group to conduct this traffic impact
statement (TS) for a proposed single family detached housing development. The
development is planned on the east side of 13" Avenue between Grovers Avenue
and Union Hills Road in Phoenix, Arizona, and includes Maricopa County Parcel
Number (APN 208-03-011A). The development will be constructed as a total of 19
single family detached dwelling units in one phase by 2027.

This TS has been performed per the City of Phoenix Street Planning and Design
Guidelines dated July 2023, locally accepted standards, and industry practice. The
purpose of this TS is to forecast the trip generation of the proposed development,
evaluate potential traffic impacts the proposed development has on the surrounding
roadway network, and evaluate the proposed site access driveway of the
development.

TIA GUIDELINES AND STUDY REQUIREMENTS

Based on the City of Phoenix Street Planning and Design Guidelines, all proposed
land use developments expected to generate less than 100 vehicle trips in the peak
hour are required to submit a traffic statement per the criteria of Table 9.2-1:
Determining TIA Study Requirements.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

This study has been prepared as a part of the documents required by the City of
Phoenix to rezone the site from the existing zoning of R1-8 to the proposed zoning of
R3 PRD. Per the City of Phoenix Zoning Ordinance Section 612, R1-8 has a maximum
dwelling unit density of 4.0 units/gross acre. Per the City of Phoenix Section 615
Zoning Ordinance, R3 PRD has a maximum dwelling unit density of 12 units/gross
acre.

Therefore, in order to determine a conservative approach to traffic impacts and
mitigation, the maximum dwelling unit density of 12 units per acre is considered in
the trip generation. Using 12 units per acre, the maximum units are 30 units.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The proposed single family detached housing development is planned for an
approximate 2.48-acre parcel of land located on the east side of 13" Avenue between
Grovers Avenue and Union Hills Road in Phoenix, Arizona. The site will include a total
of 19 single family detached housing units as shown on the site plan with a maximum
allowable of 30 units.

Currently, the site includes one dwelling unit with out-structures. To the north, south
and east of the site are single family homes. To the west of the site is 13™ Avenue

— 1
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followed by single family homes. Appendix A includes a vicinity map, aerial view, site
plan and driveway spacing figures.

EXISTING ROADWAY CONDITIONS
13™ Avenue is classified as a local roadway within the vicinity of the

site according to the City of Phoenix Street Classification Map dated January 2018.
13™ Avenue is constructed with one lane in each direction. The speed is 25 mph.
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SITE TRAFFIC GENERATION

Estimates of the traffic volumes that will be generated by the proposed single family
development were determined from transportation planning data taken from the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 12" Edition, 2025.

Per ITE Trip Generation Manual the following land use was chosen for this
development:

Single Family Detached Housing (LUC 210) - A single-family detached housing site
includes any single-family detached home on an individual lot. A typical site surveyed
is a suburban subdivision.

Table 1 presents the estimated trip generation for the proposed single-family
development.

TABLE 1: TRIP GENERATION

AM Peak PM Peak
Land Use Units ‘ Size ‘ DENNY = ca ; =2
Single Family .
Detached Units 19 173 13 4 9 18 11 7

The proposed single family development is anticipated to generate 173 daily trips
with 13 trips occurring in the morning peak hour and 18 trips occurring in the evening
peak hour, according to the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 12" Edition.

For R-3 PRD Zoning using the maximum density of 12 units per acre, a total of 30
units could be constructed. Therefore, Table 2 provides the trip generation for the
maximum allowable construction.

TABLE 1: TRIP GENERATION

AM Peak PM Peak
Land Use Units Size Daily - ca - ca
total in out total in
Single Family .
Detached Units 30 333 25 6 19 32 20 12

If the site were to be developed at its maximum zoning density, then the site could
generate 333 trips daily with 25 in the morning peak hour and 32 in the evening peak
hour according to the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 12" Edition.

SITE ACCESS

Within the site, a loop shaped roadway is proposed to serve the development. The
roadway ties 13" Avenue south of Villa Maria Drive to the cul-de-sac . Full access is
proposed on 13" Avenue for the development (Access A). Full access is also
proposed at the cul-de-sac tie in on Michigan Avenue.

—
UCGLE
—





TRAFFIC IMPACT STATEMENT
Single Family Detached Homes — Phoenix, AZ

Access A on 13" Avenue is proposed approximately 90 feet south of Villa Maria
Drive, measured center of access to center of roadway.

Accesses B and C are located within the cul-de-sac on Michigan Avenue.
Figure 4 illustrates the driveway spacing.

Per the City of Phoenix Street Planning and Design Guidelines Manual, spacing for
local roadways is not defined within Section 6.7.3. With the low volume of vehicles,
forecasted for the site, Accesses A, B and C should be granted as proposed.

SIGHT DISTANCE ANALYSIS

Sufficient intersection sight distance should be provided to give drivers exiting the
site a clear view of oncoming traffic. After a vehicle has stopped at an intersection,
the driver must have sufficient sight distance to make a safe departure.

In addition to sight distance triangles, sight visibility triangles at the existing proposed
driveways should be provided and maintained - the landscape and hardscape within
the sight triangles must not obstruct the driver’s view of the adjacent travel lanes and
items within the triangle shall be no higher than 36 inches. Measured from the
roadway surface.

Per Section 6.8.5 a 33'x33’ sight
visibility triangle is required on
both sides of the

accesses as shown, per City
Ordinance 31-13.

Property Line

Objects within this
triangle are to be no
more than 3' above
the street surface or a
post, column, or tree
exceeding 1' in
has diameter between 3'
», and 10° tall

AUXILIARY LANES
A right turn lane is not considered
at the site accesses.

