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Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

North-South Corridor Study

Organizational Overview: Agency and Elected Officials

The North-South Corridor Study Tier 1 Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was
completed and made available for public review
and comment from September 6, 2019, through
October 29, 2019.

Formal public hearings were held in October 2019.

During the comment period, more than
400 comments were received from the public,
stakeholders, and agencies.

The comments received and responses are
presented side-by-side in this document. Comments
are organized into the following groups:

» Agencies and Elected Officials
* Public

Comments within each group are organized
alphabetically, with agency comments ordered:
federal, state, Native American nation, local agency.

The responses are structured to be comprehensive
and address the content of the comments.

Comments that expressed either support or
opposition for the project were reviewed by the
study team and simply received a response stating
that the comment was noted and thanking the
commenter for the input.

The reader may be referred to other similar
responses and/or the text in the Tier 1 DEIS or Tier 1
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and
Record of Decision (ROD); this approach was taken
to create a more concise response and to help guide
the reader to sections where additional information
about the content of the comment can be found.

Comments on the Tier 1 DEIS were submitted
through a variety of methods, including:

* Written submittal — online form through the
study website, emails, written comments or letters,
comment forms from the public hearings

* Public hearing transcript — testimony from the
public hearings

* Voicemail — recorded telephone messages

Draft Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision
North-South Corridor Study

Source: Letter attachment Comment No. [L¥FT]] Agency: Maricopa Association of Governments (Jennifer Valentine)
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October 17, 2019

Asad Karim, PE

Project Manager

North-South Tier 1 EIS Study Team

c/o: ADOT Communications

1655 W. Jackson Street, Mail Drop 126F
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Subject: Review of the Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the North-South
Corridor Study

Dear Mr. Karim:
On behalf of the Maricopa Association of Governments, | would like to thank you for the

opportunity to provide comments on the North-South Corridor Draft Tier 1 EIS. MAG would like
to suggest the following revisions:

Page | Section Suggested Revision

1-8 | 1.24 Transit “The engoing-Southeast Valley Transit Study, which was initiated
by the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG), wilk-identify
identified a series of short-term, mid-term, and long-term
recommendations to promote a transit system that connects the
| A B communities of the Southeast Valley and provides linkages to
the existing and planned regional transit network. Participating
communities in the study area included Apache Junction, Queen
Creek, Florence, and the surrounding unincorporated parts of

Pinal County. The study was completed in July of 2015."

1-13 132 “MAG is the designated MPO and regional air quality planning
Transportation | agency for all jurisdictions in Maricopa County, including the
Bf Planning in the Phoenix urbanized area and the contiguous urbanized area in
North-South Pinal County, including Florence and the City of Maricopa.”
Corridor
1-16 | 1.3.3 Previous “The MPOs in the region have identified the need for a north-to-
Transportation south transportation corridor through Pinal County. MAG's 2035
n — Studies in the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan identifies ROW protection for
Study Area the North-South Freeway Corridor (including SR 24) occurring

between FY 2027 and FY 2040. in-the-Pinal-County-area-of the

0-134 | April 2021 - Agency and Elected Officials Comments

Draft Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision
North-South Corridor Study

COMMENT RESPONSE

Comment No. [[S71] Page 1of 2

WM [ Thank you for the clarification. The revision was made.
=M | Thank you for the clarification. The revision was made.
W&l | Thank you for the clarification. The revision was made.

Agency and Elected Officials Comments - April 2021 | O-135
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Responses to Frequently Asked Questions: Agency and Elected Officials

This appendix documents the Arizona Department of Transportation’s (ADOT'’s) responses to comments on the
Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the North-South Corridor Study (NSCS). A total

of 403 comments were received on the Tier 1 DEIS during the public comment period, which lasted from
September 6, 2019, to October 29, 2019. The comments were received during public testimony at the three
public hearings (held on October 1, 2019, in Florence; on October 10, 2019, in Eloy; and on October 15, 2019,
in San Tan Valley) and through written comment forms, emails, voice messages, and online comment forms.

This appendix begins with responses to frequently asked questions (FAQs), which will be of general interest
to many readers. It follows with responses to comments made by agency representatives and elected officials
during the public comment period for the Tier 1 DEIS.

FAQ: Segment 1 Alternative Preference

Question/Comment:

Commenters expressed an interest in advancing a Western Alternative in Segment 1 of the study area (in
the northern portion of the study area) to provide improved access for current residents in San Tan Valley
and Queen Creek, rather than advancing an Eastern Alternative to provide for future development and future
residents farther east.

Response:

The NSCS Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) seeks to identify a route for a future transportation
facility that would serve the mobility needs of both present and future travelers in the area. Through the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, several alternatives on either side of the Central Arizona
Project (CAP) Canal were identified, screened, and ultimately evaluated in the Tier 1 DEIS. The DEIS
considered environmental, social, and transportation impacts and benefits. Through the evaluation process,
coordination with jurisdictions in the study area, and consultation with regulatory agencies, an Eastern
Alternative (E1b Alternative) was identified as the preferred corridor alternative in Segment 1 of the study area.

Key considerations that led to identifying the E1b Alternative as the preferred corridor alternative in Segment 1
were the high risk of impacts on cultural resources with a Western Alternative, the high risk of impacts on the
Rittenhouse Army Heliport (an active military training facility) with a Western Alternative, and the potential for
homes and other existing development near the CAP Canal to be acquired with a Western Alternative. ADOT
acknowledges the need for improved access for existing residents, and that a Western Alternative would better
serve the existing population’s immediate transportation needs. However, because of the above-noted impacts,
design challenges associated with placing a freeway adjacent to the CAP Canal, and the fact that the San Tan
Valley Special Area Plan (STVSAP) notes the local roadway network, when completed, would accommodate
the area’s traffic, an Eastern Alternative (E1b Alternative) was identified as the preferred corridor alternative.
See Chapter 6, Section 6.3.1, Identification of Action Corridor Alternatives in Each Segment, for further details.

FAQ: Growth and Traffic Congestion

Question/Comment:

Commenters discussed projected population growth and the need for transportation infrastructure in the San
Tan Valley and Queen Creek area to reduce traffic congestion in Segment 1 of the study area, with many
commenters noting that a Western Alternative would better address traffic congestion than the Preferred
Alternative identified in the Tier 1 DEIS.

0-6 | August 2021 — Agency and Elected Officials Comments
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Response:

The NSCS was prepared to introduce additional roadway capacity to support projected population and
employment growth in Pinal County and across the larger region. In the study area, the existing roadway
network cannot meet the future demand and capacity challenges of high-volume, long-distance through trips
for moving both people and freight. A north-to-south access-controlled facility would alleviate some regional
traffic congestion, but travel modeling of future conditions determined that none of the NSCS alternatives
evaluated would eliminate all projected traffic congestion. Additional local roadway network improvements
are necessary to address the region’s growth, especially in the San Tan Valley and Queen Creek area, where
growth has been substantial. See Section 2.5.3.2, Traffic Conditions, of the Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS) and Record of Decision (ROD). Addressing regional traffic congestion would require more
than just the North-South Corridor, and Pinal County has made plans for additional transportation infrastructure
improvements to address traffic congestion in the region.

Commenters noted the population growth in the San Tan Valley area, as reported in the STVSAP and in other
sources (the 2018 American Community Survey, conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau, reported the area’s
population as 105,922). This growth has resulted in traffic congestion along key routes in the San Tan Valley
and in Queen Creek.

The Pinal County Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the San Tan Valley Area shows moderately low-density
residential land uses for much of the planning area and some areas of employment and general commercial
uses, with the largest areas of such uses located east of the CAP Canal. The lack of north-to-south routes
through the area is a constraint for the predominant direction of travel, which trends to the northwest to reach
destinations in Queen Creek and metropolitan Phoenix and to the southeast to reach destinations in Florence.

The Pinal County Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the San Tan Valley Area states that “the large amount

of agriculture and undeveloped land represents areas under pressure for future growth and development,
however, the low percentages of employment based uses are indicative of the transportation and public facility
challenges that are often felt in emerging ‘greenfield’ development areas that experience rapid growth.”

Additionally, the STVSAP states “...the proposed major roadway network can accommodate future growth and
development within the planning area. Thus, identification of new roadway alignments is not a primary need.
However, in order for the proposed system to work, existing gaps in the arterial network need to be bridged.
For example, Germann Road does not exist between Meridian Road and Ironwood Road. Other gaps include
Meridian Road from Combs to Pima Road, and Magma Road from Hunt Highway to Gary Road.” The STVSAP
also notes that, “[A]lthough outside the study area, this plan also recognizes the potential impact the ongoing
ADOT SR 24 and North — South Corridor planning, design, and construction efforts will have on the study
area” and that development of a corridor may “create a need to reassess the land use composition of the
planning area as more detailed plans for these corridors are defined to ensure the impacts of these facilities
are appropriately accommodated in a manner that is consistent with the overall vision for the San Tan Valley
community.”

Pinal County has identified plans to improve the county’s major roads, designated as Regionally Significant
Routes for Safety and Mobility (RSRSM). North of and including Arizona Farms Road, it identifies Elliot Road,
Ray Road, State Route (SR) 24, Germann Road, Ocotillo Road, Riggs-Combs Road, Skyline Drive, and Bella
Vista Road connecting with the North-South Corridor. The timing and development of those east-to-west
connecting routes depends on development and Pinal County’s prioritization of projects. Ironwood Drive is
characterized as a principal arterial and, as such, its ultimate build-out configuration is three lanes in each
direction. Potential traffic interchange locations on the North-South Corridor with connecting roads are shown
in Table 2.3-4 in the Tier 1 FEIS.
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FAQ: Existing Development

Question/Comment:

Commenters expressed their concern about existing traffic issues and access to the proposed freeway. Many

discussed the need to serve existing development rather than future development, particularly in Segment 1 of
the study area. However, some commenters stated their support for serving future development while avoiding
impacts on existing neighborhoods.

Response:

Among the various purposes of the North-South Corridor—as described in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of
the Tier 1 DEIS—is for the facility to accommodate existing and future populations and to improve access to
future activity centers. These objectives guided the development of the alternatives under study in the Tier 1
DEIS as well as the evaluation of each to identify a preferred corridor alternative. Performance metrics used
in the Tier 1 analysis included existing land use impacts, compatibility with general and comprehensive plans,
impacts on development plans and conceptual plans, impacts associated with property acquisitions, and
future 2040 population, employment, and activity centers within 2 miles of the action corridor alternatives.
The analysis that informed the identification of preferred corridor alternatives, as described in the Tier 1 DEIS
in Chapter 6, Evaluation of Alternatives, was based on all of these factors, with a heavy emphasis on future
development, population, and employment.

In Segment 1, the analysis found that the E1b Alternative would be compatible with future land uses because
it would cross areas planned for residential or business development, and it would have the least impact on
existing development west of the CAP Canal, including the Rittenhouse Army Heliport. Constructing a new
freeway facility in an undeveloped area would not displace existing residents, which would be likely with the
Western Alternatives. Located closer to existing development in Segment 1, the Western Alternatives would
provide better access to enhanced transportation for the greater number of existing residents and improved
access to existing activity centers. As part of the analysis, these benefits of the Western Alternatives were
considered in concert with the anticipated impacts associated with displacements and impacts on the
Rittenhouse Army Heliport. Since the publication of the Tier 1 DEIS, further analysis validated the conclusion
that the E1b Alternative is the recommended corridor alternative in Segment 1. This analysis considered public
interest in addressing local access in Segment 1 communities.

The Circulation Plan included in the STVSAP identified a number of local arterials to be widened and extended
in the communities close to the North-South Corridor’s Western Alternatives, based on the Pinal County
RSRSM. These roads include Germann Road, Ocotillo Road, Combs Road, Skyline Road, Bella Vista Road,
Arizona Farms Road, Meridian Road, Ironwood/Gantzel Road, Schnepf Road, Quail Run Road, and Attaway
Road. As a fully developed roadway network, these arterials would provide enhanced mobility and connectivity
in the communities adjacent to the Western Alternatives—without the extensive impacts associated with
implementation of the Western Alternatives.

In Segment 4, the recommended E4 Alternative would similarly better serve future development because it
would be closest to the planned Inland Port Arizona and Pinal Logistics Park. However, the E4 Alternative
would be farther away from existing populations and activity centers than the W4 Alternative. The

W4 Alternative would result in greater impacts on existing communities. The analysis considered both the
benefits and impacts to existing communities, as well as the benefits to future developments, in identifying the
recommended E4 Alternative.
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FAQ: Property Acquisition

Question/Comment:

Commenters expressed concern regarding the impact a transportation facility may have on their properties,
or access to their properties. They also commented on the property acquisition process that ADOT would
undertake during the acquisition and relocation of their homes or businesses.

Response:

The Tier 1 DEIS identified a preferred 1,500-foot corridor alternative to allow for further refinement and
identification of the final alignment during the Tier 2 study phase. Specific properties that would need to be
acquired for the proposed transportation facility have not yet been identified. During the Tier 2 phase, an actual
alignment and design would be selected. After the Tier 2 phase, should the project advance to construction,
property acquisition and relocation assistance services for the project would be available to all individuals
without discrimination, in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970, as amended, which provides uniform, fair, and equitable treatment of people whose
property is affected or who are displaced as a result of a project, including those with special needs. Advisory
assistance services and compensation practices are described in detail in ADOT’s Right of Way Procedures
Manual: https://azdot.gov/business/right-way-properties/booklets-and-manuals-right-way-properties.

