














Projects Spreadsheet 



Proposed Projects for a Future Pima County Bond Election - Current as of December 30, 2014

Note these projects are subject to change as the Bond Advisory Committee continues to meet to consider requests. 

Bond Funding Request for Projects in Committee's Draft Bond Package:  $              581,014,000 

Total Bond Funding Request for Previsously Tentatively Approved Projects:  $              480,197,000 

Total Bond Funding Request for only New and Resubmitted 525,309,313$              

Total Current Bond Funding Request for ALL Projects (Updated Tentatively Approved, New & Resubmitted):  $           1,046,718,363 

Libraries and Community Facilities

Status for 2014 Meetings

2009-11 

BAC 

Tentative 

Approval 

Date

 Submitted By, 

Priority if Provided  

 2009-11 BAC 

Tentatively 

Approved 

Funding 

 Current 

Funding 

Request 

 County Admin. 

Recommend. 

 2013 Public Bond 

Survey - % of 17,000 

respondents that 

identified project as 

most important to 

fund with bonds 

 2014 BAC 

Member 

Preference 

Exercise 

 2014-15 BAC Draft 

Bond Package 

Libraries

FM 35 Southwest Branch Library (formally West Valencia) TA - increase funding 19-Mar-10 PC $6,000,000 8,600,000$      8,600,000$            10.8% 16 YES, 1 NO 8,600,000$                          

FM 45 Sahuarita Branch Library TA - increase funding; location 16-Oct-09 PC $6,000,000 8,000,000$      8,000,000$            11.5% 15 YES, 2 NO 8,000,000$                          

FM 51 Flowing Wells Branch Library Expansion TA - increase funding 16-Oct-09 PC $2,910,000 3,100,000$      3,100,000$            11.0% 16 YES, 1 NO 3,100,000$                          

FM 48 Joyner-Green Valley Library Expansion TA - increase funding/update scope 16-Oct-09 PC 1,660,000$      1,737,000$      1,737,000$            8.7% 17 YES, 1 NO 1,737,000$                          

FM 108b Southeast Government/Community Center, Sheriff Substation - And Library TA - increase funding 16-Apr-10 PC $14,000,000 15,000,000$    $0 6.9% 3 YES, 8 NO $0

FM 108a Southeast Government/Community Center, Sheriff Substation - No Library TA - reduce scope & funding 16-Apr-10 PC $14,000,000 7,000,000$      7,000,000$            2.8% 11 YES, 4 NO 7,000,000$                          

N 1 Southeast Regional Community Branch Library at UA Tech Park New PC 6,800,000$      6,800,000$            7.8% 12 YES, 3 NO 6,800,000$                          

FM 39 North Marana Library and Community Center Resubmittal Marana - 6 16,700,000$    $0 5.8% 1 YES, 8 NO $0

N 2 Marana Regional Library New MUSD 7,500,000$      $0 7.9% 4 YES, 9 NO $0

SUBTOTAL $44,570,000 74,437,000$    35,237,000$          35,237,000$                        

Community Facilities

PR 18 El Pueblo Center Improvements TA - increase funding 16-Oct-09 Tucson - 17 $2,000,000 2,500,000$      2,500,000$            8.0% 18 YES, 0 NO 2,500,000$                          

PR 102 Picture Rocks Community Center Expansion Resubmittal Citizens for Picture Rocks 2,500,000$      $0 5.1% 1 YES, 9 NO $0

PR 211 South Marana Multi-Generational Center Resubmittal Marana - 8 5,400,000$      $0 3.5% 1 YES, 8 NO $0

PR 42 Quincie Douglas Center Expansion Resubmittal Tucson - 20 1,000,000$      $0 5.5% 8 YES, 3 NO $1,000,000

PR 11 Clements Senior Center Expansion Resubmittal Tucson - 21 4,500,000$      $0 7.4% 5 YES, 4 NO $4,500,000

N 3 YMCA Community Center at the UA Science and Tech Park New YMCA 6,000,000$      6,000,000$            14.3% 9 YES, 4 NO 6,000,000$                          

N 4 Marana Regional Performing Arts Center New MUSD 6,000,000$      $0 4.4% 2 YES, 9 NO $0

N 6 Sahuarita Food Bank and Multi-Agency Community Service Facility New Sahuarita Food Bank 300,000$         300,000$               16.4% 14 YES, 3 NO 300,000$                             

SUBTOTAL $2,000,000 28,200,000$    8,800,000$            14,300,000$                        

TOTAL 46,570,000$    102,637,000$  44,037,000$          49,537,000$                        
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Museums and Tourism

Status for 2014 Meetings

2009-11 

BAC 

Tentative 

Approval 

Date

 Submitted By, 

Priority if Provided  

 2009-11 BAC 

Tentatively 

Approved 

Funding 

 Current 

Funding 

Request 

 County Admin. 

Recommend. 

 2013 Public Bond 

Survey - % of 17,000 

respondents that 

identified project as 

most important to 

fund with bonds 

 2014 BAC 

Member 

Preference 

Exercise 

 2014-15 BAC Draft 

Bond Package 

FM 107 Tucson Children's Museum TA - increase funding 19-Mar-10 Children's Museum $5,000,000 6,000,000$      6,000,000$            33.6% 12 YES, 3 NO 6,000,000$                          

FM 109 Pima Air and Space Museum Cold War Hangar and Theater TA - increase funding/update scope 21-May-10 Pima Air and Space $4,000,000 10,000,000$    10,000,000$          24.9% 12 YES, 3 NO 4,000,000$                          

PR 266 Pima County Southeast Regional Park (Fairgrounds) Horse Racing Facility TA - delete 16-Oct-09 PC 6,500,000$      $0 $0 5.5% 4 YES, 8 NO $0
FM 77 County Fairgrounds Building & Infrastructure Improvements TA - increase funding/update scope 16-Oct-09 SW Fair Commission $3,000,000 4,250,000$      4,250,000$            11.1% 15 YES, 1 NO 4,250,000$                          

N 7 County Fairgrounds RV Park and Infrastructure Improvements New SW Fair Commission 3,200,000$      3,200,000$            5.0% 11 YES, 2 NO 3,200,000$                          

N 10 Old Pima Co. Courthouse Restoration, Repurposing, Jan. 8th Memorial, Tucson Museum of Art New PC 35,000,000$    35,000,000$          new project after survey 12 YES, 2 NO 35,000,000$                        

N 11 Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum-Exhibits and Facility Expansion New Desert Museum 10,162,000$    10,162,000$          43.3% 12 YES, 2 NO 9,162,000$                          

PR 80 Canoa Ranch New Museum/Orientation Center and Other Improvements TA - expand scope/increase funding 4-Jan-10 PC 5,000,000$      15,000,000$    15,000,000$          5.5% 9 YES, 5 NO 15,000,000$                        

N 13 Reid Park Zoo African Expansion Phase II New Tucson - 4 10,000,000$    10,000,000$          37.4% 8 YES, 6 NO 10,000,000$                        

N 14 Southern AZ Regional Orientation Center (formally Tumamoc Hill Area Regional Visitors Center) New PC, COT, UA, Visit Tucson, Western National Parks Assoc.15,000,000$    15,000,000$          14.2% 12 YES, 4 NO 15,000,000$                        

N 21 Downtown Community Theaters & Historic Cultural Landscape New Tucson - 2 28,000,000$    no recommendation new project after survey 2 YES, 9 NO 28,000,000$                        

N 22 Temple of Music and Art New Tucson - 24 900,000$         no recommendation new project after survey 3 YES, 8 NO 900,000$                             

N 23 Tucson Visual Arts Complex - Site Acquisition New UA, TMA, Jan 8th, ect. 8,000,000$      8,000,000$            new project after survey 3 YES, 9 NO $0

TOTAL $23,500,000 145,512,000$  116,612,000$        130,512,000$                      

Historic, Cultural and Natural Area Conservation Status for 2014 Meetings

2009-11 

BAC 

Tentative 

Approval 

Date

 Submitted By, 

Priority if Provided  

 2009-11 BAC 

Tentatively 

Approved 

Funding 

 Current 

Funding 

Request 

 County Admin. 

Recommend. 

 2013 Public Bond 

Survey - % of 17,000 

respondents that 

identified project as 

most important to 

fund with bonds 

 2014 BAC 

Member 

Preference 

Exercise 

 2014-15 BAC Draft 

Bond Package 

Historic and Cultural Resources

HP 103 Archaeological Site Acquisitions: Marana Mounds and/or Cocoraque Butte TA - increase funding 4-Jan-10 PC 1,500,000$      4,400,000$      4,400,000$            14.6% 10 YES, 4 NO inc. in open space

HP 111 Steam Pump Ranch Rehabilitation TA - increase funding/update scope 16-Oct-09 OV - 1 $2,000,000 5,000,000$      5,000,000$            6.2% 11 YES, 3 NO 5,000,000$                          

HP 125 Ajo Curley School Gym, Town Plaza & Other Historic Buildings TA - update scope 16-Apr-10 PC 1,300,000$      1,300,000$      1,300,000$            5.3% 10 YES, 3 NO 1,300,000$                          

HP 109 Vail Area Historic Sites TA - Delete 4-Jan-10 PC & Vail Preservation Society 250,000$         250,000$         $0 8.7% 3 YES, 8 NO $0

HP 107 Repair and Rehabilitation of Historic Buildings on County-Owned Ranches TA 17-Jun-11 PC 500,000$         500,000$         500,000$               12.5% 11 YES, 4 NO 500,000$                             

HP 108 Site Interpretation/Preservation of County-owned Cultural Resource Sites TA 4-Jan-10 PC (supported by OV-6) 2,000,000$      2,000,000$      2,000,000$            11.6% 12 YES, 3 NO 2,000,000$                          

HP 115 Historic Ft. Lowell Park Master Plan Implementation TA 16-Oct-09 PC 5,000,000$      5,000,000$      5,000,000$            23.7% 15 YES, 0 NO 5,000,000$                          

HP 126 Dunbar School Rehabilitation TA 16-Apr-10 Tucson - 29 1,500,000$      1,500,000$      1,500,000$            10.6% 11 YES, 2 NO 1,500,000$                          

N 15 Mission San Xavier East Tower & Façade Restoration New Patronato San Xavier 2,500,000$      2,500,000$            32.2% 16 YES, 1 NO 2,500,000$                          

N 16 Historic Miracle Mile/Oracle Revitalization Corridor New Tucson - 5 2,000,000$      $0 new project after survey 2 YES, 8 NO $0

N 17 Sunshine Mile - Modernist Corridor Historic Façade Rehabilitation Program New Tucson - 11 2,000,000$      $0 new project after survey 2 YES, 8 NO $0

SUBTOTAL 14,050,000$    26,450,000$    22,200,000$          17,800,000$                        

Natural Area Restoration

PR 262 Altar Valley Watershed Restoration Project  TA 15-Oct-10 Altar Valley Conserv. Alliance 1,500,000$      1,500,000$      1,500,000$            11.7% 13 YES, 3 NO 1,500,000$                          

N 20 Buffelgrass Removal, Public Safety and Parkland Restoration New Southern Arizona Buffelgrass Coordination Center 5,000,000$      5,000,000$            new project after survey 5 YES, 7 NO $0

SUBTOTAL 1,500,000$      6,500,000$      6,500,000$            1,500,000$                          

Floodprone and Open Space Land Acquisitions

FC 2 Floodprone and Riparian Land Acquisition TA 21-May-10 PC 10,000,000$    10,000,000$    10,000,000$          32.8% 14 YES, 2 NO 10,000,000$                        

OS 2 Open Space Acquisition Program TA 16-Apr-10 PC 120,000,000$  120,000,000$  120,000,000$        40.3%, 36.6% 8 YES, 7 NO 120,000,000

SUBTOTAL 130,000,000$  130,000,000$  130,000,000$        130,000,000$                      

TOTAL 145,550,000$  162,950,000$  158,700,000$        149,300,000$                      
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Parks and Recreation

Status for 2014 Meetings

2009-11 

BAC 

Tentative 

Approval 

Date

 Submitted By, 

Priority if Provided  

 2009-11 BAC 

Tentatively 

Approved 

Funding 

 Current 

Funding 

Request 

 County Admin. 

Recommend. 

 2013 Public Bond 

Survey - % of 17,000 

respondents that 

identified project as 

most important to 

fund with bonds 

 2014 BAC 

Member 

Preference 

Exercise 

 2014-15 BAC Draft 

Bond Package 

City of Tucson proposals

PR 4 Udall Park Expansion (Tier 2) TA 16-Oct-09 Tucson - 19 4,000,000$      4,000,000$      4,000,000$            20.5% 13 YES, 3 NO 4,000,000$                          

PR 5 Jacobs Park Recreation Center (Tier 1) TA 16-Oct-09 Tucson - 14 4,000,000$      4,000,000$      4,000,000$            8.7% 13 YES, 4 NO 4,000,000$                          

PR 20 Reid Park Improvements (Tier 2) TA 16-Oct-09 Tucson - 9 2,000,000$      2,000,000$      2,000,000$            40.1% 17 YES, 0 NO 2,000,000$                          

PR 29 Purple Heart Park Expansion (Tier 2) TA 16-Oct-09 Tucson - 23 1,500,000$      1,500,000$      1,500,000$            10.4% 12 YES, 4 NO 1,500,000$                          

PR 267 Sentinel Park - A Mountain Park Improvement Project (Tier 1) TA 16-Oct-09 Tucson - 13 2,500,000$      2,500,000$      2,500,000$            17.6% 13 YES, 2 NO 2,500,000$                          

PR 34 Urban Greenways City of Tucson/City of South Tucson (Tier 3) TA 19-Nov-10 Tucson - 3 15,000,000$    $15,000,000 $4,000,000 18.7% 8 YES, 5 NO 16,500,000$                        

PR 19 Freedom Center Expansion and Pool Improvements (Tier 2) TA - increase funding/update scope 16-Oct-09 Tucson - 26 $2,000,000 2,500,000$      2,500,000$            6.0% 15 YES, 1 NO 2,500,000$                          

PR 28 Lincoln Park Improvements (Tier 3) TA - update scope 16-Oct-09 Tucson - 25 1,500,000$      1,500,000$      1,500,000$            7.1% 11 YES, 3 NO 1,500,000$                          

PR 35 Regional Sports Fields and Lighting (Tier 3) TA - increase funding & scope 15-Oct-10 Tucson - 1 10,000,000$    17,615,000$    16,000,000$          18.4% 15 YES, 1 NO 17,615,000$                        

PR 201 Oury Pool Renovations (Tier 2) TA - increase funding 21-May-10 Tucson - 28 $620,000 1,500,000$      1,500,000$            6.2% 13 YES, 3 NO 1,500,000$                          

PR 220 Adaptive Recreation Center Expansion   (Tier 2) TA - update scope 15-Oct-10 Tucson - 7 12,000,000$    12,000,000$    12,000,000$          9.5% 12 YES, 3 NO 12,000,000$                        

PR 14 Silverlake Park Expansion Resubmittal Tucson - 22 2,300,000$      $0 6.9% 7 YES, 6 NO 2,300,000$                          

PR 46 Kennedy Park Improvements and Expansion (Tier 1) Resubmittal Tucson - 15 2,500,000$      $0 7.9% 6 YES, 5 NO 2,500,000$                          

N 24 Murrieta Park Improvements New Tucson - 16 5,000,000$      $5,000,000 5.0% 12 YES, 4 NO 5,000,000$                          

PR 44 Oury Park Festival Area Resubmittal Tucson - 27 1,500,000$      $0 3.5% 7 YES, 5 NO 1,500,000$                          

N 55 Jesse Owens Park Development New Tucson - 18 1,000,000$      $0 new project after survey 1,000,000$                          

N 56 Buffalo Soldiers Memorial New Tucson 250,000$         $250,000 new project after survey 250,000$                             

N 57 Fort Lowell Park Improvements New Tucson 5,000,000$      $0 new project after survey 5,000,000$                          

SUBTOTAL 55,120,000$    81,665,000$    56,750,000$          83,165,000$                        

Town of Marana proposals

PR 213 Marana Cultural and Heritage Park (now combined recreation & ED project) Resubmittal Marana - 1 32,000,000$    $16,000,000 5.5% 13 YES, 2 NO 19,000,000$                        

FC 8 Barnett Linear Park and Flood Control Channel Resubmittal Marana - 2 6,000,000$      $0 3.2% 4 YES, 7 NO $0

SUBTOTAL $0 38,000,000$    $16,000,000 19,000,000$                        
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Pima County proposals

PR 77 Shooting Sports Program Site Improvements (Tier 2) TA 16-Oct-09 PC 3,000,000$      3,000,000$      3,000,000$            12.6% 13 YES, 2 NO $0

PR 103 Rillito Race Track Conversion   (Tier 1) TA 18-Dec-09 PC 14,000,000$    14,000,000$    14,000,000$          13.6% 12 YES, 5 NO 14,000,000$                        

PR 109 Flowing Wells Park Skateboard Park and Improvements (Tier 1) TA 16-Oct-09 PC 1,600,000$      1,600,000$      1,600,000$            8.8% 13 YES, 1 NO 1,600,000$                          

