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1. Introduction 
The Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization (CYMPO) Sundog Connector Design Concept 
Report (DCR) describes the development and evaluation of the proposed future corridor, Sundog Connector. 
This project is located in Yavapai County within the CYMPO boundaries. The Study Area is located in the 
jurisdictional limits of the City of Prescott, the Town of Prescott Valley, and unincorporated Yavapai County. 
Sundog Connector is a proposed future arterial corridor that may provide an additional east-west multimodal 
transportation corridor between the City of Prescott and the Town of Prescott Valley. The proposed western 
terminus is located along Prescott Lakes Parkway at the existing Sundog Connector roundabout. The 
proposed eastern terminus is located at existing Sundog Ranch Road approximately 750 feet northwest of the 
Sundog Ranch Road signalized intersection at State Route (SR) 69. 

�:�L�W�K���E�R�W�K���F�R�P�P�H�U�F�L�D�O���D�Q�G���U�H�V�L�G�H�Q�W�L�D�O���G�H�Y�H�O�R�S�P�H�Q�W�V���X�Q�G�H�U�Z�D�\�����W�K�H���U�H�J�L�R�Q�p�V���F�R�U�H���S�R�S�X�O�D�W�L�R�Q���F�H�Q�W�H�U���L�V���V�H�U�Y�H�G��
by one major east-west travel corridor, SR 69. As articulated in the CYMPO Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP), year 2045 volumes on SR 69 are expected to be 42,000 vehicles per day (vpd) at the approach to 
Yavapai Hills and 48,000 vpd near the east terminus at Sundog Ranch Road. Even with programmed and 
future roadway improvements and expansions of SR 69 to an ultimate six-lane divided highway, continued 
congestion is expected. Additionally, reliability will remain a concern in the event of crashes and closures due 
to limited nearby alternative route detouring.  

The Yavapai Hills residential community of more than 1,100 homes and additional growth opportunity is 
nestled in the foothills on the north side of SR 69. As development extends further north, access in and out of 
the neighborhood becomes increasingly difficult due to the undulating terrain and singular community access 
point. There is a heightened concern about emergency access as well as possible evacuation needs for 
unforeseen natural disasters such as wildfires, particularly given the rugged terrain.  

The City of Prescott previously conducted the 2013 Sundog Connector Corridor Study, funded through the 
Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) Planning Assistance for Rural Areas (PARA) program. This 
corridor analysis conducted a planning and engineering analysis, developed potential corridor alternatives, 
and identified potential constraints of a Sundog Connector route.  

The purpose of this follow-on DCR is to identify and evaluate engineering alternatives, including Build and No-
Build Alternatives, to assess the benefits, constraints, opportunities, and impacts of different potential corridor 
alignments, cross-sections, and amenities of a new roadway. An Environmental Overview (EO) will be 
developed as part of this DCR. The DCR process does not represent a commitment to construction but 
instead enables the corridor to be assessed in greater detail to address concerns and provide an engineering 
basis for future decision-making. 

To ensure that the DCR process incorporates local input and public engagement, it was conducted with the 
guidance of a Sundog technical advisory committee (STAC). This committee is composed of representatives 
from various agencies�p CYMPO TAC representative and planning, public works, and other departmental staff.  

1.1 Study Area 

The Sundog Connector is an approximately 3.6-mile-long proposed arterial corridor in Central Yavapai 
County, north of SR 69, intended to provide an additional east-west multimodal transportation corridor 
between the City of Prescott and the Town of Prescott Valley. The proposed corridor, as shown in Figure 1 
navigates through undulating terrain north of the established boundaries of the Yavapai Hills and Diamond 

Valley residential communities, with a proposed western terminus at the Sundog Connector roundabout on 
Prescott Lakes Parkway and an eastern terminus at Sundog Ranch Road.  

The connection points of the Study Area, including the western connection point at the Sundog Connector 
roundabout intersection on Prescott Lakes Parkway in the City of Prescott to the existing intersection of 
Sundog Ranch Road with SR 69 in the Town of Prescott Valley, are shown in the Study Area map (Figure 1).  

Project Goals and Objectives 

The Sundog Connector has been identified for many years as a priority for the CYMPO region to provide 
needed east-west capacity as well as additional residential access for the development forecasted and 
approved in this area.  

This corridor has been a proposed long-term regional solution for more than 20 years. It would directly serve 
the central portion of the quad-city region by alleviating traffic congestion along SR 69, providing greater east-
west access options for all modes of travel along the most congested corridor in the region and providing 
emergency access routes for the existing residential communities.  

Advancing this corridor concept to 15% design plans through a DCR process will:  

�x Allow the CYMPO STAC �W�R���I�X�O�O�\���X�Q�G�H�U�V�W�D�Q�G���W�K�H���F�R�U�U�L�G�R�U�p�V���F�R�Q�V�W�U�D�L�Q�W�V���� 
�x Identify local and regional concerns.  
�x Establish benefit and impacts of corridor implementation. 
�x Work to develop community and stakeholder consensus.  
�x �&�R�Q�I�L�U�P���W�K�H���F�R�U�U�L�G�R�U�p�V���S�X�U�S�R�V�H���D�Q�G���Q�H�H�G���� 
�x Develop viable alignment alternatives, including design detail and alignment. 
�x Provide an enhanced public involvement process. 
�x Provide needed information for decision-makers in the CYMPO region.  

Conducting a DCR is an exploratory process that does not predefine construction nor potential construction 
funding sources. Rather, it is a planning and preliminary engineering process that will identify concerns and 
constraints to inform decision-makers when considering future transportation priorities and solutions. 

1.2 Project Need 

Central Yavapai County is experiencing steady population growth in the past 10 years, particularly in the City 
of Prescott and the Town of Prescott Valley. SR 69 is the primary east-west transportation corridor providing 
connection between these two population centers. SR 69 is a high-capacity arterial highway corridor that 
ranges between four and six through lanes at various spots in the urbanized area. Currently, ADOT, in 
collaboration with CYMPO and the City of Prescott, is funding a SR 69 corridor widening project for a 1-mile 
section of SR 69 between the Prescott Lakes Parkway and Heather Heights intersections, widening the 
corridor cross-section to six traffic lanes. While this project is advancing and additional long-term planning 
efforts to continue to enhance the SR 69 corridor are ongoing, there are limited east-west route 
redundancies. SR 89 Alternative (A) is the other east-west high-capacity roadway connection between the 
two communities. SR 89A is located between approximately 3.5 and 6 miles north of SR 69. The natural 
undulating topography, with features such as Glassford Hill and the Granite Dells, limit denser roadway 
connectivity between the two communities. Therefore, SR 69 and SR 89A are the only two roadways that 
connect the communities. The Sundog Connector corridor is being assessed to potentially address the 
following needs: 
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1.2.1 Address Congestion on State Route 69 

Traffic congestion on SR 69 between the City of Prescott and the Town of Prescott Valley is observed on a 
daily basis and is progressively worsening with continued growth in traffic volumes associated with ongoing 
regional growth. Traffic counts collected from historical and existing counts indicate daily traffic volumes along 
SR 69 between 32,000 and 48,000 vpd. A traffic analysis of the Study Area was conducted for this project 
and is described in greater detail in Section 2. The traffic analysis modeled Year 2050 no-build and build 
scenarios indicating that the development of the Sundog Connector would provide an additional east-west 
route that demonstrates a 20 to 25 percent reduction in traffic volumes along SR 69 between Sundog Ranch 
Road and Prescott Lakes Parkway.  

1.2.2 Provide Additional Access to Homes North of State Route 69 

There are two neighborhood communities currently built between Sundog Ranch Road and Prescott Lakes 
Parkway with sole access points located along SR 69. Due to the undulating topography of the area, these 
respective communities are limited in the current access points, each to the south end of the respective 
communities. The Yavapai Hills neighborhood is located in the City of Prescott and has two neighborhood 
access points along SR 69 at Sunset Boulevard and Lee Boulevard. The Diamond Valley neighborhood is 
located in unincorporated Yavapai County and has three access points along SR 69 at Robin Drive, Ramada 
Drive, and Diamond Drive. Diamond Valley has these three ways to enter and exit the neighborhood, but all 
enter directly and are reliant on SR 69. Both neighborhoods extend north from their SR 69 access, with the 
furthest existing properties more than 2 miles away from the entrance points in Yavapai Hills and 1 mile away 
in Diamond Valley. Furthermore, Yavapai Hills has additional approved planned development phases that are 
likely to extend the community further north. Introduction of additional access points along a Sundog 
Connector alignment would enable more direct access to the northern extents of these neighborhoods. This 
would enable quicker access for residential origin or destination trips, improve circulation in the 
neighborhoods, and disperse traffic volume concentration along the core neighborhood streets with existing 
access points. 

1.2.3 Improve Emergency Response and Evacuation Access 

Similar to neighborhood access and circulation, the limited existing access to the neighborhoods along SR 69 
provides concerns regarding responsiveness of emergency services as well as impeding potential evacuation 
scenarios such as wildfire that may prohibit certain directional travel. The City of Prescott Fire Department 
has expressed concerns about extended response times to access the current northernmost limits of the 
Yavapai Hills community, even with the Prescott Fire Department Station 75 located at the southern base of 
the community at the intersection of Lee Boulevard and Yavapai Hills Drive. The City of Prescott Fire 
Department has preliminarily modeled response times across the city limits with and without the Sundog 
Connector. Response times were modeled to be within the compliance range for all portions of Yavapai Hills 
with an access point to Yavapai Hills along a potential Sundog Connector Corridor and the development of an 
additional station location situated in proximity to SR 89 in north City of Prescott. Furthermore, any continued 
development phases of the Yavapai Hills community would necessitate additional access points for 
emergency services. The Sundog Connector would help address these concerns by providing additional 
bidirectional access points to both the Yavapai Hills and Diamond Valley communities. Letters from both City 
of Prescott Fire Department and Central Arizona Fire and Medical Authority (CAFMA) have been received 
and included in Appendix J. 

1.2.4 Provide New Connectivity and Access to Approved Developments 

Two approved developments exist along a potential Sundog Connector corridor alignment: Storm Ranch and 
the remaining Yavapai Hills Unit 9. Storm Ranch is an approved development located at the western terminus 
of the proposed Sundog Connector. Initial community design documents have identified the community 
platting and include final plans for the layout of a portion of Sundog Connector that would be used to access 
the residential development. This alignment was confirmed for the alternative alignments used during this 
analysis for approximately one mile of the westernmost portion of the Sundog Connector alternatives. Storm 
Ranch is approved to build up to 227 housing units. Additionally, Yavapai Hills Unit 9 is an approved planned 
development extension of the existing Yavapai Hills community and is preliminary platted with additional 
phases developing to the north. This planned development is approved for up to 1,814 units. Portions of Unit 
9 have begun development, but the majority of the planned extension is currently undeveloped. A proposed 
Sundog Connector corridor may intersect the Unit 9 future plans depending on the alternative alignments. 
Corridor alternatives have considered the potential interaction with this future development phase during the 
corridor alternative analysis. 

The development of a Sundog Connector corridor would help to facilitate access and connectivity to these 
approved developments and alleviate additional congestion to existing neighborhood street networks 
associated with continued residential development.   
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Figure 1: Study Area Map 
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1.3 Project History 

The Sundog Connector corridor concept was first introduced in planning documents as early as 1998 when it 
was proposed in the Prescott East Area Plan as a potential regional mobility solution. Subsequently, the 
Sundog Connector has been included in local and regional planning documents as a potential long-term 
transportation opportunity. Continued investigation into the feasibility and potential design concepts is being 
explored as transportation demand continues to increase regionally. Figure 2 shows the abbreviated project 
history and key milestones starting in 1998. 