RoADWAY NEEDS

The development should provide
25 feet of right of way on 13%
Avenue along the site’s western
boundary, measured centerline to
right of way line. Curb, gutter, and s
sidewalk should be installed on 13%" Avenue within the site boundary.
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CONCLUSIONS

The proposed single family detached housing development is planned for an
approximate 2.48-acre parcel of land located on the east side of 13" Avenue between
Grovers Avenue and Union Hills Road in Phoenix, Arizona. The site will include a total
of 19 single family detached housing units. The development will be constructed in
one phase by 2027. The proposed single family detached housing development is
anticipated to generate 173 daily trips with 13 trips occurring in the morning peak
hour and 18 trips occurring in the evening peak hour, according to the ITE Trip
Generation Manual, 12% Edition.

However, because this traffic statement is included as one of the documents for
rezoning from R1-8 to R3 PRD, the dwelling units could increase by 30% to 30 dwelling
units. Therefore, if the development were at its maximum, the site could generate 333
trips daily with 25 in the morning peak hour and 32 in the evening peak hour according
to the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 12 Edition.

Because these peak hour trips are well under the 100 peak hour threshold, the zoning
of R3 PRD with a maximum of density is still considered a low traffic volume.

Within the site, a U-shaped roadway is proposed to serve the development. The
roadway ties to 13" Avenue south of Villa Maria Drive. Full access is proposed on 13
Avenue for the development at both access points. Access A on 13" Avenue is
proposed approximately 70 feet south of Villa Maria Drive. And 160 feet north of
Access B, measured from center of drive to center of drive. Access B on 13" Avenue
is proposed approximately 160 feet south of Access A and 350 feet north of Villa Rita
Drive. This roadway with two accesses on 13" Avenue should be granted to provide
sufficient site circulation for the development.

Proper intersection sight distance and sight visibility triangles shall be provided and
maintained at the site accesses of the proposed development. To ensure adequate
sight distances and sight distance triangles, the City’s Design Guidelines should be
followed when designing the accesses and landscaping.

As proposed, this site will not create adverse traffic impacts on the surrounding
roadway network. This TS is based on a variety of assumptions related to the site plan
and land use of the proposed development. If larger buildings, additional units or an
alternate land use is ultimately proposed, these trip generation calculations and
criteria evaluation may not remain valid.

—
UCGLE
—





TRAFFIC IMPACT STATEMENT
Single Family Detached Homes — Phoenix, AZ

RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the findings from this TS, the following recommendations apply.
e Provide 25 feet of right of way on 13* Avenue within the site boundary.
e Construct curb, gutter and sidewalks on 13" Avenue within the site boundary.
e Provide adequate sight distance and sight visibility triangles for the
development.

LIMITATIONS

Our professional services have been performed using that degree of skill ordinarily
exercised, under similar circumstances, by reputable transportation engineering firms
practicing in this locality. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.

The contents of this report are intended for the sole use of the addressee and his/her
designees. In completing this report, data was obtained from a variety of sources
which were assumed reliable and accurate (i.e., City, County, State and Federal
sources). Should deviations from this report be noted, this firm should be contacted
for review of the area of concern.

A reasonable attempt was made to acquire recent traffic impact studies, traffic
projections and/or data that may be helpful in more accurately projecting traffic
volumes. United Civil Group is not responsible for incorporating data made available
after this document has been finalized.

This report is issued with the understanding that it is the responsibility of the owner to
see that its findings are carried out or brought to the attention of those concerned. If
any changes to the proposed project are made, the findings of this report shall be
subject to review and may require modification or addendum.
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SOURCES
A Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, AASHTO 7t Edition, 2018.
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Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Federal Highway Administration, 11%
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Traffic Engineering Handbook 5" Ed., Institute of Transportation Engineers, 1999.
Trip Generation, 12* Edition. Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2025.
City of Phoenix Street Classification Map, 2018.

City of Phoenix Street Planning and Design Guidelines Manual, July 2023.
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ArcGIS - 2025

Figure 1: Vicinity Map

|
United Civil Group





k) : é_' :
19
V_illa Rita D

G

Permission for commercial use granted by Google Earth

Figure 2: Aerial View
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City of Phoenix

OFFICE OF THE CITY ENGINEER
April 22, 2025

Dr. Sarah Simpson PhD, PE
United Civil Group

2803 N 7th Ave

Phoenix, AZ 85007

RE: 13th Ave & Michigan @ NEC of 13th Ave & Michigan Ave in Phoenix, Arizona
Dr. Simpson,

The City of Phoenix has received and reviewed the March 12, 2025, submittal of the Traffic Impact Statement
for the 13th Ave & Michigan project. The study is not accepted. Comments are provided herewith:

e Zoning Consistency: The proposed density exceeds what is allowed under existing R1-8 zoning. The
statement must acknowledge that the project is part of a rezoning case (e.g., R-3 PRD) and reflect trip
generation based on the maximum allowable density under the proposed zoning.

The review and acceptance of this TIS only pertains to the analysis of traffic impact, mitigations, and
directed conditions, not the approval or review of street facility designs or related items, which must be
submitted separately through the official processes.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this study. | look forward to working together to find solutions that
serve the traveling public.

Ml A

Mohamad Z. Al-kahlout
Traffic Engineer Il

City of Phoenix

Office of the City Engineer

200 West Washington Street, Fifth Floor, Phoenix, Arizona 85003-1611 602-262-6284
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Reviewing Agency: City of Phoenix

Revision: 1*t Review Comments

Page Response

General Added discussion regarding the proposed zoning change from
R1-8 to R3 PRD.
2 General Added trip generation for maximum of 30 single family

detached units (12 du/acre)






		Introduction

		TIA Guidelines and Study Requirements

		Purpose of the Study

		Site Description

		13th Avenue is classified as a local roadway within the vicinity of the

		site according to the City of Phoenix Street Classification Map dated January 2018. 13th Avenue is constructed with one lane in each direction. The speed is 25 mph.