PR 115 Ted Walker Park Sporting Dog Training Site (Tier 1) TA 16-Oct-09 PC 2,500,000$      2,500,000$      2,500,000$            5.0% 10 YES, 5 NO 2,500,000$                          

PR 237 Flowing Wells District Park Expansion (Tier 2) TA 16-Oct-09 PC 1,200,000$      $500,000 $500,000 5.4% 13 YES, 2 NO 500,000$                             

PR 273 Kory Laos Freestyle Memorial BMX Park (Tier 3) TA 16-Oct-09 PC 1,300,000$      1,300,000$      1,300,000$            4.3% 10 YES, 3 NO 1,300,000$                          

PR 138 SW Regional Sports Tournament Complex TA - scope change, increase funding 18-Dec-09 PC 5,400,000$      32,200,000$    32,200,000$          new project after survey 14 YES, 2 NO 32,200,000$                        

PR 13 Esmond Station Regional Park (Tier 2) TA - increase funding & scope 18-Dec-09 PC $2,400,000 6,800,000$      6,800,000$            4.8% 13 YES, 2 NO 6,800,000$                          

PR 137 Canoa Preserve Park (Tier 1) TA - decrease funding 16-Apr-10 PC and Baja Sports $4,000,000 3,500,000$      3,500,000$            5.3% 16 YES, 0 NO 3,500,000$                          

PR 140 Willie Blake Park (formally Ajo Detention Basin Park) (Tier 1) TA - decrease funding & scope 17-Jun-11 PC $2,200,000 350,000$         350,000$               3.4% 11 YES, 4 NO 350,000$                             

PR 280 Flowing Wells High School Sports Field Lighting & Improvements TA - reduce funding & scope 17-Jun-11 PC & School District 15,000,000$    $1,500,000 1,500,000$            new project after survey 9 YES, 6 NO 1,500,000$                          

PR 110 George Mehl Family Foothills Park (Tier 1) TA - reduce scope & funding 16-Oct-09 PC 4,000,000$      2,500,000$      2,500,000$            5.6% 12 YES, 4 NO 2,500,000$                          

PR 116 Lawrence Park Improvements and Pool (Tier 1) TA - combo with PR86 18-Dec-09 PC 9,500,000$      6,500,000$      6,500,000$            3.8% / 1.9% 14 YES, 1 NO 6,500,000$                          

PR 277 Pima County Softball Tournament and Recreation Park at Sports Park (Tier 1) TA - scope change 16-Apr-10 PC 5,000,000$      5,000,000$      5,000,000$            9.4% 14 YES, 1 NO 5,000,000$                          

PR 96 Model Airplane Parks (Tier 3) TA - scope change 16-Oct-09 PC 1,500,000$      1,500,000$      1,500,000$            8.8% 8 YES, 6 NO 1,500,000$                          

PR 278 River Park Acquisitions and Development Countywide    TA - update scope 15-Oct-10 PC (OV-4) 20,000,000$    20,000,000$    20,000,000$          20.4% 14 YES, 2 NO 20,000,000$                        

PR 281 Public Natural Park Trailheads TA update scope /increase funding 15-Oct-10 PC 2,000,000$      3,750,000$      3,750,000$            26.5% 13 YES, 2 NO 3,750,000$                          

N 25 Kino Sports Complex Repurposing and Expansion New PC 3,900,000$      3,900,000$            19.2% 13 YES, 2 NO 3,900,000$                          

N 26 County-wide Splash Pad Program New PC 7,000,000$      7,000,000$            14.8% 13 YES, 3 NO 7,000,000$                          

N 27 36th Street Natural Resource Park New PC 480,000$         480,000$               7.9% 10 YES, 4 NO 480,000$                             

N 28 Agua Caliente Park Pond Restoration New PC 1,000,000$      1,000,000$            new project after survey 14 YES, 2 NO 1,000,000$                          

N 29 Pima Prickly Park New PC 500,000$         500,000$               7.2% 8 YES, 5 NO $0

N 30 CAP Trail Program New PC 14,000,000$    14,000,000$          12.7% 11 YES, 5 NO $0

FM 79 Colossal Cave Mountain Park Improvements TA - increase scope & funding 21-May-10 Colossal Cave 535,000$         3,000,000$      3,000,000$            21.3% 11 YES, 5 NO 3,000,000$                          

PR 93 Yaqui Park Community Center  TA  - no change 18-Dec-09 PC 2,350,000$      $0 $0 6.7% 17 YES, 2 NO $0

SUBTOTAL 97,485,000$    136,380,000$  136,380,000$        118,880,000$                      

Town of Sahuarita proposals

PR 181 Sahuarita Pool and Recreation Complex /YMCA   (Tier 1) TA - increase funding 16-Apr-10 Sahuarita - 1 $12,652,000 15,880,500$    15,000,000$          9.9% 15 YES, 1 NO 15,000,000$                        

SUBTOTAL $12,652,000 15,880,500$    15,000,000$          15,000,000$                        

Town of Oro Valley proposals

PR 217 James D. Kriegh Park Upgrades (Tier 1) TA - increase funding/update scope 16-Oct-09 OV - 1 $1,000,000 3,000,000$      3,000,000$            4.1% 15 YES, 3 NO 3,000,000$                          

PR 218 Naranja Park Improvements Resubmittal OV - 2 9,000,000$      10,000,000$          4.1% 12 YES, 5 NO 10,000,000$                        

N 33 Riverfront Park Softball Fields New OV - 3 1,000,000$      1,000,000$            new project after survey 12 YES, 4 NO 1,000,000$                          

SUBTOTAL 1,000,000$      13,000,000$    14,000,000$          14,000,000$                        

City of South Tucson proposals

PR 226 JVYC/Ochoa Gym (Tier 1) TA 16-Oct-09 S.Tucson - 5 1,000,000$      1,000,000$      $0 3.2% 4 YES, 8 NO $0

N 34 El Paso Southwestern Greenway Construction (S. Tucson portion) New S. Tucson - 3 1,500,000$      1,500,000$            5.6% 13 YES, 4 NO inc. in Urban Greenways

SUBTOTAL 1,000,000$      2,500,000$      1,500,000$            $0

Pascua Yaqui Tribe proposals

PR 228 Lawrence Hiaki Pathway   (Tier 1) TA 15-Oct-10 Pascua Yaqui - 2 500,000$         500,000$         500,000$               1.7% 11 YES, 4 NO 500,000$                             

Other Organization proposals

PR 231 Arizona Velodrome Center - Kino Campus (Tier 3) TA 19-Nov-10 Perimeter Bicycling 5,000,000$      5,000,000$      $0 7.2% 4 YES, 8 NO continued to Jan 23 meeting

FM 92 Ajo Community Golf Course Improvements TA 19-Mar-10 Ajo Golf Course 320,000$         320,000$         320,000$               2.2% 6 YES, 8 NO 320,000$                             

N 35 First Tee of Tucson Youth Golf & Life Skills Center at Crooked Tree Golf Course New Tucson Conquistadores 800,000$         800,000$               new project after survey 7 YES, 7 NO 800,000$                             

N 12 Old Tucson Expansion by Arizona Sonora Western Heritage Foundation New Old Tucson 6,000,000$      6,000,000$            new project after survey 5 YES, 8 NO continued to Jan 23 meeting

SUBTOTAL 5,320,000$      12,120,000$    7,120,000$            1,120,000$                          

TOTAL 173,077,000$  300,045,500$  247,250,000$        251,665,000$                      



Neighborhoods, Affordable Housing, Public Health, Justice & Law Enforcement

Status for 2014 Meetings

2009-11 

BAC 

Tentative 

Approval 

Date

 Submitted By, 

Priority if Provided  

 2009-11 BAC 

Tentatively 

Approved 

Funding 

 Current 

Funding 

Request* 

 County Admin. 

Recommend. 

 2013 Public Bond 

Survey - % of 17,000 

respondents that 

identified project as 

most important to 

fund with bonds 

 2014 BAC 

Member 

Preference 

Exercise 

 2014-15 BAC Draft 

Bond Package 

Neighborhood Reinvestment & Affordable Housing

CD 1 Pima County Affordable Housing Program TA - decrease funding 4-Jan-10 PC 30,000,000$    30,000,000$    15,000,000$          30.4% 16 YES, 1 NO

CD 2 Pima County Neighborhood Reinvestment Program TA - decrease funding 4-Jan-10 PC 30,000,000$    30,000,000$    25,000,000$          28.5% 18 YES, 0 NO

CD 4 Marana Affordable Housing Land Acquisition, Entitlement & Improvement Resubmittal Marana - 4 1,500,000$      $0 5.0% 2 YES, 7 NO

CD 5 Marana Neighborhood Reinvestment Housing Stock Retention Resubmittal Marana - 5 1,000,000$      $0 3.3% 2 YES, 8 NO

N 36 Pedestrian Safety and Walkability Improvements New Living Streets Alliance 25,000,000$    $0 40.1% 3 YES, 8 NO

N 37 South 12th Avenue Cultural and Culinary Corridor New Tucson - 6 3,178,500$      $0 12.8% 5 YES, 5 NO

HP 128 Performing Arts Center Rehabilitation TA 16-Apr-10 Tucson - 30 1,000,000$      1,000,000$      $0 25.6% 12 YES, 2 NO

SUBTOTAL 61,000,000$    91,678,500$    40,000,000$          

Health

FM 97 Pima Co. North Clinic Relocation & Expansion TA - scope change 19-Mar-10 PC 4,000,000$      4,000,000$      4,000,000$            12.6% 15 YES, 1 NO

FM 84 MHC Healthcare, Flowing Wells Family Health Center TA - scope change 19-Mar-10 MHC 3,000,000$      3,000,000$      3,000,000$            10.3% 4 YES, 7 NO

N 38 Pima County Office of Medical Examiner Expansion & Remodel (Forensic Science Center) New  PC  $    20,000,000  $          20,000,000 18.7%  14 YES, 3 NO 

SUBTOTAL  $     7,000,000  $    27,000,000  $          27,000,000 

Justice & Law Enforcement Facilities

FM 99 Drexel Heights Sheriff District Station Resubmittal PC 2,200,000$      2,200,000$            new project after survey 16 YES, 2 NO

N 39 North Central Sheriff's Substation New PC 3,100,000$      3,100,000$            new project after survey 14 YES, 3 NO

N 41 Public Safety Training Academy - Judgmental Firearms Training Facility New Tucson - 8 4,100,000$      $0 new project after survey 5 YES, 7 NO

N 42 Public Safety Training Academy - Multi-purpose Training Facility New Tucson -10 11,700,000$    $0 new project after survey 3 YES, 8 NO

N 43 Public Safety Training Academy - Driver Training Facility New Tucson - 12 3,000,000$      $0 new project after survey 3 YES, 8 NO

N 58 Pima County Jail Annex at Juvenile Detention Center Complex New PC 5,000,000$      5,000,000$            new project after survey

SUBTOTAL 29,100,000$    10,300,000$          

TOTAL 68,000,000$    147,778,500$  77,300,000$          

*For Affordable Housing and Neighborhood Reinvestment Programs, the current funding request amount reflects recommendations from advisory committees, not the County Administrator.
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Flood Control and Governmental Facilities

Status for 2014 Meetings

2009-11 

BAC 

Tentative 

Approval 

Date

 Submitted By, 

Priority if Provided  
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 County Admin. 
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 2014 BAC 
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Preference 

Exercise 

 2014-15 BAC Draft 

Bond Package 

Flood Control

FC 58 El Corazon - Santa Cruz River: Rillito and Canada del Oro Confluence TA - scope change 21-May-10 PC 10,000,000$    10,000,000$    10,000,000$          16.7% 17 YES, 0 NO

FC 9 Lower Santa Cruz Levee Extension Resubmittal Marana - 3 7,000,000$      $0 6.5% 3 YES, 5 NO

FC 14 40th Street Drainage Resubmittal S. Tucson - 2 3,000,000$      $0 6.0% 6 YES, 6 NO

FC 16 South 7th Avenue Between West 28th and 20th Streets Drainage Resubmittal S. Tucson - 4 2,500,000$      $2,500,000 6.0% 15 YES, 3 NO

N 44 East 32nd 1/2 Street Drainage New S. Tucson - 1 2,200,000$      $0 5.0% 7 YES, 5 NO

N 45 Cemetery Wash Drainage Improvements New PC & TO 4,000,000$      $4,000,000 new project after survey 15 YES, 2 NO

N 46 Pascua Yaqui Tribe Regional Drainage Construction New Pascua Yaqui -1 1,936,363$      new project after survey new project

SUBTOTAL 10,000,000$    30,636,363$    16,500,000$          

Governmental Facilities

FM 9 Green Valley Government Center Parking & Access Improvements TA 19-Mar-10 PC 2,000,000$      2,000,000$      2,000,000$            4.5% 16 YES, 2 NO

FM 34 Downtown Legal Services Building Asbestos Abatement & Fire Sprinklers TA 19-Mar-10 PC 2,000,000$      2,000,000$      2,000,000$            9.6% 15 YES, 3 NO

FM 110 Elections Equipment TA - decrease funding 16-Apr-10 PC $5,000,000 2,400,000$      2,400,000$            16.4% 16 YES, 2 NO

SUBTOTAL 9,000,000$      6,400,000$      6,400,000$            

TOTAL 19,000,000$    37,036,363$    22,900,000$          

Job Growth, Education and Workforce Training

Status for 2014 Meetings

2009-11 

BAC 

Tentative 

Approval 

Date

 Submitted By, 

Priority if Provided  

 2009-11 BAC 

Tentatively 

Approved 

Funding 

 Current 

Funding 

Request 

 County Admin. 

Recommend. 

 2013 Public Bond 

Survey - % of 17,000 

respondents that 

identified project as 

most important to 

fund with bonds 

 2014 BAC 

Member 

Preference 

Exercise 

 2014-15 BAC Draft 

Bond Package 

FM 1 Pima County One Stop Career Center TA - increase scope/cost 16-Oct-09 PC 4,500,000$      6,737,000$      6,737,000$            29.2% 16 YES, 0 NO

N 47 UAMC South Campus Allied Health Training & Facilities Expansion New UA 40,000,000$    40,000,000$          new project after survey 10 YES, 6 NO

N 48 Innovation/Technology Building, UA Tech Park - Bridges New UA 45,000,000$    45,000,000$          new project after survey 10 YES, 6 NO

N 49 Science Park Drive - Rita Road to Pantano Road Improvements New UA and PC 10,772,000$    10,772,000$          13.0% 11 YES, 4 NO

N 51 Sonoran Corridor Highway Improvements between I-10 and I-19 New PC 20,000,000$    20,000,000$          19.6% 13 YES, 5 NO

N 52 Oro Valley Business Accelerator New OV - 1 15,000,000$    15,000,000$          7.5% 7 YES, 8 NO

N 53 Southern Arizona Mining & Industrial Technology Centers New JTED 12,000,000$    $0 new project after survey 3 YES, 8 NO

N 54 JobPath Program Facility New JobPath 1,250,000$      no recommendation 32.5% 8 YES, 5 NO

TOTAL 4,500,000$      150,759,000$  137,509,000$        

ID

ID
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Criteria 



Pima County Bond Advisory Committee 

Criteria for Project Inclusion 

Revised June 14, 2013 

 

 

 Broad demonstrated support by public 

 Has regional public benefit 

 Partnerships 

 Other funding sources or matches 

 Education and workforce training  

 Advances Board adopted principles of sustainability and conservation 

 Previously authorized large-scale bond projects or programs that are now short 

funding 

 Phasing of large projects 

 Impact on operating and maintenance costs for governments and commitment to 

fund these ongoing costs 

 Project or program is a capital improvement, not a repair or maintenance project 

 

 

 

Criteria below would apply to the entire bond package at the end of the process and not to 

individual projects: 

 

 Advances Board adopted principles of economic development and basic 

employment growth that will attract more jobs to the community. 

 Advances the following nine principles that represent the shared values identified 

in the Imagine Greater Tucson process: accessibility, educational excellence, 

environmental integrity, good governance, healthy communities, higher 

education, broad-based prosperity, quality neighborhoods, and regional identity. 

 Regional or jurisdictional balance 
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Proposal Revisions and Specific Project Information 



 

 

 
  
16 December 2014 
 
 
To: Larry Hecker, Pima County Bond Advisory Committee, Chair 
Cc: Nicole Fyffe, Executive Assistant to the Pima County Administrator 
 Carolyn Campbell, Pima County Bond Advisory Committee, Vice-Chair 
Re:  Pedestrian Safety & Walkability Improvements Proposal Revisions + Specific Project 

Information 
 
 
Dear Mr. Hecker and honorable Committee members, 
 
Attached is our updated Project Sheet and supplemental “packet” for regional Pedestrian Safety & 
Comfort Capital Improvements. At the request of the BAC, it is significantly different from what 
was proposed in the past. It is no longer a proposal for a $25 million “program.” Rather, it is a 
proposal for 16 specific capital improvement projects throughout the region, as well as categorical 
funding for three types of pedestrian capital improvements.  
 
