Transportation Commission
Regular Meeting

August 19, 2026 | 5:30 p.m.

Public Works and Development Services Building

Saguaro Conference Room b CHANDLER
215 E. Buffalo St., Chandler, AZ w“" aritzona
or via Microsoft Teams meeting. it A

Commission Members
David Heineking

Dan Henderson

Dianne Kresich

Luis Heredia

Molly Olsen

Timothy Johnson

Anthony Yang

Pursuant to Resolution No. 4464 of the City of Chandler and to A.R.S. § 38-431.02, notice is
hereby given to the members of the Transportation Commission and to the general public that
the Transportation Commission will hold a REGULAR MEETING open to the public on
Wednesday, August 19, 2026, at 5:30 p.m., at the Public Works and Development Services
Building, Saguaro Conference Room, 215 E. Buffalo St., Chandler, AZ. One or more
Commission Members may be attending via Microsoft Teams.

Persons with disabilities may request a reasonable modification or communication aids and
services by contacting the City Clerk's office at (480) 782-2181(711 via AZRS). Please make
requests in advance as it affords the City time to accommodate the request.

Agendas are available in the Office of the City Clerk, 175 S. Arizona Avenue.
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Transportation Commission
Regular Meeting Agenda - August 19, 2026

Call to Order/Roll Call

Unscheduled Public Appearances

Members of the audience may address any item not on the agenda. State Statute prohibits the
Board or Commission from discussing an item that is not on the agenda, but the Board or
Commission does listen to your concerns and has staff follow up on any questions you raise.

Consent Agenda

Items listed on the Consent Agenda may be enacted by one motion and one vote. If a
discussion is required by members of the Board or Commission, the item will be removed from
the Consent Agenda for discussion and determination will be made if the item will be considered
separately.

Action Agenda
1.  Election of Officers

2. April 29, 2026, Transportation Commission Meeting Minutes
Move Transportation Commission approve the Transportation Commission meeting minutes
of the regular meeting of April 29, 2026.

3. Acquisition of Property rights for the Paseo Trail Crossing Improvements Project
Move to recommend that City Council authorize the acquisition of property rights, for the
Paseo Trail Crossing Improvements Project.

Briefing
4. Loop 202 (I-10 to L-101) Project. Presentation by Ronald S. Szwiec, Jr., PE ADOT

5. Roadway Safety Action Plan. Presentation by Yung Koprowski, Y2K, Consultant

Information ltems

6. August 2026 Project Status Update List

Member Comments/Announcements
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Calendar

7. Next Transportation Commission meeting - October 21, 2026 at 5:30 p.m.

Adjourn
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Date: 08/19/2026
To: Transportation Commission
From: Sheri Passey, Management Assistant

Subject: Election of Officers




ITEM 2

CHANDLER
S arizona

' Community of Innovation

Transportation Commission  Government Relations & Transportation
Policy Memo No.

Date: 08/19/2026

To: Transportation Commission

From:  Sheri Passey, Management Assistant

Subject: April 29, 2026, Transportation Commission Meeting Minutes

Proposed Motion:
Move Transportation Commission approve the Transportation Commission meeting minutes of the

regular meeting of April 29, 2026.

Attachments
April 29, 2026 Meeting Minutes



MINUTES OF THE REGULAR TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING
City of Chandler, Webex Meeting

Wednesday, April 29, 2026, at 5:30 p.m.

CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL
Chair Heineking called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. Can we have roll call,
please.

Members in Attendance:
Chair David Heineking
Vice Chair Molly Olsen
Commissioner Dan Henderson

Commissioner Timothy Johnson
Commissioner Dianne Kresich

Commissioner Dean Brennan
Commissioner Luis Heredia — (Webex)

Members Absent:
None

Staff Members Present:
Jason Crampton, Transportation Planning Manager
Hezequias Rocha, Senior Transportation Planning Program Coordinator
Sheri Passey, Recording Secretary, Management Assistant
Nancy Jackson, Senior Transportation Planning Program Coordinator

Webex Attendees:
Daniel Haskins, Capital Projects Manager

Public Attendees:
Aaron Xaevier, Valley Metro

SCHEDULED/UNSCHEDULED PUBLIC APPEARANCES

CONSENT AGENDA
None.

Chair Heineking: We do not have any members of the public here so we will move on
to our first action item.



ACTION AGENDA
1. Approval of Minutes — February 18, 2026, Transportation Commission Meeting

Chair Heineking: Has everybody had a chance to review the minutes from the last
meeting? Does anyone want to make a motion to approve the minutes?

Commissioner Johnson: Motioned to approve the minutes from February 18. 2026.

Commissioner Brennan: | second.

Chair Heineking: There is a motion from Commissioner Johnson and a second from
Commissioner Brennan. All in favor of approving the minutes say aye? Any opposed?
None.

Ms. Passey: Motion passed unanimously, 5-0.

Chair Heineking: Jason our next item is the Regional Public Transportation Authority
(RPTA) IGA for Transit Services for FY 2026-27

Mr. Crampton: Mr. Chair, did you want to check public appearance first. It looks like we
had someone come in.

Chair Heineking: Is there anyone that would like to make a comment before we get
started? No. Back to item #2. Jason, | will turn the time over to you.

2. Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA) IGA for Transit Services for
FY 2026-27.

Mr. Crampton: Thank you. | will turn the time over to Hezequias. He is going to
present the Valley Metro IGA that we bring to you every year. He will walk you through
this year’s amendment to the agreement.

Mr. Hezequias Rocha, Senior Transportation Planning Program Coordinator:
Thank you, Jason. Thank you, Chair and Commissioners. I'll be talking about our
Intergovernmental Agreement with Valley Metro for our public transportation transit
services for fiscal year 26-27.

e Agreement Terms — First annual amendment

e Services Provided — Fixed Bus Route, Paratransit, RideChoice

e Funding Sources — PTF, ALF, Federal Grants, City General Fund

e Proposed Motion - Move to recommend that City Council authorize an

Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between the Regional Public Transportation



Authority (RPTA) and the City of Chandler to provide fixed route bus, paratransit
and RideChoice services in Fiscal Year 2026-27.

Chair Heineking: Any questions?

Commissioner Johnson: Chair. How is the $310,000.00 of Arizona Lottery Fund
considered the City’s portion — is that not a state funding?

Mr. Crampton: Through the Chair, Commissioners. We have always considered the
lottery fund as a local fund when dividing out payments. Prop 479 is a regional sales
tax. The general fund is the city fund based on local sales tax and our base budget.

Regarding the lottery fund, Valley Metro provides the city with an annual payment of

approximately $700,000, and it is the city that determines how to use those funds for
public transit.

Commissioner Johnson: So, the $700,00 we have $310,000 here. What are the
remaining funds going to?

Mr. Crampton: Chandler Flex, some administrative uses and some bus stop capital
improvements.