Regarding impacts on property values, a review of the literature reveals few detailed and comprehensive
analyses of the relationship between transportation infrastructure and residential property values (“Impact

of Highways on Property Values: Case Study of the Superstition Freeway Corridor,” 2010, Transportation
Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board, No. 2174, pages 138—47, Transportation
Research Board of the National Academies, Washington, D.C.). A recent study by the California Department

of Transportation concluded that freeway facilities did not substantially affect sales prices in residential areas
adjacent to the facility. The study concluded that the visibility of the freeway may influence the selling price, not
distance or noise. As a result, the researchers generally concluded that the more the visibility of a new freeway
is reduced, the less it would determine the sales price of homes sold in the area.

FAQ: Community Character

Question/Comment:

Commenters expressed an interest in preserving their neighborhoods’ community character and concern about
the potential impacts of a North-South Corridor transportation facility located closer to their neighborhoods.
Many of the commenters spoke in favor of the Eastern Alternatives because they are farther away from existing
neighborhoods.

Response:

The Tier 1 DEIS includes sections discussing land use (Section 3.2) and social conditions (Section 3.3), both
of which address the character of the communities within and proximate to the action corridor alternatives.
The land use discussions in Section 3.2 identify the existing land uses, noting that more development exists
along the western side of the study area, within and near the Western Alternatives. The discussion of future
land uses shows that as development occurs—with or without the North-South Corridor—the western part
of the study area will develop more densely, with more mixed-use land uses. Together with the information
from Section 3.3, which identifies population characteristics and community facilities within a half mile of

the action corridor alternatives, Chapter 6 (Evaluation of Alternatives) considers the effects of the action
corridor alternatives on communities and assesses potential impacts balanced against the benefits of a new
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transportation facility. Ultimately, this evaluation led to the identification of the Eastern Alternatives as the
Preferred Alternative. The Eastern Alternatives provide a transportation benefit, improving connectivity and
access to activity centers and supporting anticipated growth in currently undeveloped or sparsely developed
areas—while being located farther from existing communities with well-defined neighborhoods and community
identity.

It is recognized that the study area is changing, and the rural character that defines much of the study area

is transitioning to a more suburban development pattern with each new planned development and residential
subdivision. This is especially true in the northern portion of the study area (Segment 1). The proposed action’s
identified purpose is to accommodate existing and future populations, improve access to future activity centers,
improve regional mobility, improve north-to-south connectivity, and integrate the region’s transportation
network, among others. The study area consists of over 90 percent private and State Trust land (see the Tier 1
DEIS, Section 3.2.3.1, Land Ownership and Management) and, as a result, undeveloped land in the area of the
alternatives is subject to the development plans of these entities. The Arizona State Land Department (ASLD)
manages State Trust land on behalf of the trust’s beneficiaries, and this land may transfer to private interests
through sale or lease for residential, commercial, or employment development or for agricultural or natural
resource extraction uses. It is anticipated that much of the future growth in the study area would result from the
sale of ASLD land for development, resulting in changes to the area’s character.

ADOT has no control over the timing and development of State Trust land, and the North-South Corridor is
being proposed based on the anticipated development of this land, as identified in the general plans of Pinal
County and the affected jurisdictions. Waiting for this development to occur before planning transportation
infrastructure to serve the existing and future population would result in continued traffic concerns.

FAQ: Transportation Network Connectivity

Question/Comment

Commenters discussed the need for better mobility within the region and their concern with the Preferred
Alternative’s ability to serve existing populations that would make it easier for people to travel between
communities within Pinal County and to reach communities outside the county, such as Phoenix and Tucson.
Some commenters expressed concern with the Preferred Alternative, considering that it consists of Eastern
Alternatives that are farther away from population centers and provide less convenient access for commuters
and other travelers.

Response:

The Tier 1 DEIS documents that the Western Alternatives would attract the most traffic and achieve the
greatest reduction in regional traffic congestion; however, all of the action corridor alternatives would provide
traffic congestion relief to the region. Additionally, the Eastern Alternatives would minimize other environmental
impacts that must be considered in the NEPA process, as discussed in the Tier 1 DEIS in Chapter 3, Affected
Environment and Environmental Consequences. For additional traffic information, see also the Tier 1 DEIS
Appendix B, Traffic Information—specifically Sections 4.2 to 4.9 of the Traffic Report, North-South Corridor
Study.
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FAQ: Economic Development

Question/Comment:

Commenters stated that the proposed North-South Corridor would spur economic development, particularly
in the San Tan Valley and Queen Creek area and in Florence, and some cited this economic benefit as a
rationale for supporting a particular alignment for the proposed freeway.

Response:

Land development and population and employment growth are projected to occur in the study area by 2040,
regardless of whether a north south corridor is implemented. In their general plans, study area municipalities
have identified how and to what extent land would be converted to support new development. These land use
plans, with the exception of Apache Junction and Mesa, reference the North-South Corridor. By acknowledging
the proposed freeway in their land use plans, study area municipalities expect the proposed action to support and
facilitate this development to some degree and are planning accordingly. The proposed freeway may encourage
secondary development that could generate additional employment growth and economic benefits. The traffic
interchanges along the North-South Corridor would substantially improve access between the local communities
and the larger region, which may spur additional or faster development at these locations. Residential
communities near these traffic interchange locations would have better access to jobs, schools, shopping, and
services, while commercial developments near the interchanges would have good access to suppliers and
customers.

FAQ: Pinal Regional Transportation Authority Alignment

Question/Comment:

Commenters discussed the Pinal Regional Transportation Authority alignment for the North-South Corridor
and its relation to the Preferred Alternative discussed in the Tier 1 DEIS. Many commenters stated that

the Western Alternatives in Segment 1 of the study area (W1a and W1b) represented the Pinal Regional
Transportation Authority alignment, and some identified it as the “original” alignment. They also mentioned the
need to consider the corridor preferences of Pinal County and municipalities within Pinal County, and the voter-
approved sales tax associated with projects identified in the Pinal Regional Transportation Plan.

Response:
Pinal Regional Transportation Plan

The 2017 Pinal Regional Transportation Plan, which was developed by the Pinal Regional Transportation
Authority, describes transportation projects in Pinal County that will be implemented over 20 years and that will
be supported by a half-cent sales tax approved by Pinal County voters through a 2018 ballot initiative. The Plan
identifies the North-South Corridor as a purple alignment on its map of future projects’ (see Figure O-1) and
includes funding for right-of-way acquisition and construction of portions of the corridor. The Pinal Regional
Transportation Authority’s depiction of the North-South Corridor alignment is conceptual in nature, noting
“Alignments currently under study by the Arizona Department of Transportation”—thus deferring the route
definition to ADOT’s ongoing NEPA process.

The Pinal Regional Transportation Plan presents a single alignment for the North-South Corridor in
Segments 1 through 3 of the study area, and two alignments in Segment 4. The route is represented on the
Pinal Regional Transportation Plan map as joining U.S. Route 60 (US 60) at Goldfield Road and following a
general north-to-south alignment to its juncture with SR 24, which is represented as a due east-to-west

' The Pinal Regional Transportation Plan may be found online at: http://www.cagaz.org/RTA/maps/Approved_RTA_MapWithCaptions.pdf
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Figure O-1. Excerpt from Pinal Regional Transportation Plan
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Source: http://www.cagaz.org/RTA/maps/Approved_RTA_MapWithCaptions.pdf

connection to Ironwood Drive (where SR 24 is currently proposed to terminate, until it connects with the North-
South Corridor). From SR 24, the alignment continues generally south, with a curve to the east near Florence,
then continuing generally south again until reaching two potential connection points with Interstate 10 near
Eloy.

Because the Pinal Regional Transportation Plan map is deemed conceptual, and because it defers the
alignment of the North-South Corridor to ADOT, the Plan was not considered to be dictating the specific
alignment of the corridor. If the Pinal Regional Transportation Plan map were used literally, it would most
closely match ADOT’s Preferred Alternative by generally following the Eastern Alternatives, except in the
case of Segment 4 in the southern portion of the study area, where it identifies both an Eastern Alternative
(supported by the City of Coolidge) and a Western Alternative (supported by the City of Eloy).

The NSCS began in 2010 and has consistently included both eastern and western alternatives in Segment 1
of the study area, going back to the 2014 Alternatives Selection Report (ASR). In 2017, refined and renamed
versions of the ASR alternatives were presented to stakeholders for comment, and these alternatives were
evaluated in the Tier 1 DEIS. Figure O-2 shows excerpts from Figures S4 and S5 in the Tier 1 DEIS, showing
the alternatives documented in the ASR and Tier 1 DEIS. As shown in both figure excerpts, since 2014 the
NSCS has considered alternatives both east and west of the CAP Canal (shown in blue in both figures) in
Segment 1. These alternatives can be considered the “original” alignments, and they date to before the 2017
Pinal Regional Transportation Plan. ADOT did not state a preference for an alternative in Segment 1 until
publication of the Tier 1 DEIS in September 2019, when it identified the E1b Alternative as the preferred
corridor alternative in Segment 1 of the study area.
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Figure O-2. Excerpts from Tier 1 DEIS show alternatives from ASR (on left) and Tier 1 DEIS (on right)
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Pinal County and Municipality Preferences

Beginning in early 2019, a number of municipalities adopted resolutions that reference the Pinal County
preferred alternative for the North-South Corridor. Table O-1 shows the municipalities, the dates of their
resolutions, and their alternative preference. The resolutions cite the Pinal Regional Transportation Plan and
Pinal County’s preferred alternative.

All of the resolutions listed in Table O-1 were adopted after the Tier 1 DEIS was submitted to the cooperating
agencies for review and, therefore, were not discussed in the document. The Tier 1 DEIS does report
information on alternative preferences from prior resolutions (Coolidge, Eloy, and Florence had adopted
resolutions, or multiple resolutions, in prior years identifying their preferred alignments for the corridor). The
Tier 1 EIS has been revised to address the recently adopted resolutions.

To identify a Preferred Alternative in the Tier 1 DEIS, ADOT considered the feedback received from Pinal County
and municipalities. The input from those stakeholders and others was considered in conjunction with how the
alternatives performed in the areas of transportation and traffic operations, land use planning, and potential
impacts on the human, natural, and built environments. As required by NEPA law, ADOT identified a Preferred
Alternative that would best meet the proposed action’s purpose and need while minimizing potential adverse
effects.

Figure O-3 was prepared to show the relationship between the Pinal Regional Transportation Plan, the Pinal
County and municipality preferences (refer to Table O-1), and the Tier 1 DEIS Preferred Alternative. Figure O-3
shows the Tier 1 DEIS Preferred Alternative (light blue) and the Pinal County and municipality preference
(orange) overlaid on the Pinal Regional Transportation Plan alignment (purple).
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Table O-1. Summary of recent resolutions, with alternative preferences noted

Resolution Alternative

preference

Municipality number and
or agency date

DEIS reports preference as:

Segment 1: W1b Segment 1: E1b

19-22 :
Apache Junction g:gmz:: g: E§2 Segment 2: E2a
7116/2019 Segment 4j _ Segment 3: E3b
9 ' Segment 4: E4
Segment 1: —
19-1454 —
Eloy S 2: No change from what is reported in DEIS.
4/8/2019 Segment 3: —
Segment 4: E4
DEIS reports preference as:
Segment 1: W1b
Coolid 19-17 Segment 2: E2b Segment 1: —
oolidge 8/12/2019 Segment 3: E3a Segment 2: —
Segment 4: E4 Segment 3: E3a/b
Segment 4: E4
Associates the resolution with the Pinal Regional Transportation
Plan authorizing propositions.
Segment 1: W1b DEIS t f .
Pinal . 062619-RD18-091 Segment 2: E2b reports preterence as:
inat L-ounty 6/26/2019 Segment 3: E3a Segment 1: W1b
Segment 4: — Segment 2: E2b
Segment 3: E3a
Segment 4: —

DEIS reports preference as:

Segment 1: W1b Segment 1: Wia

1269-19 :
Queen Creek SEMCT 2: =2 Segment 2: —
6/5/2019 Segment 3: E3a Segment 3: —
Segment 4: — )
Segment 4: —
Sun Corridor 9019-03 Segment 1: W1b  aggociates the resolution with the Pinal Regional Transportation
Metropolitan - Segment 2:E2b  pj54 guthorizing propositions.
Planning 7/9/2019 Segment 3: E3a ) o
Organization Segment 4: — No preference identified in the DEIS.
Opposed any proposed alignments that disturb or negatively affect
traditional cultural properties. DEIS reports that if an action alterna-
, . tive is selected, the preference would be:
licheielCieal i MO el NoAction Segment 1: E1b
Nation Alternative

Segment 2: W2b
Segment 3: W3
Segment 4: —

Note: DEIS = Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Sales Tax Funding

Pinal County voters approved a half-cent sales tax to invest in numerous transportation improvement projects
throughout the county, including the North-South Corridor. It is ADOT’s understanding that the Pinal Regional
Transportation Authority deferred a final determination of the North-South Corridor alignment to ADOT,
allowing ADOT to complete its NEPA process as required to obtain federal approvals and to receive federal
funding for the proposed corridor. The approximately $329 million allocated to the North-South Corridor
through the sales tax initiative would account for about one-tenth of the corridor’s overall estimated cost of
$3 billion.
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Figure O-3. Excerpt from Pinal Regional Transportation Plan with overlay of the Pinal County and municipality preference
and the Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement Preferred Alternative
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ADOT would need to use federal and state funding sources to realize construction of the corridor. The voter-
approved sales tax is currently in litigation, with sales tax revenues being collected but currently held in an
escrow account until the courts have ruled on the outcome, which is anticipated in spring 2021.