The most pertinent information to consider regarding this proposal is as follows: 

1. This proposal has been organized by Living Streets Alliance (LSA), on behalf of a broad 
coalition of supporters and partners in creating a safe, walkable community. Our allies 
include dozens of organizations like Pima Council on Aging, the Primavera Foundation, 
Carondelet St. Mary’s Hospital, as well as a variety of neighborhood organizations. LSA’s 
sole role has been to put forth and advocate for pedestrian improvements funding in the 
Pima County Bond on behalf of these constituencies. Please be clear: LSA will not be a 
recipient of any bond funding awarded to this proposal; it all goes directly to 
jurisdictions to build their respective projects. 

2. This proposal was conceived of during a conversation with Mr. Huckelberry back in 2011. 
To begin to tackle the grave condition of the region’s pedestrian environment, he suggested 
proposing a $25 million package for inclusion in the upcoming County Bond election.   

3. The list of 16 Signature Projects was generated by working closely with local jurisdictions, 
and reflects the efforts of those jurisdictions willing to prioritize pedestrian safety and 
comfort. In the process of creating this proposal, LSA solicited projects from all PAG 
member jurisdictions. Pima County, Sahuarita, and Marana elected not to submit signature 
projects. Regardless, all PAG member jurisdictions will be eligible to apply for Categorical 
Funding through a transparent and competitive process. 

4. This proposal – and especially projects within the City of Tucson – is firmly rooted in data 
generated for the PAG Adopted 2014 Pedestrian Plan Update. The 185-page document 
justifies the need for these projects. Moreover, virtually every Signature Projects is among 
the highest priorities in its respective jurisdiction. 



 

 

5. Signature Projects included in this proposal fall within what we call the “Pedestrian 
Collector System,” that is, the scale of roadway between the major arterial efforts of the 
RTA and the neighborhood-scale improvements of the Neighborhood Investment Program. 
Pedestrian infrastructure along this scale of roadway is virtually impossible to fund via 
current local and regional transportation funding structures. Funding sources are few 
and highly competitive, and the amount of money available is miniscule. 

6. When Pima County did a regional bond survey in the summer of 2013, Pedestrian Safety & 
Walkability Improvements (proposed at $50 million at the time) did extremely well.  It 
ranked 2nd highest overall in its category (2nd only to Pima County Animal Care Center 
Improvements, which has already been funded), 1st in its category within the city center, and 
tied for 3rd-highest ranked proposal in the overall list of projects. It is clear that Pima 
County residents are strong supporters of a safe, walkable environment. That support 
translates to “yes” votes for the overall bond. 

7. This proposal is an economic development strategy. Over 3,273 businesses are located 
within ¼ mile of Signature Project corridors. These businesses stand to greatly benefit from 
improved access to their businesses via increased foot traffic and revenues. Moreover, 
Millennials and Boomers – the two largest generations in America – are relocating en masse 
to walkable communities. To attract and retain its fair share of these demographics, the 
region would be wise to invest in walkability now. 

8. Investing in walkability now will increase property tax revenues down the road. A 
recently published white paper found that, in the City of Tucson, for each Walk Score point 
a neighborhood has above the median Walk Score point, a home in said neighborhood 
increases from $700 to $3,000 in value. Another report finds that, nationwide, “each step up 
the walkability ladder adds $9 per square foot to annual office rents, $7 per square foot to 
retail rents, more than $300 per month to apartment rents, and nearly $82 per square foot to 
home values.” 

9.  Signature Projects alone stand to leverage over $94,000,000 in public investment made 
since 1997, by making parks, public facilities, and other enhancements funded through 
bonds and public funding over the years accessible to the entire region. This is, in essence, 
completing the “last mile” to make public destinations truly accessible for any and every 
Pima County resident. 

We look forward to January 9th, when this proposal will be reviewed by the Bond Advisory 
Committee. In the meantime, we wish you a joyful holiday season. Please feel free to contact me 
should you have any questions or require additional information. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Emily Yetman 
Executive Director 



Pedestrian Safety & Comfort Implementation Diagram     
Signature Projects & Categorical Funding

Signature Projects from Local Jurisdictions* 
(administered through IGAs)

Categorical Funding**
(awarded through PAG)

Oro 
Valley

1. La Canada Road
$345,917
($3,099,551)

2. Northern/Calle 
Buena Vista
$1,048,495
($3,197,764)

1. 6th Avenue 
     $600,000

($17,190,764)

2. 8th Avenue 
     $96,000

($9,625,874)

$1,394,412
($6,297,315)

$18,017,711
($141,674,563)

$696,000
($26,816,638)

$476,699
($7,046,975)

$414,160
($687,001)

Total by 
jurisdiction:

    *All jurisdictionsn in Pima County were invited to submit Signature  
      Projects for inclusion; Pima County, Marana and Sahuarita declined
  **All Pima County jurisdictions may apply for Categorical Funding
***This segment of Roger is the border between two jurisdictions; 
      City of  Tucson on the south and Pima County on the north

In
div

idu
al 

pr
oje

cts
Ju

ris
dic

tio
n

Tucson

1. Grande Avenue
    $1,160,374

($8,352,561)
2. St. Mary’s Road
    $1,534,433

($18,162,595)
3. Vicksburg/Sarnoff
    $2,898,045

($5,300,851)
4. Roger Road***
    $1,250,700

($5,069,284)
5. Glenn Street
    $3,945,729

($9,548,191)
6. Dodge Boulevard
    $1,777,787

($1,946,861)
7. Nebraska Street
    $1,239,842

($12,556,465)
8. 36th Street
    $1,492,876

($80,687,755)
9. 5th/6th Street
    $2,717,925

($50,000)

South 
Tucson

Tohono 
O’odham 

Nation

1. San Xavier     
    District
    $250,000
    ($5,546,975)

2. Sells District
    $226,699
    ($1,500,000)

Pascua 
Yaqui
Tribe

1. Old Pascua
    $414,160

($687,001)

Safe 
Crossings

Enhancements

Safe Routes to School 
(Infrastructure Projects)

Combined project total= $20,998,982

Proposal Total 
= $24,998,982

Combined 
categorical total 

= $4,000,000

+

+

Note: Amounts indicated in green indicate 
public investment leveraged by pedestrian 
capital improvement project(s). With the 
exception of the San Xavier project, these 
numbers do not include RTA investments 
leveraged, which would greatly inflate these 
estimates.
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Department: TBD 
Date: December 16, 2014 

 
2014 Bond Election Proposed Projects Template 

 
Project Name: Pedestrian Safety and Walkability Improvements 
 
Location: Pima County (all jurisdictions) 
 
Scope: $25 million for pedestrian safety and walkability capital improvement projects throughout Pima 
County; $21 million for 16 specific corridor improvement projects totaling over 22 linear miles of 
roadway, and $4 million for categorical improvements in one of three categories.  
 
Corridor projects will focus on that pedestrian collector system that falls between the in-neighborhood 
pedestrian efforts of Neighborhood Reinvestment and the arterial efforts of the Regional Transportation 
Authority. In cooperation with these entities and the jurisdictions, it will focus on bringing pedestrians 
safely and comfortably to community destinations, such as schools, businesses, parks, community centers, 
libraries, and transit stops. Corridor projects may include, but are not limited to, such improvements as 
enhanced connections and crossings; continuous sidewalk networks; streetscape improvements; traffic 
calming; and green infrastructure.   
 
Categorical projects will be awarded through the PAG Bicycle & Pedestrian Subcommittee through a 
competitive and transparent process. All jurisdictions within Pima County may apply. 
 
Benefits: Walking is the most basic and equitable mode of transportation that exists; every person is a 
pedestrian at some point during his or her day. To increase the number of people walking, the distances 
being walked, and the diversity of trips made by foot, walking needs to be safe, comfortable and 
convenient. A walkable environment has the following benefits: 

• Safety – a reduction in the terrible toll of injuries and deaths to pedestrians in our communities  
• Transportation – reduced traffic congestion and increased efficiency/effectiveness of a multi-

modal transportation system 
• Health – reduced levels of obesity, heart disease, adult onset diabetes, and other illnesses 

resulting from sedentary lifestyle 
• Equity and Diversity – increased access for people of all ages and abilities, including the 33% of 

the population who cannot or do not drive an automobile at any given point in time 
• Climate & Environment – reduced emissions, improved air and water quality, curbed urban heat 

island  
• Economic Development – improved pedestrian connections to business districts to promote small 

scale, local economic development as well as increased “livability” which will make the region 
nationally competitive as a desirable place for major employers and start-up ventures.  

 
Costs:  $21 million in pedestrian capital improvements along 16 specific “Signature Project” corridors 
throughout Pima County; $4 million for categorical pedestrian improvements in at least one of three 
categories: Safe Crossings, Safe Routes to School Infrastructure Projects, Enhancements. 
 
Bond Funding: Twenty-five Million Dollars 
 
Other Funding: Significant investment has already been made in developing the scope of each project 
and the proposal as a whole. Living Streets Alliance and partners have donated over $50,000 in time, as 
have staff from each jurisdiction that submitted projects. The City of Tucson has already invested $50,000 
in preliminary engineering cost estimates for their projects. Jurisdictions may leverage these bond funds 
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to secure additional match funding through the Transportation Alternatives Program and other local, state, 
and federal funding opportunities. If built, the 16 corridor projects stand to leverage upward of $94 
million in public investment (Pima County Bonds, etc.) through projects funded since 1997. An 
additional $87 million in proposed projects (the majority of which are proposed 2015 County Bond 
projects) stand to be leveraged as well. 
 
Fiscal Year Project Start and Finish Date: Start FY2016; End when all funding has been expended 
 
Project Management Jurisdiction: Each jurisdiction will be in charge of managing both Signature 
Projects and Categorical Funding projects that fall within its boundaries. This will be done in cooperation 
with Pima County Project Management Department via Inter-government Agreements (IGAs). Living 
Streets Alliance (LSA) will be happy to provide project guidance and planning assistance on a contractual 
or pro-bono basis to Pima County or other jurisdictions as projects are implemented, but currently has no 
contractual connection to the projects. Rather, LSA is acting as an advocacy organization in proposing 
these projects, advocating on behalf of pedestrians and the pedestrian system.  
 
Future Operating and Maintenance Costs: Each jurisdiction will assume responsibility for future 
Operation and Maintenance costs of improvements made within its boundaries and will be required to 
provide documentation of existing O&M policies. 
 
Regional Benefits: Benefits outlined above, as they relate to pedestrian safety, the economy, public 
health and the environment are at a regional level. Each trip made by Pima County residents begin and 
end with walking.  A robust multi-modal transportation network (which benefits and is used by the entire 
region) necessitates walking as a mode of transportation, which alleviates traffic congestion for drivers 
and provides affordable alternative transportation options for non-drivers. Additionally, the Pima 
Association of Governments just adopted a 2014 Regional Pedestrian Plan Update, which clearly 
demonstrates the demand for improved walking conditions throughout the region and the potential for 
such improvements to positively affect the local economy as well as the quality of life for Pima County 
residents. 
 
Supervisor District of Project Location:  All Pima County Supervisor Districts 
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I. Introduction 
 
This proposal is to increase the walkability and pedestrian safety of Pima County. It proposes $25 in 
pedestrian capital improvements via 16 specific corridor projects totaling $21 million, and $4 million in 
categorical funding. The proposal has been organized by local non-profit organization, Living Streets 
Alliance, on behalf of a broad coalition of supporters and partners in creating a walkable 
community, including:  
 

1. American Automobile Association (AAA) Arizona 
2. American Planning Association (APA) Southern Arizona Chapter 
3. Arizona School for the Deaf & Blind 
4. American Society of Landscape Architects (ASLA) Southern Arizona Chapter 
5. Barrio Hollywood Neighborhood Association 
6. Barrio Kroeger Lane Neighborhood Association 
7. City of Tucson Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
8. Carondelet St. Mary’s Hospital 
9. Direct Center for Independence 
10. Duffy Neighborhood Association 
11. Dunbar/Spring Neighborhood Association 
12. ELDER Alliance 
13. Feldman’s Neighborhood Association 
14. Garden District Neighborhood 
15. International Rescue Committee: Center for Well Being 
16. Local First Arizona 
17. Madden Media 
18. Menlo Park Neighborhood Association 
19. Miramonte Neighborhood Association 
20. National Federation for the Blind Tucson Chapter 
21. Palo Verde Neighborhood Association 
22. Pima Council on Aging 
23. Primavera Foundation 
24. Rincon Heights Neighborhood Association 
25. Senior Impact Coalition 
26. Southern Arizona Association for the Visually Impaired (SAAVI) 
27. South Tucson Healthy Habits Coalition 
28. Sunnyside Neighborhood Association 
29. Technicians for Sustainability 
30. Tucson Bus Rider’s Union 
31. Tucson Clean and Beautiful 
32. Tucson’s REACH Coalition 
33. United Way - Senior Impact Coalition 
34. Watershed Management Group 
35. West University Neighborhood Association 
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II. Purpose 
 
The purpose of this proposal is two-fold: 1) to bring pedestrians safely and comfortably to community 
destinations, such as schools, businesses, and transit stops; and 2) to increase the economic vitality of 
jurisdictions within Pima County by encouraging walkable and therefore desirable communities in 
which to live, locate a business or visit as a tourist or convention-goer.  
 
There is a movement in Pima County towards complete streets. For planners, complete streets refers to a 
planning process that at all stages considers the needs of all modes of transportation, but we also mean 
this project to complete streets in the most literal sense throughout Pima County. Often, millions of 
dollars in federal, state and local funding have gone to improve a particular stretch of roadway, but the 
last stretch (and especially pedestrian accommodations) often goes incomplete for lack of funding. For 
example, this program proposes a project in Tucson’s Ward 5 that has seen over $30 million in public 
investment (bond funds, etc.) to improve parks, housing, neighborhoods, drainage and regional 
attractions, but yet is lacking the basic funding to get its most likely users — those on foot, bicycle and 
using mass transit —to take advantage of those investments of public dollars. This bond proposal aims 
to translate those millions of dollars of public funds already invested into livability dividends. 
 
Living Streets Alliance’s role in this proposal is as an advocacy organization working on behalf of the 
needs and desires of the community to create a safe and walkable region. This proposal advocates for 
funding for pedestrian capital improvement projects for local jurisdictions; not funding for Living 
Streets Alliance. To reiterate: LSA will not receive a penny of this funding, rather it is working to 
ensure that jurisdictions receive money to fund their much-needed pedestrian capital improvement 
projects. 
 

A. Everyone Is, Or Wants to Be, A Pedestrian 
Walking is the most basic and equitable mode of transportation that exists; every person is a pedestrian 
at some point during their day. The Arizona Public Interest Research Group recently released a research 
report around transportation trends in Arizona. The PIRG report found that in Arizona, as in the nation, 
there is a trend away from driving.1 Indeed, between 2005 and 2012, there was a 10.5% decline in the 
number of annual per capita miles driven by Arizonans!2 According to the 2000 US Census, 48% of 
households in Pima County have one or fewer vehicles. 
 
This trend away from driving is led by Millennials, the largest generation in the United States, and the 
second largest demographic group to relocate to Arizona.3 In the Phoenix-Tucson “Sun Corridor”, 
population growth between now and 2050 is projected to be 117.9%, an apparently large portion of 
which will be Millennials.4 If Pima County expects to attract its fair share of this demographic and 
economic boom, it had better invest now in the multi-modal transportation infrastructure that Millennials 
are seeking, including pedestrian infrastructure. The PIRG report points out that, “Millennials are more 
                                                
1 Arizona PIRG Education Fund, Bikes, Trains and Less Driving: Transportation Trends in Arizona, 
Summer 2014 
2 Transportation Trends, pg. 8 
3 Transportation Trends, pgs. 11-12 
4 Transportation Trends, pg. 6 
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likely to want to live in urban and walkable neighborhoods and are more open to non-driving forms of 
transportation than previous generations. A recent survey of Millennials found that 54 percent said they 
would consider moving to another city if it had more and better options for getting around, and 66 
percent said that access to high quality transportation is one of the top three criteria they would weigh 
when deciding where to live.”5 
 
Millennials aren’t the only ones who desire walkable communities. In the summer of 2013, Pima County 
conducted a regional bond survey to get a sense of which bond proposals voters were likely to support. 
This pedestrian safety and walkability proposal received the second highest ranking in its category, the 
highest ranking within central Tucson, and the third highest ranking of all of the bond proposals listed. 
This is no surprise; Imagine Greater Tucson identifies walkability as a key priority for residents in the 
Tucson metro region. 
 
The PIRG report recommends “With driving stagnating and demand for transit, bicycling and pedestrian 
infrastructure increasing, officials should reallocate resources toward system repair and programs that 
expand the range of transportation options available to Arizonans.”6 
 

B. The Walkability Dividend7  
Walking is also increasingly a driver of economic development. Report after report finds that 
pedestrians and cyclists visit accessible businesses more often and spend more money in those 
businesses overall. This may partially be a result of having less transportation expenses and thus more 
discretionary income. For example, a household in Armory Park (Walk Score 75) spends $587 per 
month on transportation as compared to a household in Rita Ranch, (Walk Score 17) which spends 
$1,042 per month on transportation.8  That’s $455 per month per household that could be spent on local 
retail and services instead of in service of a vehicle.  
 