Commissioner Johnson: Does that amount fluctuate? For example, If people stop
buying lottery tickets, does that go down and we have to dip into the general fund?

Mr. Crampton: Typically, that does not have a high level of volatility. It's pretty high in
the pecking order of lottery proceeds. If there is a big influx of people buying lottery
tickets, it's going to be $700,000. If there’s less activity, unless sales are very, very low
we will still get $700,000.

Commissioner Johnson: How does this compare to last year’'s numbers? I’'m most
concerned with the $949,766. How does that compare to last year’s general fund
number?

Mr. Crampton: Last year, our local responsibility was around six or seven hundred
thousand. The reason for the higher number is we are now moving into Prop 479 rules.
Last year, we were still under Prop 400 rules. Under Prop 479 there are different rules
for Paratransit and RideChoice eligibility. Last year, we had a set amount programmed
under Prop 400, which happened to be a little bit higher regional funding. This year, we
cannot apply any regional funding to trips that are outside of our federally mandated
service area, which includes southeast Chandler because we do not have bus service in
that area. We are not required to provide Paratransit or RideChoice service in that area
but that has been a local choice to serve that area. That is an enhanced service for our
residents and under Prop 479 we are responsible for paying for that with local funding
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sources. Additionally, we provide service on RideChoice for people that are over the
age of 65 that may not have gone through a certification process with a certified
disability. Those are two services that we provide for our residents that go above and
beyond what is federally required. As a result, with the new regional funding
mechanism, if we provide those trips, we are required to fund those trips. That is why
our local amount has increased.

Commissioner Johnson: It is increasing almost 50%.

Mr. Crampton: | would have to look it up to get you the exact number but yes, it is
about that. And next year, it is going to be even more significant because we will have
to pay for a portion of the fixed bus route cost. We historically have had to pay a portion
of the fixed bus route costs, but for the past five years we have been able to utilize
some regional savings that the City of Chandler had to pay for all the fixed bus routes
but that ends starting next year. Next year, Chandler will have to pay somewhere
between six hundred thousand and $1.2 million. These numbers are still very uncertain
for the for the fixed bus route on top of these additional costs of Paratransit and
RideChoice.

Ms. Nancy Jackson, Senior Transportation Planning Program Coordinator: Chair,
if | may just add to that as well. The number of accessible trips has gone up. The
number of accessible trips are increasing, the costs are increasing and trips outside the
service area — all these factors continue to increase our costs.

Commissioner Johnson: For Paratransit and RideChoice are we charging anything for
that service?

Mr. Crampton: To passengers?
Commissioner Johnson: Yes.

Mr. Crampton: Yes. There is a four ($4) dollar fare for Paratransit and a three ($3)
dollar fare for RideChoice. RideChoice is a cheaper service for the city to provide so we
charge a lower fare to encourage people to use that service instead of Paratransit

Commissioner Johnson: Has there been any discussion about increasing the rate
they are charged?

Mr. Crampton: No, unfortunately we cannot increase the Paratransit fare. We are
federally required to charge no more than two times the bus pass which is two ($2)
dollars. So, unless the bus pass increases, we cannot increase the fare for Paratransit,
and we don’t want to increase the fare for RideChoice because people would not be
incentivized to take the lower cost service.
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Commissioner Kresich: You were referring to last year - comparing these numbers to
last year. Are last year the numbers that were in the initial IGA that was established?

Mr. Crampton: Yes.
Commissioner Kresich: Was that not under the new proposition’s rules?

Mr. Crampton: Last year was fiscal year 2025-26 Proposition 479 came into effect
January 1, 2026. Because it was a half a year of each proposition it would have made
for a very confusing and cumbersome transition, so MAG and Valley Metro worked with
the cities to allow us to use Prop 400 rules for all of last year.

Commissioner Kresich: The Proposition rules start now?

Mr. Crampton: Yes.

Chair Heineking: Any further discussion or questions? Would anyone like to make a
motion?

Vice Chair Olsen: | will make the motion to recommend that City Council authorize an
Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between the Regional Public Transportation
Authority (RPTA) and the City of Chandler to provide fixed bus, paratransit and
RideChoice services for Fiscal Year 2026-27.

Commissioner Henderson: Second.

Chair Heineking: Motion was made by Vice Chair Olsen and Commissioner Henderson
seconded. All in favor say aye. Any opposed? None. We are unanimous.

Ms. Passey: Motion passes, 7-0.

Chair Heineking: Jason, our next item is the Valley Metro Bus Network Redesign.
3. Valley Metro Bus Network Redesign

Mr. Crampton: Thank you, Chair. We have Aaron Xavier, Service Planning Manager
for Valley Metro, presenting tonight. Aaron will be presenting on bus network redesign
which is looking at the entire regional bus system but has recommendations that might
be region-wide and some that might apply to the City of Chandler. | will turn the time
over to Aaron for the details.



Mr. Aaron Xavier, Service Planning and GIS Manager VM: Thank you, Jason, Chair
and commissioners, it's a pleasure to be here. We are currently undergoing a bus
network redesign, or the more formal term is comprehensive operational analysis.
Typically transit agencies will do this about every ten years. Valley Metro hasn’t done
one in about 20 years, so we are well overdue, especially after COVID a lot of things
changed (the way people get around). The travel demand is just how people’s travel
patterns have changed quite a bit. It was time to take a fresh look at what travel
patterns look like, make sure that we are realigning the services that we provide to meet
that demand and not to essentially keep serving up the same old thing. We need to
make sure it’s fresh, it'’s relevant and not on the tide of some of the troubling trends we
have seen but make the service more relevant.

Agenda
¢ BNR Background and Progress
e Key Findings
e Opportunity for Improvement
e Connection with 479
o Next Steps

Bus Network Redesign Overview

Why is a Bus Network Redesign Important
Phase | Public Engagement

Key Finding

State of the System

Characteristics of Valley Metro Riders

Areas of Immediate Attention

Ridership Overview

Top 15 Route Carry Almost Half of Riders
Ridership and Service by Time of Day

Valley Residents Use Transit Too Much For Work
Valley Residents Spend too Much Time on the Bus
Service Priority for Riders (Survey)

Service Priority for Non-Riders (Survey)

Commissioner Kresich: Were those priorities that you provided, are they ranked or did
they come up with these?

Mr. Xavier: | believe these were pre-populated.
Commissioner Kresich: | don’t see faster service or shorter rides like you are talking

about or spending too much time on the bus. | guess, more frequency might be
interpreted that way, but not really. It's not the same.



Mr. Crampton: | believe maybe Limited Stop Service will get to that, maybe because
you’re not stopping at every corner, you're every one mile, so the bus would travel faster
you may have less time on the bus. But it's not the direct question you’re asking.

Commissioner Kresich: It's Implied. Is there a reason you didn’t ask that question
directly?