		Source: City of Phoenix Street Classification Map dated January 10, 2018.

		Site Traffic Generation

		Table 1: Trip Generation

		Table 1: Trip Generation



		If the site were to be developed at its maximum zoning density, then the site could generate 333 trips daily with 25 in the morning peak hour and 32 in the evening peak hour according to the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 12th Edition.

		Site Access

		Within the site, a loop shaped roadway is proposed to serve the development. The roadway ties 13th Avenue south of Villa Maria Drive to the cul-de-sac . Full access is proposed on 13th Avenue for the development (Access A). Full access is also propose...

		Access A on 13th Avenue is proposed approximately 90 feet south of Villa Maria Drive, measured center of access to center of roadway.

		Accesses B and C are located within the cul-de-sac on Michigan Avenue.

		Figure 4 illustrates the driveway spacing.

		However, because this traffic statement is included as one of the documents for rezoning from R1-8 to R3 PRD, the dwelling units could increase by 30% to 30 dwelling units. Therefore, if the development were at its maximum, the site could generate 333...

		Within the site, a U-shaped roadway is proposed to serve the development. The roadway ties to 13th Avenue south of Villa Maria Drive. Full access is proposed on 13th Avenue for the development at both access points. Access A on 13th Avenue is proposed...

		Figures 120325.pdf
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		2: Aerial

		3: Site Plan
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Public Transit has no comment
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MAX. DENSITY: 12.0 DU/AC

SITE DENSITY: 7.667 DU/AC

DENSITY INCREASE: 1.167 DU/AC

POINTS NEEDED: 21.22 (0.275 DU/AC FOR EACH 5-PTS.

CATEGORIES SELECTED FOR BONUS:

25 PTS: PROVIDE HOUSE PLANS WHICH DEMONSTRATE AN
ENHANCED LEVEL OF ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN AS
APPROVED BY THE DESIGN ADVISOR.

10 PTS: PROVIDE PARTIAL TREATMENT OF PAVING
SURFACES FOR DRIVEWAYS AND ON-LOT SIDEWALKS.
PARTIAL TREATMENT SHALL CONSIST OF CONSISTENT
ACCENT TREATMENT FOR ALL LIKE FEATURES, E.C.
INTERSECTIONS, CROSSWALKS, BORDERS.

10 PTS: PROVIDE LANDSCAPING AND IRRIGATION FOR ALL
FRONT YARDS WITHIN THE DEVELOPMENT WHICH SHALL
INCLUDE A MINIMUM OF 1 24"-BOX TREE, 5 5-GALLON
SHRUBS, AND GROUND COVER.
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APPLICANT:

RESIDENTIAL PURSUITS INVESTMENTS, LLC
7600 E DOUBLETREE RANCH ROAD, SUITE 220
SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85258

CONTACT: JOVANNA ORTEGA

EMAIL: JORTEGA@ARCADIACAPITALLLC.COM
PHONE: (602) 320-9159

ENGINEER:

3 ENGINEERING

6370 E. THOMAS ROAD

SUITE 200

SCOTTSDALE, ARIZONA 85251
CONTACT: MATTHEW J. MANCINI, P.E.
PHONE: (602) 334-4387

EMAIL: MATT@3ENGINEERING.COM

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

THIS PROJECT IS PROPOSED AS A DETACHED SINGLE
FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT WITH A GROSS
DENSITY OF 7.667 LOTS/AC. STANDARD LOT SIZES
VARY WITH A MINIMUM LOT DIMENSION OF 40’BY 6T'.
THE PROJECT PROPOSES A TOTAL OF 19 LOTS WITH
PRIVATE ACCESSWAYS, PUBLIC WATER, AND PUBLIC
SEWER. PROJECT PROPOSES A ZONING CATEGORY OF
R3 PRD.

UTILITIES:
TELEPHONE - CENTURY LINK/ COX COMMUNICATIONS
ELECTRIC - ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE
GAS - SOUTHWEST GAS COMPANY
CABLE TV - COX COMMUNICATIONS
SEWER - CITY OF PHOENIX
WATER - CITY OF PHOENIX
POLICE/FIRE - CITY OF PHOENIX
REFUSE - CITY OF PHOENIX
SITE DATA:
PARCEL *'S 208-03-011A
TOTAL LOTS 22
GROSS AREA (INC. R/W) 2.479 ACRES
GROSS DENSITY 7.667 DU/AC
MAX. BLDG. HEIGHT 30’ (2-STORY)
SETBACKS SEE DETAIL THIS SHEET
AREA OF LOTS 1.282 ACRES
AREA OF OPEN SPACE 0.417 ACRES
TRACTS
OPEN SPACE 7 19.167% (5% REQUIRED)
AREA OF PRIVATE ACCESSWAY 0.557 ACRES
AREA OF PUBLIC R/W 0.223 ACRES
LOT SALES PROPOSED YES
LOT COVERAGE (ALLOWED) 507 + 107 ADU/SHADE
EX. ZONING R1-8
PROP. ZONING: R3 PRD
4
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TO FACE OF FRONT LOADING GARAGE

(2) SIDE SETBACK ESTABLISHED BY BUILDING CODE.

(3) REAR_SETBACK ESTABLISHED BY BUILDING CODE.

(4) PERIMETER SETBACK:

PERIMETER STREET (13TH AVE): 15’ IN ADDITION TO
10’ MIN. LANDSCAPE SETBACK.

PERIMETER STREET (MICHIGAN AVENUE): 15’

No known archaeological resources in project
area. No archaeological work recommended.