A cursory look at home prices in downtown Tucson as compared to outer lying areas will reveal the 
truth that buyers place a premium on homes in walkable communities. A recently published white paper 
found that, in the City of Tucson, for each Walk Score point a neighborhood has above the median Walk 
Score point, a home in said neighborhood increases from $700 to $3,000 in value.9 Another report finds 
that, nationwide, “each step up the walkability ladder adds $9 per square foot to annual office rents, $7 
per square foot to retail rents, more than $300 per month to apartment rents, and nearly $82 per square 
foot to home values.”10 
 
There is no doubt that pedestrianism is a critical part of Pima County’s transportation future. To increase 
the number of people walking, the distances being walked, and the diversity of trips made by foot, 
walking needs to be safe, comfortable and convenient. A walkable environment has the following 

                                                
5 Transportation Trends, pg. 11 
6 Arizona PIRG Education Fund, Transportation Trends in Arizona, Summer 2014, pg. 5 
7 Walkable City: How Downtown Can Save America One Step at a Time, Jeff Speck, 2012 
8 Housing + Transportation Affordability in Tucson Metropolitan Area, Pima County, and Pinal County, 
The Drachman Institute, March 2009, pg. 25 
9 Walking the Walk: How Walkability Raises Home Values in U.S. Cities, Joe Cortright, 2009 
10 Now Coveted: A Walkable, Convenient Place, Christopher B. Leinberger 
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benefits: 

• Safety – a reduction in the terrible toll of injuries and deaths to pedestrians in our communities  

• Transportation – reduced traffic congestion and increased efficiency/effectiveness of a multi-
modal transportation system 

• Health – reduced levels of obesity, heart disease, adult onset diabetes, and other illnesses 
resulting from sedentary lifestyle 

• Equity and Diversity – increased access for people of all ages and abilities, including the 33% 
of the population that can not or does not drive an automobile at any given point in time 

• Environment – improved air and water quality as well as curbed heat island effect 

• Economic Development – improved pedestrian connections to business districts to promote 
small scale, local economic development as well as increased “livability” which makes it 
nationally competitive as a desirable place for major employers and venture start-ups. 

 
Given the above-described benefits, Pima County can’t afford not to invest in pedestrian infrastructure, 
safety and walkability. 
 

C. Regional Demand: PAG 2015 Pedestrian Plan Update 
There is clearly urgent need for pedestrian capital improvements throughout Pima County, as 
demonstrated through the recently adopted Pima Association of Government (PAG) 2014 Pedestrian 
Plan Update.11 
 
Data collected via the Plan shows that there is not only great demand for pedestrian accommodations, 
but that pedestrian safety is also a pressing issue throughout the region. A visualization of each of these 
issues can be seen on the next two pages; maps directly pulled from the PAG Pedestrian Plan Update.   
 
These two data sets, in combination with an inventory of the sidewalk network along major roadways in 
Pima County, were used to rank corridors through the region and generate a regional priority list for 
making improvements. Additionally, a recalibrated segment priority list was created for each PAG 
member jurisdiction. Virtually all of the corridors – or at least the majority of the segment – listed as 
Signature Projects in this proposal ranked within the top quartile of their respective jurisdiction’s 
priority list.  This further underscored the potential they have to improve safety and increase walkability. 
 
Priority lists for each jurisdiction can be viewed on pages 134-177 of the Draft Plan.  
(Note: it is important to note that priority lists are limited in that they only include major roadways and 
arterials. This is because there is not regional sidewalk data available for roadways of smaller scales and 
not because they don’t merit improvements.)   

                                                
11 http://www.pagnet.org/documents/bicycle/PedestrianPlan2014Draft.pdf 
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III. Scope of Pedestrian Safety & Walkability Capital 
Improvements 
 
This proposal is for $25 million to implement jurisdiction-based pedestrian safety and walkability 
capital improvement projects throughout Pima County via a dual component approach including 16 
signature corridor projects (totaling $21 million) in combination with 3 areas of categorical funding 
(totaling $4 million).  Projects will begin in 2016, or as early as bond funds are released. Capital 
improvement projects may include, but are not limited to components such as: enhanced connections 
and crossings; continuous sidewalk networks; streetscape improvements; pedestrian lighting; traffic 
calming; and green infrastructure.   
 
Specific corridor projects listed in this document will focus on the “pedestrian collector system” scale of 
roadway that falls between the intra-neighborhood pedestrian efforts of the Pima County Neighborhood 
Reinvestment Program and arterial efforts of the Regional Transportation Authority (RTA). Because of 
current transportation funding structures, it is particularly difficult to secure funding for 
pedestrian capital improvements on this scale of roadway in the region. 
 
The signature project component features 16 corridor improvement projects put forth by participating 
jurisdictions at the request of Living Streets Alliance.12 This includes projects submitted by the City of 
Tucson, Town of Oro Valley, City of South Tucson, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, and the Tohono O’odham 
Nation. 
 
The categorical component will allow jurisdictions to request funds for particular pedestrian 
improvement projects through a competitive process. Any categorical project must fall within one of 
three categories:  
 

1. Safe Crossings;  
2. Enhancements; and  
3. Safe Routes to School (infrastructure only).  

 
Additionally, jurisdictions may leverage these funds to secure additional match funding through the 
federal Transportation Alternatives Program, RTA funding, development impact fees, and any other 
potential source of matching or competitive funds. 
 
Any project as a part of either component should align with the goals and objectives outlined in the Pima 
Association of Governments (PAG) 2014 Regional Pedestrian Plan Update. 
 
 
 

                                                
12 LSA solicited all PAG member jurisdictions (Eastern Pima County) to include projects in this 
proposal. 
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IV. History of the Planning Process 
 
Living Streets Alliance was founded in January 2011 by people representing a diverse set of expertise 
and perspectives but united by a shared concern about the negative effects of a regional transportation 
system designed to prioritize a single mode of transportation. Though its founding members came from 
various disciplines such as public health, economic development, urban planning and landscape 
architecture, environmental preservation, education, transportation and public policy, they all came 
together to focus on advancing a regional transportation policy that accounted for multi-modal 
transportation. With that in mind, LSA immediately recognized that the major gap in transportation 
conversations in the region was pedestrianism and conceived of its 2012-2013 Pedestrian Safety & 
Comfort Campaign. Its goal was to make the simple act of walking safe, comfortable and convenient in 
the greater Tucson area. 

As part of its campaign, LSA began and still facilitates Neighborhood Walkability Assessments. These 
assessments are intended to help neighborhoods identify the gaps and obstacles in their pedestrian 
networks as well as the amenities or characteristics that would make walking easier, more comfortable 
and more enjoyable. LSA also spearheaded the creation of a Pedestrian Advisory Committee (PAC) for 
the City of Tucson and established walking promotion month, known as WALKtober. 

In December of 2011, mindful of the great need that exists for safe and comfortable pedestrian 
infrastructure and encouraged by community, partners, and leadership who have voiced support for a 
more walkable region, LSA met with Pima County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry in order to see 
what might be done about making Pima County a more walkable, livable place. At that meeting, Mr. 
Huckelberry suggested that LSA generate a bond proposal for pedestrian infrastructure. 
Following that direction, LSA began the process of creating a $50 million pedestrian infrastructure bond 
proposal. 

A general timeline of the planning process to date is as follows: 

• March 2013: LSA submitted a $50 million bond proposal for a pedestrian program. 

• Summer 2013: Pima County conducted a regional bond survey to assess potential voter support 
for various propositions. LSA’s proposal received the second highest ranking (40.1%) of the votes 
in its category, and was the highest ranking proposal within central Tucson, receiving 54.8% of 
all votes. Most importantly, of the entire list of proposals, LSA’s ranked third highest. 

• Fall 2013-Spring 2014: LSA met with community partners such as Neighborhood Reinvestment, 
the 12th Ave Coalition and the Tucson Pedestrian Advisory Committee and stakeholders such as 
Pima Association of Governments and the Tucson Department of Transportation to refine its 
proposal and ensure that bond proposals with similar ends did not overlap or compete for limited 
bond resources.  

• April 2014: LSA submitted a revised proposal for $25 million, proposing a capital improvement 
program focusing on the streets and thoroughfares that fall between intra-neighborhood streets 
that are the domain of Neighborhood Reinvestment and arterial efforts of the RTA. These inter 
neighborhood streets are the connective tissue of the pedestrian network. 

• May 2014: LSA presented its revised proposal at the monthly meeting of the Pima County Bond 
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Advisory Committee. Around 50 supporters attended the meeting, and over a dozen spoke; 
numerous letters of support were sent in before and after the meeting; dozens of comments in 
support were submitted via the County’s online form. The motion on the proposal was “to move 
the concept forward without a specific amount tied to it, with a request to other jurisdictions 
regarding whether or how they would support the concept, and specifically ask the City of Tucson 
Bond Committee for its recommendation.” 

• May-August 2014: LSA approached all PAG member jurisdictions to assess support for the 
proposal and determine specific projects appropriate for each jurisdiction. Pima County, the Town 
of Marana, and the Town of Sahuarita elected not to submit projects, while the City of Tucson, 
City of South Tucson, Town of Oro Valley, Tohono O’odham Nation and Pascua Yaqui Tribe 
each submitted projects. Since then, LSA has been working closely with the responsive 
jurisdictions to develop the final Signature Project package. (Note: Pima County, Marana and 
Sahuarita could still submit projects for this proposal, which would necessitate further review and 
evaluation.) 

V. Funding: Why Bonds? 
 
Bond funds are critical to multi-modal transit development, and particularly pedestrian infrastructure 
improvement for at least two reasons. First, Pima County and its constituent jurisdictions have already 
invested millions of dollars in bond funds, impact fees, highway user funds and other resources to start 
all manner of road and neighborhood projects that are nearly finished, but for the most basic connection: 
the pedestrian connection. Second, traditional sources of transportation funding are problematic to the 
say least. State HURF funds, even when properly allocated to Pima County, can generally only be spent 
on road improvements. The region receives roughly $35 million in federal transportation funds (both 
Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administration), the bulk of which is reserved for 
major roadways. The remainder goes to federal highway projects and a scant $1 million is allocated for 
“Transportation Alternatives.” These funds are specifically intended to fund bicycle, pedestrian and 
other alternative modes of transportation as well as recreational trails and educational outreach around 
alternative transportation. (For example, local Safe Routes to School programs are funded with these 
dollars.) 
 
The RTA 1/2 cent sales tax provides the bulk of transportation funding in Pima County down the road, 
and LSA and its partners are working closely with PAG to ensure that all available RTA funding can be 
leveraged to support and amplify the impact of bond-funded projects.  

VI. Cost Estimates 
 
At $25 million, this bond proposal is a small fraction compared to the hundreds of millions that PAG 
estimates are needed to meet Pima County’s most basic pedestrian infrastructure and safety needs. The 
City of Tucson alone estimates that $500 million is needed to bring its sidewalk network up to basic 
ADA compliance. This does not even begin to cover additional pedestrian needs like shade, safety 
lighting, enhanced crossings, traffic calming, etc. 
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Cost estimates for each signature project were provided by the appropriate local jurisdiction.  In the case 
of projects submitted by the City of Tucson, initial cost estimates for each corridor were provided by 
Psomas Engineering. Estimates for green infrastructure13 provided by Watershed Management Group 
and estimates for lighting, traffic calming, and additional enhancements by TDOT were then added on 
top of the initial cost estimate for each corridor.  
 
Each jurisdiction will assume responsibility for future Operation and Maintenance costs of 
improvements made within their jurisdiction and will be required to provide documentation of their 
existing O&M policies. This will be included in the IGAs. 

VII. Program Elements and Implementation  
 
Both the Signature Project and Categorical Funding components of the Pedestrian Safety and Comfort 
Proposal will begin in 2016. The signature project component is comprised of 16 signature projects 
across Pima County, while the categorical component may feature projects in any PAG member 
jurisdiction. 

A.  Signature Project Component 
Right around $21 million is slated for the Signature Project component. Ideally, each of the 16 signature 
projects will yield a complete street, able to safely and attractively accommodate multi-modal 
transportation. Project pricing has been calculated with a complete street in mind, bearing in mind that a 
complete street varies from context to context — a complete street in Oro Valley is likely to look 
different than a complete street in Vail or the Catalina Foothills. Even so, each signature project has 
been selected to respond to its urban/rural context and may include sidewalks, transit stops, safe and 
frequent crossings, traffic calming devices where appropriate, pedestrian lighting, green infrastructure 
and environmental enhancements, etc.  
 

B.  Categorical Funding Component 
Under the Categorical Funding component of the proposal, funds will be awarded by the PAG Bicycle 
& Pedestrian Subcommittee through a competitive process. This committee is made up of a voting 
member from each jurisdiction. There are also up to seven community volunteers who are appointed by 
the Regional Council for two-year terms. Project proposals must fall under one of three categorical 
priorities: Safe Crossings; Enhancements; and Safe Routes to School (Infrastructure Projects). Projects 
or improvements in each category may include, but are not limited to: 

• Safe Crossings: Projects awarded funding through this category may include, but are not limited 
to, HAWKs, PELICANs, TOUCANs, pedestrian refuge islands, accentuated crosswalks, 
chicanes, bulb-outs 

                                                
13 “Green infrastructure” uses vegetation, soils, and natural processes to manage water and create 
healthier urban environments.  At the scale of a city or county, green infrastructure refers to the 
patchwork of natural areas that provides habitat, flood protection, cleaner air, and cleaner water. At the 
scale of a neighborhood or site, green infrastructure refers to stormwater management systems that 
mimic nature by soaking up and storing water. (Source: EPA) 
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• Enhancements: Projects awarded funding through this category may include, but are not limited 
to, pedestrian lighting, benches, drinking fountains, shade trees and green infrastructure, art, 
ADA ramps, sidewalk gap fills 

• Safe Routes to School: Projects in this category will be infrastructure projects only, literally 
building sidewalks and enhanced connections that comprise safe routes to schools, not 
providing any programmatic funding for the Safe Routes to School programs. 
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Jurisdiction City of Tucson (Ward 1)

Roadway (from/to) Grande Avenue (from St. Mary’s Rd. to Congress St.)

Approximate Distance 0.7 miles

Capital Improvements � Sidewalk widening or wheelchair passing areas
� Sidewalk improvements (heaving, buckling spots)
� Additional enhanced pedestrian crossings
� Stormwater harvesting from street via curb cuts/

scuppers or other inlet
� 9L[YVÄ[[PUN�VM�L_PZ[PUN�I\TW�V\[Z�HZ�Y\UVɈ�

harvesting basins
� :OHKL��SHUKZJHWPUN�HUK�ILH\[PÄJH[PVU

Cost Estimate $1,160,374

PAG Pedestrian Plan priority 
ranking (per jurisdiction)

78.37 (east side) 
71.29 (west side) 

Public Funds Leveraged:
Completed Projects

$2,627,561
$   443,693  Barrio Hollywood Cambio Grande Project  
  Neighborhood Reinvestment (2004 Bond,  
  completed 2012)
$   456,785 Cambio Grande Revitalization Project (2004  
  TE Project)
$   498,975 Menlo Park Neighborhood Reinvestment  
  (2004 Bond, completed 2011)
$   130,547 17 N Linda Adaptive Reuse (2004 Bond,  
  completed 2011)
$   532,073 El Banco Remodel (2004 Bond, completed  
  2011)
$     37,784 Alvernon Heights Neighborhood   
  Reinvestment (2004 Bond, completed  
  2007)

Connections:
Regional Network

Trip Generators & Community 
Resources

Streetcar terminus (Mercado San Agustin)
SunTran
 22 on Grande
 21 on Congress 
 3 on St. Mary’s
The Loop Shared Use Path
Future Menlo Park Bicycle Boulevard

Menlo Park
Nosotros Academy
>HYK���*V\UJPS�6ɉJL



Public Funds Leveraged 
(continued):

Proposed Projects
$5,725,000

Total Leverage

$     50,704 Menlo Park Neighborhood & Park   
  Improvements (various Back to Basics  
  Projects)
$     25,000 Grande Avenue, from Congress to   
� � (�4V\U[HPU��)HJR�[V�)HZPJZ�
$     45,000 Grande Avenue, from St. Mary’s Road to  
  Mission (Back to Basics)
$   407,000 Westmoreland Neighborhood Project (2004  
  Bond, completed 2010) 
 
$   225,000 Menlo Park Bicycle Boulevard
����������� :LU[PULS�7LHR���(�4V\U[HPU�0TWYV]LTLU[Z��
  (City of Tucson, 2015 County Bond)
$1,500,000 Oury Park Festival Area (City of Tucson,  
  2015 Pima County Bond)
$1,500,000 Oury Pool Renovations (City of Tucson,  
  2015 County Bond)
5�(� � 9LNPVUHS�:WVY[Z�-PLSK�HUK�3PNO[PUN���4LUSV��
  Park; part of a $17,615,000 package for  
  several City parks (City of Tucson, 2015  
  County Bond)

$8,352,561

Notes Living Streets Alliance worked with the Menlo Park 
Neighborhood on a Walkability Assessment in 2014, 
which included this section of Grande. The corridor 
has some notable pedestrian amenities (such as a 
HAWK crossing and pedestrian refuge islands), but the 
assessment participants had suggestions for additional 
PTWYV]LTLU[Z�[V�THRL�P[�TVYL�WLKLZ[YPHU�MYPLUKS`��HSS�
captured in the “Suggested Treatments” section of the 
ÄUHS�YLWVY[��





Road
From

To
Side,of,Road

Length
New,or,Fill,gaps?
Unit,Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost

Sidewalk,(SF) 5$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 9,180 45,900$,,,,,,,,,,,, 9,790 48,950$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Asphalt,Path,(SF) 2$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Ramp,(each) 3,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 3 9,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 2 6,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Ramp,(each) 4,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 8 32,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 8 32,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Truncated,Domes,(each) 250$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 3 750$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 9 2,250$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Driveway,(each) 1,500$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 3 4,500$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 4 6,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Driveway,(each) 2,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 12 24,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 17 34,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
HAWK,Signal,(each) 150,000$,,,,,,,,,, 1 150,000$,,,,,,,,, 0 M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Subtotal(Unit(Costs 266,150$((((((((( 129,200$((((((((( 395,350$(((((((((
Lump(Sum(Costs
Utility,adjustments 10% 1 26,615$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 12,920$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Drainage,improvements 10% 0 M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Traffic,Control 10% 1 26,615$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 12,920$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Mobilization 10% 1 26,615$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 12,920$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Grading 10% 0 M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Landscaping 6% 1 15,969$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 7,752$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Clearing,and,Grubbing 2% 1 5,323$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 2,584$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Construction(Total 367,287$,,,,,,,,, 178,296$,,,,,,,,, 545,583$(((((((((
ROW 10% 0 M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Design 15% 1 55,093$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 26,744$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Cosnt,Mgmt/Inspection 15% 1 55,093$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 26,744$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Contingency 20% 1 73,457$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 35,659$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Project(Total 550,930$,,,,,,,,, 267,444$,,,,,,,,, 818,374$(((((((((

Comments

Additional(Improvement(Items* Cost
Green,Infrastructure 250,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Pedestrian,Refuge/Median,Islands 50,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Pedestrian,Lighting 42,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Grand(Total 1,160,374$((((((

*,Cost,estimates,obtained,from,TDOT,and,Watershed,Management,Group,in,addition,to,the,PSOMAS,estimates,above

Remove,ramp,on,NW,corner,of,Emery/Grande,,construct,
curb,(included,as,new,ramp).,,Segment,near,south,end,
has,palm,trees,in,the,curbway,which,may,necessitate,less,
widening,at,the,tree,locations.