Vice Chair Olsen: | think more direct service and fewer transfers - the second most
popular one, that’s how | interpret that one as well.

Commissioner Kresich: | think they are telling you they want faster service, but it's
indirect.

Mr. Xavier: Continued his presentation:

Chandler Service Evaluation
e Cost per passenger

Commissioner Kresich: This is operating costs correct?
Mr. Xavier: Operating net costs, including fare revenue.
Commissioner Kresich: Not the capital costs of the equipment?
Mr. Xavier: No, capital costs.
Mr. Crampton: But capital costs like acquiring the bus is included in the rates that we
pay. The bus depreciation would be in there, although we get 85% of the bus cost paid
for with federal money so that would not be included (the federal side). But the fifteen
percent we pay locally for the bus should be included in this number, right?
Mr. Xavier: Yes, that will be in there. Things like the bus stop would not be included.
He continued with his presentation:
Chandler Service Evaluation

e Recovery Percentage by Route — Local Routes
Chandler Resident Survey Results
Commissioner Kresich: I’'m not sure I’'m understanding. Is this telling us that Chandler

residents who completed the survey, NONE, ranked frequency as the most important?
Is that correct?



Mr. Xavier: The scale is one is the lowest importance and five is the highest
importance. So, frequency nobody said it was not important, and the same response
for distance.

Mr. Xavier continued with his presentation:

Opportunities for Improvement
Ongoing Challenges
Service Frequency and Access
Cost Structure Implications
e Mileage-based payments
e Jurisdiction-based funding
Connection with 479
Original RSTIIP ($2020) VS Updated RSTIIP ($2027)
TLCP Preservation Options
Tough Tradeoffs
Next Steps
e Engage city staff and management through mid-summer
e Present draft network plan to Board in September
e Solicit public feedback fall 2026
e Present final plan to Board of Directors early 2027

Commissioner Kresich: Am | correct in understanding the plan will be specific to
individual groups with mapping changes and such? It's not just strategic in general like
some plans?

Mr. Xavier: Yes, this is definitely not an exercise in philosophy. We currently have a
comprehensive list of changes by every route in each city, including schedule
modifications, alignment changes, comparisons of conditions before and after the
proposed updates and how these changes affect mileage, which in turn will influence
the funding allocations for the agencies involved.

We are continuing to work through these details through the summer. This information
may be shared with you at a later date or may be provided before it is released to the
public. Our team will continue refining the analysis and recommendations for both
organizations. We have a preliminary draft in place and have reviewed it with Jason and
his staff to gather their feedback. We have developed a complete set of
recommendations, which really represents the substance of this entire effort.

Chair Heineking: We have a question online from Commissioner Heredia.

Commissioner Heredia: | have a question on jurisdictional based routes. Are there
problems with our bordering cities (Mesa and Gilbert), and routes that are not making it?
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Is there something we can do about that, to try and make the system or network have
more value and a little bit more efficient?

Mr. Xavier: Commissioner, that is an interesting question. | don’t know that we have
too many issues with the actual design. There are concerns about the level of available
funding. As we revisit forecasts of Prop 400 and 479, especially the formula most
jurisdictions anticipated on receiving additional dollars to invest in transit, but those
expectations did not materialize. As a result, agencies are becoming more cautious and
evaluating ways to reduce costs and preserve services levels. Mesa is probably one of
the more proactive cities in taking that approach. Gilbert is in a similar position,
especially since their entire system is funded solely through the regional tax. They are
closely examining their options and asking what adjustments they can make to operate
more efficiently.

There are certain things outside of your borders. For example, on Route 108, we
proposed to take away a deviation to the ASU research campus. Tempe decided, even
though it was really inefficient picking up maybe one or two people a day and costing
them a hundred thousand dollars a year they wanted to keep it. For the benefit of
Chandler it doesn’t really impact because essentially that is coming out of Tempe’s pot

As we begin examining services more closely, we're uncovering a number of political
sensitivities. In many cases, as we analyze the data and recommend inefficiencies or
ask why it is being operated this way, we are finding the decisions are sometimes driven
less by operational efficiency and more by political considerations.

But when you look at the line on the graph and it is all aggregated together, that is going
to make it look like this route represents Chandler and it’s really inefficient even though
the inefficiencies are not within our jurisdiction. That is one of the drawbacks | have
seen. For example, Route 156, which goes to Gilbert Emergency Hospital. It's not just
about the people that go there but the people that travel through it. If you have to go
from Chandler to the ASU campus at the end of the line at the beginning of Mesa at
Power Road, you are really taking a lot more people’s time incurring the costs of that
which picks up very few people. We have been told that it will help them preserve the
paratransit service and access to that hospital for everybody in the regional system. It's
saying people from Chandler can go to Mercy Gilbert Hospital. But it’s also being done
at the expense of the base funding, to keep something alive for the Paratransit funding
available and it’s on a line that you operate when people are trying to travel from one
point to another and probably not going to that place. You see how there’s certain
efficiencies baked in that are sensitive and you can’t really weed them out. But we are
trying to work and get as many of the inefficiencies out of the system as possible
without upsetting people

Commissioner Kresich: | don’t know what the latest thinking is in the transit industry.
But is there any trend towards providing service on some of these less traveled lines
using less expensive - smaller vehicles?
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Mr. Xavier: Possibly. There are a couple of ways we can make vehicles cheaper. One
is not having a diversified fleet, which we have done poorly in the past. For example, at
the MCI, we have some really fancy coaches on the express services, which adds costs
to maintenance. We have looked at which routes have lower loads that we could put a
short vehicle on them to reduce the amount of fuel. We have been trying to target that
as well and on routes like 685 that goes to Ajo which we have been using mini vans. It is
a balance. Do we add another type of fleet type. What is the package cost of the
maintenance with that, as well as the ongoing maintenance cost of the fuel costs.

Mr. Crampton: That is challenging to do also. A lot of times you see buses that are on
the street that maybe only have a few people in it. A lot of people think we should get a
smaller vehicle, for example if you look in the middle of the day it is kind of empty. But if
you look at it during the peak hours, that bus might be full. It doesn’t make sense to run
a smaller vehicle in the middle of the day and then switch to a bigger vehicle in the peak
hour. There are some routes that probably could work like maybe Ray Road — route
140 and Chandler is one that you could probably get away with a little bit smaller
vehicle, but there is probably not that many routes around the region. Maybe a select
few.

Mr. Xavier: That’'s a good point. Because the blocks — essentially what the bus does for
an entire day — it could be running not only that route but another route what we call
interlining to make it scheduled even more efficient to reduce the amount of waste of
time. Even if this route is very low, it's probably more efficient to run that higher capacity
bus on the lower demand route if we are going to interline it with a higher demand route.
The human cost (the driver) is usually the highest cost we incur.