  

Figure 2: Project Timeline 

The Sundog Connector DCR and EO process has included a review of previously completed local, regional, 
and corridor-specific studies and planning documents. This review helps to document the evolution of 
regional and Study Area needs over time in comparison to the changes to population, employment, and travel 
patterns. Previous project milestones including the Sundog Connector and related planning documents are 
summarized below. 

1.3.1 Prescott East Area Plan, May 1998 

The Prescott East Area Plan was completed in 1998 as a comprehensive land use and circulation plan for the 
City of Prescott, with the east-central portion of the city between the Prescott National Forest, SR 89, 
Glassford Hill, and Prescott Valley identified as a potential infill development area. This Study Area included 
the present Sundog Connector DCR Study Area, the Yavapai Hills neighborhood, and the developed areas 
along SR 69. The stud�\�p�V many goals included planning for mixed land uses, a variety of residential 
opportunities, development of an east-west Sundog Connector route, access to recreation and open space 
utilizing trailheads accessible from a proposed connector, improving SR 69, and reducing impacts. The 

Sundog Connector was first mentioned in the City of Prescott East Area Plan, which was inspired from the 
1997 City of Prescott General Plan. The plan highlighted the need for improving traffic conditions on SR 69 
and greater circulation in the area. 

1.3.2 City of Prescott General Plan, May 2004  

�7�K�H���&�L�W�\���R�I���3�U�H�V�F�R�W�W���*�H�Q�H�U�D�O���3�O�D�Q���R�X�W�O�L�Q�H�V���D���Y�L�V�L�R�Q���I�R�U���W�K�H���F�R�P�P�X�Q�L�W�\�p�V���I�X�W�X�U�H���E�D�V�H�G���R�Q��fundamental values, 
existing conditions, and future trends. The circulation element of the General Plan provides guidance for 
future circulation plans in the city and outlines specific goals and strategies supporting all modes of 
transportation, including bicycling, walking, and transit as well as the airport facility. The General Plan�p�V��
Circulation Map identifies the Sundog Connector as an important future roadway connection originating from 
the Prescott East Area Plan. In subsequent updates to the Prescott General Plan, the Sundog Connector 
continues to be featured as a key corridor improvement in the �&�L�W�\�p�V���&�L�U�F�X�O�D�W�L�R�Q���0�D�S����which is featured in the 
current 2015 General Plan. 

1.3.3 Town of Prescott Valley General Plan 2035, March 2022  

The Town of Prescott Valley General Plan was most recently updated in March 2022, and it provides an 
updated definition of �W�K�H���7�R�Z�Q�p�V���Y�L�V�L�R�Q���I�R�U���I�X�W�X�U�H���J�U�R�Z�W�K�����G�H�Y�H�O�R�S�P�H�Q�W�����D�Q�G���U�H�Y�L�W�D�O�L�]�D�W�L�R�Q�����7�K�H���7�R�Z�Q���R�I��
Prescott Valley continues to be the fastest growing jurisdiction in the Quad City area. The Town of Prescott 
Valley General Plan includes transportation- and circulation-specific goals and outlines the importance of 
collaborating with neighboring jurisdictions, regional, and state partners to improve regional transportation 
and address major congestion corridors such as SR 69, SR 89A, and Fain Road. The Town outlines priorities 
for expanding transportation and connectivity options across the city, including roadway transportation 
improvements, introduction of microtransit services, and improvements to and expansion of active 
transportation corridors. The Town of Prescott Valley highlights the proposed Sundog Connector corridor as a 
vital future transportation asset to address transportation access and congestion concerns. 

1.3.4 Sundog Connector Corridor Study, 2013 

The City of Prescott conducted an initial study on the Sundog Connector Corridor in 2013 focusing on the 
need and evaluation of the route. The Sundog Connector Corridor Study was conducted under the PARA 
program funded by the Federal Highway Administration and regulated by ADOT.  

The preliminary corridor study aimed to assess the project needs and identified, evaluated, and 
recommended a preferred corridor based on an existing and future condition analysis. Local input was 
integral to the process, guided by a technical advisory committee representing various agencies. The study 
report provides a brief outline of the preferred alternative characteristics, funding and timeline, cursory 
environmental review, public outreach, and next steps. 

Public outreach included two community meetings in 2012, presented the Study Area and the study process, 
provided an overview of the existing and future conditions, and presented the preliminary alternative 
alignments. The purpose of the community meetings were to be informative while gathering public input on 
issues and opportunities to be considered during the study. The comments received from the community 
meeting suggested strong support for a No-Build Alternative. 

Based on comments received at the community meetings and during the comment period, the major 
concerns regarding the alternative alignment locations were: 
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�x Impacts to existing wildlife corridors  
�x Visual impacts to the existing topography  
�x Roadway corridor noise  
�x Proximity of the roadway to the adjacent neighborhoods 

The 2013 study ultimately recommended the need of developing a DCR and Preliminary Environmental 
Investigation in the future steps section for further consideration of the corridor. The study also recommended 
the need for detailed topographic study, traffic study, and geotechnical and environmental investigation in 
future phases of design development. 

1.3.5 Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization Regional Transportation Plan Update, 2040 and 
2045 

The CYMPO RTP provides long-range regional transportation planning, visioning, development of goals, 
objectives, and implementation strategies for the Quad City region in Central Yavapai County. The need for 
the Sundog Connector is identified in the two most recently completed CYMPO RTPs, 2040 and 2045. The 
2045 CYMPO RTP identified Sundog Connector as the 4th-highest ranked regional corridor expansion 
project with �D�Q���R�Y�H�U�D�O�O���qmedium priority�r���U�D�W�L�Q�J����following corridor expansion efforts identified for SR 69 and 
SR 89, respectively. 

1.4 Study Area Characteristics  

1.4.1 Jurisdiction Overview 

The Sundog Connector Corridor is located within Yavapai County and the CYMPO planning boundary. The 
project location is in the jurisdictions of the City of Prescott and Town of Prescott Valley and adjacent to 
unincorporated Yavapai County. The project vicinity map is included in Figure 3. 

The project is located in Sections 19, 20, 21, and 30 of Township 14 North, Range 1 West and Sections 24 
and 25 of Township 14 North, Range 2 West, Gila and Salt River Meridian, Arizona. The above legal 
descriptions are found on the Prescott and Prescott Valley South U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute 
Topographic Series maps. 

The project area is located across two U.S. Census Tracts: 

�x Census Tract 5.01  
�x Census Tract 5.02  

1.4.2 Roadway Characteristics 

The Sundog Connector roadway does not currently exist. The eastern and western termini of a potential 
Sundog Connector are currently constructed along SR 69 and Prescott Lakes Parkway, respectively. The 
characteristics of the major roadways are discussed below and displayed in Figure 4. 

State Route  69 

SR 69 is a 34-mile-long state highway owned and operated by ADOT and entirely located in Yavapai County. 
SR 69 begins at the system interchange at Cordes Junction, connecting directly with Interstate 17 at 
approximate milepost (MP) 262. The SR 69 MP also begins at the eastern terminus at MP 262 and increases 
in MP value in the westbound direction. The western corridor terminus is located in the City of Prescott at 

approximately MP 296 at the system interchange with SR 89 and Gurley Street. SR 69 is primarily a four-lane 
(two lanes in each direction) corridor and considered a backbone of the T�R�Z�Q���R�I���3�U�H�V�F�R�W�W���9�D�O�O�H�\�p�V���5�H�J�L�R�Q��
Transportation System and the main east-west connector between the City of Prescott and Town of Prescott 
Valley. The entire length of SR 69 has an ADOT functional classification of Principal Arterial. The posted 
speed limit of this corridor is 45 miles per hour (mph).  

SR 69 transitions into an urbanized cross-section at the eastern edge of the Town of Prescott Valley at 
approximately MP 286, where the roadway includes curb and gutter and sections with a center-raised 
median, restricted turning movements, and other access management features.  

The section of SR 69 between the Sundog Ranch Road and Prescott Lakes Parkway intersections is 
approximately 3.6 miles long. The section primarily consists of a four-lane cross-section with raised median 
separation. There are nine signalized intersections along this section of SR 69. This section of SR 69 would be 
most directly affected by the potential development of the east-west Sundog Connector corridor. The eastern 
terminus of the Sundog Connector corridor includes the intersection of SR 69 and Sundog Ranch Road and 
the intersection of Sundog Ranch Road and Market Street. 

Prescott Lake s Parkway  

Prescott Lakes Parkway is an approximately 4-mile-long parkway connecting Willow Lake Road to the north 
and SR 69 in the south. The entire length of Prescott Lakes Parkway has an ADOT functional classification of 
Minor Arterial. Prescott Lakes Parkway provides an alternative connection between SR 69 and SR 89, 
creating a more direct connection between SR 69 and residential, employment, recreational, and other 
destinations located in north-central City of Prescott.  

The section of Prescott Lakes Parkway adjacent to the Study Area is approximately 2.8 miles long and 
includes the western terminus of the Sundog Connector corridor at an existing roundabout with signage as 
Sundog Connector Road. Prescott Lakes Parkway is a four-lane (two lanes in each direction) divided facility 
with a raised median. The posted speed limit of this corridor is 40 mph.  

Granite View Drive  

Granite View Drive is an existing unpaved roadway located approximately 500 feet west of the Sundog Ranch 
Road and Market Street intersection. Granite View Drive provides access to existing Town of Prescott Valley 
water facilities. A future Sundog Connector corridor will be required to maintain access to Granite View Drive. 

Local Roadways  

All other existing roadways directly adjacent to the project corridor would be considered local residential 
roadways. 

Storm Ranch Parkway (Proposed)  

Storm Ranch Parkway is a future roadway (two lanes interim, four lanes ultimate) that will provide access to 
the Storm Ranch development. Storm Ranch Parkway will include an urban roadway cross-section with curb 
and gutter and sidewalk. Storm Ranch Parkway begins at the existing roundabout intersection at Prescott 
Lakes Parkway, with signage as Sundog Connector Road, and ends at the future Storm Ranch Parkway and 
Mystic Ridge Parkway intersection. Storm Ranch Parkway is a future approximate 0.6-mile 
northeast/southwest roadway. The western terminus of the Sundog Connector alternatives will tie into the 
future Storm Ranch Parkway and Mystic Ridge Parkway intersection. 
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Figure 3: Project Vicinity Map 
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Figure 4: Functional Classification
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1.4.3 Land Ownership 

Approximately 71 percent of the CYMPO region�p�V���O�D�Q�G���D�U�H�D is privately owned, with an additional 27 percent 
consisting of Arizona State Land Department (ASLD) State Trust Land. The entire Sundog Connector Study 
Area is private or ASLD land. Privately owned land consists of the existing developed communities of Yavapai 
Hills and Diamond Valley along with undeveloped but planned locations of the remaining Yavapai Hills Unit 9 
and Storm Ranch development areas. On November 21, 2023, the City of Prescott, in partnership with the 
Town of Prescott Valley and Yavapai County, successfully purchased multiple parcels of ASLD State Trust 
Land as the first phase of the proposed Glassford Dells Regional Park. This land area was subsequently 
changed from ASLD State Trust Land to municipal land ownership. The existing land ownership is included in 
Figure 5. 

1.4.4 Land Use 

The Sundog Connector Study Area land uses are currently designated as residential, open space, 
commercial, and industrial across the City of Prescott, Town of Prescott Valley, and Yavapai County land use 
and zoning designations. The Study Area current zoning is included in Figure 6. 