FAQ: Funding

Question/Comment:

Commenters inquired about the cost of the proposed North-South Corridor and about specific issues, such
as property acquisition, that might increase the cost of the facility. They also mentioned the possibility of land
developers sharing in the cost of the freeway construction.

Response:

The NSCS began as a project-level EIS, but was converted to a tiered environmental process given the
realities of limited funding and the need for the study to facilitate long-term planning. This change allows the
timing of the final project-level NEPA approval in Tier 2 to more closely correlate with the actual timing of
project construction. The Tier 2 studies can be completed over time as additional funding becomes available.
Tier 2 projects may occur in segments, with individual NEPA analyses and decisions advancing different
segments of the corridor in response to need and funding availability.

Because the Tier 1 DEIS identified a 1,500-foot-wide corridor, specific issues that would affect the cost of the
facility—such as the need for property acquisition and the design of traffic interchanges—are not yet defined.
Nevertheless, high-level cost estimates were developed for the alternatives based on standard costs per mile
of freeway, per bridge (over canals, railroads, and other features), and per traffic interchange (both service
and system traffic interchanges), as documented in the Tier 1 DEIS in Appendix C, Alternatives Screening.
The estimates showed that the preferred full-length corridor alternative (Alternative 7) would cost between
$3.0 billion and $3.1 billion. Five other full-length corridor alternatives (Alternatives 1, 4, 5, 6, and 8) would
cost less or the same, ranging between $2.8 billion and $3.0 billion. Two other full-length corridor alternatives
(Alternatives 2 and 3) would cost the same or slightly more, ranging between $2.9 billion and $3.1 billion.

At this time, no plans are in place to build the proposed North-South Corridor as a tolled facility or as a public-
private partnership. Additionally, no funding has been identified for the Tier 2 studies that will develop more
detailed design plans and cost estimates.

In 2018, Pinal County voters approved a half-cent sales tax to invest in numerous transportation improvement
projects throughout the county, including the North-South Corridor. The approximately $329 million allocated
to the North-South Corridor through the sales tax initiative accounts for about one-tenth of the corridor’s
overall estimated cost of $3 billion. Thus, ADOT would need to use federal and state funding sources to realize
construction of the corridor. The voter-approved sales tax is currently in litigation.

FAQ: Consistency with San Tan Valley Special Area Plan

Question/Comment:

Commenters stated that the DEIS did not take the San Tan Valley Special Area Plan (STVSAP) into
consideration.

Response:

The STVSAP was adopted by the Pinal County Board of Supervisors in late 2018. At that time, the Tier 1 DEIS
had been drafted and was under review by the lead agency. The Tier 1 DEIS does not reference the STVSAP,
but discussion of the plan has been added to the Tier 1 FEIS and ROD in Section 3.2.3.3, Planned Land Use.
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The STVSAP is a planning document for the San Tan Valley that focuses on land use, economic development,
transportation facilities, utilities, and parks and recreational facilities. It references the same data sources that
were used to develop the Tier 1 DEIS. Both documents considered the Maricopa Association of Governments’

population and employment projections and relied on the Pinal County RSRSM as a framework for the region’s
transportation system.

To assess how the adopted RSRSM transportation system will handle the traffic generated by future
development upon build out of the San Tan Valley, an analysis of the expected traffic impacts was conducted
by the STVSAP authors. This high-level analysis found that the RSRSM primary roadway network, as defined

with future widenings and extensions, will provide sufficient capacity to support the estimated trips generated
by existing and proposed land uses.

A comparison of the existing roadway network to the STVSAP Figure 6.1, Circulation Plan, shows that
numerous routes still need to be improved before the RSRSM transportation system will accommodate the

traffic generated by development build out (Figure O-4).

Figure O-4. Schematic map showing where the roadway network has gaps in roadway capacity, compared with the ST-
VSAP Circulation Map (Figure 6.1 of the plan)
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FAQ: Freeway Design

Question/Comment:

Commenters asked about specific design considerations for the proposed transportation facility, including
property access, locations of traffic interchanges, and traffic control, among other design features.

Response:

The Tier 1 DEIS provides a high-level analysis of various corridor alternative options to identify a general
location for a future transportation facility. The document considers general design criteria, considering the
feasibility of locating a transportation facility amidst existing and planned development, existing infrastructure,
and environmental constraints, and it identifies a preferred corridor alternative based on several criteria, as
described in Chapter 6, Evaluation of Alternatives, of the DEIS. The Tier 1 DEIS does not present a specific
alignment within the 1,500-foot-wide corridors under consideration, nor any specific designs for the facility

or traffic interchange locations. Future Tier 2 studies will identify the exact footprint of the freeway alignment,
including traffic interchange locations and other design features. Moreover, the future Tier 2 studies will
address specific impacts on private and public property and will determine the approach for maintaining access
for property owners. Impacts on local traffic will also be studied, and any required changes to traffic control
to mitigate traffic impacts on nearby local roads will be identified. During the Tier 2 studies, the public’s active
participation in the alternatives development and evaluation process will be encouraged to capture concerns
now and in the future.

FAQ: Timing of Freeway Construction

Question/Comment:

Commenters reported that transportation infrastructure capacity is needed now, and questioned the amount of
time needed to bring the proposed project to construction.

Response:

An EIS is required by NEPA for federally funded or regulated projects that would have a significant impact on
the environment. An EIS is considered the most thorough type of environmental documentation and considers
all possible impacts of a proposed project—positive and negative—for many different resources. As a result,
the EIS NEPA process takes time to complete.

A Tier 1 EIS is used when funding has not yet been identified for a project. It involves technical analysis
completed on a broad scale and is, therefore, an effective method for identifying existing and future conditions
and understanding the comprehensive effects of the project on the region. It provides the groundwork for future
project-level environmental and technical studies.

A Tier 1 EIS allows the study process to move forward with no identified funding, which is the case with the
North-South Corridor, while establishing a wide corridor where the proposed project would ultimately be
located. Project-level, or Tier 2, environmental studies and identified funding sources would be required to
advance construction of the project, which could occur in phases as funding is available. During Tier 2 studies,
more detailed project elements would be defined and assessed, such as the specific alignment (the identified
route) and the location of traffic interchanges.

One of the challenges of serving a fast-growing area is that the transportation system improvements necessary
to serve the area are difficult to anticipate where development may be distant from the services, jobs, and
amenities that serve such development. Developers typically make roadway improvements adjacent to their
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development projects, and most developers also pay development impact fees (pursuant to Arizona Revised
Statues § 11-1102) to address off-site infrastructure improvements (water, sewer, transportation, etc.) that are
needed as a result of the development.

In 2016, the NSCS lead agencies, concerned that the project lacked funding to advance to final design and
construction, converted the project-level EIS to a Tier 1 EIS, in accordance with Council on Environmental
Quiality regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1502.20). This Tier 1 EIS process is expected to be
completed in 2021, and will be followed by detailed project-level (Tier 2) environmental reviews by ADOT for
specific alternatives, incorporating and referencing the decisions and analyses conducted as part of this Tier 1
review. Construction of the project, or a project segment (since the project may be developed as “segments of
independent utility”) would commence only after completion of a Tier 2 study. While Pinal County is collecting
a voter-approved sales tax to help fund transportation improvements in the county, including the North-South
Corridor, this funding source is currently in litigation. State and federal funding would also be needed to fund
construction of the North-South Corridor.

At this time, no funding has been identified to prepare a Tier 2 study that would advance the corridor (or a
segment of the corridor) to identify an actual alignment (refer also to FAQ: Funding). Once a Tier 2 study is
completed, construction could commence.

FAQ: Multimodal Transportation

Question/Comment:

Commenters stated their support for the integration of multimodal transportation, including high-speed rail,
into the project. Some supporters would prefer passenger rail and transit either in addition to or in lieu of the
proposed freeway project.

Response:

The action corridor alternatives studied in the Tier 1 DEIS are generally 1,500 feet wide to accommodate
400-foot-wide project-level alternatives in Tier 2 studies. The 400-foot width allows for the future consideration
of a multimodal transportation facility that includes the freeway corridor, a future passenger rail service, and/or
the potential for other uses within the corridor if identified during Tier 2 studies. All action corridor alternatives
would be access-controlled freeways with three travel lanes in each direction and would accommodate future
passenger rail in the freeway right-of-way.

One of the objectives of the North-South Corridor is to integrate the region’s transportation network, and
provide the opportunity to integrate with planned passenger rail is one component of this objective. The Tier 1
DEIS also states that one of the proposed action’s “other desirable outcomes” is the accommodation of right-
of-way (where appropriate and feasible) for intercity passenger rail serving the local population and greater
region, including the Tucson and Phoenix metropolitan areas. Moreover, the Federal Railroad Administration
signed a ROD in 2016 for the Arizona Passenger Rail Corridor Study Tier 1 EIS. The EIS identifies a routing
option that would align with the North-South Corridor from its southern terminus with 1-10 to approximately the
Magma Arizona Railroad, north of the Gila River.

FAQ: Air Quality

Question/Comment:

Commenters stated their concerns about the proximity of the proposed freeway to their homes and the
potential for air pollution impacts. Some commenters noted that the freeway may improve air quality by
reducing traffic congestion on arterial streets.
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Response:

Through the analysis conducted for this Tier 1 EIS, no issues related to air quality have been identified

that would preclude construction of the proposed action. Based on available information such as expected
traffic volumes in 2040, the level of service for traffic throughout the study area, and guidance from the
Federal Highway Administration and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, implementation of the proposed
action would not result in substantial vehicle-related air emissions and, therefore, would not likely cause an
exceedance of national standards for transportation-related criteria pollutants. Ongoing programs to control
hazardous air pollutants from mobile sources would reduce mobile source air toxic emissions in the future. The
vehicle miles traveled with any of the action corridor alternatives would be similar; therefore, no appreciable
difference in overall mobile source air toxic emissions among the various alternatives is expected. Further, the
proposed action would reduce traffic congestion on the local transportation network and would remove pass-
through traffic from key local roadways in the study area, resulting in decreased travel times in the study area.

Future air quality analyses prepared for Tier 2 studies will be required to demonstrate that the proposed project
has been modeled with a conforming regional transportation plan and that it is consistent with local air quality
conformity requirements. The need for quantitative hot-spot modeling will be determined through interagency
consultation for Tier 2 alternatives (that is, a determination of whether the proposed action is a project of air
quality concern under ADOT guidelines).

Subsequent analyses related to air quality for the Tier 2 environmental evaluation should involve a review of
current air quality attainment status in the study area and a review of the most recently available air quality
monitoring data to document existing air quality conditions in the study area. This review should be followed by
an updated analysis of the proposed action’s contributions to future regional air quality conditions and a review
of transportation conformity requirements, if applicable, at the time of the Tier 2 evaluation. Greenhouse gas
emissions could be quantitatively assessed during the Tier 2 analysis. During Tier 2 studies, specific measures
to avoid or minimize construction-related air quality impacts and greenhouse gas emissions would be identified.

FAQ: Traffic Noise

Question/Comment:

Commenters expressed concern about potential traffic noise impacts with a new freeway constructed near
existing homes.

Response:

Because the DEIS is a Tier 1 document, it did not include a quantitative noise analysis typical of project-level
EIS documents. The Tier 1 DEIS broadly assessed environmental impacts associated with the action corridor
alternatives—it will be followed by detailed project-level (Tier 2) environmental reviews by ADOT for specific
alternatives. Typical project-level EIS documents identify locations where noise walls would be necessary to
mitigate anticipated traffic noise impacts.

For this Tier 1 study, the alternatives under consideration are 1,500-foot-wide corridors. It is unknown exactly
where within the 1,500-foot-wide corridor the transportation facility would be constructed and whether an
adverse noise impact would occur, depending on the location of the facility farther east or west within the
corridor. Therefore, the Tier 1 DEIS evaluation considered only the risk of noise impacts within each corridor to
help inform the identification of a preferred corridor alternative. A full noise analysis will be completed as part
of Tier 2 studies conducted during the project-level NEPA environmental review processes. Through the Tier 2
process, noise measurements near sensitive noise receptors, such as homes and schools, would be evaluated
to determine whether future traffic volumes would result in adverse noise impacts. As part of that analysis, the
need for noise walls would be evaluated and specific locations would be recommended.
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FAQ: New Alternative

Question/Comment:

Several commenters expressed an interest in a new alternative not evaluated in the Tier 1 DEIS, particularly in
relation to the connection of the North-South Corridor facility with US 60 (the corridor’s northern terminus), with
Interstate 10 (at the southern terminus), or with another major route.

Response:

The Tier 1 DEIS provides an explanation of how the action corridor alternatives were developed and screened
prior to the preparation of the EIS; refer to Section 2.2, Corridor Alternatives Development and Screening, for
further information and maps illustrating the screening process.
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Source: Letter attachment Comment No. m Agency: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Michael Langley)

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, LOS ANGELES DISTRICT
3636 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE SUITE 900
PHOENIX, AZ 85012-1939

October 22,2019

SUBJECT: Tier I Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the North-South Corridor Study

Carlos Lopez, PE

Arizona Department of Transportation
1611 West Jackson Street, MD EMO02
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Dear Mr. Lopez:

I have received the North-South Corridor Study Tier I Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS), which is being prepared by the Federal Highway Administration and the Arizona
Department of Transportation. The DEIS considers the environmental effects related to a new 55-
mile freeway that is proposed between U.S. Route 60 in Apache Junction and Interstate 10 near
Eloy and Picacho in Pinal County, Arizona. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is a
cooperating agency in the study since the actions proposed in subsequent Tier II analyses will likely
require permitting under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (Corps File Number SPL-2010-
00122).

Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIS. My staff has completed a review of the
document and we submit the attached comments for your consideration. If you have any questions,
please contact Jesse Rice at (602) 230-6854 or via e-mail at Jesse.M.Rice@usace.army.mil. Help
me evaluate and improve the regulatory experience for others by completing the customer survey
form at http://corpsmapu.usace.army.mil/cm_apex/f?p=regulatory_survey.

Sincerely,

Digitally signed by

LANGLEYMICHAEL LANGLEY.MICHAEL.WAYNE.12164
WAVYNE. 1216496864 26864

Date: 2019.10.23 10:38:23 -07'00'

Sallie Diebolt
Chief, Arizona Branch
Regulatory Division

Enclosure
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COMMENT RESPONSE

Comment No. m Page 1 of 2

Comments in this letter have been addressed on following pages.
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Source: Letter attachment Comment No. m Agency: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Michael Langley)

‘ Comment response

Jesse Rice, Regulatory Project Manager, USACE

(Section 3.13, Page 3-161) Thank you for revising the definition of
Waters of the United States (WUS) in the first paragraph. However, |
recommend not describing the 2015 Clean Water Rule in the EIS. The
repeal of this Rule was announced in September 2019 and a new WUS
definition is expected to be announced in 2020. Implementation of the
new rule may be further delayed by litigation, continuing the

“ 1. | uncertainty.

| recommend referencing the current definition and state that it is
subject to change as Tier 2 projects are implemented. | would also carry
the Rapanos reference in to the last paragraph of introductory section.
Currently, it’s not clear why ephemeral systems are called out in the
introduction of 3.13.

E 2. | Section 3.13.3, Page 3-163). Last line of the 4" paragraph. ‘Delineation’
should be ‘determination’.

r (3.13.6.1, Page 3-168; 6.3.1, Page 6-19 to 6-23). The LEDPA consistency
analysis demonstrates that waters of the U.S. were thoroughly
considered during the Tier 1 analysis. However, for Segment 1, the
justification for Alternative E1lb being the preliminary LEDPA isn’t
conclusive when considering the information provided in Chapter 3.

| suggest that additional, clear justification be included in the
consistency statement as to why the preferred alternative may be the
LEDPA. For Segment 1, the document could discuss that although the
western alternatives impact more drainages, these are generally low-
quality ephemeral drainages and that the risks associated with the

— western alternatives may result in adverse environmental impacts which
may be significant. It could also be mentioned (in both Chapter 3 and 6)
that eastern alternatives would avoid an effluent-fed reach of Siphon
Draw near Ironwood Drive, which supports moderate-quality riparian
and aquatic habitat. The document could also reference that the final
number of washes impacted may vary based on final location and
design, which may result in any of the alternatives having the lowest
number of crossings.

Regarding other segments of the preferred alternative, the Corps does
not object with the preliminary LEDPA determinations made for
Segments 2, 3, and 4 based on the consistency analysis completed.
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COMMENT RESPONSE

Comment No. m Page 2 of 2

Thank you for your comments. The text has been updated as suggested to reflect current and
WM —| future regulations (see Section 3.13, Waters of the United States). The description of ephemeral
washes was moved to Section 3.13.3, Affected Environment.

BB [ Thank you for the clarification. The revision was made.

The LEDPA Consistency section for Segment 1 was revised to more explicitly note the
justification of the Selected Alternative for this segment. Because a jurisdictional delineation
has not been completed at this stage, it is not possible to accurately determine the level of
impacts on Waters of each alternative. Once Waters have been delineated and submitted to the
c | U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for a jurisdictional determination, it will be possible to assess and

refine the level of impacts resulting from each alternative. Please note that given the fluctuating
definition of Waters between current regulations and the Navigable Waters Protection Rule that
has yet to go into effect, it is not possible at this time to accurately determine whether impacts
on ephemeral washes in the study area would be considered a loss of Waters during the Tier 2
analysis.
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Source: Email Comment No. m Agency: U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs (Beau Golstein)

From: Goldstein, Beau [mailto:beau.goldstein@bia.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2019 10:09 AM

To: LaBianca, Michael <Michael.LaBianca@hdrinc.com>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] ADOT NSCS DEIS Comments

Page 3-142: The Ashurst-Hayden Diversion Dam is a SCIP facility and it diverts water into
A the SCIP system, not SCIDD. And I don;t know what the Phoenix Valley is, but the system

distributes water throughout the Middle Gila Valley, including Reservation and non-
Reservation lands.

Page 3-143: Picacho Reservoir isn't owned by BIA per se; there are various underlying
Pl landowners, including BIA/SCIP; in most cases we have an easement or something to store
water at that location. It is not managed by SCIDD; it is managed by SCIP.

—| Page 3-145 double-check with SCIDD; but I believe their primary source of water is SCIP.

Source: Email Comment No. m Agency: U.S. Bureau of Land Management (Lane Cowger)

From: Cowger, Lane [mailto:lcowger@blm.gov]

Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 1:47 PM

To: LaBianca, Michael <Michael.LaBianca@hdrinc.com>
Subject: N/S comments

Michael,

To follow up on our brief conversation. BLM Arizona does not have any comments on the
DEIS for the North-South Corridor project. We feel the comments we did have on the admin
draft version of the document were adequately addressed and incorporated into the public

WW | DEIS

Please ensure BLM remains on your project distribution list. We look forward to our
continued cooperation on this project.

Thanks,

Lane Cowger
Project Manager
Bureau of Land Management- Arizona State Office
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COMMENT RESPONSE

Comment No. m Page 1 of 1

“—[ Thank you for the information. The text revision was made.

=M [ Thank you for the information. The text revision was made.

The San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District irrigates primarily with Gila River water
&l —| and Central Arizona Project Canal supply, supplemented with groundwater wells. See
Section 3.12.3.3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision.

COMMENT RESPONSE

Comment No. m Page 1 of 1

The Arizona Department of Transportation acknowledges the Bureau of Land Management’s
WM —| role as a cooperating agency on the study and will continue to engage the agency in this role on
the study.
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Source: Letter attachment Comment No. [.87’] Agency: U.S. Department of the Interior (Janet Whitlock)

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
333 Bush Street, Suite 515
San Francisco, California, 94104

In Reply Refer To:
19/0407

Filed electronically
October 24, 2019
Asadul (Asad) Karim, P.E.,
Project Manager Arizona Department of Transportation
205 S. 17th Ave., MD 605E
Phoenix, AZ 85007
northsouth@azdot.gov

Subject: Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement North-South Corridor
Study U.S. Route 60 to Interstate 10 Pinal County, Arizona, September 2019

Dear Mr. Karim:

The United States Department of the Interior, through the US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
and the Bureau of Reclamation (USBR), has reviewed the Tier I Draft Environmental Impact
Statement North-South Corridor Study U.S. Route 60 to Interstate 10 Pinal County, Arizona
(DEIS), dated September 2019 and we provide attached comments.

The FWS would like to ensure that impacts to endangered and special status plant species are
adequately addressed. Please see the FWS attachment for specific comments.

The USBR’s main concern is route Ela and E1b in Segment 1 that crosses the Central Arizona
Project (CAP) canal on a diagonal. Any features constructed over the CAP must avoid impacts to
operations and maintenance of the canal. Additionally, this segment would impact mitigation
lands and a flood control berm on Reclamation managed property. The CAP canal has numerous
wildlife crossings that were part of mitigation for the canal, as well as a siphon and culvert
drainages that are wildlife friendly. The DEIS does not discuss wildlife passage above or below
this proposed highway as mitigation for wildlife impacts. Please see the USBR attachment for
specific comments.

If you have specific questions regarding the FWS comments, please contact Bob Lehman
(robert_lehman@fws.gov), FWS Transportation Liaison, at (602) 889-5950, or Greg Beatty
(greg_beatty@fws.gov) at (602)-889-5941. If you have questions regarding USBR comments,
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please contact Sean Heath at sheath@usbr.gov or at (623) 773-6250. For all other questions,
please contact me at janet whitlock@ios.doi.gov or at (415) 420-0524.

Sincerely,

},M%U/UICREL

Janet L. Whitlock
Regional Environmental Officer

enclosures

Cc

Shawn Alam, DOI

Greg Beatty, FWS

Catherine Cunningham, USBR
Peter Fasbender, FWS

Sean Heath, USBR

Robert Lehman, FWS

Delfinia Montano, FWS
Theresa Taylor, USBR

0-30 | August 2021 — Agency and Elected Officials Comments



Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision
North-South Corridor Study

COMMENT RESPONSE

Comment No. m Page 2 of 2

Comments in this letter have been addressed on the following pages.

Agency and Elected Officials Comments — August 2021 | O-31



Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision
North-South Corridor Study

Source: Letter attachment Comment No. [.87’] Agency: U.S. Department of the Interior (Janet Whitlock)

Comments by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the North South Corridor
Study Route 60 to Interstate 10 Tier 1 DEIS, October 2019

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) has reviewed the September 2019 US 60 to I-10
North-South Corridor Study (NSCS) Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
(Project # FHWA-AZ-EIS-19-02-D). Our comments conform to policy outlined in the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service Manual, Section 505, FW 3-4, concerning review of environmental
documents. Our review includes general and specific comments on the DEIS and conclusions
and recommendations. As part of our general comments, we include brief project and study area
descriptions for the benefit of FWS reviewers of this document. The DEIS includes a Section
4(f) evaluation (Chapter 3.19); however, Section 4(f) properties within the NSCS study area
include no waterfowl or wildlife refuges, thus FWS comments on the 4(f) evaluation are not
required or included.

General Comments on the DEIS

The FWS finds that the project proponents, Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), and
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), for the most part have properly identified affected
wildlife and other biological resources within the NSCS study area and have adequately

W — addressed potential impacts of the proposed action on those resources from a Tier 1 perspective.
Mitigation measures as described in the Tier 1 DEIS, again for the most part, are also adequate
for Tier 1-level-purposes, which is to compare action corridor alternatives and select those that
best meet the purpose and need of the proposed action while also minimizing impacts to human
and natural environments. However, we are concerned that impacts to endangered and special
status plant species have not been adequately addressed in the DEIS

Project Description

ADOT and FHWA propose to construct and operate a 55-mile-long access-controlled 6-lane
freeway from U.S. Route 60 at Apache Junction to Interstate 10 near Eloy, in Pinal County,
Arizona. The freeway would also branch west to connect with State Route 24 in Queen Creek.
The facility will introduce additional roadway capacity to support current and projected
population and employment growth in Pinal County and the region.

Study Area Description

The NSCS study area encompasses approximately 900 square miles of native Sonoran
desertscrub and lands developed primarily for agriculture (see Figure 3.11-1 in the DEIS).
Arizona State Lands Department (ASLD) manages over 50 percent of the study area, which may
sell or lease lands under its jurisdiction for municipal, industrial, or commercial development.
With the exception of the north and northwestern extremes of the study area, urban development
is limited to a few small towns and communities. Outside of these municipalities, and beyond
areas developed for agriculture, the study area is primarily open and undeveloped. The study
area is bisected from east to west by the Gila River and Queen Creek and from north to south by
the Central Arizona Project (CAP) aqueduct. Most development in the study area is west of the
CAP and most undeveloped open space is to the east.

Action Corridor Alternatives Considered in the DEIS

3
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During Tier 1, ADOT and FHWA planners evaluated potential impacts of 15 1,500-foot-wide
action corridor alternatives within 4 segments of the NSCS study area (4, 4, 5, and 2 alternatives,
respectively, were considered in each of Segments 1-4). Planners configured the 15 action
alternatives as two complete corridors that run the full length of the study area: the Western
Corridor (shown in orange in Figure 3.11-1); an Eastern Corridor (shown in purple); and options
in both cases to assure connectivity between the two corridors if needed. The alternatives and
their options provided 40 possible corridors through the NSCS study area, eight of which were
studied in detail in the DEIS (see Chapter 2).

The Preferred Alternative

ADOT and FHWA planners selected Alternative 7 as the preferred action corridor alternative
(Figure S-6 in the DEIS). The preferred corridor consists of 4 action alternatives from the
Eastern Corridor (E1b, E2a, E3b, and E4), that according to planners will best meet the NSCS’s
purpose and need while also achieving other desired outcomes, including environmental
protection and support of local and regional land use plans and preservation goals.

IE. <|: Effects of the Proposed Action

Impacts of the 15 action corridor alternatives on wildlife and other biological resources are
described for each segment and all action alternatives in Chapter 3.11 of the DEIS and are
summarized in Chapter 6 (Table 6.2-1) and the January 2019 Corridor Selection Report (CSR).
Chapter 4 summarizes indirect and cumulative impacts. The effects analysis relied on existing
geo-spatial data from resource and regulatory agencies, including Arizona Game and Fish
(AGFD) and FWS web-based environmental review tools, a preliminary AGFD site-specific
evaluation, and AGFD field investigations (see Appendix A, Agency Coordination, Preliminary
Evaluation for the Arizona Department of Transportation’s North-South Corridor Study
Analysis).