Gaps Gaps

Grande,Avenue
St.,Mary's,Rd
Congress,St

W E
0.7 0.7



Jurisdiction City of Tucson (Ward 1)

Roadway (from/to) St. Mary’s Road (from Silverbell to I-10)

Approximate Distance 1 mile

Capital Improvements � Build out sidewalk network where it doesn’t exist
� Sidewalk expansion in high demand areas
� Stormwater harvesting from street via curb cuts/

scuppers or other inlet
� :OHKL��SHUKZJHWPUN��HUK�ILH\[PÄJH[PVU
� Pedestrian safety lighting
� Enhanced pedestrian crossings including 

pedestrian refuge islands

Cost Estimate $1,534,433

PAG Pedestrian Plan priority 
ranking (per jurisdiction)

Freeway to Bonita: 109.21 on south, 80.85 on north
Bonita to Grande: 83.33 on south, 81.73 on north
Grande to Silverbell: 80.89 on south, 86.20 on north

Connections:
Regional Network

Trip Generators & Community 
Resources

SunTran
 3 on St. Mary’s Road
 102X, 202X, 104X on I-10
 22 on Grande
 21 on Silverbell
The Loop Shared Use Path
Future Menlo Park Bicycle Boulevard

Pima Community College
Tumamoc Hill
St. Mary’s Hospital
Menlo Park
Seminole park
Major commercial along entire corridor
Major employers to the south (City of Tucson, United  
 Way, etc.)

Public Funds Leveraged:
Completed Projects

$13,437,595
$   407,000 Westmoreland Neighborhood Project (2004  
  Bond, completed 2010)
$   443,693 Barrio Hollywood Cambio Grande Project  
  Neighborhood Reinvestment (2004 Bond,  
  completed 2012)
$   456,785 Cambio Grande Revitalization Project (2004  
  TE Project)
$   498,975 Menlo Park Neighborhood Reinvestment  



Notes

Public Funds Leveraged 
(continued):

Proposed Projects
$4,725,000

Total Leverage

Living Streets Alliance worked with Menlo Park 
Neighborhood on a Walkability Assessment in 2014, 
which included a portion of this site. Participants 
highlighted the need for pedestrian refuge islands 
between I-10 and Silverbell. Barrio Hollywood 
Neighborhood Association has also been concerned 
about this street and requested a HAWK crossing at St. 
Mary’s Road and Cherokee, where a pedestrian was 
killed in 2011

  (2004 Bond, completed 2011)
$   123,396 Santa Cruz River Park Playground (1997  
  Bond, completed 2007) ($114,929 Bond;  
  $8,467 other)
$   394,200 Barrio Anita Neighborhood Reinvestment  
  (2004 Bond, completed 2010)
$1,217,989 Dunbar School Historic Preservation (2004  
  Bond, completed 2011)
$6,073,696 Large Line Rehabilitation & Construction  
  (2004 Bond, completed 2013) ($5,842,686  
  Bond; $232,010 other funding)
$3,688,373 Tumamoc Hill (1997 Bond, completed  
  2010) ($1,249,391 Bond; $2,438,982 other  
  funding)
$     50,704 Menlo Park Neighborhood & Park   
  Improvements (various Back to Basics  
  projects)
$     45,000 Grande Avenue, from St. Mary’s Road to  
  Mission (Back to Basics)
$     37,784 Alvernon Heights Neighborhood   
  Reinvestment (2004 Bond, completed 2007)

$   225,000 Menlo Park Bicycle Boulevard
$1,500,000 Oury Park Festival Area (City of Tucson,  
  2015 County Bond)
$1,500,000 Oury Pool Renovations (City of Tucson,  
  2015 County Bond)
N/A  Regional Sports Field and Lighting - Menlo  
  Park; part of a $17,615,000 package for  
  several City parks (City of Tucson, 2015  
  County Bond)
$1,500,000 Dunbar School Rehabilitation (City of   
  Tucson, 2015 County Bond)

$18,162,595





Road
From

To
Side,of,Road

Length
New,or,Fill,gaps?
Unit,Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost

Sidewalk,(SF) 5$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 3,360 16,800$,,,,,,,,,,,, 7,935 39,675$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Asphalt,Path,(SF) 2$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 ,$N,, 175 350$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Ramp,(each) 3,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 3,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 2 6,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Ramp,(each) 4,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 12 48,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 25 100,000$,,,,,,,,,
Truncated,Domes,(each) 250$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 3 750$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 2 500$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Driveway,(each) 1,500$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 ,$N,, 4 6,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Driveway,(each) 2,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 53 106,000$,,,,,,,,, 15 30,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
HAWK,Signal,(each) 150,000$,,,,,,,,,, 1 150,000$,,,,,,,,, 0 ,$N,,
Subtotal(Unit(Costs 324,550$((((((((( 182,525$((((((((( 507,075$(((((((((
Lump(Sum(Costs
Utility,adjustments 10% 1 32,455$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 18,253$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Drainage,improvements 10% 0 N$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 N$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Traffic,Control 10% 1 32,455$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 18,253$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Mobilization 10% 1 32,455$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 18,253$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Grading 20% 0 N$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 N$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Landscaping 6% 1 19,473$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 10,952$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Clearing,and,Grubbing 2% 1 6,491$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 3,651$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Construction(Total 447,879$,,,,,,,,, 251,885$,,,,,,,,, 699,764$(((((((((
ROW 10% 1 44,788$,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 N$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Design 15% 1 67,182$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 37,783$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Cosnt,Mgmt/Inspection 15% 1 67,182$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 37,783$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Contingency 20% 1 89,576$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 50,377$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Project(Total 716,606$,,,,,,,,, 377,827$,,,,,,,,, 1,094,433$((((((

Additional(Improvement(Items* Cost
Green,Infrastructure 300,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Pedestrian,Refuge/Median,Islands 80,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Pedestrian,Lighting 60,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Grand(Total 1,534,433$((((((

*,Cost,estimates,obtained,from,TDOT,and,Watershed,Management,Group,in,addition,to,the,PSOMAS,estimates,above

New/Gaps New/Gaps

St.,Mary's,Road
Silverbell,Road

IN10
N S
1.0 1.0



Jurisdiction City of Tucson (Wards 2 & 4)

Roadway (from/to) =PJRZI\YN��MYVT�*HTPUV�:LJV�[V�:HYUVɈ�"�:HYUVɈ��MYVT�
Vicksburg to Pantano Parkway)

Approximate Distance 2.4 miles

Capital Improvements � Fill sidewalk gaps and widen existing 3 ft. side-
walks

� ADA compliant curb ramps
� Stormwater harvesting from street via curb cuts/

scuppers or other inlet
� :OHKL��SHUKZJHWPUN�HUK�ILH\[PÄJH[PVU
� Pedestrian safety lighting

Cost Estimate $2,898,045

PAG Pedestrian Plan priority 
ranking (per jurisdiction)

Pantano to Vicksburg: varies from 51.06-79.34
:HYUVɈ�[V�*HTPUV�:LJV!���� ��VU�ZV\[O��������VU�UVY[O

Public Funds Leveraged:
Completed Projects

$4,300,851

Proposed Projects
$1,000,000

Total Leverage

$4,149,996 Pantano River Park from 22nd Street to  
  Michael Perry Park (2004 Bond, completed  
� � ��������������  ��)VUK"������������V[OLY��
  funding)
$   150,855 Jesse Owens Park & Sidewalk   
  Improvements (Back to Basics)

5�(� � ([[\YI\Y`�.YLLU^H`"�WHY[�VM�H��������������
� � WHJRHNL�MVY���KPɈLYLU[�NYLLU^H`Z��*P[`�VM��
  Tucson, 2015 County Bond)
$1,000,000 Jesse Owens Park Development (City of  
  Tucson, 2015 Country Bond)
N/A  County-wide Splash Pad Program - Jesse  
� � 6^LUZ�7HYR"�WHY[�VM�H������������WHJRHNL��
� � MVY����KPɈLYLU[�WHYRZ��7PTH�*V\U[ �̀�������
  County Bond)
$5,300,851

Connections:
Regional Network

Trip Generators & Community 
Resources

SunTran
 7 on 22nd Street
:HYUVɈ�HUK�=PJRZI\YN�HYL�M\[\YL�)PJ`JSL�)V\SL]HYKZ
The Loop Shared Use Path 
Atturbury Greenway (proposed)

Old Pueblo Children’s Academy
Harold Steel Elementary School
Saguaro High School
Jesse Owens Park
Commercial activity





Road
From

To
Side,of,Road

Length
New,or,Fill,gaps?
Unit,Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost

Sidewalk,(SF) 5$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 8,670 43,350$,,,,,,,,,,,, 6,120 30,600$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Asphalt,Path,(SF) 2$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 N$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 N$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Ramp,(each) 3,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 9 27,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 9 27,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Ramp,(each) 4,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 3 12,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 4,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Truncated,Domes,(each) 250$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 N$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 N$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Driveway,(each) 1,500$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 N$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 N$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Driveway,(each) 2,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 2,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 N$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
HAWK,Signal,(each) 150,000$,,,,,,,,,, 1 150,000$,,,,,,,,, 0 N$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Subtotal(Unit(Costs 234,350$((((((((( 61,600$(((((((((((( 295,950$(((((((((
Lump(Sum(Costs
Utility,adjustments 10% 1 23,435$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 6,160$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Drainage,improvements 10% 1 23,435$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 6,160$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Traffic,Control 10% 1 23,435$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 6,160$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Mobilization 10% 1 23,435$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 6,160$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Grading 10% 0 N$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 N$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Landscaping 6% 1 14,061$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 3,696$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Clearing,and,Grubbing 2% 1 4,687$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 1,232$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Construction(Total 346,838$,,,,,,,,, 91,168$,,,,,,,,,,,, 438,006$(((((((((
ROW 10% 1 34,684$,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 N$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Design 15% 1 52,026$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 13,675$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Cosnt,Mgmt/Inspection 15% 1 52,026$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 13,675$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Contingency 20% 1 69,368$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 18,234$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Project(Total 554,941$,,,,,,,,, 136,752$,,,,,,,,, 691,693$(((((((((

Comments

Additional(Improvement(Items* Cost
Green,Infrastructure 190,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Traffic,Calming 14,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Pedestrian,Lighting 36,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Grand(Total 931,693$(((((((((

*,Cost,estimates,obtained,from,TDOT,and,Watershed,Management,Group,in,addition,to,the,PSOMAS,estimates,above

Gaps Gaps

On,the,south,side,,there,may,only,be,room,to,widen,
sidewalk,by,2,feet.,,Additional,widening,will,likely,require,
reconstruction,of,all,driveways.,,Also,,it,was,assumed,that,
asphalt,path,would,be,provided,at,drainage,areas,to,
minimize,need,for,drainage,improvements.

Vicksburg,Street
Camino,Seco
Sarnoff,Dr

N S
0.6 0.6



Road
From

To
Side,of,Road

Length
New,or,Fill,gaps?
Unit,Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost

Sidewalk,(SF) 5$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 18,030 90,150$,,,,,,,,,,,, 16,050 80,250$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Asphalt,Path,(SF) 2$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 9,480 18,960$,,,,,,,,,,,, 10,320 20,640$,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Ramp,(each) 3,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 18 54,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 29 87,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Ramp,(each) 4,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 6 24,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 18 72,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Truncated,Domes,(each) 250$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 7 1,750$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 11 2,750$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Driveway,(each) 1,500$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 1,500$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 2 3,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Driveway,(each) 2,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 7 14,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 2 4,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
HAWK,Signal,(each) 150,000$,,,,,,,,,, 0 U$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 U$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Subtotal(Unit(Costs 204,360$((((((((( 269,640$((((((((( 474,000$(((((((((
Lump(Sum(Costs
Utility,adjustments 10% 1 20,436$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 26,964$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Drainage,improvements 10% 1 20,436$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 26,964$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Traffic,Control 10% 1 20,436$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 26,964$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Mobilization 10% 1 20,436$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 26,964$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Grading 5% 1 10,218$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 13,482$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Landscaping 6% 1 12,262$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 16,178$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Clearing,and,Grubbing 2% 1 4,087$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 5,393$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Construction(Total 312,671$,,,,,,,,, 412,549$,,,,,,,,, 725,220$(((((((((
ROW 10% 1 31,267$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 41,255$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Design 15% 1 46,901$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 61,882$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Cosnt,Mgmt/Inspection 15% 1 46,901$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 61,882$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Contingency 20% 1 62,534$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 82,510$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Project(Total 500,273$,,,,,,,,, 660,079$,,,,,,,,, 1,160,352$((((((

Comments

Additional(Improvement(Items* Cost
Green,Infrastructure 560,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Pedestrian,Refuge/Median,Islands 110,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Traffic,Calming 28,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Pedestrian,Lighting 108,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Grand(Total 1,966,352$((((((

*,Cost,estimates,obtained,from,TDOT,and,Watershed,Management,Group,in,addition,to,the,PSOMAS,estimates,above

Gaps Gaps

Drainage,structure,south,of,24th,Street,on,west,side,,may,
need,to,remove,some,concrete,curb.,,On,west,side,,start,
at,tangent,point,across,from,Vicksburg,St.,,No,sidewalk,
needed,on,west,side,along,Jesse,Owens,Park,and,Steele,
Elementary,or,along,ADOT,frontage,(north,of,Bowline).,,
On,east,side,south,of,22nd,,add,2,ft,to,4Uft,sidewalk,in,6Uft,
curbway.

Sarnoff,Drive
Vicksburg,St
Pantano,Pkwy

W E
1.8 1.8



Jurisdiction City of Tucson (Ward 3) + Unincorporated Pima County

Roadway (from/to) Roger Road (from Oracle to Romero)

Approximate Distance 1.5 miles

Capital Improvements � Sidewalks
� Pedestrian safety lighting
� Enhanced pedestrian crossings
� Stormwater harvesting from street via curb cuts/

scuppers or other inlet
� :OHKL��SHUKZJHWPUN�HUK�ILH\[PÄJH[PVU

Cost Estimate $1,250,700

PAG Pedestrian Plan priority 
ranking (per jurisdiction)

Oracle to Fairview: 67.67 on north, 61.79 on south
Fairview to Flowing Wells: 80.77 on north, 68.16 on south
Flowing Wells to Romero: 72.76 on north, 77.94 on south

Public Funds Leveraged:
Completed Projects

$394,284

Proposed Projects
$4,675,000

Total Leverage

$   394,284 Amphi Neighborhood Investment (2004  
  Bond, completed 2009)

$   175,000 Roger Connection Bicycle Boulevard
$3,000,000 MHC Healthcare, Flowing Wells Community 
  Health Center (MHC, 2015 County Bond)
$1,500,000 Flowing Wells High School Sports Field  
  Lighting & Track Improvements (Pima   
  County, 2015 County Bond)
$5,069,284

Connections:
Regional Network

Trip Generators & Community 
Resources

SunTran
 10 along Flowing Wells
 17 along Romero
 16, 107X along Oracle
Future Roger Road Connection Bicycle Boulevard

Flowing Wells High School
Homer Davis Elementary School
Major commercial activity on Roger and Oracle

Notes Living Streets Alliance worked with Flowing Wells 
Neighborhood Association & Community Coalition - 
Westwood Village Subdivision on a Walkability Assessment 
in 2014, which included the section of Roger Road between 
Flowing Wells and Fairview. Roger Road was a big concern 
among the residents in terms of pedestrian safety and comfort, 
due to lack of sidewalks, curbs, streetlights, pedestrian 
crossings, shade, and landscaping. Improvements along 
Roger Road are particularly important because the east-west 
neighborhood streets have very limited connectivity in this 
area, depriving pedestrians of alternative routes.