A majority of the land adjacent to the proposed corridor is undeveloped, with large portions of adjacent land 
along potential corridor alignments consisting of planned or approved community developments or the 
proposed Glassford Dells Regional Park land area. The existing residential developments, Yavapai Hills and 
Diamond Valley, consist of single-family and multi-family residential zoning with community common areas 
identified as Natural Open Space. Undeveloped land areas directly attributed to planned and approved 
community developments, Storm Ranch and Yavapai Hills Unit 9, are zoned for single-family and multi-family 
land uses. The land area directly surrounding the western terminus at Prescott Lakes Parkway includes 
municipal land uses, zoned as industrial and light industrial land uses. Industrial zoned land uses include the 
Prescott Waste Treatment Facility, Yavapai County Juvenile Detention facility, and Bunker Sawmill along 
Prescott Lakes Parkway. The land area surrounding the eastern terminus in the Town of Prescott Valley 
includes single-family residential, commercial, manufacturing, and open space. A significant portion of the 
central Study Area has been zoned as single-family residential; however, with the advancement of the 
proposed Glassford Dells Regional Park, a large section of this land area is set to be converted to public land 
and open space designations. 

Prescott Valley Crossroads is a large commercial development on the east end of the project. Construction of 
the Sundog Connector is not expected to require any commercial property acquisitions or loss of businesses. 
The alternative route would increase the pass-by traffic for the commercial plaza with primarily retail 
businesses. Providing an alternative route may reduce traffic congestion, decreasing commute time for both 
employees and customers.  

Community Developments  

There are two existing residential neighborhoods in the project area: Diamond Valley and Yavapai Hills. The 
project does not cross the existing neighborhoods and would not require any residential acquisitions. 
Proposed development of Yavapai Hills Unit 9 as preliminary platted would extend north and include the 
Sundog Connector as a central roadway for access. Storm Ranch is a proposed residential neighborhood on 
the west end of the project and includes the Sundog Connector as a central roadway. Several 
intersection/access points would be included in the final design of the Sundog Connector, which would 
provide alternative access to the neighborhoods for residents and emergency services from Prescott Lakes 
Parkway.  

Future land use includes northern expansion of Yavapai Hills residential area and the construction of the 
Storm Ranch subdivision east of Prescott Lakes Parkway. The Yavapai Hills expansion includes plans for a 
central roadway in the approximate location of the Sundog Connector. These two future residential 
developments are shown in Figure 7 and include the following details. 

1. The Yavapai Hills Unit 9 development expansion is located north of the existing Yavapai Hills 
community within the proposed Sundog Connector Corridor analysis area. The Yavapai Hills Unit 9 
expansion has an approved preliminary plat and approved water rights. 

2. The Storm Ranch development, located along the western terminus of the Sundog Connector east of 
Prescott Lakes Parkway, would utilize a Sundog Connector Corridor alignment to access the 
community. Storm Ranch has an approved final plat and had approved final infrastructure plans that 
have since expired and will need to be resubmitted if or when the development moves forward. 

Proposed Glassford Dells Regional Park  

On May 26, 2022, the City of Prescott, Town of Prescott Valley, and Yavapai County entered into an 
intergovernmental agreement (IGA) to jointly purchase 3,500 acres of multiple parcels of ASLD State Trust 
Land located in the project area between the Granite Dells, Watson Lake, and Glassford Hill to preserve for 
the establishment of the Glassford Dells Regional Park.  

The Glassford Dells Regional Park may incorporate both passive and active recreation uses, with specific 
plans under development, including open space land preservation, expansion of existing regional hiking and 
bicycling trails, and potential for additional recreational amenities. 

On November 21, 2023, the City of Prescott, in partnership with the Town of Prescott Valley, and Yavapai 
County successfully purchased the first phase of proposed Glassford Dells Regional Park land in accordance 
with the IGA from the ASLD auction. The winning bid was placed at the minimum bid value of $6,255,000.00 
for 2,284 acres at the following township, range, parcel section locations: 

�x Township 14 North, Range 1 West, Sections 8,16,17,18,19 (partial), 20 (partial) 
�x Township 14 North, Range 2 West, Section 13, 24, 25 

The date of the next phases of the land purchase are unknown at the time of this DCR. 

1.4.5 Population and Travel Modes 

The population of Yavapai County is increasing, matching Arizona State�p�V growth rate over the last decade. 
The population growth rate was around 12 percent between Census 2010 and Census 2020. However, the 
population of the Town of Prescott Valley (20.5 percent) and the City of Prescott (15 percent) has higher 
growth rates for the same time frame. With the increasing population, it is essential to provide and plan for the 
required road infrastructure for the upcoming needs. Table 1 summarizes the population growth between 
2010 to 2022. 
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Table 1: Population Summary 

 2010 2020 

% 
Population 

Change 
(2010 to 
2020) 

Average 
Annual 

Population 
Change 
(2010 to 
2020) 2021 2022 

Estimated 
Population 

Change 
(2021 to 
2022) 

Yavapai County 211,033 236,209 11.9% 1.2% 233,789 237,830 1.7% 
City of Prescott 39,843 45,827 15.0% 1.5% 45,063 46,054 2.2% 

Town of Prescott Valley 38,822 46,785 20.5% 2.1% 46,014 47,015 2.2% 
Study Area1 4,719 5,484 16.2% 1.6% 5,279 5,701 8.0% 

Source: U.S. Census 2010, U.S. Census 2020, 2021 and 2022 American Community Survey 

Table 2 summarizes the Study Area travel mode and travel times based on the American Community Survey 
2021. Upon examination of the mode share table for the region, driving alone ranks as the predominant mode 
of commuting within Yavapai County, with 75.2 percent of the population opting for personal automobile 
transportation. Within the specific census tracts comprising the Study Area, this figure escalates to 85.7 
percent, highlighting a pronounced reliance on individual vehicles for commuting needs and indicating 
substantial need for expanded roadway capacity and infrastructure.  

Table 2: Study Area Travel Mode and Time (2021) 

 Drive Alone Carpool 
Public 

Transport Walking 
Work from 

Home 
Mean Travel 
Time (Mins) 

Yavapai County 75.20% 9.70% 0.30% 3.50% 9.50% 23.5 
City of Prescott 73.50% 8.90% 0.10% 5.40% 9.10% 16.1 

Town of Prescott Valley 80.40% 7.30% 0.00% 1.40% 9.60% 20.8 
Study Area 85.70% 10.50% 0.00% 5.60% 3.00% 19.3 

Source: 2021 American Community Survey  

1.4.6 Right-of-Way 

There is no existing right-of-way (ROW) in the Study Area associated with a future Sundog Connector corridor 
alignment. The Storm Ranch development final plat identified right-of-way for roadways within the recorded 
plat. Some of the identified right-of-way falls within the Study Area The eastern existing terminus along SR 69 
at the intersection of Sundog Ranch Road is contained in the ADOT ROW as an ADOT-owned and operated 
facility. The existing leg of Sundog Ranch Road is located in the Town of Prescott Valley and is aligned in the 
Prescott Valley ROW. The western terminus at the Sundog Connector Road roundabout at Prescott Lakes 
Parkway is contained in the City of Prescott ROW, which includes an approximately 200-foot roadway spur 
along the north/eastern leg of the roundabout that would serve as the connection to the Sundog Connector. 

1.4.7 Signing, Lighting, and Traffic Management Systems 

There are existing signs on each end of the corridor Study Area. On the SR 69 Sundog Ranch Road section, 
there are existing turn lane signs and a posted speed limit of 25 mph in each direction of travel. There are 
also existing street name signs on the existing signal of SR 69 and Sundog Ranch Road. On the western 

 
1 Study Area includes Census Tracts 5.01 and 5.02 

terminus at Prescott Lakes Parkway, there is roundabout-related signage on the Sundog Connector leg, 
including pedestrian crossing, yield, and street name exit signs.  

There is no existing street lighting on the Sundog Ranch Road connection to SR 69; however, there is lighting 
on the signal at the SR 69 intersection. At the Prescott Lakes Parkway roundabout, there is existing lighting 
on both the approach and departure to the roundabout on the Sundog Connector leg. 

There is no interconnected traffic management system on SR 69 or Prescott Lakes Parkway; however, as 
previously mentioned, there is a signal-controlled intersection on SR 69 at the eastern terminus of the 
corridor. This signal is owned and maintained by ADOT. The western terminus is controlled by a roundabout 
that is owned and maintained by the City of Prescott.    

1.4.8 Drainage 

The project area is located entirely in Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Zone Unshaded X 
(Figure 8)�����=�R�Q�H���q�;�r�����X�Q�V�K�D�G�H�G�����L�V���G�H�I�L�Q�H�G���E�\���)�(�0�$���D�V���D�Q���qarea of minimal flood hazard.�r���7�K�H���R�I�I-site flows 
travel north to south down the slopes along the eastern portion of the project. Several of these flows follow 
washes through the hillside that join washes running through Diamond Valley. Along the western portion of 
the project, off-site flows travel south to north. At the western end of the project limits, the runoff follows a 
wash that drains into Watson Lake northwest of the Study Area. The off-site topography consists of steep 
slopes and natural undeveloped land. There is substantial topographic relief throughout the corridor due to 
the hillslopes. 

The existing on-site flows are similar to the off-site flows, as there are few improvements currently on-site. At 
the eastern end of the corridor, a wash flows parallel to and north of an existing dirt road. This wash flows 
under Market Street through an existing headwall and culverts east out of the project limits. The eastern end 
of the project would connect with Sundog Ranch Road and SR 69 and includes existing curb inlets on the 
southern side of Sundog Ranch Road. The western end of the project would tie into the proposed roundabout 
at Prescott Lakes Parkway. The flows on-site cross the corridor and continue their path off-site traveling down 
the hillslopes. 

1.4.9 Utilities 

Major transmission power lines operated by Arizona Public Service (APS) cross the project area, running 
northwest to southeast through Storm Ranch and east to west along the north side of Yavapai Hills and 
Diamond Valley. 

No existing water or sewer is present in the Sundog Connector Study Area alignments. Existing local utilities 
(power, water, sewer, natural gas) are present south of the proposed Study Area alignments in Yavapai Hills 
and Diamond Valley and at the east end of the Study Area near the intersections of Market Street and 
Sundog Ranch Road and Sundog Ranch Road and SR 69. 

Several drinking water collection facilities are located in the Study Area (groundwater sites, private well sites, 
and surface water sampling sites). 

In addition, future developments for Storm Ranch and the Yavapai Hills Unit 9 expansion include proposed 
water, sewer, natural gas, storm drain, and power facilities. 
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1.4.10 Geotechnical Conditions 

The Study Area is located in the Central Highlands transition zone physiographic province, which is 
characterized by a band of mountains of igneous, metamorphic, and sedimentary rocks, and in the Little 
Chino and Upper Agua Fria subbasins of the Prescott Active Management Area (AMA). AMAs are areas with 
heavy reliance on mined groundwater. Streamflow in surface drainages is characterized primarily as 
ephemeral or intermittent. Tertiary sedimentary and volcanic rocks, Pleistocene to Tertiary alluvial deposits, 
and Precambrian intrusive and metamorphic rocks likely underlie surface soils in the Study Area. 

