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Goals 

(not listed in any particular order) 

Average 

Ranking 

 
System Maintenance: Roadways, bike and pedestrian infrastructure, and transit 
systems that are rehabilitated, complete, and maintained in a state of good repair. 

4.6 

 
Safety: Safety and security for all transportation users across the region. 

4.4 

 
Multi-Modal Choices: A variety of integrated, high-quality, accessible, and 
interconnected transportation choices to meet all mobility needs and changing travel 
preferences. 

4.8 

 
System Performance: Improved regional mobility, congestion management, and 
travel time reliability through reducing travel demand, enhancing operations, and 
adding system capacity for all modes where necessary. 

 

3.8 

 
Environmental Stewardship: Environmental stewardship, natural resource protection 
and energy efficiency in transportation planning, design, construction, and 
management. 

4.8 

 

 
Land Use and Transportation: Land use decisions and transportation investments 
that are complementary and result in improved access to important destinations and 
vibrant and healthy communities. 

 

4.5 

 
Freight and Economic Growth: Regional freight transportation infrastructure that 
supports global competitiveness, economic activity, and job growth by providing for the 
efficient movement of goods within our region, giving access to national and 
international markets, and improving intermodal connections. 

 

4.1 

 
Public Involvement: Continued outreach and involvement of all users in 
transportation decision-making. 

 

4.2 

 

Advanced Technologies: State-of-the-art, cost-effective delivery of transportation 
services and facilities. 

 

3.8 

 

 
Funding and Implementation: Revenue sources and strategies that ensure ample 
funding and timely project development. 

 

4.1 

 

Accountability: Continued transparency, responsiveness and coordination to meet 
transportation needs throughout the region. 

 

4.3 





LACK OF COORDINATION 

When more than one project is planned for a particular roadway, PAG should look diligently for 

ways to coordinate those projects.  Similarly, when a project runs counter to one of PAG’s stated 

goals, PAG should search diligently for ways to bring the project into alignment with that goal. 

  

For example, under the Grant Road Corridor Project (RTP ID 259.98), Grant Road will be 

widened to six lanes and include bike lanes, sidewalks and streetscaping.  At the same time, Bus 

Rapid Transit is proposed for Grant Road (RTP ID 523.08).  The project of widening Grant Road 

is harrowing for residents and businesses in that corridor.  It is also very expensive.  When I 

asked you if these two projects will be coordinated, so that the new lanes under RTP 259.98 

could be converted to dedicated lanes for the BRT under RTP 523.08, you said no.  Wouldn’t it 

help to get financing if you could answer that question, “Yes”?  Wouldn’t a funder be impressed 

if PAG had planned ahead and had a lane already constructed for the new BRT, and only the 

special stations would need to be constructed?  

  

I understand that drivers don’t like to have a lane taken away from them.  That is why, when we 

are constructing new lanes, we should plan to limit them from the start.  This leads me to my 

second concern, that PAG is not creative enough or proactive enough in the 2045 RTP. 

  

 



LACK OF VISION 

A simple way to limit the two new lanes on Grant Road would be to designate them from the 

get-go for carpools and buses only.  A carpool can be defined however the transportation 

authority wants to define it.  Initially, a carpool need be only two people.  Later, if traffic 

congestion increases to the extent that you forecast, carpools can be re-defined to be three or 

even four people.  A carpool lane will limit the number of cars in the new lanes from the 

beginning, keeping the lanes uncongested until the BRT is added.   

  

This is not a new idea.  Carpool lanes are used to good effect in the San Francisco Bay Area, and 

probably in other regions of the country as well.  Why doesn’t Tucson have any?  PAG should be 

investigating alternatives such as this in other cities and proactively proposing them for Tucson. 

  

Similarly, the new lanes proposed for I-10 East (RTP ID 488.08), I-10 West (RTP ID 489.08), 

and I-19 (RTP ID 236.08) should all be designated carpool only.  If ADOT doesn’t want to do 

that, PAG should strongly advocate for it anyway, in order to bring these projects into 

compliance with the goals of system performance (congestion management) and environmental 

stewardship (reduce on-road emissions and maintain air quality). 

  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF NEW CONSTRUCTION 

The graphs on the easels at your presentation in the Kiva Room showed little difference in 

emissions between doing nothing and implementing PAG’s preferred Plan.  You explained to me 

that this is because the reduction in emissions under either scenario is forecast to result primarily 

from better gas mileage in the fleet.  I am concerned that your comparison graphs may not 

include an estimate of the environmental impact of new road construction. 

  

The 2045 RTP needs to include an estimate of the carbon footprint of road construction for every 

new lane, interchange, and road proposed.  This should include the carbon footprint of all heavy 

machinery used for construction, as well as the carbon footprint of the material used for the road 

surface, sidewalks, pillars, etc.  The carbon footprint of the new road construction should then be 

added to the estimated emissions from the fleet to arrive at a more realistic evaluation of the 

environmental impact of each proposal.    

  

One can find several methods for measuring or estimating the carbon footprint of road 

construction just by using Google’s search engine.  For example, the International Road 

Federation, the Asian Development Bank, and the University of California Pavement Research 

Center all offer such methods.  PAG should select one and provide the information it yields in 

the 2045 RTP. 

  

I can’t stress enough how important it is for the 2045 RTP to evaluate and, to the extent possible, 

eliminate every single potential contribution of PAG’s projects to climate change.  We are 

looking at the possibility that thirty years from now the world may be very chaotic due to food 

shortages and flooding caused by climate change.  We do not want a document that allegedly 

plans for 2045 to have contributed to those problems in any way.  On the contrary, we want 

PAG’s 2045 RTP to spell out how we will change construction and system performance in 

Tucson to significantly reduce our carbon footprint. 