Commissioner Brennan: A quick comment about the physical environment. | think it is
absolutely critical particularly where someone lives and where they get on the bus, as
well as where they get off the bus and then where they get off to go to their job that
takes a lot of coordination with various municipalities. | am hoping that will be part of
the process to make those kinds of physical improvements so that people are more
inclined to ride because its comfortable, at least relatively comfortable, to get from their
home to the bus stop and to get from the bus where they get out the bus to where they
work.

Mr. Xavier: Commissioner. You guys have a pretty good example here with Chandler
Flex. People took to that so much especially people that are used to riding transit. It
kind of feels like being pampered when somebody is not going to make you walk on the
hot pavement or a quarter mile to a bus stop. And it does really reduce that entry to
have that kind of service. But | think your point, not everybody in the region is so happy
to have that kind of service. We are not only doing that in this effort, getting the public
feedback, targeting where people are saying the heat is a big issue. We are also
undergoing what is called a spider-dirty mapping exercise, which is more on the
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qualitative side. We will be interviewing people while they ride from point to point and
getting their feedback on the qualitative challenges, things they see that might not be as
easily captured in a survey. We are actually getting a lot of feedback about this place is
safe and safe from the time of day and how diverse, seasonally and really digging into
things that you can’t really get out of checking a box or giving a short answer. The
region is different from other states. In other states they own all the bus stops. Here we
coordinate with our regional partners — they own the stops and we must coordinate with
them.

Commissioner Brennan: | appreciate that. As someone who rode the bus for many
years from Chandler to downtown Phoenix, there is that distance from home to where
you get on the bus and typically that is the distance or that area you are probably
walking, so that’s critical. The design of the bus stop is very critical. When you get to
the bus stop and it’s facing east in the morning and get off across the street at night and
that one is facing west somebody didn’t use their good sense to come up with the
design that is responsive to the physical environment. The other question | have is
really sort of off the subject. When | worked with the City of Phoenix they gave
employees free bus passes. Is there a program that Valley Metro works with employers
to encourage and either give free bus passes or discounted bus passes?

Mr. Xavier: They do. | believe they are trying to use that a little bit more. We work in
conjunction with the City of Phoenix, so they may actually administer that. It's not only to
employers, but schools that we try to potentially get the kids engaged. Talking about the
barriers of entry, not just walking to the stops, but actually how do | pay the fare, the
education, the dissemination of those passes has been improved in the last few years.

Commissioner Johnson: Looking at one of your slides — about half the people, the
vast majority are using transit for work and now after COVID, with so many people
working from home, | assume that really has taken a hit. So, the fact that we are about
half of what our peers are as far as 12 passengers per hour versus 22 — it seems to be
there would be a lot of room for reducing the number of buses out there. | know that is
not what you guys want to hear - reducing things. But how much of this is we have to
keep because Mesa is going out to the research center or going through Chandler. Are
we stuck with a route because they are forcing the issue? Is that something that you
guys have conversations with your peers?

Mr. Crampton: Yes, through the Chair, Commissioner Johnson. We are constantly
talking with Valley Metro, Tempe, Mesa, Gilbert about bus service changes. There are a
few cases like that where we are kind of in the middle and Elliot Road between Gilbert
and Tempe is an example of that. The only route | can think of that would be a good
example is on Priest Dr. over on the western side. There is a route that runs down
Tempe, comes through Chandler, goes to Phoenix. The City of Phoenix, when they re-
upped their transit sales tax, they increased the service on that route, running it until 11
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p.m. or midnight. Our standard in Chandler is typically to end service about 9 p.m. On
that one we are stuck. The good news is that the City of Phoenix when they added that
they offered to pay for those extra trips that run through Chandler. Usually, there is
some sort of negotiation we can work out if it is something we really don’t want to add in
Chandler. We also experience the opposite side of that as well. For example, on route
542 express route which goes to downtown Phoenix directly. Before COVID that route
was very popular in Chandler. We wanted to add service to it. Typically, we would split
the cost with the City of Phoenix because half of it is in Phoenix and half of it is in
Chandler. But Phoenix didn’t want to add service, so we just agreed to pay for the
whole extra trip. We do work together with agencies like that regularly. | definitely hear
you on the lower ridership compared to other regions many residents both in Chandler
and elsewhere that come to Chandler to work do rely on the service and when we start
cutting too much of it — it becomes unreliable for people to use for any purpose. It's
very challenging to make massive cuts to the whole network that people and business
rely on and need to do their jobs. Despite the upcoming service changes discussed
earlier Chandler will receive a significant share of the regional prop 479 funding to pay
for more than 90% of Chandler’s bus service. We definitely wouldn’t want to cut bus
service beyond that because we wouldn’t realize any savings. However, there is
potentially a little bit of room to make some service reductions that could impact the City
of Chandler budget.

Commissioner Johnson: When we are looking at the cost per passenger and there
was a couple of — | guess — 140 and 154 — looking at 27 to 30 dollars how does that
compare to RideChoice or Paratransit in costs per passenger?

Mr. Xavier: Commissioner. I'm a little rusty on the fare side of transit but my general
understanding is $25 would be at least half the cost of a typical RideChoice trip and
three times less than a Paratransit trip. I'm estimating about $75 for a Paratransit trip.

Commissioner Johnson: We are paying about $50 for RideChoice?

Mr. Crampton: It’s a little lower in Chandler. | believe we are around $34-$35 per trip
for RideChoice But yes, it is about $75 for paratransit and for Chandler Flex we are
about $22 per trip.

Commissioner Johnson: | would be interested to see if some of these routes are
empty most of the day or if there are only a couple of people on them. If we swap them
into RideChoice. Is that a possibility? Because my biggest concern is that whenever
we have a 50% bump this year for the city and it is going to be 100% next year, I'm a
fiscal guy, that’s a big concern for me.

Mr. Crampton: Just a little more background on that. Chandler has been lucky in the
last four or five years we have not had to pay for bus service. Before that, we did have
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to pay a couple of million dollars every year for bus service. We have been able to
leverage regional funding over the last five years to realize savings. That increase that
we will see next year is getting us back closer to where we have been historically but
still paying less than we used to. But it is still tough because we were saving so much
over the past five years. But again, we are getting back to our typical local expenditure.

Commissioner Johnson: On the last slide you said the reports going to the board of
directors. Who is the board of directors?

Mr. Xavier: That’s the Valley Metro Board which is the local elected officials.

Mr. Crampton: Council member O.D. Harris is our representative on the Valley Metro
Board.

Chair Heineking: The next item is a briefing on Jacaranda Parkway.
4. Jacaranda Parkway Protected Bike Lane Project
Mr. Crampton: Introduced and turned the time over to Mr. Rocha.