PROPERTY LINE REAR: 10’ (1 STORY), 15’ (2-STORY)
PROPERTY LINE SIDE: 10’ (1 STORY), 15’ (2-STORY)

7" Contact Arizona 811 at least two full N\
working days before you begin excavation
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February 13, 2026

Phoenix Planning & Development Department
200 West Washington Street, 2nd Floor

Phoenix, AZ 85003
Email: robert.kuhfuss@phoenix.gov

Re:

*Formal Opposition to Rezoning Application Z-190-25 — SEC 13th Avenue and Villa
Maria Drive

*Formal Objection — Traffic Impact Statement Deficiency

Good afternoon, Mr. Kuhfuss.

The submitted Traffic Impact Statement does not evaluate the actual operating
conditions created by opening the Michigan Avenue cul-de-sac to through circulation and
therefore cannot support a finding of safe operation. Attached for convenience.

The report evaluates only trip generation and general intersection sight distance
based on standard forward vehicle movements.

The study assumes vehicles approach, stop, and depart in predictable traffic
patterns typical of an intersection. However, the proposed connection converts a
residential terminal street into a circulating traffic control area while retaining existing
residential driveways inside the operational area.

The study never evaluates residential reversing movements.

Homes located within the cul-de-sac must back vehicles from private driveways
directly into the travel path of circulating traffic. A driver navigating a turnaround is
visually directed toward entering and turning vehicles, not toward reversing vehicles
entering from behind or from lateral positions. The omission of reversing movement
conflict analysis is critical because these movements are the dominant and foreseeable
vehicle interaction at this location.

The report’s sight distance section evaluates only intersection departure visibility.

It does not analyze driver perception-reaction conflict created by backing vehicles,
nor does it evaluate stopping sight distance for vehicles already circulating within the
turnaround encountering a reversing vehicle. Those are distinct safety conditions not
addressed by standard intersection sight triangles.

The study also relies on low trip volume as a justification for approval.





Traffic volume does not eliminate geometric conflict points. A design that forces
incompatible movements remains unsafe regardless of volume because the conflict is
structural, not capacity-based.

Finally, the report concludes no adverse impacts based on assumptions related to
the site plan.

The central operational condition — driveway backing movements within the
circulation area — was never modeled, quantified, or evaluated. Because a primary and
predictable vehicle movement was omitted, the conclusions cannot reliably demonstrate
safe operation.

They never studied what actually happens in my cul-de-sac:

» cars backing out of driveways

* cars turning around

» parked cars

* kids / pedestrians

* people maneuvering in tight space

* drivers looking one direction while someone reverses behind them

The study treats my cul-de-sac like a normal intersection.

But my street does not behave like an intersection — it behaves like a
parking/maneuvering area.

For these reasons, the Traffic Impact Statement is incomplete and cannot support

approval of a public street connection at this location without supplemental analysis

specifically addressing reversing residential driveway conflicts and internal circulation
safety.

Please include this letter as part of the official record for Rezoning
Application Z-190-25.

Sincerely,
Kimberly Sisk

cc: William F. Allison, Esq.
Email: bill@wmbattorneys.com

streets@phoenix,gov (attn: Mohamad Z. Al-kahlout, traffic engineer)





heather.murphy@phoenix.gov (attn: Mohamad Z. Al-kahlout, traffic engineer)

info@unitedcivilgroup.com (attn: Dr. Sarah Simpson, PhD, PE)

info@3engineering.com (Attn: Matthew Mancini, VP)
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STATEMENT
Single Family Detached Homes — Phoenix, AZ

INTRODUCTION

Arcadia Communities retained United Civil Group to conduct this traffic impact
statement (TS) for a proposed single family detached housing development. The
development is planned on the east side of 13" Avenue between Grovers Avenue
and Union Hills Road in Phoenix, Arizona, and includes Maricopa County Parcel
Number (APN 208-03-011A). The development will be constructed as a total of 19
single family detached dwelling units in one phase by 2027.

This TS has been performed per the City of Phoenix Street Planning and Design
Guidelines dated July 2023, locally accepted standards, and industry practice. The
purpose of this TS is to forecast the trip generation of the proposed development,
evaluate potential traffic impacts the proposed development has on the surrounding
roadway network, and evaluate the proposed site access driveway of the
development.

TIA GUIDELINES AND STUDY REQUIREMENTS

Based on the City of Phoenix Street Planning and Design Guidelines, all proposed
land use developments expected to generate less than 100 vehicle trips in the peak
hour are required to submit a traffic statement per the criteria of Table 9.2-1:
Determining TIA Study Requirements.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

This study has been prepared as a part of the documents required by the City of
Phoenix to rezone the site from the existing zoning of R1-8 to the proposed zoning of
R3 PRD. Per the City of Phoenix Zoning Ordinance Section 612, R1-8 has a maximum
dwelling unit density of 4.0 units/gross acre. Per the City of Phoenix Section 615
Zoning Ordinance, R3 PRD has a maximum dwelling unit density of 12 units/gross
acre.

Therefore, in order to determine a conservative approach to traffic impacts and
mitigation, the maximum dwelling unit density of 12 units per acre is considered in
the trip generation. Using 12 units per acre, the maximum units are 30 units.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The proposed single family detached housing development is planned for an
approximate 2.48-acre parcel of land located on the east side of 13" Avenue between
Grovers Avenue and Union Hills Road in Phoenix, Arizona. The site will include a total
of 19 single family detached housing units as shown on the site plan with a maximum
allowable of 30 units.

Currently, the site includes one dwelling unit with out-structures. To the north, south
and east of the site are single family homes. To the west of the site is 13™ Avenue

— 1
UCGLE





TRAFFIC IMPACT STATEMENT

Single Family Detached Homes — Phoenix, AZ

followed by single family homes. Appendix A includes a vicinity map, aerial view, site
plan and driveway spacing figures.