The Prescott AMA is located in what is categorized as the Highland basins, which consist of basin fill and 
alluvium deposits. Due to their discontinuous nature, relatively little or no underflow occurs between basins, 
and much of this basin is covered by sedimentary and volcanic rocks. Recharge occurs from surrounding 
consolidated rock and inflow from stream infiltration. Groundwater flow direction in the eastern portion of the 
Study Area (Upper Agua Fria subbasin) is indeterminate, based on the mountain blocks in this area. 
According to Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) well records, depths to groundwater in wells 
around the Study Area ranged between 5 to 304 feet below ground surface.  

1.4.11 Environmental Overview 

An EO has been developed to provide an inventory of environmental resources and identify potential 
constraints and requirements for further corridor development. The Study Area for the EO was defined as a 
2,000-foot buffer surrounding the Sundog Connector alignment identified in early planning studies. The full 
Sundog Connector EO is attached in Appendix A. The EO has determined the following conclusions for each 
of its resource sections: 

�x Topography/Physiology�u The Study Area is located on Glassford Hill and crosses primarily 
undeveloped land in Yavapai County. Glassford Hill is a volcanic, mountainous area with rolling hills 
and moderate to severely steep slopes. Evaluation criteria include factors to assess how the roadway 
would interact with landform features, and how much cut and fill those alternatives would result in, is 
recommended. 

�x Geology and Hydrogeology�u The Study Area is located in the Central Highlands transition zone 
physiographic province, which is characterized by a band of mountains of igneous, metamorphic, and 
sedimentary rocks. The Study Area is located in the Little Chino and Upper Agua Fria subbasins of the 
Prescott AMA, which are areas with heavy reliance on mined groundwater. Potential impacts to 
groundwater should be assessed when the specific location of the project footprint is established. 

�x Vegetation�u Pedestrian surveys to map Arizona Department of Agriculture-listed plants and invasive 
species of concern is recommended. Construction activities are likely to require treatment and control 
of noxious and invasive plants to limit the further spread of these species.  

�x Special-Status Species�u The project region is characterized by a rich array of plant and wildlife 
species. Although federally listed species are unlikely to occur in the project area, the specific project 
footprint should be investigated in more detail for these and special-status species. Additionally, 
numerous other wildlife species have the potential to occur, including large mammals and birds; large 
mammals pose a significant threat of wildlife-vehicle collisions (WVCs), and most birds are protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). The MBTA prohibits the intentional taking, killing, 
possession, transportation, and importation of migratory birds, their eggs, parts, and nests (except 
when authorized by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service). If vegetation clearing would occur during the 
migratory bird breeding season (March 1 to August 31), active bird nests should be avoided. During 
the non-breeding season (September 1 to February 28), vegetation removal is not subject to this 
restriction. 

�x Wildlife Habitat and Connectivity�u CYMPO coordination on potential data collection or wildlife studies 
needs to inform further project development, or design features that should be incorporated into the 
project. Culverts are currently located based on stormwater discharge estimates and usually do not 
account for wildlife connectivity; however, overall effectiveness of such mitigation strategies is strongly 
related to their placement in the landscape. Mortality from WVCs and track locations along roadways 
are direct indicators of wildlife crossing points, and this data can guide the design and placement of 
wildlife crossing structures.  

�x Hydrology/Water Quality�u There are several ephemeral drainage channels in the project area that 
drain into Watson Lake to the north and Lynx Creek to the south. These drainages will need to be 
assessed for impacts to Waters of the U.S. and conformance with the Clean Water Act. 

�x Noise�u Further study to predict future noise levels and evaluate noise mitigation is recommended and 
would be required if the project receives federal-aid funding. Depending on funding source and 
project sponsorship/administration, it is likely the noise study would need to be conducted in 
accordance with the requirements of 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 772 and the current 
ADOT Noise Abatement Requirements (NAR). The existing residential neighborhoods of Yavapai Hills 
and Diamond Valley fall under Activity Category B; based on the current ADOT NAR, noise mitigation 
would need to be considered for residences whose predicted noise level meets or exceeds 66 A-
weighted sound level decibels. The introduction of a new traffic noise source would result in a 
perceptible change in noise levels and is likely to result in noise impacts when a quantitative modeling 
evaluation is performed. Undeveloped lands, including the proposed Storm Ranch and Yavapai Hills 
expansion, would be considered in the noise analysis, and future noise levels for these areas would be 
provided to local officials for noise-compatible land use planning. If the proposed land uses are 
permitted at the time the project moves forward, they would be considered under the appropriate land 
use category.  

�x Hazardous Materials�u No high-risk sites were identified. One moderate-risk site was identified via the 
State Hazardous Waste Site database�u City of Prescott Landfill. It is unlikely soils or groundwater in 
the Study Area have been impacted by this landfill. Numerous groundwater wells were identified in the 
western portion of the Study Area. Measures to minimize the potential for encountering hazardous 
materials during construction are recommended, such as protecting groundwater wells from 
construction activities. If suspected hazardous materials are encountered, work at that location should 
cease and further assessment be conducted. As project planning continues, the need for further 
investigation into hazardous materials issues should be re-evaluated and government record searches 
updated. A Phase I site assessment may be required for the acquisition of new ROW prior to any real 
estate transactions.  

�x Utilities�u Existing water, sewer, stormwater, and power lines are present in some parts of the project 
area. Once the specific project footprint is established, the area should be surveyed and marked for all 
utilities. 

�x Socioeconomics�u There are two residential neighborhoods south of the project area: Diamond Valley 
and Yavapai Hills. The project does not cross the currently developed neighborhoods and would not 
require any residential acquisitions. Proposed developments (Yavapai Hills Unit 9 and Storm Ranch) 
would use the Sundog Connector as a central roadway. Creating a bypass roadway between Prescott 
Lakes Parkway and SR 69 would reduce travel times, provide an alternative route for the residential 
neighborhoods, and increase pass-by traffic for retail businesses. 

�x Title VI�u The Study Area had a larger percentage of disabled or handicapped populations than all other 
comparison geographies. The City of Prescott, Town of Prescott Valley, and Yavapai County all have 
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significantly higher percentages of elderly populations and significantly lower rates of female head-of-
household than the Arizona average. Limited English Proficiency (LEP) is not reported at the Block 
Group level, and Census Tract-level data was used. 

�x Environmental Justice�u American Indian and Native Alaskan and Hispanic or Latino were the 
predominant minority populations. It should be noted that this is less than the average minority 
population in Arizona of approximately 47 percent. It is unlikely that minority populations would be 
disproportionately affected by the Sundog Connector. No geographies were listed with median incomes 
below the poverty level. Significant low-income populations were identified in three geographies. 

�x Section 4(f) and Section 6 (f)�u Existing recreational uses in the Study Area include the Sundog Ranch 
Trail in the west, the Glassford Hills Trail in the east, and the Storm Trail System to the north. The Watson 
Lake and Watson Woods Riparian areas located northwest of the Study Area contain several parks and 
trails, including the Peavine Trail and Lower Granite Creek Trail. None of these recreation areas fall 
within the Study Area, and no land from these areas would be acquired for the Sundog Connector. The 
City of Prescott, Town of Prescott Valley, and Yavapai County have an IGA to purchase Arizona State 
Trust land located on and near Glassford Hill to establish the Glassford Dells Regional Park. Because 
both the Sundog Connector transportation facility and the regional park are in early planning stages, 
the surrounding agencies have the opportunity to enter into joint development planning with the local 
jurisdictions. Under joint development, the recreational resource maintains use of the facility for 
recreation purposes, reserving a portion for transportation use. Coordination with the local jurisdictions 
is recommended to determine if joint development aligns with their plans for the regional park. If joint 
development is pursued, documented evidence demonstrating the area in question was reserved for 
transportation purposes before or at the same time that the adjacent portions were designated as a 
park would be needed. 

�x Cultural Resources�u The review identified information about 27 prior cultural resource studies within or 
overlapping the alternatives review area. Fifteen of the recorded cultural resources are eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)/Arizona Register of Historic Places (ARHP) or are 
recommended eligible. Prior cultural resource surveys indicate that the density of cultural resources is 
much higher in the western end of the Study Area and a high percentage of those cultural resources 
are NRHP/ARHP eligible. Available data suggest there is potential for unrecorded archaeological sites 
where there are gaps in cultural resource surveys in the western and central portions of the Study Area, 
but unrecorded sites are less likely in the eastern portion. If the project moves forward, additional 
cultural resource studies, including cultural resource survey and mitigation measures such as 
archaeological data recovery studies, may be needed to meet regulatory requirements.
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Figure 5: Land Ownership 
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Figure 6: Existing Zoning 
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  Figure 7: Project Area Planned Developments and Regional Park 
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Figure 8: Existing Drainage and Floodplain Areas 
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2. Traffic and Crash Data 

2.1 Crash Analysis 

The ADOT traffic crash data was collected for segments on SR 69 between Prescott Lakes Parkway and 
Sundog Ranch Road and on Prescott Lakes Parkway between SR 89 and SR 69 between 2017 and 2021. To 
understand risk impacts in each corridor, five crash factors were studied: 1) Year, 2) Severity, 3) Lighting, 4) 
Collision Manner, and 5) Driver Violation. There were 167 reported crashes on all studied segments between 
January 1, 2017, and December 31, 2021. Table 3 provides crash summaries for all segments in the Study 
Area. Figure 9 includes a hot spot analysis of the total crashes observed in the 5-year period. The hot spot 
analysis and crash summary indicate the highest locations of crashes are near Diamond Valley, Yavapai Hills, 
and the intersection of SR 69 and Prescott Lakes Parkway. SR 69 may see improvements in reported 
incidents with the construction of the Sundog Connector Corridor from an expected reduction in traffic on SR 
69.  

Tables 4 through 8 show the five studied crash factors for each corridor. The following key details summarize 
the crash data: 

�x Year 2018 had the highest reported crashes on both corridors over the 5-year analysis period.  
�x Of the 167 reported crashes, 108 resulted in no injuries (64.6 percent), 22 resulted in at least possible 

injuries (13.2 percent), and 4 resulted in a fatality (2.4 percent). 
�x 84 (50.3 percent) of crashes were rear-end collisions, 21 (15.6 percent) were sideswipe in the same 

direction, and 40 (24.0 percent) involved only a single vehicle. 
�x 125 (74.3 percent) of crashes occurred during daylight, 32 (19.2 percent) occurred during hours of 

darkness, and 10 (6.0 percent) occurred during dawn or dusk. 

Table 3: Corridor Crash Summary 

Corridor 

No. of Crashes 
(January 2017 to 
December 2021) 

Total 
Crash Rate 

January 2017 to December 2021 
(Crash/Million Vehicle Miles) 

Northbound 
(NB)/ 

Eastbound 
(EB) 

Southbound 
(SB)/ 

Westbound 
(WB) 

SR 69 39 71 110 0.49 
Prescott Lakes 

Parkway 21 36 57 0.95 

2.1.1 Year 

Crash data per year for each facility can be found in Table 4. On SR 69, 2017 and 2018 had the highest 
number of crashes, at 28 crashes each year (25.5 percent), while 2020 had the least�u 12 crashes (10.9 
percent). On Prescott Lakes Parkway, 2018 had the highest number of crashes observed, at 15 crashes 
(26.3%), while 2020 had the least�u 9 crashes (15.8 percent). On both corridors, 2020 crash frequencies 
were primarily driven by a reduction in traffic volumes due to the COVID-19 pandemic and stay-at-home 
advisories. 