Mr. Rocha: Thank you Chair and Commissioners. | will very briefly speak to you on the
Jacaranda Parkway Protected Bike Lane Project. It is our newest project for our bike
infrastructure in the City of Chandler (presentation):

Why Jacaranda Parkway

Current Conditions

Proposed Improvements

Timeline

Chair Heineking: What is the speed limit on that road?
Mr. Rocha: | believe it is 25 mph because it is a residential street.

Commissioner Johnson: What is the demand for this? | know you just said that there
were some folks that were excited about it coming in. What is the demand that is
pushing these programs — for projects like this?

Mr. Rocha: The Protected Bike Lane Study looked at that. We have some counts as
well. It didn’t show that number of cyclists there and we didn’t have anybody directly
contact us about this specific project, but we have heard from people wanting increased
comfort and cycling infrastructure. We have heard from organizations like Bike
Chandler that is a local group that wants to see more of that in the city, not specifically
this project, but the need for enhanced bike infrastructure in the city as a whole. We
also used the fact that this specific project was identified in the protected bike lane study
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and chose one to go first and test out this new methodology different from the primary
protected bike lane to make sure it works.

Mr. Crampton: Through the Chair. When we developed the Transportation Master Plan
Update, we did a robust public outreach and surveyed over one thousand Chandler
residents. The feedback that we received was consistent — we want to bike in Chandler,
but we don’t feel comfortable doing it in bike lanes on streets. We need to have more
protected bike lanes, more separated paths and more things like this to make people
feel comfortable and safe when biking. | think there is a public demand out there.

There is not going to be as many people on bikes as there are cars on streets, but there
is certainly a demand for it.

Commissioner Johnson: You stated low cost - how much is the cost on this one?

Mr. Crampton: We haven'’t gotten our final cost estimated from the design, but | think
we are going to probably be in the two-to-three-hundred-thousand-dollar range. We
plan to use city forces to install the posts. Itis very low cost. It may not sound that low,
but it is a four-mile-long project, and we are doing both sides of the road so it’s really
eight miles of bike lanes, and we are under $100,000 per mile. It is pretty impressive in
comparison to other protected bike lane projects.

Commissioner Brennan: You said you had counts for the bicycles on that loop?
Mr. Rocha: Yes, but | don’t have them on top of my head.

Commissioner Brennan: Okay. Have there been any bike versus vehicle incidents
where there have been injuries to a bicyclist?

Mr. Rocha: One | can report on. It was an accident that happened about a year ago or
less. It wasn’t exactly in the loop, but it was somebody that was riding on Ocotillo Road
trying to do a left hand turn to access the loop and got hit by a vehicle close to that
intersection as they were trying to merge left to be able to access the loop. Other than
that, | don’t know if Jason is aware or any other reports.

Mr. Crampton: No, not off the top of my head, I'm not sure.

Commissioner Brennan: So, there haven’t been a lot of accidents or incidents except,
just that one.

Mr. Rocha: Not that we have heard of. But again, this could be because people don’t
feel comfortable or safe riding.
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Commissioner Brennan: | think | would feel safer on this street than | would on most
arterial streets. Just a comment. As a member of Bike Chandler, we talk to a lot of
residents at the innovations fair and also prior to the family bike ride and everybody we
talk to have stated that they do not ride on the arterial streets because they are
extremely dangerous. At least they feel that they are dangerous or they don'’t feel safe.
They certainly don’t allow their children to ride on the arterial streets. We have one
member of Bike Chandler, who last year rode 6,000 miles, he rides on the arterial
streets, he is the only one. The concern is that we, and | understand this is a fairly low
cost project, but | would hope in the future we could focus on some of the streets where
there may not be any accidents just because nobody rides on the bike lanes. | think we
need to think more about having to protect bike lanes on some of our arterial streets
that are basically very unsafe for children, but certainly for adults too who don’t want to
lose their life because someone’s going forty-five or fifty miles an hour. Or maybe we
can lower our speed limit on our arterial streets.

Mr. Crampton: Through the chair. We are going to be conducting a safe streets for all
road safety action plan coming up that this group will be heavily involved with. We wiill
look at all kinds of things regarding road safety. So very good thoughts there. One
thing | will mention is with these protected bike lanes, we are focusing more on collector
streets than arterials because of the high speeds on arterials and the limited space that
we have is not very conducive to placing these types of amenities in the roadways. We
have gone back and forth with some different groups in the city on this. But as of now,
the desire is to focus on collectors. But | agree wholeheartedly that arterial bike lane
safety is definitely a challenge we need to figure out.

Commissioner Kresich: | wanted to check my understanding. You said, | think after
your presentation, that this was identified in a previous study project for like a
demonstration project. Is that what this is essentially to test the activists or something
of those horizontal — I;m sorry -the vertical separation?

Mr. Crampton: It was not ranked as the number one project but was still a highly
ranked project. However, It was the most shovel ready project from our feasibility study.
This project is the first and best project due to ease and quickest way to advance one of
these projects. In a way it is a demonstration project. We do have a capital
improvement fund that as of now is programmed to provide about three hundred
thousand dollars every other year for these types of projects. Depending on how this
goes, how it is received, how we can maintain it, things like that will kind of formulate
what we do moving forward with other types of low-cost, quick-build projects like this
elsewhere in the city.

Chair Heineking: Thank you. Next is information items.

Information items
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5. April 2026 Project Status Update List

Mr. Crampton: Quick update on the project status list. We will begin the Roadway
Safety Action Plan soon. That is going to council next week for the contract with a
design consultant Y2k Engineering. We will be back to the commission to discuss that.

The Frye Road Protected Bike Lane. Wanted to update you since we will not be
meeting again until after July. Frye road will be closed west of Arizona through about
mid-May and will reopen with new medians installed in the center of the roadway, as
well as medians separating out the bike lanes from the vehicle lanes. Then east of
Arizona Avenue installing the rest of the stripping, the green paint and the vertical
elements, which will separate the bike lanes from the vehicles beginning in late May or
June, so it will actually look like a protected bike lane.

Ashely Trail Project, we have contractor on board so we should start construction
activities soon. They are waiting on acquiring some parts like the traffic signal. So once
that comes in, that will get to the construction activities.

Chair Heineking: Any questions on the projects list?

Commissioner Brennan: | have a comment on Frye Rd. At the intersections the bike
lanes are raised or go up which | think is a great idea.

Members Comments/Announcements
Chair Heineking: Next is Members’ Comments or Announcements.

Mr. Crampton: Through the chair. | have a couple of announcements. The first is the
city of looking at an ebike regulations. You may hear about it in the news. We had a
council work session recently and on May 215t we will take the ordinance to council for
consideration for adoption. It’'s a direction that council wanted to go to get some policy
in place. All the other cities around Chandler have regulations on ebikes and we were
like the last one standing without regulations. We are moving forward with this, and |
can come back and provide a presentation on what the regulations are, which mostly
pertain to the Class Il ebikes, which are faster and putting some age restrictions,
restrictions on riding on sidewalks, as well as helmet requirements for youth.