Road
From

To
Side,of,Road

Length
New,or,Fill,gaps?
Unit,Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost

Sidewalk,(SF) 5$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 6,860 34,300$,,,,,,,,,,,, 14,470 72,350$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Asphalt,Path,(SF) 2$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 31,290 62,580$,,,,,,,,,,,, 18,540 37,080$,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Ramp,(each) 3,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 18 54,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 17 51,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Ramp,(each) 4,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 5 20,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 6 24,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Truncated,Domes,(each) 250$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 4 1,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Driveway,(each) 1,500$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 5 7,500$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Driveway,(each) 2,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 5 10,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 8 16,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
HAWK,Signal,(each) 150,000$,,,,,,,,,, 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Subtotal(Unit(Costs 180,880$((((((((( 208,930$((((((((( 389,810$(((((((((
Lump(Sum(Costs
Utility,adjustments 10% 1 18,088$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 20,893$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Drainage,improvements 10% 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Traffic,Control 10% 1 18,088$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 20,893$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Mobilization 10% 1 18,088$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 20,893$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Grading 10% 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Landscaping 6% 1 10,853$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 12,536$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Clearing,and,Grubbing 2% 1 3,618$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 4,179$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Construction(Total 249,614$,,,,,,,,, 288,323$,,,,,,,,, 537,938$(((((((((
ROW 10% 1 24,961$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 28,832$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Design 15% 1 37,442$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 43,249$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Cosnt,Mgmt/Inspection 15% 1 37,442$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 43,249$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Contingency 20% 1 49,923$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 57,665$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Project(Total 399,383$,,,,,,,,, 461,317$,,,,,,,,, 860,700$(((((((((

Comments

Additional(Improvement(Items* Cost
Green,Infrastructure 300,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Pedestrian,Lighting 90,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Grand(Total 1,250,700$((((((

*,Cost,estimates,obtained,from,TDOT,and,Watershed,Management,Group,in,addition,to,the,PSOMAS,estimates,above

New New

On,south,side,,complete,~25',of,curb,just,west,of,Midge,
(not,shown,as,separate,cost).,,

Roger,Road
Oracle,Rd
Romero,Rd

N S
1.5 1.5



Jurisdiction City of Tucson (Ward 3)

Roadway (from/to) Glenn (from Oracle to Country Club)

Approximate Distance 3 miles

Capital Improvements � Complete the sidewalk network
� Stormwater harvesting from street via curb cuts/

scuppers or other inlet
� :OHKL��SHUKZJHWPUN�HUK�ILH\[PÄJH[PVU
� Pedestrian safety lighting
� Enhanced crossings at major roadways

Cost Estimate $3,945,729

PAG Pedestrian Plan priority 
ranking (per jurisdiction)

Country Club to Tucson: 81.27 on north, 80.56 on south
Tucson to Campbell: 53.21 on north, 77.86 on south
Campbell to Mountain: 50.82 on north, 66.49 on south
Mountain to Park: 35.34 on north, 38.04 on south
Park to 1st Avenue: 43.12 on south, 46.71 on south
1st to 6th Avenue: 53.43 on north, 55.03 on south
6th Avenue to Stone: 49.14 on north, 48.79 on south
Stone to Oracle: 76.44 on north, 74.32 on south

Public Funds Leveraged:
Completed Projects

$6,753,592
$    20,490 Hedrick Acres Neighborhood Reinvestment  
  (2004 Bond, completed 2008)
$   150,000 Miracle Manor I Neighborhood   
  Reinvestment (1997 Bond, completed  
  2001)

Connections:
Regional Network

Trip Generators & Community 
Resources

SunTran
 1 on Glenn
 19 on Stone
 6 on 1st Avenue
 15, 103X on Campbell
 17 on Country Club
4th Avenue/Fontana Bicycle Boulevard
Mountain Avenue Bicycle Route

Keeling Elementary School
Cragin Elementary School
Salpointe High School
Keeling Desert Mini Park
Connor Park
Mitchell Park
La Madera Park



Public Funds Leveraged 
(Continued):

Funded Projects
$494,599

Proposed Projects
$2,300,000

Total Leverage

$     64,000 Miracle Manor II Neighborhood   
  Reinvestment (1997 Bond, completed 2002)
$   798,013 Balboa and Laguna Habitat House Housing  
  Reinvestment (1997 Bond, completed 2008)
$   122,318 Balboa Heights Neighborhood   
  Reinvestment (1997 Bond, completed 2001)
$   150,000 Keeling Neighborhood Reinvestment (1997  
  Bond, completed 2003)
������������ 1LɈLYZVU�7HYR�5LPNOIVYOVVK�9LPU]LZ[TLU[�
  (1997 Bond, completed 2004)
$   145,973 El Cortez Heights Neighborhood   
  Reinvestment (1997 Bond, completed 2005)
$   203,804 Miracle Manor II Neighborhood   
  Reinvestment (2004 bond, completed 2009)
$   209,001 Miracle Manor Playground Equipment  
  (2004 Bond, completed 2009)
$   108,271 El Cortez Neighborhood Project (2004  
  Bond, completed 2009)
������������ 1LɈLYZVU�7HYR�5LPNOIVYOVVK�9LPU]LZ[TLU[�
  (2004 Bond, completed 2010)
$1,100,000 Ghost Ranch Lodge Housing Reinvestment  
  (2004 Bond, completed 2010)
$1,566,641 Miracle Manor Neighborhood    
  Improvements (Back to Basics)
$   540,020 Balboa Heights Sidewalks & Streetlights  
  (Back to Basics)
$   830,106 Keeling Neighborhood Improvements 
  (Back to Basics)
$     11,410 Hedrick Acres Neighborhood Improvements 
  (Back to Basics)
$     56,000 Mountain First Avenue Neighborhood   
� � ;YHɉJ�4P[PNH[PVU��)HJR�[V�)HZPJZ�
������������� :HTVZ�5LPNOIVYOVVK�;YHɉJ�4P[PNH[PVU��
  (Back to Basics)
������������� *HTWILSS�.YHU[�5LPNOIVYOVVK�;YHɉJ���
  Mitigation (Back to Basics)
$     55,000 La Madera Park Improvements 
  (Back to Basics)

$   494,599 Glenn: Country Club to Columbus 
  (Transportation Enhancement project)

$2,300,000 Stone Avenue sidewalk improvements:  
  Grant to Limberost (Impact Fees)

$9,548,191





Road
From

To
Side,of,Road

Length
New,or,Fill,gaps?
Unit,Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost

Sidewalk,(SF) 5$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 41,955 209,775$,,,,,,,,, 42,590 212,950$,,,,,,,,,
Asphalt,Path,(SF) 2$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 L$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 L$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Ramp,(each) 3,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 3,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 4 12,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Ramp,(each) 4,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 26 104,000$,,,,,,,,, 45 180,000$,,,,,,,,,
Truncated,Domes,(each) 250$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 3 750$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 6 1,500$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Driveway,(each) 1,500$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 49 73,500$,,,,,,,,,,,, 28 42,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Driveway,(each) 2,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 95 190,000$,,,,,,,,, 111 222,000$,,,,,,,,,
HAWK,Signal,(each) 150,000$,,,,,,,,,, 0 L$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 150,000$,,,,,,,,,
Subtotal(Unit(Costs 581,025$((((((((( 820,450$((((((((( 1,401,475$((((((
Lump(Sum(Costs
Utility,adjustments 10% 1 58,102$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 82,045$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Drainage,improvements 10% 0 L$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 82,045$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Traffic,Control 10% 1 58,102$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 82,045$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Mobilization 10% 1 58,102$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 82,045$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Grading 10% 0 L$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 L$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Landscaping 6% 1 34,861$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 49,227$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Clearing,and,Grubbing 2% 1 11,620$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 16,409$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Construction(Total 801,814$,,,,,,,,, 1,214,266$,,,,,, 2,016,080$((((((
ROW 10% 1 80,181$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 121,427$,,,,,,,,,
Design 15% 1 120,272$,,,,,,,,, 1 182,140$,,,,,,,,,
Cosnt,Mgmt/Inspection 15% 1 120,272$,,,,,,,,, 1 182,140$,,,,,,,,,
Contingency 20% 1 160,363$,,,,,,,,, 1 242,853$,,,,,,,,,
Project(Total 1,282,903$,,,,,, 1,942,826$,,,,,, 3,225,729$((((((

Comments

Additional(Improvement(Items* Cost
Green,Infrastructure 300,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Pedestrian,Refuge/Median,Islands 240,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Pedestrian,Lighting 180,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Grand(Total 3,945,729$((((((

*,Cost,estimates,obtained,from,TDOT,and,Watershed,Management,Group,in,addition,to,the,PSOMAS,estimates,above

Gaps Gaps

Unmarked,crosswalk,at,Cortez?,,Estimate,includes,
reconstructing,ramp,on,north,side,at,that,location.,,Two,
driveways,on,north,side,immediately,west,of,1st,can,be,
removed,,and,are,counted,as,reconstructions,in,estimate.,,
On,south,side,,driveway,immediately,west,of,Stone,can,
be,removed,,is,included,as,reconstruction,in,estimate.,,
Driveway,on,south,side,east,of,Warren,can,be,removed,,
is,included,as,reconstruction,in,estimate.,,On,north,side,,
some,areas,have,a,2',(or,maybe,narrower),curbway,,so,
sidewalk,was,based,on,just,filling,that,in.,,If,wider,
sidewalks,are,desired,,more,ROW,will,likely,be,needed.

Glenn,Street
Oracle,Rd

Country,Club,Rd
N S
3.0 3.0



Jurisdiction City of Tucson (Wards 3 & 6)

Roadway (from/to) Dodge Boulevard (from Glenn to 5th Street)

Approximate Distance 2 miles

Capital Improvements � Sidewalks
� Pedestrian safety lighting
� Stormwater harvesting from street via curb cuts/

scuppers or other inlet
� :OHKL��SHUKZJHWPUN�HUK�ILH\[PÄJH[PVU
� (KKP[PVUHS�[YHɉJ�JHSTPUN�MLH[\YLZ
� Drainage improvements

Cost Estimate $1,777,787

PAG Pedestrian Plan priority 
ranking (per jurisdiction)

Glenn to Grant: 72 on both sides
Grant to Pima: 79 on east, 69 on west
(Other sections not rated)

Public Funds Leveraged:
Completed Projects

$1,754,861

Proposed Projects
$192,000

Total Leverage

$   253,237 Palo Verde Neighborhood Reinvestment  
  (2004 Bond, completed 2010)
$   266,600 North Dodge Neighborhood Reinvestment  
  (2004 Bond, completed 2009)
������������ 7HSV�=LYKL�5LPNOIVYOVVK�;YHɉJ�4P[PNH[PVU��
  (Back to Basics)
$1,113,024 North Dodge (various Back to Basics projects)

$   192,000 Dodge Road Bicycle Boulevard

$1,946,861

Connections:
Regional Network

Trip Generators & Community 
Resources

SunTran
 1 on Glenn
 9 on Grant
 5 on Pima
 4, 105X, 109X on Speedway
 3 on 5th Street
Dodge is a future Bicycle Boulevard
3rd Street Bicycle Boulevard
Fairmont, Seneca, Flower are future Bicycle Boulevards

*H[HSPUH�4HNUL[�/PNO�:JOVVS

Notes 3P]PUN�:[YLL[Z�(SSPHUJL�^VYRLK�^P[O�4PYHTVU[L�HUK�7HSV�
Verde Neighborhoods on separate Walkability Assessments, 
which included Dodge between 5th St. and Grant. During the 
assessments, notable pedestrian activity was observed along 
Dodge, likely because of its connection to bus stops and the 
higher-density residential developments. Both neighborhoods 
raised several concerns about Dodge, which are captured in 
[OL�¸:\NNLZ[LK�;YLH[TLU[Z¹�ZLJ[PVU�VM�[OL�ÄUHS�YLWVY[Z�





Road
From

To
Side,of,Road

Length
New,or,Fill,gaps?
Unit,Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost

Sidewalk,(SF) 5$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 17,060 85,300$,,,,,,,,,,,, 12,535 62,675$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Asphalt,Path,(SF) 2$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 30,360 60,720$,,,,,,,,,,,, 41,340 82,680$,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Ramp,(each) 3,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 27 81,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 36 108,000$,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Ramp,(each) 4,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 6 24,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 6 24,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Truncated,Domes,(each) 250$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 4 1,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 4 1,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Driveway,(each) 1,500$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 19 28,500$,,,,,,,,,,,, 16 24,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Driveway,(each) 2,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 8 16,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 10 20,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
HAWK,Signal,(each) 150,000$,,,,,,,,,, 0 U$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 U$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Subtotal(Unit(Costs 296,520$((((((((( 322,355$((((((((( 618,875$(((((((((
Lump(Sum(Costs
Utility,adjustments 10% 1 29,652$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 32,235$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Drainage,improvements 10% 0 U$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 U$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Traffic,Control 10% 1 29,652$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 32,235$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Mobilization 10% 1 29,652$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 32,235$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Grading 10% 1 29,652$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 32,235$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Landscaping 6% 1 17,791$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 19,341$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Clearing,and,Grubbing 2% 1 5,930$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 6,447$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Construction(Total 438,850$,,,,,,,,, 477,085$,,,,,,,,, 915,935$(((((((((
ROW 10% 1 43,885$,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 U$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Design 15% 1 65,827$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 71,563$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Cosnt,Mgmt/Inspection 15% 1 65,827$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 71,563$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Contingency 20% 1 87,770$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 95,417$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Project(Total 702,159$,,,,,,,,, 715,628$,,,,,,,,, 1,417,787$((((((

Comments

Additional(Improvement(Items* Cost
Green,Infrastructure 100,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Trafic,Calming 140,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Pedestrian,Lighting 120,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Grand(Total 1,777,787$((((((

*,Cost,estimates,obtained,from,TDOT,and,Watershed,Management,Group,in,addition,to,the,PSOMAS,estimates,above

New New

Five,new,driveways,on,east,side,south,of,Speedway,might,
not,be,needed.,,Nothing,new,needed,along,Catalina,HS,
frontage,on,west,side.

Dodge,Boulevard
Glenn,St
5th,St

W E
2.0 2.0



Jurisdiction City of Tucson (Ward 5)

Roadway (from/to) Nebraska Street (from 12th Ave. to Old Nogales Hwy.)

