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● $6.76 B over 5 years for projects across all regions, $4.1 B of which is for ADOT’s system and local competitive projects
● Does not include any funding sources outside of regional allocations
● Subject to change annually based on economic and financial conditions

Regional Funding for 2027-2031 5-yr Program
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● Fiscal Constraint 

● Project Budgets: 
○ Year of expenditure
○ Changes in treatment type
○ Project complexities - identified as project is developed

● Project readiness/constructability
● Risk based prioritization

Programming Considerations
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Public Comments through 05/22/26
Public involvement efforts by Community Relations and Communications:
• Two news releases (March 2, April 6) issued to statewide media
• Four GovDelivery email notices (March 2, April 13, May 8, May 21) issued to more 

than 13,000 subscribers
• ADOT website updates and promotion via a home page banner
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Major Themes in Public Comments
Route # of 

Comments Major Themes

US 60 278 Public comments highlight concerns about roadway safety and congestion including heavy traffic, long delays, and 
dangerous driving conditions. A majority of the comments support advancing a project to add a second left turn lane at 
Superstition Mountain Drive, noting that the existing single turn lane is inadequate to handle current traffic volumes, causing 
traffic to back up into the main eastbound US 60 travel lanes. Commenters call for widening projects, additional lanes, and 
improved traffic flow through key areas such as Gold Canyon, Queen Creek Canyon, and the section between Globe and 
Show Low due to deteriorating pavement and poor road conditions. 

I-10 70 Public comments highlight future traffic demand, roadway capacity, corridor connectivity, and pavement conditions along 
I-10 between I-8 and Tucson. Commenters support advancing corridor studies, additional lane capacity, improved traffic 
flow, regional connectivity improvements, and roadway preservation efforts to accommodate continued growth.

US 180 69 Public comments overwhelmingly support reinstating the US 180 / Fort Valley Road Safety Improvements Projects into the 
program, highlighting concerns about traffic congestion, pedestrian and bicycle safety and the need for pedestrian and 
bicyclist safety improvements, including sidewalks, safe crossings and shoulders along the corridor to improve safe access to 
nearby schools, parks, neighborhoods, and other community destinations. Commenters also note the corridor’s regional 
importance as a key route serving tourism traffic traveling to Snowbowl and the Grand Canyon.

SR 347 38 Public comments highlight congestion, travel times, increasing traffic volumes, and roadway conditions along the SR 347 
corridor between I-10 and Maricopa. Commenters support the planned widening project, interchange and intersection 
improvements at Riggs Road and Cement Plant Road, HOV lanes, roadway maintenance, improved emergency access, and 
enhanced regional connectivity to improve traffic flow and accommodate continued growth in the area.
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Major Themes in Public Comments Cont. 
Route # of 

Comments Major Themes

SR 80 35 Public comments for SR 80 in Cochise County focus heavily on advancing the Lavender Pit segment to coordinate with 
the Bisbee Bikeways Shared Use Path project. Commenters support improving pedestrian and cyclist safety, reducing 
duplicate construction costs and community disruption, and protecting federal grant funding tied to the project. 
Additional comments raise concerns about proposed lane reductions around the Lavender Pit, citing potential traffic 
congestion and impacts to commercial freight movement through the corridor.

I-17 21 Comments received for I-17 highlight support for widening I-17 and improving interchanges along the I-17 corridor in 
both Coconino and Maricopa counties, particularly north of Sunset Point and in north Phoenix. Commenters reference 
congestion near the SR-179 interchange, north of Sunset Point, the southbound I-17 to eastbound Loop 101 ramp, and 
the segment between SR 260 and SR 169, and encourage continued improvements to support regional travel demand.

SR 260 14 The feedback for SR 260 focuses heavily on traffic volumes, roadway capacity, and corridor connectivity along SR 260 
between Payson, Star Valley, Pine/Strawberry, and Show Low. Commenters support widening projects, pavement 
preservation, guardrail/shoulder and other safety improvements, roadway visibility improvements, animal crossings, 
truck bypass concepts, and additional transportation improvements to support regional travel demand.