EXISTING ROADWAY CONDITIONS
13™ Avenue is classified as a local roadway within the vicinity of the

site according to the City of Phoenix Street Classification Map dated January 2018.
13™ Avenue is constructed with one lane in each direction. The speed is 25 mph.
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Source: City of Phoenix Street Classification Map dated January 10, 2018.
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STATEMENT
Single Family Detached Homes — Phoenix, AZ

SITE TRAFFIC GENERATION

Estimates of the traffic volumes that will be generated by the proposed single family
development were determined from transportation planning data taken from the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 12" Edition, 2025.

Per ITE Trip Generation Manual the following land use was chosen for this
development:

Single Family Detached Housing (LUC 210) - A single-family detached housing site
includes any single-family detached home on an individual lot. A typical site surveyed
is a suburban subdivision.

Table 1 presents the estimated trip generation for the proposed single-family
development.

TABLE 1: TRIP GENERATION

AM Peak PM Peak
Land Use Units ‘ Size ‘ DENNY = ca ; =2
Single Family .
Detached Units 19 173 13 4 9 18 11 7

The proposed single family development is anticipated to generate 173 daily trips
with 13 trips occurring in the morning peak hour and 18 trips occurring in the evening
peak hour, according to the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 12" Edition.

For R-3 PRD Zoning using the maximum density of 12 units per acre, a total of 30
units could be constructed. Therefore, Table 2 provides the trip generation for the
maximum allowable construction.

TABLE 1: TRIP GENERATION

AM Peak PM Peak
Land Use Units Size Daily - ca - ca
total in out total in
Single Family .
Detached Units 30 333 25 6 19 32 20 12

If the site were to be developed at its maximum zoning density, then the site could
generate 333 trips daily with 25 in the morning peak hour and 32 in the evening peak
hour according to the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 12" Edition.

SITE ACCESS

Within the site, a loop shaped roadway is proposed to serve the development. The
roadway ties 13" Avenue south of Villa Maria Drive to the cul-de-sac . Full access is
proposed on 13" Avenue for the development (Access A). Full access is also
proposed at the cul-de-sac tie in on Michigan Avenue.

—
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Access A on 13" Avenue is proposed approximately 90 feet south of Villa Maria
Drive, measured center of access to center of roadway.

Accesses B and C are located within the cul-de-sac on Michigan Avenue.
Figure 4 illustrates the driveway spacing.

Per the City of Phoenix Street Planning and Design Guidelines Manual, spacing for
local roadways is not defined within Section 6.7.3. With the low volume of vehicles,
forecasted for the site, Accesses A, B and C should be granted as proposed.

SIGHT DISTANCE ANALYSIS

Sufficient intersection sight distance should be provided to give drivers exiting the
site a clear view of oncoming traffic. After a vehicle has stopped at an intersection,
the driver must have sufficient sight distance to make a safe departure.

In addition to sight distance triangles, sight visibility triangles at the existing proposed
driveways should be provided and maintained - the landscape and hardscape within
the sight triangles must not obstruct the driver’s view of the adjacent travel lanes and
items within the triangle shall be no higher than 36 inches. Measured from the
roadway surface.

Per Section 6.8.5 a 33'x33’ sight
visibility triangle is required on
both sides of the

accesses as shown, per City
Ordinance 31-13.

Property Line

Objects within this
triangle are to be no
more than 3' above
the street surface or a
post, column, or tree
exceeding 1' in
has diameter between 3'
», and 10° tall

AUXILIARY LANES
A right turn lane is not considered
at the site accesses.

RoADWAY NEEDS

The development should provide
25 feet of right of way on 13%
Avenue along the site’s western
boundary, measured centerline to
right of way line. Curb, gutter, and s
sidewalk should be installed on 13%" Avenue within the site boundary.
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CONCLUSIONS

The proposed single family detached housing development is planned for an
approximate 2.48-acre parcel of land located on the east side of 13" Avenue between
Grovers Avenue and Union Hills Road in Phoenix, Arizona. The site will include a total
of 19 single family detached housing units. The development will be constructed in
one phase by 2027. The proposed single family detached housing development is
anticipated to generate 173 daily trips with 13 trips occurring in the morning peak
hour and 18 trips occurring in the evening peak hour, according to the ITE Trip
Generation Manual, 12% Edition.

However, because this traffic statement is included as one of the documents for
rezoning from R1-8 to R3 PRD, the dwelling units could increase by 30% to 30 dwelling
units. Therefore, if the development were at its maximum, the site could generate 333
trips daily with 25 in the morning peak hour and 32 in the evening peak hour according
to the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 12 Edition.

Because these peak hour trips are well under the 100 peak hour threshold, the zoning
of R3 PRD with a maximum of density is still considered a low traffic volume.

Within the site, a U-shaped roadway is proposed to serve the development. The
roadway ties to 13" Avenue south of Villa Maria Drive. Full access is proposed on 13
Avenue for the development at both access points. Access A on 13" Avenue is
proposed approximately 70 feet south of Villa Maria Drive. And 160 feet north of
Access B, measured from center of drive to center of drive. Access B on 13" Avenue
is proposed approximately 160 feet south of Access A and 350 feet north of Villa Rita
Drive. This roadway with two accesses on 13" Avenue should be granted to provide
sufficient site circulation for the development.

Proper intersection sight distance and sight visibility triangles shall be provided and
maintained at the site accesses of the proposed development. To ensure adequate
sight distances and sight distance triangles, the City’s Design Guidelines should be
followed when designing the accesses and landscaping.