Table 4: Project Area Crashes per Year (2017 to 2021) 

Year Reported Crashes on SR 69 Reported Crashes on 
Prescott Lakes Parkway 

2017 28 9 
2018 28 15 
2019 22 10 
2020 12 9 
2021 20 14 
Total 110 57 

2.1.2 Severity 

Crash severity was organized into five categories: 1) No Injury, 2) Possible Injury, 3) Suspected Minor Injury, 
4) Suspected Major Injury, and 5) Fatal. Crash severity data can be found in Table 5. On SR 69, most 
incidents resulted in No Injury�u 67 crashes (60.9 percent). Possible Injury and Suspected Minor Injury 
accounted for nearly the remaining crashes�u 22 (20.0 percent) and 18 (16.4 percent), respectively. One 
Suspected Serious Injury crash was reported on SR 69, and two Fatal crashes were recorded on SR 69 near 
the intersection of SR 69 and Ramada Drive and on SR 69 near Sundog Ranch Road. Similarly, on Prescott 
Lakes Parkway, most incidents resulted in No Injury�u 41 (71.9 percent) crashes. Possible Injury and 
Suspected Minor Injury accounted for nearly the remaining crashes�u 4 (7.0 percent) and 7 (12.3 percent), 
respectively. Three Suspected Serious Injury crashes were reported on SR 69, and two Fatal crashes were 
recorded near the intersection of Prescott Lakes Parkway and Sundog Ranch Road. 

Table 5: Project Area Crashes by Severity (2017 to 2021) 

Severity Reported Crashes on 
SR 69 

Reported Crashes on 
Prescott Lakes Parkway 

Fatal 2 2 
No Injury 67 41 

Possible Injury 22 4 
Suspected Minor Injury 18 7 

Suspected Serious Injury 1 3 
Total 110 57 
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Figure 9: Project Area Crash Hotspot Map (January 2017 to December 2021) 
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2.1.3 Lighting Condition 

Crashes were grouped by 5 lighting conditions found in a 24-hour period: Dawn, Daylight, Dusk, Dark 
Lighted, and Dark Not Lighted. Crash lighting condition data can be found in Table 6. Daylight hours 
accounted for the majority of crashes on both SR 69 and Prescott Lakes Parkway�u 85 (77.3 percent) and 40 
(70.2 percent) crashes, respectively.  

Table 6: Project Area Crashes by Lighting Condition (2017 to 2021) 

Lighting Condition Reported Crashes on 
SR 69 

Reported Crashes on 
Prescott Lakes Parkway 

Dawn 0 1 
Daylight 85 40 

Dusk 6 3 
Dark Lighted 6 8 

Dark Not Lighted 13 5 
Total 110 57 

 

2.1.4 Collision Manner 

Manners of collision were grouped into seven categories: 1) Angle (Front to Side), 2) Left Turn, 3) Rear-End, 
4) Sideswipe Same Direction, 5) Single Vehicle, 6) U-turn (Front to Side), and 7) Other. Rear-end collisions 
are the predominant reported cause of incidents on SR 69, with a count of 70 (63.6 percent) crashes. Single-
vehicle collisions accounted for the highest frequency (21 [36.8 percent] crashes) on Prescott Lakes 
Parkway. Table 7 displays collision manner data by facility. 

Table 7: Project Area Crashes by Collision Manner (2017 to 2021) 

Collision Manner Reported Crashes on 
SR 69 

Reported Crashes on 
Prescott Lakes Parkway 

Angle (Front to Side)  2 4 
Left Turn 1 8 

Other 4 2 
Rear-End 70 14 

Sideswipe Same 
Direction 13 8 

Single Vehicle 19 21 
U-Turn 1 0 
Total 110 57 

 

2.1.5 Driver Violation 

Highway crashes are often the result of improper operation of a motor vehicle by one or more drivers. Driver 
violations were grouped into 12 categories (Table 8). Speed Too Fast for Conditions was the most cited 
violation, with 57 (51.8 percent) and 24 (42.1 percent) crashes, respectively, on SR 69 and Prescott Lakes 
Parkway. The cause of a crash cannot always be determined; Unknown was listed for 6 (3.4 percent) of the 
167 crashes. Additionally, drivers are not always at fault for incidents; No Improper Action was listed for 15 
(9.0 percent) crashes on both corridors. 

Table 8: Project Area Crashes by Driver Violation (2017 to 2021) 

Collision Manner Reported Crashes on 
SR 69 

Reported Crashes on 
Prescott Lakes Parkway 

Did Not Use Crosswalk 1 0 
Disregarded Traffic Signal 2 0 
Exceeded Lawful Speed 7 2 

Failed To Keep in Proper Lane 7 2 
Failed To Yield Right of Way 3 5 

Followed Too Closely 14 1 
Made Improper Turn 0 2 
No Improper Action 9 8 

Other 7 7 
Speed Too Fast for Conditions 57 24 

Unknow 4 2 
Unsafe Lane Change 6 4 

Total 110 57 

2.2 Existing Traffic Conditions 

2.2.1 Traffic Counts 

Historical traffic count data along SR 69 and Prescott Lakes Parkway was obtained from the ADOT 
Multimodal Planning Division (MPD) for Y2018 to 2022. The historical traffic count data ranged from 
approximately 32,000 to 48,000 vpd on SR 69 between Sundog Ranch Road and Prescott Lakes Parkway 
during that period. 

In addition to historical traffic counts, traffic counts were collected by All Traffic Data on SR 69 and Prescott 
Lakes Parkway to evaluate existing 2022 traffic conditions for the AM, PM, and weekend peak hours. The 
existing counts were collected in May 2022 prior to the release of elementary schools. In addition, the existing 
counts included in the CYMPO Regional Adaptive Signal Control Technology Assessment of Need, Benefit 
Implementation Plan dated November 2021 were utilized to compile the existing count information along SR 
69 in the corridor. �$�G�G�L�W�L�R�Q�D�O���F�R�X�Q�W�V���Z�H�U�H���D�O�V�R���F�R�O�O�H�F�W�H�G���R�Q���H�D�F�K���R�I���W�K�H���F�R�P�P�X�Q�L�W�L�H�V�p���H�Q�W�U�D�Q�F�H�V���D�O�R�Q�J���6�5��������
in September 2022. The compiled post-processed existing weekday traffic count data is shown in Figure 10 
and includes the intersection peak hour volumes and average daily traffic (ADT). Figure 11 displays the 
weekend peak-hour volumes that were collected. 
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Figure 10: Existing Weekday Traffic Volumes 
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Figure 11: Existing Weekend Traffic Volumes 
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Table 9 depicts two traffic factors, the portion of ADOT occurring within the peak hour (K-Factor) and 
directional split) on SR 69 and Prescott Lakes Parkway based on the data collected. The K-Factor on SR 69 is 
approximately 6.5 to 7.5 percent, during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours, respectively. The directional 
distribution on SR 69 is approximately 60 percent in the peak direction of travel during both the A.M. and P.M. 
peak hours. 

Table 9: Project Area Traffic Factors 

Roadway 
Segment 

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

K-Factor Directional Split K-Factor Directional Split 
NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB 

SR 69 6.6% 39.3% 60.7% 7.5% 60.0% 40.0% 
Prescott Lakes 

Parkway 4.5% 46.1% 53.1% 8.7% 55.6% 44.3% 
Source: 2022 field count data 

The existing counts along SR 69 and Prescott Lakes Parkway collected in May 2022 included volumes 
collected Tuesday through Sunday. Figures 12 and 13 display the raw daily comparison of daily traffic 
collected along the SR 69 and Prescott Lakes Parkway, respectively. These graphics indicate that the 
weekday traffic volumes are at least 10 percent higher than the weekend traffic and therefore, the analysis 
herein will concentrate on the weekday travel along the routes. 

 

Figure 12: Existing 2022 SR 69 Daily Traffic Comparison 

  
Figure 13: Existing 2022 Prescott Lakes Parkway Daily Traffic Comparison 

2.2.2 Travel Times 

Travel time data was collected for the Study Area using historical INRIX data from October 1, 2021, to March 
30, 2022. Aggregated data related to speed, travel time, and travel time indices were collected between 7:30 
A.M. and 8:30 A.M., and 3:45 P.M. to 4:45 P.M. to compare calculated travel times with traffic peak hours. 
Google Maps Travel Time feature was also used to collect existing travel times during the peak hours 
identified from the existing count data. Historic INRIX travel times compared to Google Maps Travel Times are 
outlined in Table 10.  

In addition, a field review was conducted to observe existing A.M., midday, and P.M. peak hour travel times 
along SR 69 between Sundog Ranch Road and Gateway Boulevard. Travel times were evaluated using the 
floating car method to determine the average traffic speed on roads based on the collection of localization 
data, speed, direction of travel, and time information from driving vehicles. 

Travel times ranged from 5 minutes to approximately 10 minutes across all three data sources, with the INRIX 
data providing similar travel times to the collected travel times from field review findings. These findings can 
be compared to a free-flow travel time of 4 minutes and 50 seconds, which represents the time it would take 
to travel through the corridor at 45 mph with no signal delay. Table 10 displays the existing travel time 
comparisons on SR 69. 
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Table 10: Existing Travel Time Comparisons on SR 69 

Roadway Segment INRIX Data Google Maps Field Findings 
NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB 

A.M. Peak Hour Travel Time (minutes) 
SR 69 between 

Gateway 
Boulevard and 
Sundog Ranch 

Road 

6.87 9.11 5.00 7.00 5.14 6.32 

P.M. Peak Hour Travel Time (minutes) 
SR 69 between 

Gateway 
Boulevard and 
Sundog Ranch 

Road 

8.37 10.40 6.00 8.00 6.01 6.21 

Additional travel time information was also collected within the Yavapai Hills community to understand the 
limited access point need and impact. Travel times were collected between SR 69 neighborhood entrances to 
the furthest northwestern corner of Yavapai Hills along Lee Boulevard and Sunrise Boulevard. From end to 
end it takes approximately 7 minutes via Lee Boulevard, and 6 minutes and 20 seconds via Sunrise Boulevard 
without any delay due to traffic congestion in the community.   

2.3 Future Traffic Conditions 

2.3.1 Description of Alternatives 

The No-Build and Build Alternatives were evaluated for this study. Descriptions of the No-Build and Build 
Alternatives are provided below.  

No-Build Alternative  

The No-Build Alternative would only include projects fully funded or developments that have pulled permits 
and therefore, would not result in any improvements in the proposed Sundog Connector Corridor. This 
Alternative considers 2050 traffic operations under geometric configurations that exist today.  

Build Alternative  

The Build Alternative would include the proposed Sundog Connector that would provide additional access 
from Prescott Lakes Parkway to SR 69 east of the existing Sundog Ranch Connector leg at the roundabout 
and terminate at the existing Sundog Ranch Road connection to SR 69. Geometry and signal operations 
would remain the same as existing conditions along SR 69. The exact geometric alignment of Sundog would 
not impact the level of the traffic analysis completed in this study, so all Build Alternatives considered that 
provide a continuous connection from Prescott Lakes Parkway to SR 69 will be considered the Build 
Alternative for traffic considerations. A partial connection traffic discussion and impacts will be discussed in 
Section 3 of this report. 

Two lanes would be provided in each direction of travel on Sundog Connector, classifying this roadway as an 
arterial roadway. The eastbound and westbound travel lanes will be divided by a center median.  

The existing roundabout at Sundog Ranch Road along Prescott Lakes Parkway and the existing signal along 
SR 69 would be the connection points for the Sundog Connector Corridor on each end.  

2.3.2 Traffic Volume Projections 

CYMPO maintains a regional traffic forecasting model to develop future traffic volume projections based on 
projected socioeconomic, population, employment, origin-destination, and other regionally based data. The 
output from the model includes daily, peak period, and peak-hour traffic volumes for the arterial transportation 
network system. 