Effects Common to All Segments and Corridor Alternatives

The current transportation network offers few opportunities for co-locating a new freeway with
existing highways; thus, nearly all of the proposed facility will be new alignment. All action
corridor alternatives will result in the permanent loss of native desertscrub habitat and
agricultural lands within the construction footprint, both of which are important to wildlife. The
new facility will degrade habitats and contribute to habitat fragmentation in a region that is
already generally fragmented and degraded with respect to wildlife habitat (Figure 3.11-1). The
facility will open undeveloped, undisturbed areas to future municipal, urban, and commercial
development and will introduce another semipermeable barrier to wildlife where the CAP canal,
railroads, existing state highways and county roads, and irrigation channels already present such
barriers. The proposed corridor will increase unauthorized access into currently undisturbed
areas and aid the spread of invasive plants. The project will require a new bridge across the Gila
River and crossings of other riparian areas and washes that are important to wildlife. Artificial
lighting, noise, permanent and constant human activity, impaired water quality, and reduced air
quality will alter currently undeveloped areas. Overall, the facility will displace wildlife and
reduce the size of wildlife populations, reduce connectivity between wildlife habitats, impede
natural movements, increase competition, and increase direct mortality. Ultimately,
development of this new linear facility will result in few if any benefits to wildlife.

4
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Differences Among Corridor Alternatives

When impacts to biological resources are considered segment by segment and specifically for
each action corridor alternative, with a few exceptions the differences are relatively slight. None
of them are clear differentiators among the 15 action corridor alternatives.

The CSR summarized effects to biological resources based on four performance measures—
wildlife, wildlife habitat, conservation and wildlife management lands, and protected native
plants—and on five risk levels ranging from no risk (resource not present in the corridor
alternative) to high risk (resource present and substantial adverse impacts likely or unavoidable).
With the exception of native plants in all Segment 1 corridor alternatives, where high levels of
adverse impacts are expected, ADOT and FHWA determined the effects across nearly all
segments, corridor alternatives, and performance measures to be minimal to moderate.

In our view, in most cases risks to wildlife and wildlife habitats are somewhat higher than ADOT
and FHWA planners judged them to be; however, we acknowledge that the North-South
Corridor as planned avoids vast, undeveloped areas of native desertscrub east of the CAP, thus
avoiding higher impact levels than they otherwise would be (Figure 3.11-1). Adverse impacts to
| wildlife and other biological resources, overall, will be somewhat lower in the western

alternatives, as compared to the eastern options, because development increases with increasing
distance west of the CAP. Thus, Alternative 1, consisting of four corridor options from the
Western Corridor (Wla, W2a, W3, and W4) appears to be the alternative that would have the
fewest effects on wildlife. All but one mile of Alternative 1 is west of the CAP, and in Segment
4 the proposed highway would be co-located with SR 87.

Effects of the Preferred Alternative

Segment 1, Alternative E1b:

The CSR indicates a moderate risk of permanent adverse impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitats
will occur in the E1b corridor alternative of Segment 1. This risk level is because E1b will
eliminate planted mesquite/shrub habitats along the CAP canal and flood control structures
created to compensate for expected losses of state-protected rare plants.

Segment 2, Alternative E2a:

Transportation facilities, canals, and agricultural developments along its entire length already
fragment alternative E2a, and although the new facility will add to existing development, it will
not remove or alter unaffected habitat. We expect impacts from this alternative to be low and the
alternative will affect no conservation and wildlife management lands.

Segment 3, Alternative E3b:

Moderate impacts are expected in this alternative because it would remove unaffected
desertscrub habitat in the northern part of the segment, cross agricultural lands adjacent to the
Gila River, and then cross the river before reentering agricultural lands for the rest of its length
within Segment 3.
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Segment 4, Alternative E4:

ADOT expects impacts of this alternative will be low because it will affect a very small portion
of native desertscrub (Figure 3.11.1).

Indirect and Cumulative Impacts

We anticipate population and employment growth will occur in the study area regardless of
whether ADOT and FHWA implement the proposed action. In their land use plans,
municipalities and other local governments have identified how and to what extent they would
convert land within the study area to support new development. Most of these plans reference
the North-South Freeway, and by acknowledging the proposed action, local governments are
expecting it to support and facilitate this development to some degree. In other words, induced
growth along the proposed corridor is a matter of record, is expected to occur, and is part of
long-range planning efforts within the NSCS study area.

Potential Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Strategies

ADOT and FHWA described mitigation measures for wildlife and other biological resources in
the DEIS in very general terms. They did not describe how effects of the proposed action will be
addressed for individual segments or action corridor alternatives, nor was a stand-alone
mitigation strategy presented for the preferred alternative. The DEIS cites certain mitigation
measures as examples that “could be implemented” to avoid and minimize impacts on protected
species, comply with state and federal regulations, and reduce habitat fragmentation, wildlife
displacement, impediments to movements, and highway collisions. Measures listed in Chapter
3.11.5, page 3-133, and in Appendix D, Summary of Mitigation, are essentially the same standard
specifications and best management practices that ADOT applies to all road and highway
infrastructure projects. These measures include, but are not limited to:

e Coordination with federal and state wildlife agencies, as required, to determine species-
specific mitigation measures that may be required;

[ p e Preconstruction surveys, including protocol surveys for species listed under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA), during Tier 2 within all segments and corridor
alternatives of the selected alternative (the alternative that will advance to Tier 2 after
publication of the Record of Decision at the end of Tier 1)—to determine the presence of
threatened and endangered species and other special status species within the 400-foot-
wide alignment of the new facility (the build corridor);

e Salvaging of individual special status plants—e.g., species listed under the ESA or
Arizona Native Plant Act;

e Treatments to control invasive and noxious plant species and prevent their spread during
construction and operation of the facility;

e Designation of biological monitors to oversee construction activities to minimize and
document take of threatened and endangered species.

e A final alignment and mitigation measures within that alignment developed during Tier 2
studies that allow for continued wildlife movements through the new facility.

In Chapter 4, ADOT and FHWA also addressed mitigation measures for indirect and cumulative
impacts of the proposed facility. Like direct impacts, mitigation measures for indirect and
6
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cumulative adverse effects are addressed in the DEIS in general terms. The DEIS indicates that
ADOT will collaborate with local jurisdictions, resource agencies, and private stakeholders
during Tier 2 to analyze those impacts in more detail and determine if and how the impacts can
be controlled and minimized.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE DEIS

In this section, we address concerns about adverse effects the recommended alternative is likely
to have on certain species, species groups, wildlife conservation lands, and other specific
resources involving FWS authorities, and the adequacy of mitigation measures outlined in the
DEIS for those resources.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The DEIS evaluated potential impacts to threatened and endangered species based on an official
species list, dated November 15, 2017, generated by FWS’s Information for Planning and
Consultation (IPAC) on-line tool. The list contained 7 species: an experimental, non-essential
population of the Sonoran pronghorn (Antilocapra americana sonoriensis), the endangered
California least tern (Sterna antillarum browni), the endangered southwestern willow flycatcher
(Empidonax traillii extimus), threatened western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus),
endangered Yuma Ridgway’s rail (Rallus obsoletus yumanensis), threatened northern Mexican
gartersnake (Thamnophis eques megalops), and proposed threatened roundtail chub (Gila
robusta). Proposed critical habitat is present in the NSCS study area for one species—the
yellow-billed cuckoo. There is no designated critical habitat in the study area for any listed
species.

_During Tier 1 analyses, ADOT determined, and we concur, that suitable habitat does not occur in
the study area, or if suitable habitat does occur, it is not currently occupied, in the case of the
E M pronghorn, tern, gartersnake, and chub. Three species—the flycatcher, cuckoo, and rail—are
likely or known to occur in the study area, as acknowledged in the DEIS. Effects to these
species will be addressed during Tier 2 when ADOT plans to undergo section 7 consultation with
FWS under the ESA.

i Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

In the past, flycatchers bred near Whitlow Ranch Dam near Florence Junction, just outside the
F NSCS study area; however, the flycatcher’s status at this location is currently unknown. The
dam is >5 miles east of the preferred alternative; thus, we would not anticipate direct or indirect
effects of the proposed action if flycatchers are present at this location when the proposed
corridor is built and operated. Flycatchers may be present at the proposed crossing of the Gila
| River, and because it is a migratory species, rarely or temporarily occur along the corridor.

Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo

| G B The DEIS indicates correctly that the cuckoo may occur at Picacho Reservoir near the
southeastern edge of the E4 alternative, and that cuckoo critical habitat has been proposed at the
| reservoir. The reservoir is approximately 0.3 miles west of the preferred alternative. Because

7
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B8 [ Comment acknowledged and noted.
ﬂ—]: Comment acknowledged, and concerns regarding the Southwestern willow flycatcher are noted.

Comment is acknowledged. Since the time of the release of the Draft Environmental Impact

e | Statement, the proposed habitat has been revised, and this change is reflected in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement in Section 3.11.3.2, Protected Species, under Threatened and
Endangered Species, Yellow-billed Cuckoo.
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western yellow-billed cuckoos are a migratory species, could rarely or temporarily occur along
the corridor.

Yuma Ridgway’s Rail

H The DEIS correctly indicates that the Yuma Ridgway’s rail may occur at Picacho Reservoir;

however, the volume of water that is currently being directed into the reservoir is inadequate to
create suitable rail marsh habitat, and no other suitable habitat is known to occur in the NSCS
study area.

Other Special Status Species

Sonoran Desert Tortoise

In 2015, FWS removed the Sonoran Desert tortoise from the threatened and endangered species
candidate list (80 FR 60321); however, ADOT is a signatory to a Candidate Conservation
Agreement (CCA) for the tortoise, issued in May 2015. Pursuant to that agreement, in Chapter
3.11.4 of the DEIS, ADOT indicates it will honor its commitments under the CCA.

B we acknowledge ADOT’s commitment to tortoise conservation, but take issue with its
evaluation of impacts to the tortoise resulting from the proposed action. In Chapter 3.11.4, page
3-134, the DEIS indicates that suitable tortoise habitat would be removed by all Segment 3
action corridor alternatives, and argues that construction of any alternative would not affect
tortoise populations or viability because the area where suitable habitat occurs is highly
fragmented and isolated. On the contrary, the new highway will further fortify existing barriers
to tortoise movements and genetic exchange among regional tortoise populations and increase
vehicle strikes and illegal collection.

Rare Plants

The DEIS discussion of rare or special status plant species is limited. Table 3.11.3, which lists
special status species, other than those listed under the ESA, lists just two rare plants that are
likely to occur in the study area. Yet, we know of up to eight rare plants that occur in or near the
study area (that list is available upon request), including the endangered Acufia cactus
] (Echinomastus erectocentrus var. acunensis), which occurs near Florence Junction (we are not
sure why this species did not appear on the IPAC report provided to ADOT in 2017). In the
DEIS, ADOT discusses mitigation strategies for rare plants in general terms, including the
statement provided above to the effect that rare plants will be salvaged within the build corridor.
How these plants will be salvaged and their disposition after salvaging are not discussed. FWS
cautions ADOT that transplanting is not typically supported as a mitigation measure for
threatened and endangered and special status plants because transplanting often results in the
death of individual plants.

Bald and Golden Eagles

The DEIS indicates that suitable breeding habitat for bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and
golden eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) does not occur in the study area. In general, we agree with
those determinations. In Arizona, golden eagles typically nest in mountainous areas; however
bald eagles may nest in areas that were once considered marginal for this bird. Recent nesting

8
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BB | Comment is acknowledged.

Comment is acknowledged; with regard to the Sonoran desert tortoise, refer to comment
Response A-07 (D). As suggested, the text has been updated to include additional information
- on the Sonoran desert tortoise (including a brief description, with background information on the

current status of the species), which may be found in the Final Environmental Impact Statement
in Section 3.11.3.2, Protected Species, under Threatened and Endangered Species, Sonoran
Desert Tortoise.

Added text to 3.11.3.2 on the acuna cactus, and added the two additional special status plants to
I Table 3.11-3.
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attempts by bald eagles in a lone tree next to a golf course in Phoenix is a case in point. Both
bald and golden eagles migrate and winter across vast areas within Arizona and are known to be
attracted to and scavenge road killed carcasses, increasing their risk to be hit be vehicles.

ANALYSIS OF TIER 1-LEVEL DETERMINATIONS

One risk of a tiered NEPA process is that a recommended or preferred corridor alternative will
advance to Tier 2 based on inadequate data. We conclude that this is not the case with the
NSCS, with one exception—rare plants. Overall, we are satisfied that ADOT and FHWA have
adequately addressed the questions of what wildlife and other biological resources occur within
the NSCS study area, and in general how adverse effects to those resources can be mitigated and
reduced to acceptable levels. We acknowledge that in most cases specific mitigation strategies
must await the preconstruction surveys, including protocol surveys for listed species that will
occur during Tier 2.