As proposed, this site will not create adverse traffic impacts on the surrounding
roadway network. This TS is based on a variety of assumptions related to the site plan
and land use of the proposed development. If larger buildings, additional units or an
alternate land use is ultimately proposed, these trip generation calculations and
criteria evaluation may not remain valid.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the findings from this TS, the following recommendations apply.
e Provide 25 feet of right of way on 13* Avenue within the site boundary.
e Construct curb, gutter and sidewalks on 13" Avenue within the site boundary.
e Provide adequate sight distance and sight visibility triangles for the
development.

LIMITATIONS

Our professional services have been performed using that degree of skill ordinarily
exercised, under similar circumstances, by reputable transportation engineering firms
practicing in this locality. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made.

The contents of this report are intended for the sole use of the addressee and his/her
designees. In completing this report, data was obtained from a variety of sources
which were assumed reliable and accurate (i.e., City, County, State and Federal
sources). Should deviations from this report be noted, this firm should be contacted
for review of the area of concern.

A reasonable attempt was made to acquire recent traffic impact studies, traffic
projections and/or data that may be helpful in more accurately projecting traffic
volumes. United Civil Group is not responsible for incorporating data made available
after this document has been finalized.

This report is issued with the understanding that it is the responsibility of the owner to
see that its findings are carried out or brought to the attention of those concerned. If
any changes to the proposed project are made, the findings of this report shall be
subject to review and may require modification or addendum.

—
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STATEMENT
Single Family Detached Homes — Phoenix, AZ

SOURCES
A Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, AASHTO 7t Edition, 2018.
Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 7% Edition

Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Federal Highway Administration, 11%
Edition, 2023.

Traffic Engineering Handbook 5" Ed., Institute of Transportation Engineers, 1999.
Trip Generation, 12* Edition. Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2025.
City of Phoenix Street Classification Map, 2018.

City of Phoenix Street Planning and Design Guidelines Manual, July 2023.
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ArcGIS - 2025

Figure 1: Vicinity Map
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Figure 2: Aerial View
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Figure 3: Site Plan

not to scale

UCGL ]

|
United Civil Group





Michigan Ave

) §S3D0Y

SNNEAY HIZE 3

i

ACCERS 877

VILLA MARIA DRIVE
THACT ¥
PRIVATE ACCESSWAY

Dr

Villa Maria

|
United Civil Group

Driveway Spacing

Figure 4





Appendix B





¢

City of Phoenix

OFFICE OF THE CITY ENGINEER
April 22, 2025

Dr. Sarah Simpson PhD, PE
United Civil Group

2803 N 7th Ave

Phoenix, AZ 85007

RE: 13th Ave & Michigan @ NEC of 13th Ave & Michigan Ave in Phoenix, Arizona
Dr. Simpson,

The City of Phoenix has received and reviewed the March 12, 2025, submittal of the Traffic Impact Statement
for the 13th Ave & Michigan project. The study is not accepted. Comments are provided herewith:

e Zoning Consistency: The proposed density exceeds what is allowed under existing R1-8 zoning. The
statement must acknowledge that the project is part of a rezoning case (e.g., R-3 PRD) and reflect trip
generation based on the maximum allowable density under the proposed zoning.

The review and acceptance of this TIS only pertains to the analysis of traffic impact, mitigations, and
directed conditions, not the approval or review of street facility designs or related items, which must be
submitted separately through the official processes.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this study. | look forward to working together to find solutions that
serve the traveling public.

Ml A

Mohamad Z. Al-kahlout
Traffic Engineer Il

City of Phoenix

Office of the City Engineer

200 West Washington Street, Fifth Floor, Phoenix, Arizona 85003-1611 602-262-6284
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June 30, 2025

Project: TS for Single Family on 13™ Avenue and Michigan
Ave

UCG Project Number: TR25019

Reviewing Agency: City of Phoenix

Revision: 1*t Review Comments

Page Response

General Added discussion regarding the proposed zoning change from
R1-8 to R3 PRD.
2 General Added trip generation for maximum of 30 single family

detached units (12 du/acre)






		2026.0213 Letter re Traffic Impact Study Deficiency.pdf

		Traffic Impact Statement for 13 and Michigan 120325 UPDATED.pdf

		Introduction

		TIA Guidelines and Study Requirements

		Purpose of the Study

		Site Description

		13th Avenue is classified as a local roadway within the vicinity of the

		site according to the City of Phoenix Street Classification Map dated January 2018. 13th Avenue is constructed with one lane in each direction. The speed is 25 mph.

		Source: City of Phoenix Street Classification Map dated January 10, 2018.

		Site Traffic Generation

		Table 1: Trip Generation

		Table 1: Trip Generation



		If the site were to be developed at its maximum zoning density, then the site could generate 333 trips daily with 25 in the morning peak hour and 32 in the evening peak hour according to the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 12th Edition.

		Site Access

		Within the site, a loop shaped roadway is proposed to serve the development. The roadway ties 13th Avenue south of Villa Maria Drive to the cul-de-sac . Full access is proposed on 13th Avenue for the development (Access A). Full access is also propose...

		Access A on 13th Avenue is proposed approximately 90 feet south of Villa Maria Drive, measured center of access to center of roadway.

		Accesses B and C are located within the cul-de-sac on Michigan Avenue.

		Figure 4 illustrates the driveway spacing.

		However, because this traffic statement is included as one of the documents for rezoning from R1-8 to R3 PRD, the dwelling units could increase by 30% to 30 dwelling units. Therefore, if the development were at its maximum, the site could generate 333...

		Within the site, a U-shaped roadway is proposed to serve the development. The roadway ties to 13th Avenue south of Villa Maria Drive. Full access is proposed on 13th Avenue for the development at both access points. Access A on 13th Avenue is proposed...