Approximate Distance 0.7 miles

Capital Improvements � 0UZ[HSS�ZPKL^HSRZ�HUK�ÄSS�NHWZ
� (+(�JVTWSPHU[�J\YI�YHTWZ
� Stormwater harvesting from street via curb cuts/

ZJ\WWLYZ�VY�V[OLY�PUSL[
� :OHKL��SHUKZJHWPUN�HUK�ILH\[PÄJH[PVU
� Enhanced crossings at major roadways
� Pedestrian safety lighting

Cost Estimate $1,239,842

PAG Pedestrian Plan priority 
ranking (per jurisdiction)

6th Ave. to Liberty Ave.: 87.64 on north, 86.40 on south
Liberty Ave. to 12th Ave.: 80.16 on north, 84.81 on south

Public Funds Leveraged:
*VTWSL[LK�7YVQLJ[Z

$1,378,465
������������� 9\K �̀.HYJPH�7HYR���  ��IVUK��JVTWSL[LK������
$   750,000 El Pueblo Adult Education and Childcare  
� � *LU[LY���  ��)VUK��JVTWSL[LK������
$   444,580 We-Chij Estates Housing Reinvestment  
� � ��  ��)VUK��JVTWSL[LK������
$   135,872 Sunnyside Neighborhood Reinvestment  
� � ��  ��)VUK��JVTWSL[LK������
������������� :\UU`ZPKL�5LPNOIVYOVVK�:WLLK�/\TWZ��
  (Back to Basics)

Connections:
Regional Network

;YPW�.LULYH[VYZ��*VTT\UP[`�
Resources

SunTran
 24,16,27,29 on Nebraska
 202X, 203X on Old Nogales Highway
 tie into Roy Laos Transit Center
Liberty Bicycle Boulevard

��[O�(]LU\L�*\S[\YHS��*\SPUHY`�*VYYPKVY
El Pueblo Liberty Learning Center
7PTH�*V\U[`�/LHS[O�+LWHY[TLU[
El Pueblo Park
Rudy Garcia Park
Mulcahy YMCA/City Childcare Center
La Frontera Center
(WVSSV�4PKKSL�:JOVVS
Liberty Elementary School
Star Academic Center



Public Funds Leveraged 
(continued):

Funded Projects
$1,250,000

7YVWVZLK�7YVQLJ[Z
$9,928,000

Total Leverage

����������� 3PILY[`�)PJ`JSL�)V\SL]HYK��;YHUZWVY[H[PVU��
  Enhancement + SRTS grants)

����������� ��[O�(]LU\L�*\S[\YHS��*\SPUHY`�*VYYPKVY��
  (2015 Bond, City of Tucson)
$2,500,000 El Pueblo Neighborhood Center   
� � 0TWYV]LTLU[Z�������)VUK��*P[`�VM�;\JZVU�
����������� ����(]LU\L�:PKL^HSR�0TWYV]LTLU[Z�� �
� � �0TWHJ[�-LLZ�
5�(� � 9LNPVUHS�:WVY[Z�-PLSK�HUK�3PNO[PUN���9\K`��
� � .HYJPH�7HYR"�WHY[�VM�H�������������WHJRHNL��
� � MVY�ZL]LYHS�*P[`�WHYRZ�������)VUK��*P[`�VM��
  Tucson)
5�(� � *V\U[`�^PKL�:WSHZO�7HK�7YVNYHT���9\K`��
� � .HYJPH�7HYR"�WHY[�VM�H������������WHJRHNL��
� � MVY����KPɈLYLU[�WHYRZ�������)VUK��7PTH��
  County)

$12,556,465

Notes :[VYT^H[LY�OHY]LZ[PUN�^V\SK�HKKYLZZ�[OL�THQVY�ÅVVKPUN�
JOHSSLUNLZ�L_WLYPLUJLK�I`�[OPZ�JVTT\UP[`�PU�[OL�(PYWVY[�
>HZO�HZ�Z[\KPLK�I`�>H[LYZOLK�4HUHNLTLU[�.YV\W�





Road
From

To
Side,of,Road

Length
New,or,Fill,gaps?
Unit,Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost

Sidewalk,(SF) 5$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 9,805 49,025$,,,,,,,,,,,, 10,560 52,800$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Asphalt,Path,(SF) 2$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 4,380 8,760$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 4,260 8,520$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Ramp,(each) 3,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 15 45,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 3 9,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Ramp,(each) 4,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 10 40,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 2 8,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Truncated,Domes,(each) 250$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Driveway,(each) 1,500$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 4 6,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 7 10,500$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Driveway,(each) 2,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 8 16,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 17 34,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
HAWK,Signal,(each) 150,000$,,,,,,,,,, 1 150,000$,,,,,,,,, 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Subtotal(Unit(Costs 314,785$((((((((( 122,820$((((((((( 437,605$(((((((((
Lump(Sum(Costs
Utility,adjustments 10% 1 31,478$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 12,282$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Drainage,improvements 10% 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Traffic,Control 10% 1 31,478$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 12,282$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Mobilization 10% 1 31,478$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 12,282$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Grading 10% 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Landscaping 6% 1 18,887$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 7,369$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Clearing,and,Grubbing 2% 1 6,296$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 2,456$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Construction(Total 434,403$,,,,,,,,, 169,492$,,,,,,,,, 603,895$(((((((((
ROW 10% 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 Q$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Design 15% 1 65,160$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 25,424$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Cosnt,Mgmt/Inspection 15% 1 65,160$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 25,424$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Contingency 20% 1 86,881$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 33,898$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Project(Total 651,605$,,,,,,,,, 254,237$,,,,,,,,, 905,842$(((((((((

Comments

Additional(Improvement(Items* Cost
Green,Infrastructure 250,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Traffic,Calming 42,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Pedestrian,Lighting 42,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Grand(Total 1,239,842$((((((

*,Cost,estimates,obtained,from,TDOT,and,Watershed,Management,Group,in,addition,to,the,PSOMAS,estimates,above

Gaps Gaps

Nebraska,Street
Old,Nogales,Hwy

12th,Ave
N S
0.7 0.7



Jurisdiction City of Tucson (Ward 5) + South Tucson

Roadway (from/to) 36th Street (from 6th Avenue to Country Club)

Approximate Distance 2.5 miles

Capital Improvements � 0UZ[HSS�ZPKL^HSRZ�HUK�ÄSS�NHWZ
� (+(�JVTWSPHU[�J\YI�YHTWZ
� :[VYT^H[LY�OHY]LZ[PUN�MYVT�Z[YLL[�]PH�J\YI�J\[Z�

ZJ\WWLYZ�VY�V[OLY�PUSL[
� :OHKL��SHUKZJHWPUN�HUK�ILH\[PÄJH[PVU
� 7LKLZ[YPHU�ZHML[`�SPNO[PUN
� ,UOHUJLK�JYVZZPUNZ

Cost Estimate $1,492,876

PAG Pedestrian Plan priority 
ranking (per jurisdiction)

=HYPLZ�I`�ZLJ[PVU�����VM�[OLT��YHUNPUN�MYVT�� ����[V�
 ������TVZ[�HYL�X\P[L�OPNO�

Public Funds Leveraged:
*VTWSL[LK�7YVQLJ[Z

$30,145,755
������������:PS]LYSHRL�7HYR��8\PUJPL�+V\NSHZ�*LU[LY��
� � ���ZL]LYHS�WYVQLJ[Z�JVTWSL[LK�PUJS\KPUN�[OL��
� � JLU[LY��[OL�SPIYHY �̀�ZLUPVY�OV\ZPUN��HUK��
� � KYHPUHNL�PTWYV]LTLU[Z��*P[`�VM�;\JZVU��
  2000 Bond, 2004 Pima County Bond,   
� � (YPaVUH�/LYP[HNL�-\UKPUN��*VTT\UP[`��
� � +L]LSVWTLU[�)SVJR�.YHU[��/<+�:LJ[PVU�����
������������� 3HZ�=PZ[HZ�5LPNOIVYOVVK�9LPU]LZ[TLU[��
� � ��  ��)VUK��JVTWSL[LK������
���������� � :\USHUK�=PZ[H�/V\ZPUN�9LPU]LZ[TLU[���  ���
� � )VUK��JVTWSL[LK������

Connections:
9LNPVUHS�5L[^VYR

;YPW�.LULYH[VYZ��*VTT\UP[`�
9LZV\YJLZ

SunTran
 2 on 36th Street
 6 on Park Avenue
 8, 421 on 6th Avenue
,S�7HZV��:V\[O^LZ[LYU�.YLLU^H`

8\PUJPL�+V\NSHZ�*LU[LY
8\PUJPL�+V\NSHZ�3PIYHY`
Silverlake Park
Southside Community School
7\LISV�.HYKLUZ�,SLTLU[HY`�:JOVVS
7\LISV�.HYKLUZ�7HYR
*VTT\UP[`�-VVK�)HUR
)V`Z��.PYS»Z�*S\I
)SHUJOL�1VOUZVU�:LUPVY�/V\ZPUN�7YVQLJ[



Public Funds Leveraged 
(continued):

-\UKLK�7YVQLJ[Z
$12,000

7YVWVZLK�7YVQLJ[Z
$50,530,000

Total Leverage

������������ 7\LISV�.HYKLUZ�,SLTLU[HY`�5LPNOIVYOVVK��
� � 9LPU]LZ[TLU[���  ��)VUK��JVTWSL[LK������
������������� 7\LISV�.HYKLUZ�3PNO[PUN�*H]L[[
� � ,SLTLU[HY`�:JOVVS�5LPNOIVYOVVK�� �
� � 9LPU]LZ[TLU[���  ��IVUK��JVTWSL[LK������
����� ������ 2PUV�H[���[O���3P[[SL�(TLYPJH�9LÄUPUN�6WLU��
� � :WHJL��/HIP[H[�7YV[LJ[PVU�������)VUK���
� � JVTWSL[LK������
��� ������� 4PZZPVU�=PL^�>HZO�)YPKNL��-SVVK�*VU[YVS��
� � ��  ��)VUK��JVTWSL[LK��������������������
� � PU�)VUKZ����� �������PU�V[OLY�M\UKPUN�
��������� �� :V\[O�7HYR�5LPNOIVYOVVK�>H[LY�:SPKL��
� � 5LPNOIVYOVVK�9LPU]LZ[TLU[���  ��)VUK���
� � JVTWSL[LK������
������������ :V\[O�7HYR�5LPNOIVYOVVK�9LPU]LZ[TLU[��
� � ��  ��)VUK��JVTWSL[LK������
�����  �   � :V\[O�;\JZVU�7HYRZ�0TWYV]LTLU[Z�� �
� � 5LPNOIVYOVVK�9LPU]LZ[TLU[�������)VUK���
� � JVTWSL[LK������
������������ �����:�-V\Y[O�(]LU\L�������)VUK��� �
� � JVTWSL[LK������
�����  �   ���:V\[O�;\JZVU�+YHPUHNL�0TWYV]LTLU[���  ���
� � )VUK��JVTWSL[LK������
�������� ��� :V\[O�;\JZVU�*VTT\UP[`�.HYKLU��� �
� � )HZRL[IHSS�*V\Y[�5LPNOIVYOVVK�� �
� � 9LPU]LZ[TLU[���  ��)VUK��JVTWSL[LK������
�������� ��� *VSVUPH�3PIYL�/V\ZPUN�9LPU]LZ[TLU[���  ���
� � IVUK��JVTWSL[LK������
������������ 1HTLZ�;OVTHZ�7HYR�3PNO[PUN��)HJR�[V�)HZPJZ�
������������ ��[O�:[YLL[�9VHK�+PL[��*P[̀ �VM�;\JZVU��7YVW��� �

������������� 7LKLZ[YPHU�9LM\NL�0ZSHUK�H[�-VYNL\Z�� �
� � :[YH]LU\L��*P[`�VM�;\JZVU��7YVW��� �

����������� :PS]LYSHRL�7HYR�,_WHUZPVU��*P[`�VM�;\JZVU���
  2015 County Bond)
����������� 8\PUJL�+V\NSHZ�*VTT\UP[`�*LU[LY�� �
� � ,_WHUZPVU��*P[`�VM�;\JZVU�������*V\U[`�)VUK�
������������ ��[O�:[YLL[�5H[\YHS�9LZV\YJL�7HYR��7PTH��
� � *V\U[`�5H[\YHS�9LZV\YJLZ��7HYRZ��HUK��
� � 9LJYLH[PVU�������*V\U[`�)VUK�
������������ )\ɈHSV�:VSKPLYZ�4LTVYPHS��*P[`�VM�;\JZVU���
  2015 County Bond)
����������� ,S�7HZV��:V\[O^LZ[LYU�.YLLU^H`��*P[`�VM��
  Tucson, 2015 County Bond)
������������ 0UUV]H[PVU�;LJOUVSVN`�)\PSKPUN��<(�;LJO��
� � 7HYR���)YPKNLZ��<UP]LYZP[`�VM�(YPaVUH��������
  County Bond)

$80,687,755





Road
From

To
Side,of,Road

Length
New,or,Fill,gaps?
Unit,Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost

Sidewalk,(SF) 5$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 10,060 50,300$,,,,,,,,,,,, 6,870 34,350$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Asphalt,Path,(SF) 2$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 27,840 55,680$,,,,,,,,,,,, 31,620 63,240$,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Ramp,(each) 3,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 15 45,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 20 60,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Ramp,(each) 4,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 7 28,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 3 12,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Truncated,Domes,(each) 250$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 9 2,250$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 5 1,250$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Driveway,(each) 1,500$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 R$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 R$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Driveway,(each) 2,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 20 40,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 6 12,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
HAWK,Signal,(each) 150,000$,,,,,,,,,, 0 R$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 R$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Subtotal(Unit(Costs 221,230$((((((((( 182,840$((((((((( 404,070$(((((((((
Lump(Sum(Costs
Utility,adjustments 10% 1 22,123$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 18,284$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Drainage,improvements 10% 0 R$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 R$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Traffic,Control 10% 1 22,123$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 18,284$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Mobilization 10% 1 22,123$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 18,284$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Grading 5% 1 11,061$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 9,142$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Landscaping 6% 1 13,274$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 10,970$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Clearing,and,Grubbing 2% 1 4,425$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 3,657$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Construction(Total 316,359$,,,,,,,,, 261,461$,,,,,,,,, 577,820$(((((((((
ROW 10% 0 R$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 26,146$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Design 15% 1 47,454$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 39,219$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Cosnt,Mgmt/Inspection 15% 1 47,454$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 39,219$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Contingency 20% 1 63,272$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 52,292$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Project(Total 474,538$,,,,,,,,, 418,338$,,,,,,,,, 892,876$(((((((((

Comments

Additional(Improvement(Items* Cost
Green,Infrastructure 250,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Pedestrian,Refuge/Median,Islands 200,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Pedestrian,Lighting 150,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Grand(Total 1,492,876$((((((

*,Cost,estimates,obtained,from,TDOT,and,Watershed,Management,Group,in,addition,to,the,PSOMAS,estimates,above

Gaps Gaps

On,north,side,,sidewalks,ok,from,Park,to,Fremont.,South,
side,from,Campbell,to,Kramer,mostly,ok,,just,finish,path,
at,the,east,end.,South,side,from,Kramer,to,Forgeus,Strav,
is,ok.

36th,Street
6th,Ave

Country,Club,Rd
N S
2.5 2.5



Jurisdiction City of Tucson (Ward 6)

Roadway (from/to) 5th/6th Street (from Campbell to Alvernon)

Approximate Distance 2 miles

Capital Improvements � Complete sidewalk build-out
� Stormwater harvesting from street via curb cuts/

scuppers or other inlet
� :OHKL��SHUKZJHWPUN�HUK�ILH\[PÄJH[PVU
� Pedestrian safety lighting
� New and enhanced pedestrian crossings

Cost Estimate $2,717,925

PAG Pedestrian Plan priority 
ranking (per jurisdiction)

Country Club to Alvernon: 72.58 on north, 70.46 on south
Tucson to Country Club: 81.61 on north, 73.47 on south
Campbell to Tucson: 81.61 on north 62.50 on south

Public Funds Leveraged:
Funded Projects

$50,000

Total Leverage

$     50,000 5th/6th Avenue Road Diet Study

$     50,000

Connections:
Regional Network

Trip Generators & Community 
Resources

SunTran
 3 on 5th/6th Street
 15 on Campbell
 17 on Country Club
 11, 201X on Alvernon
Future Treat Avenue Bicycle Boulevard

El Con Mall
El Rancho Shopping Center
Howell Elementary School
Sam Hughes Elementary School
Rincon Market commercial area
Sam Hughes Place commercial area
University of Arizona

Notes Living Streets Alliances worked with Miramonte 
Neighborhood to conduct a Neighborhood Walkability 
Assessment in 2013. Participants highlighted the need 
for a safe pedestrian crossing at Camino Miramonte 
and 5th/6th Street as well as an enhanced pedestrian 
environment along 5th/6th Street.





Road
From

To
Side,of,Road

Length
New,or,Fill,gaps?
Unit,Cost Quantity Cost Quantity Cost

Sidewalk,(SF) 5$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 36,220 181,100$,,,,,,,,, 40,530 202,650$,,,,,,,,,
Asphalt,Path,(SF) 2$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Ramp,(each) 3,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 4 12,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 9 27,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Ramp,(each) 4,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 36 144,000$,,,,,,,,, 34 136,000$,,,,,,,,,
Truncated,Domes,(each) 250$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 7 1,750$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 4 1,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
New,Driveway,(each) 1,500$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 31 46,500$,,,,,,,,,,,, 23 34,500$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Reconstruct,Driveway,(each) 2,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 37 74,000$,,,,,,,,,,,, 15 30,000$,,,,,,,,,,,,
HAWK,Signal,(each) 150,000$,,,,,,,,,, 1 150,000$,,,,,,,,, 0 M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Subtotal(Unit(Costs 609,350$((((((((( 431,150$((((((((( 1,040,500$((((((
Lump(Sum(Costs
Utility,adjustments 10% 1 60,935$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 43,115$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Drainage,improvements 10% 0 M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Traffic,Control 10% 1 60,935$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 43,115$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Mobilization 10% 1 60,935$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 43,115$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Grading 10% M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Landscaping 6% 1 36,561$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 25,869$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Clearing,and,Grubbing 2% 1 12,187$,,,,,,,,,,,, 1 8,623$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Construction(Total 840,903$,,,,,,,,, 594,987$,,,,,,,,, 1,435,890$((((((
ROW 10% 1 84,090$,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 M$,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Design 15% 1 126,135$,,,,,,,,, 1 89,248$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Cosnt,Mgmt/Inspection 15% 1 126,135$,,,,,,,,, 1 89,248$,,,,,,,,,,,,
Contingency 20% 1 168,181$,,,,,,,,, 1 118,997$,,,,,,,,,
Project(Total 1,345,445$,,,,,, 892,480$,,,,,,,,, 2,237,925$((((((

Comments

Additional(Improvement(Items* Cost
Green,Infrastructure 200,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Pedestrian,Refuge/Median,Islands 160,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Pedestrian,Lighting 120,000$,,,,,,,,,,
Grand(Total 2,717,925$((((((

Gaps/New Gaps/New

On,south,side,,where,there,are,blocks,with,partial,
sidewalks,,new,sidewalks,are,7',to,match,widened,4',
sidewalks.