Rare plants, on the other hand, may be widespread within the study area and may occur in any of
the action corridor alternatives. Without pre-Tier 2 surveys, it is impossible to predict how up to
eight rare plant species are distributed across the study area and to what extent those species will
be affected. Accordingly, any selected alternative identified in the ROD that advances to Tier 2
presents serious challenges to whether ADOT and FHWA can adequately mitigate adverse
species impacts. In the case of rare plants, including an endangered cactus, ADOT and FHWA’s
Tier 1-level analysis has likely not provided the level of detail needed to fully inform decision
making on expected impacts of the proposed action.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

r e From a wildlife perspective, Alternative 1, which includes action corridor alternatives
Wila, W2a, W3, and W4, is the alternative preferred by FWS. This corridor, overall, will
have the fewest adverse impacts to wildlife and other biological resources.
“ ] o At the least, we recommend that action corridor W4 replace E4 in the selected alternative,
as this alternative would be co-located with SR 87. This would reduce the loss of
L agricultural lands important to wildlife from the proposed action.
o  We recommend that ADOT and FHWA conduct pre-Tier 2 studies/survey of threatened,
| endangered, and special status plant species in all or most action corridor alternatives in
Alternative 1 and Alternative 7 to determine the occurrence and distribution of rare plants
- and to assess likely impacts.
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n_— Your alternative preference has been noted; for the reasons outlined in Chapter 6, Evaluation of
Alternatives, the Preferred Alternative was determined to be the Selected Alternative.

An inquiry regarding special-status plant species known to occur in the study area was made
through the Arizona Game and Fish Department online review tool. The data provided from
that review were included in Section 3.11, Biological Resources, of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. Plants that are thought to be located within the study area but are not
BB | discussed were not included in the species inquiry provided by the review tool because they
are not Species of Greatest Conservation Need. The additional information on rare or special-
status species thought to occur in the area was reviewed, and the two species listed as salvage
restricted in Arizona were added. The additional species provided were either not listed as a

| special-status species or were not known to occur in the study area.
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Cmt# CI::Pt Page Comment
[ 1. Chapter It appears that any alternative that considers Ela or E1b in segment (1) was
2 not ground truthed. This route diagonally crosses the CAP and the Magma

Arizona Rail Road bridge just above segment (2). On the east side of the
CAP, just north of the tracks is a tall, earthen flood control berm known as
Sonoqui Dike that is approximately 20 feet tall (per plan and profile
drawings). This is also mitigation lands for the construction of the CAP, as
well as additional storage capacity for drainage within the impoundment
area. The Crossing would need to maintain 14-foot 6-inch clearance over the
.I. — dike O&M Rd. Need to maintain same clearance over the canal O&M roads
no matter where they cross the canal. Need minimum of 12-foot clearance
over the CAP trail on canal right. Crossing of the canal needs to be between
70 and 90 degrees to the canal. Crossing cannot impact storage capacity.
The W1b connection to the 60 is also surrounded by Reclamation property.
Wila/b in Segment 1 also parallels the CAP for many miles as well as E3a/c
in Segment 3. Having a major highway route so close to the water supply for
southern Arizona, as well as proposed trails for the citizens may harm the
L water quality and future CAP trail experience for the public.
2. Chapter | Table 3.2-6 | There is no mention of impacts to the CAP or Reclamation mitigation
.I. ] 3 part 1 properties from this route in segment (1) Ela or E1b. The CAP trail is also
part of the Pinal County Open Space and Trails Master Plan. The CAP trail
- is a potential 4f property.
3. Chapter | Page 113 | States the following: 3.10.4.2 Action Corridor Alternatives. In Segment 1,
3 part 2 the Eastern Alternatives would cross Queen Creek upstream of the CAP
n — Canal, with no noticeable distinction between the Ela and E1b Alternatives
when considering the anticipated ground conditions that would be
encountered. (No mention of the berm.)
B 4. Chapter | Page 119 | Missing from the mammalian species list is the mountain lion (Puma
| p - 3 part 2 concolor), and Desert bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis nelsoni). We have
photos showing that they use the CAP wildlife crossings in segment 4.
B 5. Chapter | Page 119 | Agricultural Lands: SCIDD is not the only irrigation district that may be
3 part2 impacted by this project. The eastern segments will impact HIDD and
CAIDD. The western segments may impact NMIDD and QCID irrigation
m — districts under Reclamation jurisdiction. Another one impacted on the
eastern segments is the Sun Valley Farm units that are not affiliated with
Reclamation. These lateral water lines would have to be piped and/or

B relocated.
B 6. Chapter | Page 120 | Wildlife connectivity: There are numerous wildlife crossings across the
3 part 2 CAP. There are 5 crossings between interstate 10 and the pumping plant to
“ — the north skirting around the Picacho Mountains. There is another wildlife

crossing adjacent to the Picacho reservoir and another just south of the

L Coolidge Airport. There are 2 more above Florence and also at the siphon.
7. Chapter | Page 130 | 3.11.4.2 The CAP canal is not entirely an existing constraint to wildlife

B ] 3 part 2 movement.

10
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The 1,500-foot Preferred Corridor Alternative is wider than an actual freeway alignment. An
alignment, defined in the Tier 2 phase, would potentially minimize the skew of crossings of the
Central Arizona Project Canal and railroad. Impacts on trails at crossings would need to be
mitigated in all instances.

The Central Arizona Project Canal and mitigation lands would either be spanned and avoided,
or the Tier 2 phase would identify other mitigation measures for any impacts as part of the
facility design. Trails and historic linear features (such as canals) would be spanned, and efforts
would be made to avoid and or mitigate impacts with the construction of a facility.

We appreciate the comment. The Sonoqui Dike is mentioned in Section 3.12.3, Affected
Environment. There is no difference because the E1a and E1b Alternatives are concurrent at
this location, but the commenter is right to point this out. Reference to the dike was added to the
Environmental Consequences discussion. The Preferred Alternative would need to be designed
in the Tier 2 phase, such that impacts on this structure would be mitigated.

Thank you for bringing this to our attention. The suggested changes have been applied to the
text.

The text was revised to add “and other irrigation districts” after “San Carlos Irrigation Project.”
This section focuses on discussing biological resources, rather than providing a detailed
discussion of the irrigation districts.

We updated the text to reflect that the Central Arizona Project Canal is not entirely a constraint
to wildlife movement, and we included the locations of the crossings provided.

We changed the text from “CAP Canal is an existing constraint ...” to “CAP Canal poses some
existing constraints ...”
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Cmt# Cl::'pt Page Comment
B 8. Chapter | Page 131 | The CAP has many wildlife crossings as well as road crossings. No new
3 part 2 crossings would be possible across the CAP canal. Linking future wildlife
LI — crossings, road crossings and trail crossings across the canal and the freeway
L need to be addressed where they propose to parallel the CAP canal.
B 9. Chapter | Page 12-13 | For wildlife connectivity, underpasses or overpasses need to be considered
4, for wildlife. The highway would have to be fenced to funnel wildlife onto
m ] Append | Biological | these locations.
L ix D resources
vV I' 10. | Append Missing from the list is mitigation for the loss of irrigation canals, pipes and
L ix D facilities. Many would have to be relocated.
m B 11. | Append | Table L-1 | 115 Kv Overhead running along Hanna Rd alignment crossing Hwy 87 is a
| ix L BOR line and part of the CAP ED2 to Saguaro system.
12.
11
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| We modified the text to indicate crossings “could potentially be linked at locations that parallel
B | suitable crossings occurring along the CAP Canal and other locations, such as trails and other
crossings.”

Thank you for your comment. Wildlife connectivity would be further evaluated during the Tier 2
Ty . process when wildlife crossings and fencing can be considered in connection with the preferred

alternative. At this early stage, it is not possible to determine the feasibility of potential crossings
or fencing since the proposed project has not been designed.

The Tier 1 study does not include design and, therefore, cannot assess the impact to these
vy facilities (which are documented in Appendix L, Utility Information. The Tier 2 phase would

develop the specific design of the facility, at which time the impact to canals, pipes, facilities,
and other infrastructure would be avoided, minimized, and or mitigated.

m—[ Appendix L, Utility Information, will be updated to address this comment.
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g % UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
% M@g REGION 9

T i «p‘ 75 Hawthorne Street
PRO San Francisco, CA 94105-3901
October 28, 2019
Paul O’Brien

Administrator, Environmental Planning
Arizona Department of Transportation
206 South 17th Avenue, MD 100A
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Subject: Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal
County, AZ (CEQ# 20190214)

Dear Mr O’Brien:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
the North-South Corridor Study. Our review was completed pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act, Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), Section 309 of the
Clean Air Act, and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. EPA’s comments are directed to ADOT per
assumption of National Environmental Policy Act responsibilities from Federal Highway
Administration. We note that effective October 22, 2018, EPA no longer includes ratings in our
comment letters. Information about this change and EPA’s continued roles and responsibilities in the
review of federal actions can be found on our website at: https://www.epa.gov/nepa/epa-review-process-
under-section-309-clean-air-act.

The DEIS identifies a new 55-mile freeway corridor between US 60 in Apache Junction and Interstate
10 near Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The freeway would also connect with State Route 24 in Queen
Creek. The purpose of the proposed action is to enhance the area's transportation network to
accommodate existing and future populations, improve access to future activity centers, improve
regional mobility, provide an alternative to avoid traffic congestion on Interstate 10, improve north-to
south connectivity, and integrate the region's transportation network.

Throughout programmatic analysis for the North-South Corridor Study, EPA has provided written and
verbal feedback to the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) during monthly Cooperating
Agency meetings and at multiple coordination points, including comments provided on the project
Purpose & Need (July 7, 2017), Tier 1 EIS Evaluation Criteria (September 7, 2017), and Administrative
DEIS (April 1, 2019). The extensive early coordination on the development of this DEIS has resulted in
the early identification and resolution of many concerns raised by EPA, as well as the addition of
valuable information to the environmental document. We are particularly encouraged by the additional
discussion provided in Chapter 3.12 regarding the significance of ephemeral and intermittent streams in
the study area, and a commitment at the Tier 2 phase to avoid impacts through the use of spanned
crossings. Further, we appreciate ADOT’s commitment to facilitate implementation of wildlife
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Comments in this letter have been addressed on the following pages.
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connectivity studies prior to initiation of Tier 2 projects. This is crucial given the 2-4-year timeline
required to collect and analyze sufficient data before draft project design begins to limit options for
mitigation.

We thank ADOT for working so closely with our agency throughout development of the DEIS, and look
forward to continued coordination as we strive to further avoid and minimize impacts to environmental
resources. We provide the attached detailed comments for consideration as you begin to prepare the
Final Tier 1 EIS (FEIS). When the FEIS for this project is available for review, please provide a copy to
Clifton Meek, the lead reviewer for this project, at the same time the FEIS is formally filed online. Mr.
Meek can be reached by phone at 415-972-3370 or by email at meek.clifton@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

CW/L{,

Connell Dunning, Acting Manager
Environmental Review Branch
Tribal, Intergovernmental & Policy Division

Enclosures: EPA’s Detailed Comments

Cc via email:
Jay van Echo, Arizona Department of Transportation
Asadul Karim, Arizona Department of Transportation
Katie Rodriguez, Arizona Department of Transportation
Jesse Rice, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Cheri Boucher, Arizona Game & Fish Department
Bob Lehman, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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Comments in this letter have been addressed on the following pages.
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE NORTH SOUTH CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT TIER 1
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, PINAL COUNTY, ARIZONA - OCTOBER 28, 2019

Indirect Impacts of the North-South Corridor

EPA is concerned about the extensive indirect impacts to environmental resources that are likely to
result from construction of a future North-South Corridor given that the identified preferred alternative
directly fragments large blocks of intact habitat. EPA appreciates the commitments made throughout the
EIS to collaborate with local jurisdictions, resource agencies and private stakeholders to ensure indirect
impacts are avoided and minimized through context-sensitive design and preservation of habitat and
wildlife connectivity. However, it is important at the Tier 1 phase to provide a more concrete vision for
how indirect impacts can be addressed, both to shape discussions with stakeholders as well as to ensure
options for mitigating indirect impacts remain viable at the Tier 2 stage. While ADOT may not be the
responsible party for mitigating all indirect impacts, NEPA requires that all relevant, reasonable
mitigation measures be identified, even if they are outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency (See 40
Most asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations).

Recommendations for the FEIS:

e Outline a clear vision for how indirect impacts to environmental resources can be mitigated in

“ | the project study area. We recommend referencing the history of the Arroyo Grande Wildlife

Linkage and Oracle Road (SR-77) Wildlife Crossings and identifying how similar large-scale
efforts could be viable within the North-South Corridor study area.

e Include additional detail on the long-term planning efforts that exist within the project area (e.g.
Superstition Vistas Steering Committee) that could provide a venue for discussions regarding
funding and implementation of large-scale mitigation strategies for indirect impacts to

B ] environmental resources. Identify the specific state and local jurisdictions, resource agencies, and

landowners that must be engaged to cooperatively plan development and ensure that indirect

impacts are avoided and minimized throughout the study area.

Access Management on Existing Hichways
EPA continues to recommend that improved access management and other operational improvements on

existing highway facilities be considered in tandem with this study in order to address current and future
mobility needs in the project area. EPA is not suggesting these actions as an alternative to the proposed
action, but rather as actions that should be addressed concurrently with the proposed action in order to
meet the project purpose. Future development plans detailed in the EIS identify residential and other
development extending north beyond US 60, west beyond SR 79 and south beyond Interstate 10. As the
purpose of this study is to improve regional mobility and enhance the area’s transportation network to
accommodate future populations, it is important that protections be put in place to avoid degradation of
the area’s existing transportation network. This degradation has already occurred on US 60 in the
northeast portion of the study area, where a lack of access management continues to be a challenge and
led to the need for studies of a US 60 Bypass.