		Figures 120325.pdf

		1: Vicinity

		2: Aerial

		3: Site Plan

		Page 4












Warm regards,

Kimberly Sisk

1117 W. Michigan Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85023

Cell: 520-784-3080



Kimberly Sisk

1117 West Michigan Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85023

Email: Kesisk2010@gmail.com
Cell: 520-784-3080

March 8, 2026

RE: Rezoning Application Z-190-25-3

Dear Mayor and Members of the Phoenix City Council:

My name is Kimberly Sisk and I reside at 1117 West Michigan Avenue in Phoenix. I have
lived in my home for eleven (11) years. My property is located directly on the Michigan
Avenue cul-de-sac that is proposed to serve as an access point for Rezoning Application
7-190-25-3.

I have attached a photograph of the public rezoning notice board that has been placed in
the Michigan Avenue cul-de-sac. The notice states that the City Council meeting
scheduled for April 8, 2026, at 2:30 p.m. is conditioned upon an appeal being filed from
the Planning Commission decision.

This language is confusing because it is my understanding that a recommendation for
approval by the Planning Commission is not subject to appeal by members of the public,
as the matter proceeds directly to the City Council for final consideration. Based on that
understanding, I assume the reference to an appeal in the notice may be a printing or
wording error.

If that assumption is incorrect, please notify me immediately. If an appeal is required in

order for the matter to proceed to the City Council with the opportunity for public input, |
would need to file such an appeal promptly.

For clarity, I have opposed this rezoning application since the Deer Valley Village
Planning Committee hearing, as the public record reflects.

Thank you, in advance, for your clarification.

I respectfully ask the Council to carefully review several issues that remain unresolved
before considering approval of this rezoning.



First, the recorded subdivision plat clearly shows that Michigan Avenue was designed
and dedicated as a terminating residential cul-de-sac serving five (5) homes. The plat
does not show a stub street, future connection, or any indication that the street was
intended to function as a connection to future development. The cul-de-sac bulb was
engineered to provide turning space for vehicles while terminating traffic at the end of the
street. Converting this termination point into part of a subdivision circulation system
fundamentally changes the intended function of the roadway reflected in the recorded
plat. See attached Plat.

Second, the proposal effectively transforms a local residential street into what functions
as a collector access route for a new subdivision. This conflicts with the basic planning
principle of street hierarchy. Arterial and collector roads are intended to carry higher
traffic volumes and provide connections between neighborhoods, while local residential
streets are designed to serve only the homes located along them. Michigan Avenue was
designed as a local residential street. Using the cul-de-sac as an access route for a new
subdivision introduces subdivision traffic into a roadway that was never intended to
function in that capacity.

Third, the Traffic Impact Study dated December 3, 2025, evaluates trip generation but
does not appear to analyze several critical safety conditions created by the proposed
access configuration. The study does not evaluate vehicles reversing from existing
residential driveways into circulating traffic within the cul-de-sac bulb, nor does it
analyze driveway conflict points, maneuvering clearance, or sight-distance limitations
associated with converting a terminating residential street into an access point for
subdivision traffic.

The applicable Traffic Impact Study Manual explains that traffic studies are intended to
evaluate operational conditions, safety impacts, roadway characteristics, and access
interactions associated with new development.

The study submitted for this project primarily evaluates traffic volumes and regional trip
generation, but does not appear to analyze the safety implications created by existing
residential driveways that would connect directly to the proposed access roadway.

Residents whose driveways connect to the cul-de-sac would be required to reverse
directly into a moving traffic pattern created by the new development. That condition
introduces a foreseeable safety hazard and a realistic risk of loss-of-control collisions
directly into the frontage of our homes.

I am also attaching my letter dated February 13, 2026, regarding objection to the Traffic
Impact Statement dated December 3, 2025.



Fourth, City review comments on the subdivision site plan already indicate that the
proposed transition from the Michigan Avenue cul-de-sac into the development’s private
accessway is not acceptable to the Streets Department and that the cul-de-sac must be
completed as originally designed. This comment is significant because it indicates that
City engineering staff previously identified a conflict between the proposed connection

and the intended roadway design.

I am seeking further confirmation on the status of this Streets Department rejection,

approval, or conditional approval via an email sent to the appropriate divisions on
March 8, 2026.

During the Planning Commission discussion of Rezoning Application Z-190-25-3, it was
stated that traffic impact studies typically do not analyze vehicles reversing from
residential driveways into adjacent roadways and that such movements are common
throughout the city. Based on that assertion, it was suggested that an additional traffic
analysis addressing this issue was unnecessary.

Respectfully, that conclusion does not resolve the safety concern presented by the
specific roadway configuration proposed in this case.

It is correct that residential vehicles routinely reverse from private driveways onto public
streets. However, the relevant question here is not whether driveway backing movements

occur in general. The relevant question is whether the proposed development would

create a roadway configuration that introduces a new and concentrated traffic

circulation pattern directly adjacent to existing residential driveways that were

originally designed to front onto a terminating cul-de-sac.

Michigan Avenue was designed and constructed as a residential cul-de-sac serving five
(5) homes. Residents backing from their driveways currently do so onto a street that
terminates and carries only minimal local traffic. The proposed rezoning would convert
that terminating cul-de-sac into a circulation point serving a new subdivision roadway
connection. As a result, vehicles backing from existing driveways would no longer be

entering a quiet terminating street but instead would be reversing directly into an active

access roadway serving a new development.

This change materially alters the operational environment of the street.

Traffic impact studies are intended to evaluate not only traffic volume but also
operational safety, site access interactions, and the potential conflicts created by new
development. When a development introduces a new access connection that alters the




function of an existing roadway, it is reasonable and appropriate to evaluate the safety

implications of that change.

The absence of a prior traffic study addressing driveway backing movements in other

contexts does not eliminate the need to evaluate the specific conditions created by this

proposal. Traffic engineering analysis is inherently site-specific and must consider the

unique geometry, access confisuration, and surrounding land uses associated with
each project.