US 93 13 Public comments regarding the US 93 highlight traffic operations, pavement conditions, construction delays, and 
two-lane segments along the US 93 corridor between Wickenburg, Wikieup, Kingman, and I-40. Commenters support 
widening projects, additional divided highway segments, pavement rehabilitation, improved traffic flow, and additional 
roadside improvements including rest areas and guardrails.
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Major Themes in Public Comments Cont. 
Route # of 

Comments Major Themes

Loop 303 11 Public comments highlight traffic noise north of I-10  and a request for a new noise wall near the PebbleCreek 
community. Commenters also support Loop 303/US 60 system interchange improvements and additional improvements 
such as interchange improvements, HOV lanes, and additional ramps and access improvements to support continued 
regional growth.

US 89 10 Stakeholders identified the US 89 corridor from Cameron to the Utah border as hazardous due to high-speed collisions 
and school safety concerns, requesting speed management and expansion to a four-lane divided highway. Similar 
expansion requests were made for the Paulden to Ash Fork segment, while Yavapai County residents noted that missing 
passing lanes between I-40 and Chino Valley cause dangerous maneuvers. Additional concerns include the poor 
condition of the Cameron bridge to Gap section and the need for railroad crossing improvements in Flagstaff. 
Ultimately, the current two-lane design is viewed as an economic liability for this critical freight and tourism route.



Changes from Tentative to Final

● New 

● Reduced

● Other

● Advanced 

● Deferred 

● Deleted

● Increased

8



Changes 
from 

Tentative 
to Final 
Program
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Advanced Projects Projects that have advanced out 
of the 2027-2031 program 
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Advanced Projects, cont. Projects that have advanced within 
the 2027-2031 program 
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Project phase deferred within the 
2027-2031 program Deferred Projects, cont.
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Deleted Projects Projects no longer in the program as 
represented in the Tentative
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New Projects New projects not previously in the 
Tentative Five Year Program
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Greater Arizona 
Highway Projects

● Five year total $4.1 B
● 50% programmed by Board
● Excludes Maricopa and Pima 

Counties
● Includes subprograms and local 

projects funded from competitive 
subprograms

● Construction projects prioritized 
as required by statute
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$ Programmed, by Board District
● Changes primarily due to projects advanced to FY 26 from out years
● Covers Board’s 50% in Greater AZ only - does not include MAG or PAG
● Does not include subprograms 

Tentative

Final
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District 1

● 24 projects* 
● $134 M

Preservation: $106.4 M

Modernization: $27.7 M

Expansion: $0 M 
*see Maricopa County section for 
MAG Expansion Projects

* Includes both ADOT and competitively awarded local projects funded by the Board; does not includes legislative appropriations, federal grants or 
other funding.

Maricopa County



District 2

● 27 projects*
● $35.3 M

Preservation: $29.1 M

Modernization: $6.2 M

Expansion: See Pima County section

* Includes both ADOT and competitively awarded local projects funded by the Board; does not includes legislative appropriations, federal grants or 
other funding.

Pima County



District 3
● 25 projects*
● $215 M

Preservation: $160.3 M

Modernization: $33.5 M

Expansion: $21.2M

* Includes both ADOT and competitively awarded local projects funded by the Board; does not includes legislative appropriations, federal grants or 
other funding.

Cochise, Greenlee and Santa Cruz Counties



District 4
● 12 projects*
● $134.6 M

Preservation: $44.8 M

Modernization: $6.9 M

Expansion: $82.75 M

* Includes both ADOT and competitively awarded local projects funded by the Board; does not includes legislative appropriations, federal grants or 
other funding.

Gila and Graham Counties



District 5 ● 56 projects*
● $603.8 M

Preservation: $538.1 M

Modernization: $40.1 M

Expansion: $25.6 M 

* Includes both ADOT and competitively awarded local projects funded by the Board; does not includes legislative appropriations, federal grants or 
other funding.

Coconino, Navajo and Apache Counties



* Includes both ADOT and competitively awarded local projects funded by the Board; does not includes legislative appropriations, federal grants or 
other funding.

District 6

● 86 projects*
● $738.1 M

Preservation: $516.4 M

Modernization: $129.3 M

Expansion: $92.4 M

Yavapai, Yuma, Mohave, and 
La Paz County



District 7

● 14 projects*
● $65.1 M

Preservation: $50.5 M

Modernization: $14.6 M

Expansion: $0 M

* Includes both ADOT and competitively awarded local projects funded by the Board; does not includes legislative appropriations, federal grants or 
other funding.

Pinal County



Questions/Discussions