Finally, | wanted to announce that Commissioner Brennan, this is his last meeting. He
has been with us for six years now. We very much appreciate his service and has been
a great addition to the commission over the years. We have a little parting gift for you,
Commissioner Brennan.
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Commissioner Brennan: Thank you. | didn’t know they had Brennan cups. Very nice.
Thank you very much.

Chair Heineking: | think I've been doing it for four or five years now and | always
appreciate your comments. It's been a pleasure serving with you.

Commissioner Brennan: It been a wonderful experience. I've done my entire career in
a planning profession, and | was on the other side of the table so to speak. This was the
first time on the citizen side of the table.

Chair Heineking: Anyone else? | will also mention that this will be my last meeting as
chair. Think about it you want to nominate yourself or someone else for Chair at our
next meeting. | guess will start out as chair and then transition.

Commissioner Kresich: When did you say the next meeting was?

Ms. Passey: The next meeting will be on August 19, at 5:30 p.m.

Chair Heineking: We are adjourned.

ADJOURNED: 6:52 p.m.
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Date: 08/19/2026
To: Transportation Commission
From: Hezequias Rocha, Transportation Planning Program Coordinator

Subject: Acquisition of Property rights for the Paseo Trail Crossing Improvements
Project

Proposed Motion:
Move to recommend that City Council authorize the acquisition of property rights, for the Paseo Trail
Crossing Improvements Project.

Background/Discussion

This project, which will bridge an essential missing gap in the Paseo Trail path system, will enhance
pedestrian and bicycle facilities along the Salt River Project's (SRP) Consolidated Canal between
Queen Creek Road and McQueen Road. This project was recommended as a mid-term
recommendation (2026-2030).

A Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) funded study was completed in 2022 to assess possible
improvements to the unimproved pathway segment and major arterial crossing solutions where the
canal intersects McQueen Road and Queen Creek Road. The project will add a 10ft-wide concrete path
along the canal bank between McQueen Road and Queen Creek Road, as well as a new 10ft-wide
concrete path on the east side of McQueen Road to allow path users to safely cross McQueen Road at
Amazon Access Road. The project will also provide new pathway lighting, improve accessibility, and
improve connectivity between existing bicycle and pedestrian networks.

The improvements require the purchase of a temporary construction easement. Funds are set aside to
pay for acquisitions, and the amount will be determined by the appraisals once prepared.
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Date: 08/19/2026

To: Transportation Commission

From: Sheri Passey, Management Assistant
Subject: Loop 202 (I-10 to L-101) Project

Background/Discussion
Loop 202 (I-10 to L-101) Project. Presentation by Ronald S. Szwiec, Jr., PE ADOT

Attachments
Loop 202



SR 202L—-1-10 to SR 101L
(MP 50.0 - MP 57.0)

Ron Szwiec - TYPSA
August 19, 2026
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Project Overview
It 4

101

Ed |

‘ @» Project Area \

BNAdd one GPL in each direction from 1-10.to SR104L

» Widen exit ramps from one to two lanes
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SR 202 San Tan Widening

o Westbound - 1-10 to Kyrene Road and McClintock Drive to
SR 101L- 1 HOV Lane, 4 GPLs and 1 Aux Lane

o Westbound - Kyrene Road to McClintock Drive - 1 HOV Lane
and 4 GPLs

o Eastbound -1-10 to Kyrene Road - 2 HOV Lane, 4 GPLs and 1
Aux Lane

o Eastbound - Kyrene Road to SR 101L - 1 HOV Lane, 4 GPLs

and 1 Aux Lane | '
.



ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

56th Street Overpasses

s

Widen EB SR 202L OP 12
feet

Widen [-10 Ramp S-E OP
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Traffic Interchanges
Kyrene Road

Add WB exit lane




ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Traffic Interchanges
McClintock Drive

Add EB exit lane




ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

#1421152: Curb Ramp
Warning Grooves
#1421153: APS

M Reach Distance >10"

1421133: Curb Ramp |
amp Landing > 2%

o Reconstruct Curb Ramps, Gutter, and Islands

ross Slope > 2%
1421134: APS
each Distance >10"

_| #1421135: Curb Ramp 4 — ~ =< _"v
Ramp Landing > 2% . a + S =

Warning Greoves
#1421150: Curb Ramp
Ramp Landing > 2% |
Warning Grooves
#1421151: APS
Reach Distance >10"

| #1421136: APS
l Reach Distance >10°

o Extend Sidewalk to Pedestrian Push Button(s)

#1421155: Ped Island ||
Warning Grooves

wpraRY

Kyrene Road

o Install Detectable Warnings

Cross Slope > 2%
Ramp Landing > 2%
Waming Grooves

‘ : = / *| #1421146: Curb Ramp
Q £ ] #1421140: APS s Ramp Landing > 2%
o Replace Pedestrian Push Button(s), and : | we
~ ! - ross Slope > 2%
~ 5 i J’ 4 #1421!47? APS
- Reach Distance >10"
Distance from Crosswalk > 5'

Install New Pedestrian Push Button(s)

#1421141: Curb Ramp
Ramp Landing > 2%
Warning Grooves
#1421142: APS

*| Reach Distance >10"

#1012784: Sidewalk
Cross Slope > 2%

| Cross Slope > 2%
Warning Grooves
#1421145: APS
Reach Distance >10"
Distance from Crosswalk > 5'

o Reconstruct Sidewalk

#KYOBO002: Obstruction
Lip at each end 17 high
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Retaining Walls
Existing Sound Barriers




Traffic

Signing and Striping
Lighting
Freeway Management System

Maintenance of Traffic




Landscape, Irrigation & Aesthetics

Match Existing Features
Existing Retaining and Soundwalls to be repainted

City of Chandler may fund painting of aesthetic accents

varying from ADOT Standards

' -
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Final Design Schedule

Stage Il (60%) Stage IV (95%)
Submittal Submittal Construction Start
08.21.2026 Fall 2026

- Public Meeting Stage V (PS&E) Submittal ‘



Construction Costs

Updated DCR Estimate at $113.5M

Programmed for $120.8 M in Fiscal Year 2027
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Background/Discussion
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Roadway Safety Action Plan



Roadway Safety
Action Plan

Transportation Commission

August 19, 2026

ROAD SAFETY ACTION PLAN
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AGENDA

1. Safety Moment
2. Project Overview
3. CrashFacts

4. Focus Areas
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Safety Moment

Safer Speeds
Save Lives

Kinetic energy increases
dramatically with speed.
Higher speeds mean
greater impact forces and
greater risk of severe injury
or death.

Drive the Speed
_ Limit

Lower speeds give

you more time to react
and reduce the severity
of a crash.