Traffic volume projections for Existing Conditions (2022) and Design Year 2050 for the No-Build and Build 
Alternatives were collected. The 2050 projection included in this analysis does not include additional currently 
non-funded improvements to SR 69 such as widening to three lanes in the project area. However, it does 
include improvements such as the SR 69 widening from Prescott Lakes Parkway to Heather Heights/Frontier 
Village, which are fully funded projects.  

The 2050 no-build peak hour intersection projections were forecasted and analyzed under the same 
conditions as outlined in the Existing Conditions Model. The 2050 Build peak hour intersection projections 
considered the traffic reduction along SR 69 and the transfer of traffic on to the Sundog Connector Corridor. 
While seven concept alternatives were developed, it is assumed that volumes in the Study Area will remain as 
forecasted regardless of geometric differences between the proposed conceptual alternative as long as the 
concept is continuing through with a connection to SR 69. 

The 2050 traffic volume projections for the No-Build and Build Alternatives are shown in Figures 14 and 15, 
respectively. The Build Alternative projections display an approximate 20 to 25 percent lower volume on SR 
69 when compared to the No-Build Alternative. However, both alternatives display an increase in volume 
north of the Sundog Ranch Road connection, and the Build Volumes indicate this will be higher than the No-
Build Alternative. 
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Figure 14: 2050 No-Build Alternative Traffic Volumes  
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Figure 15: 2050 Build Alternative Traffic Volumes 
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2.4 Traffic Operation Analysis 

2.4.1 Analysis Methodology  

Introduction  

An operational analysis was performed for all intersections for the Existing Conditions and No-Build and Build 
Alternatives. As part of the analysis, the Synchro 11 computer program was used to analyze the intersection 
operations and signal progression along SR 69 and the Sidra computer program was used for the roundabout 
at Prescott Lakes Parkway. The concept of level-of-service (LOS) uses qualitative measures that characterize 
operational conditions in a stream of traffic. The descriptions of individual LOS characterize these conditions 
in terms of such factors as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, comfort, and 
convenience. Six levels of service are defined for each type of facility for which the analytical procedures are 
available. They are given letter designations from �qA�r to �qF���r with LOS A representing the best operational 
conditions and LOS F representing an over-capacity condition with a high degree of congestion. Each LOS 
represents a range of operating conditions. 

Table 11 shows the control delays and corresponding LOS established in the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM) for signalized intersections. 

Table 11: Intersection Delay and Corresponding LOS 

LOS Control Delay (sec/vehicle) 
A < 10 
B 10 �t 20 
C 20 �t 35 
D 35 �t 55 
E 55 �t 80 
F > 80 

Source: HCM 2010, Volume 3; pg 18-6. 

Synchro Analysis  

The existing signal timings were provided by ADOT. The following assumptions and parameters were used in 
the Synchro intersection analysis:  

�x Peak hour factor: 0.92 
�x Vehicle travel speed: Existing and/or proposed speed limits 
�x Intersection spacing based on proposed roadway geometrics 
�x Percentage of heavy vehicles: 2%  
�x Lane widths: 12 feet 
�x Base saturation flow rate: 1,900 vehicles/hour/lane (vphpl) for all movements 
�x Right-turn-on-red movements: These traffic movements were included in the analysis and modeled in 

the software  
�x Cycle length: Existing timings for all alternatives (Although in 2050 optimization may occur, due to the 

limits of the study area on SR69 signal optimization was not included and all alternatives were treated 
the same) 

Sidra Analysis (Roundabout)  

The following assumptions and parameters were used in the Sidra roundabout intersection analysis:  

�x Peak hour factor: 0.92 
�x Vehicle travel speed: Existing and/or proposed speed limits 
�x Intersection based on proposed roadway geometrics 
�x Percentage of heavy vehicles: 2%  
�x Lane widths: 12 feet 

2.4.2 Operational Analysis Results 

Traffic operational analyses were conducted using the Synchro 11 traffic simulation computer program to 
evaluate the Los that would be provided for the Existing Conditions, No-Build (2050) conditions, and Build 
(2050) conditions. 

Existing Conditions  

The A.M. and P.M. peak hour LOS analysis results for the Existing Conditions are shown in Table 12. Table 
12 presents the Existing Conditions A.M. and P.M. peak hour delay and the corresponding LOS at the 
intersections in the directly impacted area.  

The analysis results indicate that the overall intersections currently operate at a LOS D or better; however, 
there are multiple movements in each peak hour that operate at a LOS E or F. SR 69 and Sunrise 
Boulevard/Old Black Canyon Drive experiences the greatest overall intersection congestion.  

No-Build Alternative  

The 2050 A.M. and P.M. peak hour LOS analysis results for the No-Build Alternative are shown in Table 12. 
Table 12 presents the No-Build Alternative 2050 A.M. and P.M. peak hour delay and the corresponding LOS 
at the intersections in the directly impacted area. 

The 2050 analysis results indicate that the SR 69 intersections would continue to operate at an overall 
intersection LOS E or better during both the 2050 A.M. and P.M. peak hours. During both the A.M. and P.M. 
peak hours, congestion will worsen at most intersection approaches and overall intersections, even with 
optimized network offsets and splits.  

Build Alternative  

The 2050 A.M. and P.M. peak hour LOS analysis results for the Build Alternative are shown in Table 12. Table 
12 presents the Build Alternative 2050 A.M. and P.M. peak hour delay and the corresponding LOS at the 
intersections in the directly impacted area. 

The 2050 analysis results indicate that the SR 69 intersections would continue to operate at an overall 
intersection LOS E or better during both the 2050 A.M. and P.M. peak hours. However, during both the A.M. 
and P.M. peak hours, congestion will improve when compared to the No-Build Alternative on most 
approaches to the intersections.  

The tie-in intersections are both anticipated to operate with a LOS C or better during both peak hours with the 
addition of the Sundog Connector Corridor added traffic.  
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Table 12: Intersection Analysis Results  

Intersection Control Approach/ 
Movement 

Existing Conditions No-Build Conditions Build Conditions 
LOS (Delay) 

A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 
Approach Intersection Approach Intersection Approach Intersection Approach Intersection Approach Intersection Approach Intersection 

SR 69 and Sundog Ranch Road Signalized 

EB E (55.6) 

C (22.0) 

E (61.4) 

C (31.3) 

E (55.1) 

C (26.8) 

E (74.7) 

D (35.7) 

E (74.2) 

C (31.3)  

E (75.2) 

D (43.3) 
WB D (52.3) E (60.1) D (54.9) E (60.1) D (52.6) E (60.2) 
NB B (17.7) C (25.3) C (21.7) C (29.3) C (25.6) D (36.4) 
SB C (20.4) C (24.5) C (25.7) C (27.7) C (22.4) C (32.3) 

SR 69 and Diamond Drive Signalized 
EB E (60.3) 

B (11.2) 
E (65.1) 

A (7.7) 
E (59.3) 

B (13.1) 
E (65.4) 

A (8.4) 
E (60.3) 

B (11.2) 
E (65.1) 

A (7.7) NB A (4.1) A (6.3) A (4.8) A (7.1) A (4.1) A (6.3) 
SB A (9.9) A (7.0) B (12.3) A (7.5) A (9.9) A (7.0) 

SR 69 and Ramada Drive Signalized 
EB D (52.3) 

B (10.9) 
E (64.2) 

A (6.7) 
D (52.4) 

B (12.0) 
E (64.4) 

A (7.5) 
D (52.4) 

B (10.3) 
E (64.4) 

A (6.4) NB A (4.3) A (5.8) A (4.8) A (6.4) A (5.2) A (5.2) 
SB B (10.6) A (7.0) B (12.0) A (7.6) A (9.1) A (6.3) 

SR 69 and Robin Drive Signalized 
EB D (52.2) 

B (10.0) 
E (63.7) 

A (6.6) 
D (52.2) 

B (11.1) 
E (62.0) 

A (8.2) 
D (53.8) 

A (8.6) 
E (62.0) 

A (6.9) NB A (3.9) A (5.3) A (4.2) A (6.7) A (4.1) A (5.3) 
SB B (10.1) A (6.9) B (11.5) A (8.4) A (7.6) A (6.9) 

SR 69 and Sunrise Boulevard/Old 
Black Canyon Highway Signalized 

EB B (13.4) 

D (54.6) 

D (37.5) 

C (32.6) 

B (13.9) 

F (85.9) 

D (53.3) 

D (44.9) 

B (13.4) 

E (78.8) 

C (26.2) 

C (29.1) 
WB C (33.8) C (20.1) D (46.9) C (21.6) C (24.4) B (18.6) 
NB E (63.8) F (86.6) F (92.2) F (89.7) E (66.5) F (97.6) 
SB F (478.5) F (91.1) F (736.0) F (166.4) F (736.0) F (166.4) 

SR 69 and Walker Road Signalized 
EB A (5.4) 

A (9.3) 
A (8.2) 

B (11.0) 
A (5.8) 

B (10.3) 
B (10.4) 

B (13.0) 
A (5.7) 

B (10.1) 
A (8.9) 

B (12.8) WB A (7.5) A (6.3) A (8.2) A (7.4) A (7.3) A (7.4) 
NB D (53.2) E (57.0) D (54.0) E (56.0) D (54.0) E (56.0) 

SR 69 and Lee Boulevard Signalized 

EB B (13.6) 

C (22.8) 

B (17.0) 

B (19.7) 

B (17.6) 

C (26.9) 

D (36.4) 

C (34.4) 

B (14.9) 

C (23.8) 

C (27.6) 

C (29.5) 
WB B (17.5) B (15.4) C (21.3) C (26.3) B (16.9) C (25.0) 
NB D (41.0) D (54.8) D (46.0) D (48.7) D (49.8) D (48.9) 
SB E (67.6) E (59.0) E (67.3) D (44.7) E (62.8) D (44.2) 

SR 69 and Gateway Road Signalized 
EB A (3.9) 

A (3.4) 
B (10.9) 

B (11.0) 
A (4.3) 

A (4.1) 
B (12.6) 

B (12.3) 
A (4.1) 

A (3.8) 
A (9.2) 

A (10.0) WB A (2.9) A (6.6) A (3.6) A (7.2) A (3.1) A (6.4) 
NB E (57.6) D (51.3) D (53.7) D (50.6) D (53.7) D (51.5) 

SR 69 and Prescott Lakes 
Parkway Signalized 

EB A (9.1) 

B (15.2) 

C (24.7) 

C (31.9) 

A (7.7) 

B (14.3) 

C (21.7) 

C (24.6) 

A (6.9) 

B (13.0) 

B (17.2) 

C (21.6) 
WB A (9.0) C (22.0) B (10.9) B (16.9) A (8.7) B (15.1) 
NB E (60.7) E (61.5) D (36.6) C (28.2) D (36.9) C (28.4) 
SB E (57.4) E (55.7) D (41.1) D (41.0) D (40.4) D (36.8) 

Prescott Lakes Parkway and 
Sundog Connector Roundabout 

EB A (4.0) 

A (3.8) 

A (6.1) 

A (4.7) 

A (5.5) 

A (4.6) 

A (9.7) 

A (6.0)  

A (6.5) 

 A (6.5) 

B (14.0) 

 B (14.0)  
WB - - - - A (7.7) D (25.3) 
NB  A (3.6) A (4.3) A (4.2) A (5.4) A (5.6) B (14.5) 
SB A (4.3) A (5.0) A (4.9) A (6.3) A (5.8) B (13.2) 

Note: The direction of SR 69 is NB/ SB from Sundog Ranch Road to Robin Drive, while it changes to EB/ WB from Old Black Canyon Highway to Prescott Lakes Parkway. Where HCM 6th output was not available, HCM 2000 was utilized.  
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Vehicle Travel Time  

For comparison purposes in estimating the impact of the Sundog Connector Corridor on SR 69 overall traffic 
operations, travel times along SR 69 were calculated based on 45 mph travel speed at the added thru delay 
for each direction of travel on SR 69. Calculated travel times are displayed in Table 13 for each scenario. 