Recommendations for the FEIS:

o Identify how access management and/or operational improvements will be addressed on existing
(O — highway facilities (SR 79, US 60, SR 87, and SR 287) in the project area in order to avoid further
L transportation system degradation.

e Identify whether any existing highway facilities can be converted to high capacity freeway

“ ] facilities in order to accommodate future populations and reduce the need for additional new

L freeway construction.
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Referenced documents were reviewed; however, it is not believed that at the Tier 1 level, for
the study area, that similar efforts are warranted. At the Tier 2 level, should more detailed
environmental studies be conducted, the Arizona Department of Transportation will consider
them.

The Arizona State Land Department owns the majority of land in the study area (52 percent).
The Arizona Department of Transportation’s intent to stay engaged with the Superstition Vistas
Steering Committee is noted in Section 3.2.5, Potential Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation
Strategies, of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Pinal County and local jurisdictions
are currently engaged in the planning process as participating agencies, and will continue to be
important participants as the study advances to the Tier 2 phase.

None of the routes noted by the commenter are fully access-controlled facilities. In rural

areas of Arizona, state highways provide through routes for travel and commerce while also
accommodating local trips and access. For many rural residents, primary property access is
provided by these rural highways. During the Eloy public hearing, a resident stated that farm
tractors and trailers routinely use State Route 87, and locating an access-controlled highway on
this route would severely hinder the ability to access farmland in the area.

Urbanization occurs in these areas typically through large master-planned communities. These
developments are permitted through local jurisdictions or Pinal County (for unincorporated
areas). Each of these jurisdictions requires impact studies to assess and mitigate the impacts
resulting from development, including detailed traffic impact assessments.

Permits are required for driveways accessing the state right-of-way. Encroachment permits are
issued by the Arizona Department of Transportation district offices where the encroachment
would occur; for most of the state highways in the study area, this would be the Southcentral
District (https://azdot.gov/business/permits/encroachment-permits).

In addition, construction and access must comply with the Arizona Department of
Transportation’s traffic control standards through an approved traffic control plan. The level of
review (such as a traffic impact assessment) is determined by the district office, and increases
with the level of activity planned.

The North-South Corridor is intended to be a fully access-controlled facility, unlike the existing
state highways that would continue to provide local access.

Existing highway facilities were considered in the development of alternatives. The only north-to-
south aligned state highway in the study area is State Route 79, which is on the far eastern edge
of the northern portion of the study area. South of Florence, it is aligned northwest-to-southeast,
and exits the study area to the east at about the Randolph Road alignment. In Florence, where
the route is closest to the alternatives evaluated, it operates as a local road, with numerous
driveways accessing the route. Converting State Route 79 to an access-controlled facility would
require collector-distributor roads through Florence, substantially affecting the businesses that
operate along the route today.
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From: Dorenda Coleman <coleman mo.azdema >

Date: Fri, Sep 20, 2019 at 12:29 PM

Subject: Arizona Army National Guard North/South Corridor Study Comments
To: northsouth@azdot.gov <northsouth@azdot.gov>

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to makes comments on ADOT’s preferred segment
for the North/South Corridor. While most of the segments work with our installations we are
concerned about segment E3 b/d. Using your distance application it shows it only being 4.00
| A | miles from Florence Military Reservation. We are concerned about the “what follows”.
Buffers, exits, new development around that area that would creep closer and potentially
L impact our mission on the west side of highway 79.

B | AL Our preferred segment for that area only would be the western route, W2b and W3. We are
agreeable to the other choices; E1b, E1 a/b, E2a/b, E3 a/b and E4.

Please let me know if you have any questions. Thank you for your time.
Respectfully,

Dorenda Coleman

Planning, Outreach & Encroachment Manager

Arizona Army National Guard (AZARNG)

5636 East McDowell Road, Phoenix, AZ 85008

(W) (602) 629-4261 | (c) (602) 540-6606

Colemand(@emo.azdema.gov
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acknowledged. The North-South Corridor Study is meant to respond to existing and planned
development in Pinal County. Much of the area is currently planned for development. Refer to

Figure 3.2-6 in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision, which shows
future land use in 2040 under the action corridor alternatives.

B [ Your alternative preference has been noted. Thank you for your comment.

The agency’s concerns regarding growth in vicinity of the Florence Military installation is
LA |
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October 22, 2019

Carlos D. Lopez, PE

Arizona Department of Transportation
Multimodal Planning Division

206 S. 17" Avenue

Mail Drop 310B

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Re: AGFD Comments on the FHWA-AZ-EIS-19-02-D, Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the North-South Corridor Study, U.S. Route 60 to Interstate 10, Pinal
County, Arizona project (Federal Highway Administration and ADOT; September 2019)

Dear Mr. Lopez:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) has a key role in the conservation of wildlife
populations and the habitats upon which these species rely in trust for the use and enjoyment of
Arizona’s citizens. The Department also views and supports projects such as the North-South Corridor
Study as an important component of this state’s economic development. These two positions are
compatible with each other so long as planning avoids, to the extent practical, adverse impact to
environmental components and where impacts are unavoidable, effective mitigation is in place to offset
impacts.

The Department has reviewed the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)/Arizona Department of
Transportation’s (ADOT’s) Public Draft Tier I Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
North-South Corridor Study. The Department offers the following comments and recommendations on
the DEIS:

1. Section 3.4: Outdoor recreation accounts for a significant contribution to Arizona’s economy,
which should be reflected in Section 3.4 of this DEIS. There is no analysis of the economic impacts
to tourism and recreation, specifically the outdoor and wildlife-related recreation that occurs in
almost all of the Segments, including those running through agricultural crop lands (wildlife

A | viewing and small game hunting) and native desert (hiking, wildlife viewing, OHV riding, hunting,

] etc.). Outdoor and wildlife-related recreation should be included in the economic analysis,
including data from the following sources:

e The Economic Benefits of Open Space and Trails in Pinal County, Arizona

http.//www.pinalcountyaz.gov/OpenSpaceTrails/Documents/Pinal CountyReport _final lo_June
L %202014.pdf
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Section 3.4, Economics, of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement references ecotourism;
however, the impacts are not estimated because they represent a relatively small portion of

A | total revenues for the communities affected. Improving transportation in the region may benefit
ecotourism through better access; however, the economic analysis focused on land use
conversions, since these impacts would occur with any of the action corridor alternatives, or with
the No-Action Alternative.

Agency and Elected Officials Comments — August 2021 | O-59



Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision
North-South Corridor Study

Source: Letter attachment Comment No. Agency: Arizona Game and Fish Department (Cheri Boucher)

Mr. Carlos D. Lopez, PE
AGFD Comments on the North South Corridor Tier 1 Public Draft EIS
Page 2

® FEconomic Contrtbutzons to Wildlife Vi Vewmg to the Arizona Economy A County-Level Analysis

“ | 20W11d11fe%20V1ew1ng%20t0%20the%2OArlzona%2OEconomv pdf
e 2016 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation

https://wsfrprograms.fws.gov/subpages/nationalsurvey/nat_survey2016.pdf

B 2. Section 3.4.4.2: Wildlife-based recreation is considered part of the tax base and should be added to
this section.

3. Section 3.5: Although not limited to a specific facility, outdoor/wildlife-related recreation should
E_ be acknowledged within the DEIS, as it accounts for a significant contribution to Arizona’s
economy, which should be reflected in Section 3.4 of this DEIS. Outdoor and wildlife-related
recreation that occurs in almost all of the Segments, including those running through agricultural
crop lands (wildlife viewing and small game hunting) and native desert (hiking, wildlife viewing,
OHYV riding, hunting, etc.).

4. Section 3.11.3.1 Wildlife Connectivity: The statement in the second paragraph that “The
Ironwood-Picacho wildlife linkage corridor constitutes the only mapped AGFD wildlife corridor in
| C B the study area” is incorrect. Much of the project area has also been identified as a “Landscape

Movement Area” by The Pinal County Wildlife Connectivity Assessment. Report on Stakeholder
= Input (2013). Please incorporate information from this report into the maps and the narrative.

5. Section 3.11.3.2 Protected Species: Although the Sonoran desert tortoise is not listed under the
p M Endangered Species Act (ESA), it receives a higher level of protection than most of the SCGN

species, due to the Sonoran desert tortoise Candidate Conservation Agreement, of which ADOT is
a signatory. The Sonoran desert tortoise should be discussed in greater detail, similar to the species
discussions for the ESA listed species.

6. Section 3.11.4.2: The second sentence suggests that habitat fragmentation, even east of the CAP

canal within a large tract of undeveloped land, would be limited; however, significant habitat

fragmentation of habitat east of the canal would occur from the eastern alternatives. Revise the

E ] second sentence to read, “The overall effect of increased fragmentation would be lessened west of

the canal, because existing agricultural fields, urban and rural development, roadways, railroads,

and engineered hydrologic networks already bisect and cover widespread portions of the Corridor
and vicinity (Figure 3.11-1).”

7. Section 3.11.4.2, Page 3-131, Paragraph 4: Wildlife and their habitat would also be affected by
artificial lighting and water runoff associated with general operation of the highway. Revise the
ﬂ | second sentence to read “Following construction, habitat quality adjacent to the roadway may be
reduced because of increased disturbance from human activity, noise, lighting, runoff of roadway

- pollutants, and reduced air quality attributable to vehicular emissions.”
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WM | See previous page for Comment response to comment A.

Your comment is noted. It is difficult to quantify the price premium of impacts on such recreation
within the study area, which makes it challenging to reach conclusions about the expected tax
Bl | contributions. Land used for wildlife-based recreation is public and, like park land and open
space, is not taxable. This section did not attempt to quantify all tax revenue; land that is taxable
is the focus.

c | The text and Figure 3.11-1, Biological resources, were updated to include the areas mapped as
landscape movement areas in the Pinal County Wildlife Connectivity Assessment report.

As suggested, the text has been updated to include additional information on the Sonoran
Bl desert tortoise. This includes a brief description, with background information on the current
status of the species.

B8 | Thank you for your comment. The text was revised in accordance with this recommendation.
ﬂ—[ Thank you for your comment. The text was revised in accordance with this recommendation.
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Mr. Catrlos D. Lopez, PE
AGFD Comments on the North South Corridor Tier 1 Public Draft EIS
Page 3

8. Section 3.11.5 and Appendix D: While many species- and site-specific analyses are appropriate
under a Tier 2 level analysis process, the decision to identify a single 1.500-foot wide and 56 to
60-miles long corridor (combined SR24, Eb1, E2a, E3b, E4) has landscape-level implications for
habitat fragmentation, habitat loss, wildlife movement, and wildlife related recreation may not
meet the intent of NEPA. The Tier 2 analysis will refine the 1,500-foot corridor down to a 400-foot
right-of-way which could result in direct impacts to over 1,450 acres of native habitats (400-foot
width by approximately 30 miles of new infrastructure). Impact avoidance and minimization
measures alone will not be adequate to mitigate the landscape-scale cumulative loss and
degradation of habitat. Therefore, a clear acknowiedgment is needed that mitigation for habitat loss
throughout the corridor, through a combination of habitat preservation and acquisition, is an
appropriate mitigation strategy (See 23 CFR 777.5 - FHWA policy permits the expenditure of
federal funds by FHWA and State DOTSs for habitat mitigation, including establishment of wetlands

c | and acquisition of lands).

Arizona Game and Fish Commission Policy A1.9 and Department Policy 12.3 states the
Department shall seek compensation at a 100% level, when feasible, for actual or potential habitat
losses resulting from land and water projects. FHWA's policy authorizing the expenditure of federal
Title 23 funds for compensatory mitigation is consistent with the Commission’s Policy for
compensating for project-related loss of wildlife habitat. A Preliminary Mitigation Plan should be
developed in consultation with the Department that identifies key corridor areas and strategies to
focus habitat mitigation efforts prior to and during Tier 2 implementation. This Plan can focus on
maintaining or enhancing key wildlife linkages and movement areas; vegetation restoration/habitat
preservation for special status species; invasive, non-native vegetation control/abatement; runoff
and erosion prevention, limiting introduction of nutrients and pollutants and fire abatement
strategies for areas identified as high occurrence and/or risk. In addition, key elements of the
Preliminary Mitigation Plan should be included within the Tier 1 Record of Decision (ROD).

B 9. Section 3.11.5: Temporary construction impacts and indirect impacts should be included with the
other impacts discussions in Section 3.11, instead of being pulled out as a separate analysis. The
l}l— only way to adequately understand the full scope of impacts to any one resource is to evaluate
these impacts as a whole; pulling temporary construction and indirect impacts into separate
sections isolates the discussion and does not allow the full impacts to be evaluated in their entirety.

10. Appendix I: The Arizona Online Environmental Review Tool report (ERT report) presented in
] . Appendix I is outdated. The Department provided an updated ERT report in April of 2019; this

update report, or one created more recently by ADOT or HDR, should replace the outdated report
- in Appendix 1.
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Comment noted. According to the discussing during a meeting with the Arizona Department
e M of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, and Arizona Game and Fish Department,

we updated the language here to reflect ongoing coordination to develop mitigation strategies,
specifically once funding has been initiated for a Tier 2 analysis.

Comment noted; additional mitigation measures were added to various sections, as well

as Chapter 4, Indirect and Cumulative Impacts (refer also to comment Ref# 40 and 43).
Additionally, all of the proposed avoidance, minimization, and mitigation strategies have been
summarized and are included in Appendix D, Summary of Avoidance, Minimization, and
BEN | Mitigation Strategies.