CHANDLER
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Reaction Distance (ft)*+ - Braking Distance (ft) = Total Stopping Distance

25 mph | 367 m 96.7 - Stops in time

30 mph 44 130.4§l - Stops in time

35 mph | 513 m 169 - Hits at 14 mph

40 mpn (115870 T e ) 2125 s at 25 mph

45 mph 66 “ 260.5 - Hits at 34 mph

°

Vehicle stopping
distance by speed
compared to an
American football field.

»-| ols-

Lo

’ i t:n e
4lo-| 3lo- L

Source: City of Phoenix, SS4A-Funded Speed Limit Setting Study (2026), phoenix.gov/roadsafety
* Assumes 1 second reaction time
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SS4A Program Overview

« USDOT Grant Program

 Focuses onreducing fatalities and
serious injuries

» Uses the Safe System Approach to
improve safety for all road users

» Positions Chandler to pursue future
implementation grants

« The Chandler RSAP will be completed
and adopted in time to position the City
forthe 2028 Spring cycle
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What is the RSAP? Elements of the Plan

- $700,000 total project Leadership
investment, including the Comen tment

City's 20% local match Setting

« Develop a comprehensive
Roadway Safety Action Plan

« Coversallusers — people
walking, bicycling, driving, fngeguamal

and taking transit and
Collaboration

Strategy

and Project
Selection
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Project Team and Engagement Structure

Working together to create a safer transportation system in Chandler.

CHANDLER
ﬁa rrzona

ity of Ch |
City of Chandler 000
¢ Project management CQ'}

s Technical review

¢ Implementation coordination

PROJECT LEADERSHIP & CORE TEAM

Y2K Engineering

¢ Prime consultant

¢ Project management

Safety analysis

Planning
e Engagement

Technical Support

TYLin
Supporting with
public engagement
and project
development

!

~
Road Safety Task Force
Stakeholder working group providing
local knowledge and feedback to
help shape the plan.
L l J
Public & Stakeholders

z

U<

ENGINEERING, LLC.

'

PO

I,

Transportation Commission

e Reviews key findings and plan direction
* Provides feedback at major project milestones

'

Residents, businesses, community organizations, schools, and other partners
provide input throughout the planning process.
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Five-Year Crash Analysis (2021-2025)

16,236 356 74

eeeeeee jury (SI) Crashes Fatal (K
Total Crashes

R & i'?ﬁ i‘i“?ﬁ
79% 21% 25% 10% 6%

Involved People Driving Involved People Involved People

Left-Tur Motorcycles Walking Riding a Bicycle
Cra hTyp

+ o & A H

Cost of Crashes = $1,563,277,415
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High Injury Network (HIN)

- 16 signalized intersections

- 7.5% of Chandler signalized

intersections (excluding traffic

interchanges)

. 20% of KSl crashes

- 29 roadway segments

- 13.2 miles (4% of Chandler roadway

network)

. 17% of KSI crashes
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What Factors are Driving Severe Outcomes?

ki A So

Left-Turn
Crashes at
NEGQELS

Red-light

Running Impairment

Younger :
: , Older Drivers
Unrestrained Drivers (65+)

(<25)
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Road Safety Task Force
Input

gl ~ 3 B A LAl A
» Validate crash analysiswithlocal | amma  amom owounr cmma G| g
experience bl B - - o B S - - RS -
« Identify location-specific
con.cerns and c?m.:ext 4h & S .or @B
 Refine the preliminary Focus Areas | % S
» Highlight school-related safety m B -l B ol o S R R -
concerns > 1
 (
. . « 4o ﬁ‘€| ant MAR]COPA
:Ddaer ?I’gglysﬁlg sstlng programs and S mesaaz g&t Te,ﬂ;e COUNTY
» Surface new data and coordination
opportunities 6 @ o
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Focus Areas Where They Matter Most

Crash analysis and stakeholder input identified Five Focus Areas to reduce fatal and serious
injury crashesin Chandler.

Five Focus Areas

People Walking & Motorcyclist & Safer Driving Speed Roadway
Bicycling Emerging Mobility Behaviors Management Environment

ey B TR E
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People Walking & Bicycling

Pedestrians and bicyclists experience a disproportionate share of severe crashes, requiring
safer, more accessible facilities for all users.

This focus area includes:
Sidewalks and shared-use paths
Crosswalks and pedestrian crossings R

TAR DOWNTOWN CHANDLER
School Area Improvements e el

Bicycle facilities
Transit access
Lighting and visibility
ADA accessibility
Midblock crossings

PCHANDLER PARK ¢

CHANDLER
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Motorcyclists & Emerging Mobility

Motorcyclists and micromobility users are overrepresented in severe crashes, highlighting the
need for targeted safety improvements.

Shared

Roadway
Interactions

Rider

Motorcycles E-Bikes E-Scooters Micromobility Golf Carts Awareness

LN — A0~
'_gp 5}.‘ @ﬁj
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Safer Driving Behaviors

Safer driving behaviors can reduce crash frequency and severity through education,
enforcement, policy, and roadway design.

This focus areaincludes:

Distracted Driving
Impaired Driving
Red-light Running

Failure to Yield
Aggressive Driving
Seat Belt Use
Driver Awareness

CHANDLER
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Speed Management

Managing speeds appropriate for the roadway context is one of the most effective ways to
reduce crash frequency and severity.

Appropriate Travel
Speeds

Context-sensitive
Speed Management

Speed Transition

School Zones Areas

CHANDLER
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Roadway Environment

Roadway design can reduce conflicts, improve visibility, and create safer streets for all users
across the transportation network.

This focus areaincludes:

Signalized Intersections Roadway Geometry
Unsignalized Intersections < Access Management
Arterials Sight Distance

High Injury Network Lane Configuration
Signal Operations Median Treatments
Left Turn Treatments Railroad Crossings

CHANDLER
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RSAP Engagement & Collaboration

Phase
02

Phase
01

Share the draft RSAP
and confirm that the
recommendations
reflect community
values and priorities

Present draft
strategies and seek
direction on priorities
and implementation
trade-offs.

Introduce the plan, its
goals, and gather
feedback on unsafe
locations, behaviors,
and roadway features.

CHANDLER
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Phase 1 Engagement Goals

- Build awareness of the City of Chandler Road Safety Action Plan
(RSAP).

« Educate the community and all stakeholders, elected officials about
major crash types, killed and serious injury crashes, crash factors, etc.
in Chandler.

« Identify community concerns and gather local knowledge.
« Mapping exercise
« Goalsand objectives
« Crashtypeinput

- Build participation from historically underrepresented communities
and establish a foundation for future engagement.
« Anonlineengagement hub
« Meeting people where they will already be at
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Phase 1 Engagement

CHANDLER

Warlzona

Launches September 1st!