Table 13: Scenario Travel Time Comparisons on SR 69 

Roadway Segment Existing Conditions No-Build Alternative Build Alternative 
NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB 

A.M. Peak Hour Travel Time (minutes) 
SR 69 between 

Gateway 
Boulevard and 
Sundog Ranch 

Road 

5.8 6.5 5.9 7.0 5.8 6.3 

P.M. Peak Hour Travel Time (minutes) 
SR 69 between 

Gateway 
Boulevard and 
Sundog Ranch 

Road 

6.8 6.4 7.4 6.6 6.6 6.4 

While the traffic volumes indicate SR 69 will have an approximate decrease of 20 to 25 percent, the travel times 
indicate an approximate average savings time of 10.4 percent and 12.3 percent in the peak direction of travel 
when comparing the No-Build to the Build Alternative in the A.M. and P.M. peak hours, respectively. 
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3. Alternatives Development and Evaluation 

3.1 Methodology Summary 

A multi-phase corridor alternative evaluation process was used to conduct a high-level evaluation of the No-
Build and Build Alternatives. The screening process focused on how different alternatives addressed overall 
project goals, objectives, and need. Phase I of the alternative analysis included assessing each Build 
�$�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�p�V horizontal and vertical alignments. The highest-scoring Build Alternatives were then advanced to 
Phase II to be further assessed alongside the No-Build Alternative. Phase II of the alternative analysis included 
assessing the highest-performing Build Alternatives and the No-Build Alternative together. Phase II analysis 
includes both the horizontal and vertical alignments and identified corridor cross-section, features, and 
amenities. Figure 16 demonstrates the alternative evaluation process. 

  

Figure 16: Evaluation Process Methodology 

3.2 Evaluation Criteria Development  

Evaluation criteria were developed for Phase I and Phase II evaluations. All evaluation criteria were 
categorized into 11 evaluation criteria categories, as shown in Figure 17. Each criteria category consists of 
multiple individual criteria measures to analyze each alternative qualitatively and quantitatively. Each category 
was used in both analysis phases; however, individual specific measures/parameters may have differed 
during each phase to either evaluate corridor alignments in Phase I and/or evaluate alignments and corridor 
features in Phase II. Each evaluation criteria categories and individual measures/parameters are summarized 
in Table 14, including each applicable phase and criteria measured.  

 

Figure 17: Evaluation Criteria Categories 
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Table 14: Corridor Criteria and Phase Impacts 

Criteria Measures/Parameter Applicable Phase 

Natural Environment 
Wildlife corridor impacts Phase I and Phase II 
Natural species impact Phase I and Phase II 

Built and Human Environment 

Potential for noise impacts Phase I and Phase II 
Compatibility with park plans Phase I and Phase II 
Potential for visual impacts Phase I and Phase II 
Potential for cultural resources impacts Phase I and Phase II 

Traffic  
Sr 69 impact Phase II only 
Neighborhood cut-through traffic Phase II only 

Community Accessibility 
Intersection access to neighborhoods Phase II only 
Connection distance requirements Phase I only 

Emergency Access / 
Evacuation 

Emergency services access / response time Phase I and Phase II 
Fire evacuation routes Phase I and Phase II 

Consistency with Completed 
Plans 

RTPs Phase II only 
Approved developer plans/plats/agreements Phase I and Phase II 

Multimodal Mobility 
Bicycle lanes, mixed use path, sidewalks Phase II only 
Grade Phase I only 

Vehicular Safety 
Design speeds Phase II only 
Horizontal/vertical curves (speed influence) Phase I only 

Engineering Design 
Constraints 

Utility impacts Phase I and Phase II 
Drainage structure needs Phase I and Phase II 
Earthwork Phase I and Phase II 
Roadway design standard potential exceptions Phase I and Phase II 

Public, Stakeholder, and 
Agency Acceptance 

Public feedback Phase II only 
Stakeholder group feedback Phase I only 
Tac agency representation feedback Phase II only 

Cost 
Construction Phase II only 
ROW Phase II only 

Descriptions of each evaluation criteria are described as follows. 

3.2.1 Natural Environment  

The natural environment evaluation criteria assess the potential impacts that different alternatives have to 
elements of the natural environment as well as document potential mitigation techniques included to limit or 
avoid potential impacts. Natural environment features considered in this investigation include relationship to 
natural species, flora, fauna, and endangered and protected species. Mitigation considerations accounted for 
in alternative analysis include integration of design features such as incorporation of wildlife crossing 
infrastructure. 

3.2.2 Built Environment 

In addition to the natural environment features, consideration of the built and human environment is 
considered for each alternative. Potential impacts and benefits are considered for each alternative as it 
relates to community, individual, and cultural resource significances. The analysis of potential noise and visual 
impacts were assessed as they relate to potential roadway impacts to nearby residential communities. The 
potential impacts and benefits to the proposed regional park plans were considered both from potentially 
enabling recreational access as well as potentially bisecting park plans. Additionally, the Study Area�p�V���F�X�O�W�X�U�D�O��
resources were considered for potential impacts to cultural artifacts as well as land significance. 

3.2.3 Traffic 

Consideration of changes to traffic were assessed along SR 69 to identify potentials for travel time savings or 
reductions in delay and improved corridor reliability. Furthermore, the potential concern of neighborhood cut-
through traffic was expressed through the public outreach efforts associated with this project. Consideration 
of potential traffic impacts to the existing portions of Yavapai Hills and Diamond Valley communities were 
qualitatively considered. Build alternatives providing partial connection would lead to all routes to begin/end or 
cut through the existing neighborhood whereas direct and fulling connected alternatives would encourage 
through traffic to continue along the alternative as the quicker and more efficient route. 

3.2.4 Community Accessibility 

Accessibility is a factor that could change between existing conditions with potential build scenarios. 
Evaluation of access accounted for the quantity, location, and additional connecting route requirements to 
potential access intersections along the corridor to the Yavapai Hills and Diamond Valley communities. 

3.2.5 Emergency Access/Evacuation 

An important need identified by the City of Prescott Fire Department is the difficulty for fire and emergency 
response to the northernmost locations in the nearby communities. The evaluation assessed potential 
changes to emergency services access and response time with the introduction of a northern access to the 
Yavapai Hills community. Additionally, potential residential evacuation capabilities were assessed with the 
introduction of additional access north of the community. 

3.2.6 Consistency with Completed Plans 

Assessment of the consistency with completed local and regional plans is a common evaluation criterion to 
include in an alternatives analysis process. The CYMPO RTP and additional regional and local plans were 
referenced to identify plan consistency. This criterion also includes consistency with preliminary and final plats 
from the current development plans.  

3.2.7 Multimodal Mobility 

Potential Build Alternatives may accommodate active transportation modes, such as bicycling and walking. 
The physical topography of potential Build Alternatives varies in the gradients and slopes of the alignments, 
which may present opportunities or barriers towards accommodation of these active modes. Furthermore, as 
part of the Phase II analysis, considerations for dedicated active transportation features such as sidewalks, 
bicycle lanes, and/or multi use paths were included. 
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3.2.8 Vehicular Safety 

Safety is of critical importance to all transportation projects and was considered in the alternative evaluation 
process. Safety considerations included in the Build Alternatives include assessment of travel and design 
speeds of a potential corridor, the introduction of horizontal and vertical curves along the corridor, and the 
visibility and lighting features potentially included in Build Alternatives to offer a safe roadway. 

3.2.9 Engineering Design Constraints 

The analyzed potential corridor alternatives incorporate detailed engineering considerations to provide 
potentially implementable alternatives. The engineering considerations from the evaluation process include 
utility impacts, drainage needs, quantity of earthwork required, and conformance towards existing roadway 
design standards from partner agencies.  

3.2.10 Public, Stakeholder, and Agency Acceptance 

Feedback response from the general public, the stakeholder committee members, and agency partners are 
important in identifying respective feedback to different alternatives. Public feedback was collected 
throughout the planning process on the project website, from written comment cards available at public 
meetings and special events, and through �I�H�H�G�E�D�F�N���U�H�F�H�L�Y�H�G���D�W���W�K�H���S�U�R�M�H�F�W�p�V���H�Q�J�D�J�H�P�H�Q�W���H�Y�H�Q�W�V����
Stakeholder committee feedback was collected through comments and engagement opportunities at the 
Stakeholder Committee Meetings. Agency feedback was identified during formal STAC meetings and 
technical working sessions. 

3.2.11 Cost 

Both estimated construction and ROW costs are included in the alternatives analysis process. Cost estimates 
were assessed during the Phase II analysis once all build design considerations were identified. 

3.3 Criteria Scoring Methodology 

To determine evaluation criteria weighting, the project stakeholder committee provided prioritization feedback 
through an engagement activity conducted during Stakeholder Meeting #2. Each evaluation criteria category 
and individual component criteria were presented to the stakeholder committee prior to conducting the 
engagement activity. This activity used a digital engagement tool to prioritize each evaluation criteria category 
using a pairwise comparison technique. Each stakeholder committee member was provided a web link and 
QR code to access the tool platform using a mobile device or laptop. The activity presented a series of head-
to-head questions, prompting committee members to choose the higher priority category between two 
randomly generated evaluation criteria categories. This randomized process was replicated a total of 30 times 
per individual to create a comparative sample. �(�D�F�K���L�Q�G�L�Y�L�G�X�D�O���S�D�U�W�L�F�L�S�D�Q�W�p�V results were compiled into a 
singular committee score accounting for all participant input. In total, 23 participants cast a total of 690 votes. 
These votes were then aggregated to generate a cumulative score normalized out of a maximum score of 
100. A score of 100 would represent unanimous agreement on the highest priority category. Conversely, a 
score of zero would represent unanimous agreement on the lowest priority category. The subsequent relative 
ranking among the evaluation criteria categories was established using this score, ranging between a high 
priority score of 65 for traffic impacts and a low score of 29 for cost. The results of Engagement Activity #1, 
displayed in Figure 18, were used to determine the scoring weightage in the evaluation process. 

Among the evaluation criteria categories, traffic impacts, vehicular safety, and emergency access and 
evacuation were identified as the top three most significant. In contrast, cost and consistency with completed 
plans were found to be relatively less important in the evaluation. 

 
Figure 18: Engagement Activity #1 Results 

3.4 Development of Conceptual Build Alternatives 

Seven preliminary Build Alternatives were developed with the different horizontal alignments connecting the 
constructed connection points. Six Build Alternatives represented full end-to-end corridor alternatives, and 
one alternative represented a partial connection that only connected to the western terminus and accessed 
the Yavapai Hills neighborhood as a partial access roadway. The western terminus of each of the alternatives 
was assumed to be at the intersection of Future Storm Ranch Parkway (Sundog Connector) and Mystic Ridge 
Parkway within the planned Storm Ranch community. West of this intersection all alternatives maintain the 
design included in the Storm Ranch approved design plans. Prior to the development of these conceptual 
alternatives, a comprehensive review was conducted of the 2013 Sundog Connector Corridor Study, current 
conditions, planned and approved development plans, and development infrastructure plans. 