5th,Street/6th,Street
Campbell,Ave
Alvernon,Wy

N S
2.0 2.0



Jurisdiction Oro Valley

Roadway (from/to) La Canada (from Lambert to Naranja)

Approximate Distance 1 mile

Capital Improvements ADA sidewalks

Cost Estimate $345,917

PAG Pedestrian Plan priority 
ranking (per jurisdiction)

58.12 on west side

Public Funds Leveraged:
Completed Projects

$3,099,551

Total Leverage

$2,000,000 Northwest Library 
  (1997 Bond, completed 2003)
$1,099,551 Oro Valley Library Expansion 
  (2004 Bond, completed 2006)

$3,099,551

Connections:
Regional Network

Trip Generators & Community 
Resources

SunTran
 203X
 107X

West Lambert Lane park
Oro Valley Public Library
Oro Valley Town Hall
Commercial activity at Lambert & La Canada (Fry’s   
 Walgreens, La Canada Kinder Care, restaurants, etc.)
Commercial activity at Naranja & La Canada (restaurants,  
 etc.)

Notes



Jurisdiction Oro Valley

Roadway (from/to) Northern Avenue / Calle Buena Vista 
(from Magee Road to Linda Vista Boulevard)

Approximate Distance 2 miles

Capital Improvements Shared Use Path

Cost Estimate $1,048,495

PAG Pedestrian Plan priority 
ranking (per jurisdiction)

Hardy Road to Calle Davidoso/Camino Cortaro: 41.09 on  
 west, 40.56 on east
Calle Davidoso/Camino Cortato to Magee Road: 55.78

Public Funds Leveraged:
Completed Projects

$197,764

Proposed Projects
$3,000,000

Total Leverage

$   197,764 James D Kriegh Park Upgrades (1997  
  Bond, completed 2006)

$3,000,000 James D Kriegh Park Upgrades (Oro Valley,  
  2015 County Bond)

$3,197,764

Connections:
Regional Network

Trip Generators & Community 
Resources

SunTran 
 107X
 102X
SunShuttle
 401

Canyon del Oro High School
Dennis Weaver Park

Notes



Jurisdiction Tohono O’odham Nation (Sells District)

Roadway (from/to) Frontage road north of SR 86 (from Baboquivari Drive 
to “T” intersection to the west)

Approximate Distance .57 miles

Capital Improvements Sidewalks

Cost Estimate $226,699

PAG Pedestrian Plan priority 
ranking (per jurisdiction)

N/A

Public Funds Leveraged:
Funded Projects

$1,500,000

Total Leverage

$1,500,000 HAWK crossing, pedestrian bridge and  
  sidewalks in and around Milepost 115 
  (Transportation Enhancement grant + HSIP)

$1,500,000

Connections:
Regional Network

Trip Generators & Community 
Resources

N/A

Indian Oasis Elementary School
Baboquivari Middle School
;VOVUV�6»VKOHT�5H[PVU�@V\[O�*V\UJPS�6ɉJL
Economic Development Authority of the Tohono 
O’odham Nation
Bashas Supermarket commercial complex
7VZ[�6ɉJL
Tohono O’odham Nation Justice Center

Notes The Tohono O’odham Nation will be able to hire local 
contractors to implement this project, so it will help 
create jobs. 
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Sidewalk along Frontage Road to Join SR 86 Sidewalk

Project Number: Date 12/17/14

Project Manager SST

Location: North Side of SR 86 RW from MP 114.5 to 114.8 Prepared By: SST

Item No. Item Description Unit Quantity Unit Price Amount

2010011 CLEARING AND GRUBBING ACRE 2 3,000.00$             $6,000.00

2030300 SUBGRADE PREP S.Y. 3,000 12.00$                   $36,000.00

6070054 SIGN POST (PERFORATED ) (2S) L. FT. 18 7.00$                     $130.00

6070060 FOUNDATION FOR SIGN POST (CONCRETE) EA. 2 200.00$                400.00

6080005 WARNING, MARKER, OR REGULATORY SIGN PANEL SQ. FT. 9 25.00$                   $230.00

6110202 METAL HANDRAIL (42") L. FT. 8 75.00$                   $600.00

7040010 PAVEMENT MARKING (WHITE HOT-SPRAYED THERMOPLASTIC) (0.060") L.FT. 751 0.30$                     $230.00

7040020 PAVEMENT MARKING (YELLOW HOT-SPRAYED THERMOPLASTIC) (0.060") L.FT. 832 0.30$                     $250.00

8050003 SEEDING (CLASS 2) ACRE 1 4,000.00$             $4,000.00

8101013 EROSION CONTROL L.SUM 1.0 2,000.00$             $2,000.00

9080201 CONCRETE SIDEWALK SQ. FT. 15,000 6.00$                     $90,000.00

9080288 CURB ACCESS RAMP (WHEELCHAIR) EACH 2 2,000.00$             $4,000.00

9080512 CONCRETE SCUPPER EACH 2 2,500.00$             $5,000.00

9230001 PROVIDE ON THE JOB TRAINING HOUR 100 0.80$                     $80.00

9240131 MISCELLANEOUS WORK (TRUNCATED DOMES) EACH 2 1,200.00$             $2,400.00

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $145,320.00

MOBILIZATION 10% $14,532.00

WATER SUPPLY/DUST PALLITIVE 2% $2,906.40

CONTRACTOR QUALITY CONTROL 2% $2,906.40

CONSTRUCTION SURVEYING AND LAYOUT 2% $2,906.40

DESIGN ENGINEERING 15% $21,798.00

CONTINGENCIES 15% $21,798.00

CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC CONTROL 5% $7,266.00

CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION 5% $7,266.00

Sub Total $81,379.20

TOTAL PROJECT COST $226,699.20

*There are no Right of Way costs included in this estimate



Jurisdiction Tohono O’odham Nation (San Xavier District)

Roadway (from/to) West San Xavier Road & South J Stock Road
(from)I-19 ROW to Indian Health Services Clinic)

Approximate Distance 0.96 miles

Capital Improvements Sidewalk network

Cost Estimate $250,000

PAG Pedestrian Plan priority 
ranking (per jurisdiction)

W. San Xavier Road: 55.91 on both sides (top quartile)
N/A along S. J Stock Road

Public Funds Leveraged:
Completed Projects

$1,600,700

Funded Projects
$3,946,275

Total Leverage

$     45,700 Indian Health Services Pedestrian Pathway  
  (60% Design, San Xavier District)
$   900,000 San Xavier Mission Gateway Path (TE Grant)
$   185,000 Mission Plaza Pedestrian Enhancements I  
  (TE Grant)
$   470,000 Mission Plaza Pedestrian Enhancements II  
  (RTA funded)

$3,500,000 Pedestrian Bridge & Approaches project  
  (TE grant -- for construction)

$   446,275 San Xavier Road Pedestrian Pathway 
  (TE grant)

$5,546,975

Connections:
Regional Network

Trip Generators & Community 
Resources

I-19

Indian Health Services Clinic
Mission School
:HU�?H]PLY�+PZ[YPJ[�6ɉJLZ�*VTWSL_
San Xavier District Recreation Center
San Xavier District Education Center
San Xavier District Peoples Wellness Center
San Xavier District Elders Center
San Xavier District Community Center
;VOVUV�6»VKOHT�5H[PVU�-PYL�HUK�7VSPJL�*VTWSL_
San Xavier Mission

Notes ;OPZ�PZ�[OL�ÄUHS�SPUR�[OH[�^PSS�JVTWSL[L�[OL�WLKLZ[YPHU�
network between Mission San Xavier, Mission School, 
Indian Health Services, etc.



Jurisdiction South Tucson

Roadway (from/to) 6th Avenue (from 25th Street to I-10)

Approximate Distance 1.1 miles

Capital Improvements � :OHKL��SHUKZJHWPUN�HUK�ILH\[PÄJH[PVU
� Green infrastructure
� Pedestrian amenities
� Pedestrian safety lighting

Cost Estimate $600,000

PAG Pedestrian Plan priority 
ranking (per jurisdiction)

29th to 36th Street: 85.42 on east, 83.65 on west
36th St. to Benson Hwy: 73.28 on east, 71.69 on west

Public Funds Leveraged:
Completed Projects

$10,870,764
����������� �[O�(]LU\L�)LH\[PÄJH[PVU�PU�:V\[O�;\JZVU
$   175,000 HAWK crossing at 31st Street
$   175,000 HAWK crossing at 34th Street
$   344,890 Pedestrian overpass on S. 6th Avenue and  
  I-10 (completed in 2008)
$   365,000 South Tucson intersections (lights, etc.)
$   400,852 Santa Rita Skate Park (1997 Bond,   
  completed 2009) ($743,087 Bond funded,  
  $64,135 other funding)
$   168,121 South Tucson Gateway Project (1997 Bond  
  completed 2003)

Connections:
Regional Network

Trip Generators & Community 
Resources

SunTran
 8 on 6th Avenue
 23 on Silverlake Road/4th Avenue
SunShuttle
 421 on 6th Avenue
The Loop Shared Use Path/Julian Greenway Wash
El Paso & Southwestern Greenway

Ochoa Community Magnet School
John Valenzuela Youth Center
Mission View Elementary
South Tucson Municipal Complex
Sam Lena Library
Social Services Agencies: 
 Social Security Administration, Salvation Army,  
 Gospel Rescue Mission, La Frontera, Casa Maria,  
 Project YES, House of Neighborly Service
Commercial activity along entire corridor



Public Funds Leveraged 
(continued):

Funded Projects
$3,320,000

Proposed Projects
$3,000,000

Total Leverage

$   188,098 John Valenzuela Youth Center (1997 Bond,  
  completed 2003)
$   807,222 Sam Lena Library (1997 Bond, completed  
  2003) ($743,087 Bond funding, $64,135 in  
  other funding)
$   499,999 South Tucson Park Improvements   
  Neighborhood Reinvestment (2004 Bond,  
  completed 2007)
$1,537,052 Las Artes Art & Learning Center (1997  
  Bond, completed 2001)
$   899,999 South Tucson Drainage Improvement (1997  
  Bond, completed 2001)
$   218,245 2205 S Fourth Avenue (2004 Bond,   
  completed 2011)
$   148,970 South Tucson Community Garden and 
  Basketball Court Neighborhood   
  Reinvestment (1997 Bond, completed 2007)
$   273,984 Colonia Libre Housing Reinvestment (1997  
  Bond, completed 2006)
$   120,000 West Ochoa Housing Reinvestment (1997  
  Bond, completed 2008)
$   148,332 West Ochoa Neighborhood Reinvestment  
  (1997 Bond, completed 2008)
$   200,000 Santa Rita Park Lighting Improvements  
  (1997 Bond, completed 1999)

$   300,000 ADA improvements (RTA funded)
$2,150,000 El Paso & Southwestern Greenway Shared  
  Use Path -- partial completion (RTA funded)
$   670,000 El Paso & Southwestern Greenway right of  
  way acquisition
$   140,000 HAWK crossing at 29th Street
$     60,000 Speed alert monitors on 6th and 10th Aves.

$1,500,000 El Paso & Southwestern Greenway from  
  29th St. south to 6th Ave. (2015 County Bond)
$1,500,000 JVYC/Ochoa Gym (2015 County Bond)

$17,190,764

Notes More than 300,000 people board SunTran buses along 6th 
Avenue in South Tucson every year, generating extensive 
pedestrian activity. An assessment of this corridor was 
completed by the University of Arizona’s College of 
Architecture, Planning, and Landscape Architecture as part of 
a 2009 Economic Development Strategy for the City of South 
Tucson. South 6th Avenue Corridor was one of the areas 
targeted for revitalization including an action plan for improving 
green infrastructure around this area.  



Jurisdiction City of South Tucson

Roadway (from/to) 8th Avenue & 10th Avenue (from 25th to 43rd Street)

Approximate Distance 1.2 miles

Capital Improvements � Green infrastructure
� :OHKL��SHUKZJHWPUN�HUK�ILH\[PÄJH[PVU
� Pedestrian amenities
� ;YHɉJ�JHSTPUN

Cost Estimate $96,000

PAG Pedestrian Plan priority 
ranking (per jurisdiction)

N/A

Public Funds Leveraged:
Completed Projects

$5,775,874
$   165,000 Residential streetlight upgrade (EECBG)  
� � ,ULYN`�,ɉJPLUJ`�*VTT\UP[`�+L]LSVWTLU[��
  Block Grant
$   400,852 Santa Rita Skate Park (1997 Bond,   
  completed 2009) ($320,468 Bond, $80,384  
  other funding)
$   168,121 South Tucson Gateway Project (1997 Bond,
  completed 2003)
$   188,098 John Valenzuela Youth Center (1997 Bond,  
  completed 2003)
$   807,222 Sam Lena Library (1997 Bond, completed  
  2003) ($743,087 Bond, $64,135 other funding)
$   499,999 South Tucson Parks Improvements   
  Neighborhood Reinvestment (2004 Bond,  
  completed 2007)

Connections:
Regional Network

Trip Generators & Community 
Resources

SunTran
 16 on 10th Avenue
 23 on 29th Avenue
El Paso & Southwestern Greenway
10th Avenue/Liberty Avenue Bicycle Boulevard
The Loop Shared Use Path / Julian Greenway Wash

Ochoa Community Magnet School
Mission View Elementary
House of Neighborly Service
Ochoa Park
Project YES
Pasadera Behavioral Health Network
Fiesta Mercado Shopping Center



Public Funds Leveraged 
(continued):

Funded Projects
$1,500,000

Proposed Projects
$2,350,000

Total Leverage

$1,537,052 Las Artes Art & Learning Center (1997  
  Bond, completed 2001)
�����  �   � :V\[O�;\JZVU�+YHPUHNL�0TWYV]LTLU[���  ���
  Bond, completed 2011)
$   218,245 2205 S Fourth Avenue (2004 Bond,   
  completed 2011)
$   148,970 South Tucson Community Garden & 
  Basketball Court Neighborhood   
  Reinvestment (1997 Bond, completed 2007)
$   273,984 Colonia Libre Housing Reinvestment (1997  
  Bond, completed 2006)
$   120,000 West Ochoa Housing Reinvestment (1997  
  Bond, completed 2008)
$148,332 West Ochoa Neighborhood Reinvestment  
  (1997 Bond, completed 2008)
$   200,000 Santa Rita Park Lighting Improvements  
  (1997 Bond, completed 1999)
   
$1,500,000 Liberty Bicycle Boulevard (TE & SRTS grants)

$2,350,000 Yaqui Park Community Center (2015   
  County Bond)

$9,625,874

Notes South 8th Avenue is a low speed residential street which 
connects a wide range of services and destinations 
west of 6th Avenue, including Ochoa Magnet School, 
John Valenzuela Youth Center, Las Artes, Project Ser, 
House of Neighborly Service, Project Yes, Mission 
View Elementary School, Pasadera Behavioral Health 
(formerly Arizona’s Children Association), Fiesta Mercado 
Shopping Center, Primavera Foundation. The avenue sits 
midway between 6th and 10th Avenues, both of which 
are higher speed roadways.  The avenue is slated to 
become part of the Liberty-8th Avenue Bike Boulevard.  



Jurisdiction Pascua Yaqui Tribe

Roadway (from/to) Various (Old Pascua): Sahuaro Street (south side 
between Fairview Avenue and 15th Avenue); Fairview 
Avenue (east side between Sahuaro Street and Calle 
Matus); 15th Avenue (west side between Sahuaro 
Street and Calle Sur); Calle Matus (north side between 
Fairview Avenue and 15th Avenue); Calle Santa 
Ana (north side between Fairview Avenue and Calle 
Central); Calle Central (both sides between Calle 
Matus and Calle Sur) 

Approximate Distance 0.8 miles

Capital Improvements � Sidewalk network buildout
� :OHKL��SHUKZJHWPUN�HUK�ILH\[PÄJH[PVU
� Stormwater harvesting from street via curb cuts/

scuppers or other inlet

Cost Estimate $414,160

PAG Pedestrian Plan priority 
ranking (per jurisdiction)

N/A

Public Funds Leveraged:
Completed Projects

$687,001

Total Leverage

$   149,038 Old Pascua Neighborhood Reinvestment  
  (1997 Bond, completed 2007)
$   327,963 Pascua Neighborhood Improvements   
  (Back to Basics)
$   210,000 Old Pascua Museum and Yaqui Culture  
  Center (CDBG, 2012)

$   687,001

Connections:
Regional Network

Trip Generators & Community 
Resources

SunTran
 10,16, 107X along Oracle
 20 along Grant
Future 15th Avenue Bicycle Boulevard
Future Seneca/Ventura Bicycle Boulevard

Old Pascua Museum and Yaqui Culture Center  
Richey Elementary School
Manuel Valenzuela Alvarez Park
Commercial activity along Grant and Oracle

Notes



Neighborhood Reinvestment Oversight Committee 

Recommendations 







Correspondence from Sheriff Dupnik 