In this case, the proposed configuration would place existing residential driveways
directly adjacent to a new subdivision access roadway within the cul-de-sac bulb.
Residents would be required to reverse directly into circulating traffic generated by the
development. That condition creates identifiable driveway conflict points that did not

previously exist.

Because the Traffic Impact Study relied upon for this rezoning primarily evaluates
regional trip generation and surrounding roadway volumes, the record does not appear to

include a focused analysis of the operational safety conditions created by this new access
configuration.

Under these circumstances, requesting additional analysis is not unusual. It is a

reasonable step to ensure that the safety implications of converting a residential cul-de-

sac into a subdivision access point are fully understood before a final legislative decision

is made.

The issue presented here is therefore not whether driveway backing movements occur
elsewhere in the city. The issue is whether the proposed roadway configuration introduces
new and foreseeable conflict conditions that were not evaluated in the existing study and
that could affect the safety of the residents whose driveways connect directly to the cul-
de-sac.

Ensuring that these conditions are adequately analyzed is consistent with the City’s
responsibility to consider the operational safety of roadway access and the potential

impacts of new development on existing residential infrastructure.

Fifth, the surrounding roadway network already experiences congestion. Union Hills
Drive has signalized intersections at 15th Avenue and 7th Avenue, but there are no signals
at either 13th Avenue or 11th Avenue where vehicles must merge onto Union Hills.
Traffic congestion and difficult merging conditions already exist at those locations today.
Introducing additional residential traffic through these unsignalized access points raises
legitimate concerns regarding roadway capacity and merging safety.



Finally, the Council should also consider the cumulative land-use impact on the
surrounding neighborhood. The same developer recently constructed 13 homes at 11th
Avenue and Union Hills that are currently operated as lease-only residences. The addition
of 19 more homes under the current proposal could result in approximately 32 rental
homes concentrated within the surrounding neighborhood area. That level of
concentration materially changes the character of a neighborhood historically composed
of owner-occupied single-family homes and raises legitimate compatibility concerns.

The City Council has an important responsibility to ensure that rezonings are supported
by substantial evidence and do not create foreseeable risks to public safety or impose
disproportionate burdens on existing residential infrastructure. Based on the information

currently available, the record does not reflect a comprehensive analysis of the safety

implications associated with the proposed Michigan Avenue access point.

I 'am also in the process of gathering signatures for a Petition requiring a % Vote by City
Council. I plan to file it before the deadline.

For these reasons, I respectfully request that the Council deny Rezoning Application Z-
190-25-3. At a minimum, if the Council determines that development should proceed, |
respectfully request that the Michigan Avenue access point be removed and that access
occur from a roadway designed to accommodate subdivision traffic.

A final thought, at the Planning Commission meetings, the structure of public comment
placed members of the public at a clear disadvantage compared to the applicant. The
developer was permitted to present their position with the benefit of prepared materials
and extended presentation time. This occurred at the Deer Valley Planning Committee
meeting. There was no communication between the Public and the Committee. Only the
Developer and the Committee.

Only during the City of Phoenix meeting, the Chair indicated that the public would be
afforded equal time, which I appreciated and relied upon. However, when it came time
for me to speak, I was initially limited to six minutes, which was the amount of time used
by the developer. However, I also had a second speaker’s time available to use, yet
instead of receiving the full additional six minutes, I was limited to only two additional
minutes. As a result, I was not provided the equal opportunity to present information that
had been indicated during the meeting. However, the City of Phoenix Committee did
allow communication between the Public and the Committee, which was deeply
appreciated!



For matters that legally require public input, I respectfully request that the structure of
public comment be reconsidered so that residents are not placed at a procedural
disadvantage. When members of the public take the time to attend these hearings, it is
because the outcome of the decision will significantly affect their homes, their safety, and
their daily lives, and they should be afforded a fair opportunity to present their concerns.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Warm regards,

Wimbedy Siok

Kimberly Sisk
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	2026.0213 Letter re Traffic Impact Study Deficiency.pdf
	Traffic Impact Statement for 13 and Michigan 120325 UPDATED.pdf
	Introduction
	TIA Guidelines and Study Requirements
	Purpose of the Study
	Site Description
	13th Avenue is classified as a local roadway within the vicinity of the
	site according to the City of Phoenix Street Classification Map dated January 2018. 13th Avenue is constructed with one lane in each direction. The speed is 25 mph.
	Source: City of Phoenix Street Classification Map dated January 10, 2018.
	Site Traffic Generation
	Table 1: Trip Generation
	Table 1: Trip Generation

	If the site were to be developed at its maximum zoning density, then the site could generate 333 trips daily with 25 in the morning peak hour and 32 in the evening peak hour according to the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 12th Edition.
	Site Access
	Within the site, a loop shaped roadway is proposed to serve the development. The roadway ties 13th Avenue south of Villa Maria Drive to the cul-de-sac . Full access is proposed on 13th Avenue for the development (Access A). Full access is also propose...
	Access A on 13th Avenue is proposed approximately 90 feet south of Villa Maria Drive, measured center of access to center of roadway.
	Accesses B and C are located within the cul-de-sac on Michigan Avenue.
	Figure 4 illustrates the driveway spacing.
	However, because this traffic statement is included as one of the documents for rezoning from R1-8 to R3 PRD, the dwelling units could increase by 30% to 30 dwelling units. Therefore, if the development were at its maximum, the site could generate 333...
	Within the site, a U-shaped roadway is proposed to serve the development. The roadway ties to 13th Avenue south of Villa Maria Drive. Full access is proposed on 13th Avenue for the development at both access points. Access A on 13th Avenue is proposed...
	Figures 120325.pdf
	1: Vicinity
	2: Aerial
	3: Site Plan
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