Comprehensive

Notification | Messaging, Visuals,

Materials, Activities

Package

Online & Virtual
Engagement

In-Person Activities

Community Touchpoints

Chandler Contigo Hispanic
Heritage Kickoff — Sept. 12th

Chandler Downtown Farmers
Market — Sept. 26th

Tabling at Sunset Library
GAIN Events — Oct. 17th

Online Engagement

Webpage

Newsletters & Social Media

Bus Shelter Posters w/ QR Codes
Social Pinpoint

« Interactive Map

« Survey

« Multi-Lingual options
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Questions?

ROAD SAFETY ACTION PLAN

CHANDLER | | £
G Y

Community of Innovat ion | Sougf® ENGINEERING , LLC.
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Subject: August 2026 Project Status Update List

Attachments
Project Status List



Transportation Project Status - August 2026

PROJECT
0 COST
ROADWAY AND TRAFFIC PROJECTS Designer Contractor Status Comments
ESTIMATE
(SMILLIONS
ST1804 Chandler Heights Road Improv. [Gibert Road to Val Vista Diive for two Kimtoy-Hom Suniand Asphlt Projoct s n coscout Foderal Funds 080
through lanes each direction]
ST2001 Lindsay Road Improv. [Ocoilo Road to Hunt Highway for two Kimley-Hom Acehn-Gardner Construction underway. Completion anticipated in Summer 2028 Federal Funds $22.50
through lanes in each direction]
ST2007 Hamilton Street Improv. [Appleby Road to Carob Drive] Nfra Consultants Redpoint Project i in closeout Federal Funds $5.20
ST2103 Intersection Improv. at Ray Road and Dobson Road Kimley Horn tod Design is currently at 100%. Project is anticipated to go out to bid summer 2026, |Grant funds & local funds $11.85
ST2301 Armstrong Way and Hamilton Street Improvement (Improves the south Design underway. Construction tentatively scheduled Winter
half of Armstrong Way and the west half of Hamilton Street) EPS Group, Inc tod 2026. Local Funds $2.00
'ST2303 Cooper Road - Insight Loop Extension (Connects Cooper Road to Insight nsteo - Design s currently at 90%. Project needs ROW, and anicipates Local Funds 5930
Way & Emmett Dr intersection) going out to bid Summer 2026.
ST2309 Alma School Road Germann Rd to Queen Creek Rd (widening Alma School ) Design is currently at 100%. Project needs utiity clearances and is anticipated to
Road from Germann Road to Queen Creek Road) Olsson Associates tod 90 out to bid early 2026 Local Funds $11.30
ST2310 Alley Rehab PM10 Dust Emissions Reduction Phase 3 (FMA Areas 6, 24, 26, Premier / Olsson tbd Construction is currently out to bid. Federally Funded $3.50
ST2403 McQueen Road Improvements - Warner Road to Pecos Road Study Kimley-Horn and ) ) ; Study is Locally Funded, Project will be Federally Funded and
(Study to widen McQueen Road in three phases from Wamer Road to Pecos Road) Associates NA Design Study is closed out. Design of Phase 1 to start Fiscal Year 27-28 Design starts in FY 27-28 $84.00
ST2503 Kyrene Road Improvements - (Loop 202 to Chandler Bivd) (Widening Kimley-Horn and ) )
Kyrene Road from the Loop 202 Santan to Chandler Bivd including the intersection) Associates 1od Projectis currently in design Federal Funds (RARF ALCP) $45.00
ST2504 Arizona Avenue and Warner Road Intersection Improvement TYPSA Inc. tbd Preparing for Design phase. Waiting for Warner study to provide guidance on Local Funds. $1.50
roadway layout
ST2603 Warner Road (Price Rd to Arizona Avenue) Study (Study to widen Warner )
Road In thrad phase from Price Road t Aizons Avenus) TYPSA Inc. NA Design study only underway Local Funds $14.00
ST2604 Chandler Boulevard Roadway Improvements (Price Road to Dobson Kimley-Horn and
Road) - il and Overiay Pl tod Preparing for Design phase Federal Funded $6.30
ST2404 Wilis Rd Improvement (Vine St to 1600 ft east) Strand tod Design is at 95%. Project needs to wait unil ST2007 Hamilton Street Improvement |, o\ ¢4 $3.00
proejct is completed
PR2106 Ryan Rd Improvements (RR xing to McQueen Rd) - Tumbleweed Park " Design is approaching 95%. GMP3 will include roadway
Diamond Field Complex Huitt-Zollars Hunter construction anticipated for Fall 2026. Local Funds $6.00
ST2405 Turf to Xeriscape Program Phase | (Various Locations) J2 Engineering ELT Construction for Phase | is complete. Design for Phase Il is strarting Local Funds $4.60
PROJECT
PEDESTRIAN, BICYCLE, AND TRANSIT PROJECTS Designer Contractor Status Comments COST
ESTIMATE
::f:los Frye Road Protected Bike Lanes [Paseo Trallto San Marcos TY Lin Granite Construction Co Construction underway. Completion anticipated in Fall 2026. ﬁ;:isn’v'”""“ grant awarded for construction and $650,000 for $14.00
TP2202 Kyrene Branch and Highline Canal Shared Use Paths Kimley-Horn tbd Design and Right-of-Way complete. Construction in late 2026 Es::{::g‘r::‘s have been awarded to fund study, design and $4.50
Ashley and Paseo Trails Connection V2K Engineering tbd Study and design completed by Y2K. Construction in mid-late 2026, i‘:j& ‘;"ua:fd;e:e’a"y funded. Construction and design are $1.00
Completed study to develop preliminary design for a Paseo Trail crossing of
Paseo Trail Riggs Road Crossing Kimley Horn tod Riggs Road and construction of the path between Riggs Road Awarded $60,000 federal grant for study. $0.06
and Hunt Highway.
' Design complete. Pilot area complete. ining totake |Locally funded project wil add low-cost, quick-buiid protected bike lanes to
Jacaranda Protected Bike Lanes Burgess & Niple tod place September - November 2026. approximately 4 miles of bike lanes on Jacaranda Parkway. $0.40
. _— Study underway. Comprehensive study to analyze safety for all road users and | Awarded $560,000 Safe Streets for All grant to complete study
Y Safety Action Plan Y2K Engineering NIA develop i icip: in Summer/ Fall 2027 (with 20% local match). $0.70
Waymo partnership began Septenber 2025. Passengers may be able to take a trip [ Awarded $2 Milion grant for project startup and two years of
Chandler Flex NIA Via on Waymo when Chandler Flex is at full capacity and cannot provide a requested  [operations. Awarded $1 Million congressionaly-directed $1.4 Annually
trip. spending grant to continue operations
E-Bike Regulations N/A NIA City adopted E-bike regulations that became effective in June 2026, Regulations set age limils, helmet requirements, and specify what types of e- $1.4 Annually

bikes can be ridden where and at what speeds.
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