A horizonal and vertical alignment was developed for each Build Alternative in relationship to the existing 
topographic features, existing and planned developments, and preliminary roadway alignment design criteria. 
It was noted that existing topographic constraints along with locations of planned developments resulted in 
development of Build Alternatives with various horizontal and vertical alignment challenges including potential 
steep grades (exceeding 6 percent or segments with longer portions of constant 6 percent grades), large 
earthwork cut and fill areas, and horizonal curve locations requiring reduced speeds. Alternative horizontal 
and vertical conceptual layouts are included in Appendix B.  

3.4.1 Build Alternative 1 

Build Alternative 1 uses a direct connection between the planned Storm Ranch Parkway and Yavapai Hills 
Unit 9 roadway alignments and then uses an alignment with the greatest distance between existing homes 
east of the Yavapai Hills Unit 9 plans.  

Alternative 1 is approximately 2.9 miles in total length. The western section of the alternative directly aligns 
with the approved Storm Ranch development plans, utilizing the approved roadway alignment layout through 
the majority of Storm Ranch (slight alignment modification required at the Sundog Ranch Parkway and Mystic 
Ridge Parkway intersection). Alternative 1 uses a direct alignment between the Storm Ranch and Yavapai 
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Hills Unit 9 development areas, resulting in steep grades greater than 10 percent for approximately 3,200 feet  
on the western portion of the alignment. The alternative aligns directly with the planned Yavapai Hills Unit 9 
roadway alignment connecting across the Unit 9 section. The eastern section uses the furthest north 
alignment option, creating greater separation between existing residential properties and the roadway 
alignment. The eastern section requires a constant vertical grade of 6 percent for approximately 5,800 feet 
and an approximate 400-foot section of grades at 10 percent to tie into the Granite View Drive intersection 
alignment. The total alternative would require approximately 5,400,000 cubic yards of roadway excavation 
and 260,000 cubic yards of roadway embankment. 

Alternative 1 alignment is displayed in Figure 19. 

3.4.2 Build Alternative 2  

Build Alternative 2 uses a more indirect connection (when compared to Alternative 1) between the planned 
Storm Ranch Parkway and Yavapai Hills Unit 9 roadway alignments and then uses an alignment with a middle 
distance between existing homes east of the Yavapai Hills Unit 9 plans. This alignment would require steep 
grades along the western portion but reduces the needs for earthwork cut and fill on the eastern portion of 
the alignment, compared to Alternative 1.  

Alternative 2 is approximately 3.1 miles in total length. The western section of the alternative directly aligns 
with the approved Storm Ranch development plans, utilizing the approved roadway alignment layout through 
the majority of Storm Ranch. Alternative 2 uses a relatively direct alignment between the Storm Ranch and 
Yavapai Hills Unit 9 development areas, resulting in steep grades greater than 9 percent for approximately 
3,400 feet on the western portion of the alignment. The western alignment differs slightly from Alternative 1 to 
conform more to the natural topography. The alternative aligns directly with the planned Yavapai Hills Unit 9 
roadway alignment connecting across the Unit 9 section. The eastern section uses a middle alignment, 
creating some separation between existing residential properties and the roadway alignment. The eastern 
section requires a constant vertical grade of 4.5 percent for approximately 5,000 feet and an approximate 
600-foot section of grades at 10 percent to tie into the Granite View Drive intersection alignment. The total 
alternative would require approximately 1,280,000 cubic yards of roadway excavation and 2,460,000 cubic 
yards of roadway embankment. 

Alternative 2 alignment is displayed in Figure 20. 

3.4.3 Build Alternative 3  

Build Alternative 3 uses a direct connection between the planned Storm Ranch Parkway and Yavapai Hills 
Unit 9 roadway alignments (same as Alternative 1) and then uses an alignment with the least distance 
between existing homes east of the Yavapai Hills Unit 9 plans. This alignment better matches existing 
topography to minimize earthwork cut and fill along the eastern portion of the alignment. This alignment would 
slightly modify the preliminary planned Yavapai Hills Unit 9 roadway alignment.  

Alternative 3 is approximately 3.0 miles in total length. The western section of the alternative directly aligns 
with the approved Storm Ranch development plans, utilizing the approved roadway alignment layout through 
the majority of Storm Ranch (slight alignment modification is required at the Sundog Ranch Parkway and 
Mystic Ridge Parkway intersection). Alternative 3 uses the same direct alignment between the Storm Ranch 
and Yavapai Hills Unit 9 development areas as Alternative 1, resulting in steep grades greater than 9 percent 
for approximately 3,400 feet on the western portion of the alignment. The alternative generally aligns with the 
planned Yavapai Hills Unit 9 roadway alignment connecting across the Unit 9 section. The eastern section 
uses a lower alignment, leaving the least distance between existing residential properties and the roadway 

alignment and maximizing the land connectivity directly north of the corridor alignment. The eastern section 
only requires limited sections of steep grades at 10 percent for approximately 750 feet to tie into the Granite 
View Drive intersection alignment. The total alternative would require approximately 2,200,000 cubic yards of 
roadway excavation and 1,010,000 cubic yards of roadway embankment. 

Alternative 3 alignment is displayed in Figure 21. 

3.4.4 Build Alternative 4  

Build Alternative 4  uses an indirect connection between the planned Storm Ranch Parkway and Yavapai Hills 
Unit 9 roadway alignments, using a longer looping horizontal alignment that provides lower grades, and then 
uses an alignment with the least distance between existing homes east of the Yavapai Hills Unit 9 plans. This 
alignment better matches existing topography to minimize earthwork cut and fill along the eastern section. 
This alignment would slightly modify the preliminary planned Yavapai Hills Unit 9 roadway alignment.  

Alternative 4 is approximately 3.1 miles in total length. The western section of the alternative directly aligns 
with the approved Storm Ranch development plans, utilizing the approved roadway alignment layout through 
the majority of Storm Ranch (slight alignment modification is required at the Sundog Ranch Parkway and 
Mystic Ridge Parkway intersection). Alternative 4 uses an indirect alignment between Storm Ranch and 
Yavapai Hills Unit 9 development areas, looping further north and lengthening the alignment across the steep 
topographic features but still resulting in approximately 4,000 feet of greater than 8 percent grade on the 
western portion of the alignment. The alternative generally aligns with the planned Yavapai Hills Unit 9 
roadway alignment connecting across the Unit 9 section. The eastern section uses a lower alignment, leaving 
the least distance between existing residential properties and the roadway alignment and maximizing the land 
connectivity directly north of the corridor alignment, the same eastern alignment as Alternative 3. The eastern 
section only requires limited sections of steep grades at 10 percent for approximately 550 feet to tie into the 
Granite View Drive intersection alignment. The total alternative would require approximately 4,000,000 cubic 
yards of roadway excavation and 920,000 cubic yards of roadway embankment. 

Alternative 4 alignment is displayed in Figure 22. 

3.4.5 Build Alternative 5  

Build Alternative 5 uses a direct connection between the planned Storm Ranch Parkway and Yavapai Hills 
Unit 9 but creates a significant change to the preliminary planned Yavapai Hills Unit 9 roadway alignment, 
pushing the alignment further north into preliminary planned Yavapai Hills Unit 9. The eastern portion then 
uses an alignment with the least distance between existing homes east of the Yavapai Hills Unit 9 plans. This 
alignment better matches existing topography to minimize earthwork cut and fill along the eastern section, 
compared to the other build alternatives.  

Alternative 5 is approximately 3.1 miles in total length. The western section of the alternative directly aligns 
with the approved Storm Ranch development plans, utilizing the approved roadway alignment layout through 
the majority of Storm Ranch (slight alignment modification is required at the Sundog Ranch Parkway and 
Mystic Ridge Parkway intersection). Alternative 5 uses generally the same direct alignment between the 
Storm Ranch and Yavapai Hills Unit 9 development areas as Alternatives 1 and 3, resulting in steep grades 
greater than 8 percent for approximately 3,400 feet on the western portion of the alignment. The alternative 
diverges from the planned Yavapai Hills Unit 9 roadway alignment and connects further north of the planned 
Unit 9 roadway section. The northern section in the Unit 9 development area connects to a lower alignment 
along the eastern section, leaving the least distance between existing residential properties and the roadway 
alignment and maximizing the land connectivity directly north of the corridor alignment. The connection from 
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the northern Unit 9 section to the eastern section creates greater connectivity with the existing Yavapai Hills 
developed community, while remaining closer to the existing properties in Diamond Valley. The eastern 
section requires a constant vertical grade of 5 percent for approximately 5,700 feet and an approximate 550-
foot section of grades at 10 percent to tie into the Granite View Drive intersection alignment. The total 
alternative would require approximately 3,500,000 cubic yards of roadway excavation and 1,470,000 cubic 
yards of roadway embankment. 

Alternative 5 alignment is displayed in Figure 23. 

3.4.6 Build Alternative 6  

Build Alternative 6 uses an indirect connection between the planned Storm Ranch Parkway and Yavapai Hills 
Unit 9 roadway alignments, using a switchback horizontal alignment that lowers grades (200-foot horizontal 
curves would require reduced posted speed limits) and then uses an alignment with the least distance 
between existing homes east of the Yavapai Hills Unit 9 plans. This alignment better matches existing 
topography to minimize earthwork cut and fill. This alignment would change the Yavapai Hills Unit 9 roadway 
alignment.  

Alternative 6 is approximately 3.6 miles in total length. The western section of the alternative directly aligns 
with the approved Storm Ranch development plans, utilizing the approved roadway alignment layout through 
the majority of Storm Ranch. Alternative 6 uses an indirect alignment between the Storm Ranch and Yavapai 
Hills Unit 9 development areas, incorporating the use of a switchback to lessen the roadway grade severity, 
resulting in slightly less steep grades of a consistent 6 percent for approximately 5,500 feet on the western 
portion of the alignment. The alternative generally aligns with the planned Yavapai Hills Unit 9 roadway 
alignment connecting across the Unit 9 section. The eastern section uses a lower alignment, leaving the least 
distance between existing residential properties and the roadway alignment and maximizing the land 
connectivity directly north of the corridor alignment, the same eastern alignment as Alternative 3. The eastern 
section requires limited sections of steep grades at 10 percent for approximately 550 feet to tie into the 
Granite View Drive intersection alignment. The total alternative would require approximately 2,000,000 cubic 
yards of roadway excavation and 1,020,000 cubic yards of roadway embankment. 

Alternative 5 alignment is displayed in Figure 24. 

3.4.7 Build Alternative 7  

Build Alternative 7 uses the same alignment as Alternative 2 between the planned Storm Ranch Parkway and 
Yavapai Hills Unit 9 roadway alignments and terminates at the eastern edge of Yavapai Hills Unit 9. This 
alignment would only provide access to the western portion of the overall Study Area and would serve as an 
access route to and from the Yavapai Hills community but would not provide full connectivity across the full 
Study Area. 

Alternative 7 alignment is displayed in Figure 25.
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Figure 19: Build Alternative 1 Conceptual Alignment 
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Figure 20: Build Alternative 2 Conceptual Alignment 
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Figure 21: Build Alternative 3 Conceptual Alignment 
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Figure 22: Build Alternative 4 Conceptual Alignment 
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Figure 23: Build Alternative 5 Conceptual Alignment 
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Figure 24: Build Alternative 6 Conceptual Alignment 
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Figure 25: Build Alternative 7 Conceptual Alignment 
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