Please note, the approach to address indirect and cumulative impacts in a separate chapter is
following Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration guidance
on this topic. Temporary construction impacts (addressed in Section 3.18) can be more

| descriptively addressed at Tier 2, when specific alignment(s) are being evaluated.

Thank you, the Arizona Online Environmental Review Tool report was accessed and run
B —| during the final preparation of the document, and an updated report is included in Appendix I,
Biological Resources Information.
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The Department looks forward to continuing collaboration with FHWA and ADOT on this important
transportation project. If you have any questions or wish to further discuss our comments and
concerns, please contact Cheri Bouchér at cboucher@azgfd.gov or 623-236-7615.

SM

Clayton Crowder
Branch Chief, Habitat, Evaluation, and Lands Branch

cc: Michael LaBianca, HDR Project Manager
Clifton Meek, US EPA
Robert Lehman, USFWS

AGFD #M19-09094143
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Comments in this letter have been addressed on the previous pages.
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Subject: Form submission from: North-South Corridor Study Comments
Date: Tuesday, October 1, 2019 2:16:14 PM

NORTH-SOUTH CORRIDOR STUDY

DEIS COMMENTS

Comments: North-South Corridor Team c/o ADOT
Communications
1655 W. Jackson St., Mail Drop 126F
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Re: Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on
the Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement
for the North-South Corridor Study released on
September 6, 2019. Improving regional

“ — connectivity, addressing the lack of capacity,
and improving access to future activity centers
in the growing area of the Sun Corridor is of the
upmost importance to me and the constituents |
represent.

However, selection of the E1b Alternative as the
preferred action corridor alternative in Segment
1 does not serve the economic or transportation
interests of my constituents but rather is a road
through undeveloped State Trust Lands. | urge
the Arizona Department of Transportation to
reexamine the selected preferred corridor for
Segment 1 to ensure the route determined
| B - considers the extensive work the Town of Queen
Creek has already undertaken with land
developers, future land use patterns, and would
service unincorporated San Tan Valley to
L alleviate congestion.

On November 7, 2017, the voters of Pinal County
— approved Proposition 416, establishing the Pinal
L Regional Transportation Plan that includes
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“—[ Your alternative preference has been noted. Thank you for your comment.

These factors were taken into consideration when selecting the Preferred Alternative
B | for Segment 1 of the study area. See Chapter 6, Evaluation of Alternatives, of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

I | Refer to FAQ: Pinal Regional Transportation Authority Alignment.
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various projects of key importance to the future
growth and economic development of Pinal
County and local municipalities. One of the key
projects within the Plan is the North-South
] Freeway Corridor.
However, the selected E1b Alternative as the
preferred action for Segment 1 differs from the
alignment integrated into the map of the Pinal
Regional Transportation Plan as approved by
= the voters.

In tandem, the voters approved Proposition 417,
agreeing to a funding mechanism for the North-
South Freeway Corridor and other projects
within the Pinal Regional Transportation Plan.
However, the proposed preferred action corridor
may not provide a reasonable benefit to the
voters who approved the funding mechanism.
An analysis of the intended transportation
impacts over the course of the next 20 years
would show a significantly greater return of
investment for the W1a Alternative south of the
State Route 24.

The W1a Alternative performed better in
modeling due to its proximity to population and
employment centers. Additionally, in terms of
“ —] economic development impact, selection of the
W1a Alternative would be considerably more
substantial with the population growth and

L anticipated projections for the 2020 Census. For
example, the Maricopa Association of
Governments predicts that the population

E — projections for 2030 and 2050 to double over the
next 34 years, making the population in San Tan
L Valley at 119,186 and 157,860 respectively. It
appears that studies, such as the San Tan Valley
ﬂ— Special Area Plan approved in 2018, have not
been taken into consideration.

In closing, | am supportive of the North-South
Freeway Corridor, a major route of economic
development for Pinal County, but urge
reevaluation of the preferred corridor for
Segment 1.

Name: David Cook, State Representative
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—[ Refer to FAQ: Pinal Regional Transportation Authority Alignment.

The San Tan Valley Special Area Plan was not taken into consideration because it was not
adopted at the time of the drafting of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The plan, now
approved by Pinal County, covers the area west of the Central Arizona Project Canal, and does
not show an alignment for North-South Corridor. North of Skyline Road, it generally shows the
North-South Corridor study area as east of the Central Arizona Project Canal. In the text, it
D M references the North-South Corridor Study 2014 Alternatives Selection Report map, which does

not show the most current action corridor alternatives developed after the study transitioned to
a Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement in 2016. The North-South Corridor Study also
relied on growth projections from the Maricopa Association of Governments and from Pinal
County, as documented in its Regionally Significant Routes for Safety and Mobility plan. As
further clarification, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement uses a 2040 planning horizon,
not 2050.

=l | Refer to FAQ: Growth and Traffic Congestion.
8 | Refer to FAQ: Consistency with San Tan Valley Special Area Plan.
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Email: dcook@azleg.gov

This submission came from the ADOT internet website.
Submitted: Tuesday, 1 October, 2019 - 14:16

O-70 | August 2021 — Agency and Elected Officials Comments



Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision
North-South Corridor Study

COMMENT RESPONSE

Comment No. Page 3 of 3

Comments in this letter have been addressed on the previous pages.
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DAVID COOK: Thank you verymuch.
I'mDavidCook. I'mthe state representative
forthisdistrict, District 8, andI appreciate ADOT being
here and having these townhalls out here. And T
appreciated the one in Florence. I was very pleased with
the turnout that happened in Florence, but I think that's
9 probably due to the large population near San Tan Valley
10 and Anthem.
11 So when -- I want to just make a few comments

O J o U1 B> W

i 12 here that Frankmade. Number one is at your proposedexit
13 over hereon I-10 -- and I want to thank the Mayor and Town
14 Councilmen that are in this room, that even here tonight
15 I've heard the same thing; that, you know, the exchange
16 down there that's been built, the new one, it could save
17 probably -- you know, we all know that it's $28million for
18 an overpass over the highway. Probably the exchange that
19 youwould save wouldbe about $60million. I talked to the
20 director today about a lot of the infrastructure that is

21 happening and thanked him for all of that work in District

22 8.

23 But I think you should listen to the local

24 electedofficialshere. AndI'll say it again. Youshould
B{ 25 follow more closely what the plan the voters of Pinal
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flow, system-to-system traffic interchange is necessary for linking fully access-controlled high-
capacity roadways. While the State Route 87 service traffic interchange may work as an interim
facility, ultimately it would have to be reconstructed and access would need to be configured to
allow continued access to existing development.

=M | Refer to FAQ: Pinal Regional Transportation Authority Alignment.

The new State Route 87 interchange with Interstate 10 is a service traffic interchange; a free-
LA |
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[ 1 County passed on the tax that they put on themselves to
2 improve thisNorth-South Corridor. And when we talk about
3 it, IsaiditandI'mgoingtoclarify it, that the highway
4 goes to the Cardinals Stadium over there. We have a
5 football gameeverydayinthiscounty. And the difference
B 6 in the freeway that goes to the Cardinals Stadium when
] 7 relevant tothere's 2,000 employees that workat the local
8 prisons here in Eloy, we think about the thousands of
9 employees that travel to Florence, and we think about the
10 tens of thousands of people inQueen Creek and San Tan
11 Valley that only have two routes and exits that travel in
i 12 the North-South Corridor over there.
13 Now, I ran thebill my first year in office
14 to get the Meridian Road opened up over that State land to
15 try to relieve some of that pressure which passed, and I
16 appreciate ADOT's work on that. And I think that there's
17 an East Valley Transit meeting coming up that Senator David
18 Farnsworth and I and Congressman Biggs attend, and I
19 appreciate that senator's work for putting that together,
20 and I think that you should go to those meetings also in
21 the East Valley.
22 The East Valley in this area, in rural
23 Arizona, has been long forgotten. Most of the developments
24 likethe I-17 corridor is needed, but only to the fact that
25 in Pinal County we have been hamstrung, and we have not

Griffin Group International
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IE.—[ Refer to FAQ: Pinal Regional Transportation Authority Alignment.
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1 been put on a level playing field, and we have not had the

2 representation probably over the past few years as we've

3 gone through the downturn to bring those highlights here.

4 But I want to tell you what I told the

5 director today. I appreciateyoubringinggovernment out

6 to the people. If they choose not to show up and make

7 their voices heard, that's their business, but the fact

8 that you have given them the opportunity and the people in

9 this roomthat 1live here to come out and learn about what's
10 happening in their community, that's what we need to do
11 more of.
12 So I appreciate that, and I thank you for
13 your time, and I thank everybody for being here.
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1 DAVID COOK: David Cook.

2 I'mRepresentative David Cook. I was elected

3 to this district over three years ago to represent the

4 people, and I thinka lot of times the people get confused

5 that the representative is part of the agency of ADOT or

6 other ones, butit'snot. It's to represent them.

7 So first of all, I'd 1like to apologize to

8 everyone here that when you saw the slide that they had,

9 they startedthis 19 yearsago. And this is the problem
10  withgovernment is that the wheel sometimes just doesn't
11 turn fast enough for us.

12 Now, the voters of this county, theyelected
13 tohave anelection to raise their taxes for North-South
14 Corridor to raise money in this county for a much needed
15 transportationproject that the State government was not
16 delivering to them. So then because of a lawsuit from The
17 Goldwater Institute, they were unable to touch the

18 $24milliondollars sitting in a bank account so they can
19 improve their transportation needs while the State

20 government still continues to build freeways and access to
21 Maricopa County, especiallyon thewest side near Buckeye
22 where the Cardinals Stadium is at.

23 The Florence Prison has been located here
24 since probably statehood. I worked for the Department of
25 Corrections for over 12 years. Great career. We have
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[ 1 thousands of employees over here. Tens of thousands of
| A . 2 inmates over here, andwe continue tobuildandhouse these
3 inmates over here. But we have got to get people to work.
. 4 San Tan Valley and Queen Creek and Florence
5 and Anthem are getting choked down because we don't have
6 the North-South Corridor to move these people to their
7 jobs. And people leave this area, and it's hard for the
B - 8 prison to get people to work here because of the commute
9 and the time that it takes. And I challenge anyone to go
10 to Ironwood Road and try to head south on San Tan Valley at
11 5:00 o'clock in the afternoon as the traffic is being
i 12 backedup on 60. And it's dangerous.
13 So I appreciate youcomingout here and
14 listening to these people. Something needs to be done.
15 Now, when you talk about your figure, I
16 submittedmy formal comments frommyelectedoffice today
17 via the Internet by email, but part of that is, is that you
18 don't take into account of the investment and thewill of
19 the voters andworkingwith the county government —-and I
20  want togive Pete Rios a shout-out for being here tonight
21 for the same reason I am. We want to represent the
22 constituents that electedus. Andout of everything that
23 I've heard here tonight, this person you worked with who
24 worked for the feds. My kids went through their entire K
25 through 12 education while going through NEPA on our
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" The commenter is correct in bringing up the substantial number of corrections and County
employees in the Florence and Eloy areas. The Preferred Alternative would provide
these employees with a fully access-controlled route connecting with State Route 24 and
¥ — U.S. Route 60 in the north and with Interstate 10 in the south. The additional travel time resulting
from the Preferred Alternative (compared with the Western Alternative) is relatively small, and
the Eastern Alternative would still provide substantial travel time savings compared with the No-
L Action Alternative.

BN | Refer to FAQ: Existing Development.
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[ 1 federal land ranch.
2 Now, that is the problem with government.
3 The one thing I didn't hear is that you were working with
4 the local officials of the Pinal County government or their
5 Regional Transportation Authority. I never heard those
= 6 buzzwords from you, so what I'm asking of you is to
7 continue to reach out to thepublic, but also remember the
8 public elects us to do our job for them so they can be at
9 homewith their families, andthey shouldn't have tobe out
10 heredoingthis. We'regrownups. We can solve these
L 11 problems.
12 And, once again, thanks for being here
13 tonight.
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WARREN PETERSEN COMMITTEES:
MAJORITY LEADER Etjég%ons

1700 WEST WASHINGTON, SUITE H

PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007-2844 GOVERNMENT

CAPRITOL PHONE (602} 926-4136
TOLL FREE. 1-B00-352-8404

LEGISLATIVE COUNGIL
wpetersen@azleg.gov JOINT LEGISLATIVE BUDGET

—_— JOINT COMMITTEE ON CAPITOL REVIEW

BYSTRICT 12 Arizona House of Representatives
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

October 25, 2019

Director John Halikowski

Arizona Department of Transportation
206 8. Jefferson

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Re: Concerns with the selection of the proposed North-South Freeway Corridor in the Draft Tier
1 Environmental Impact Statement

Director Halikowski,

[ wanted to express my concerns with the selection of the most Eastern alternative of the North-
South Freeway in Segment 1 in which my constituents of Legislative District 12 reside. The

North-South Freeway Corridor is intended to provide much needed North-South connections in
LA B this area to mitigate traffic congestion, divert from arterials, service population and generate
economic development. For these reasons, this area would have been best served by the Western
alternative selection of route Wla/b.

The Town of Queen Creek has a population of approximately 52,000 people and the San Tan

Valley area has over 100,000 residents. In the next 20 years, the San Tan Valley area will have

| B - 129,000 residents. This figure far surpasses that projected by the Superstition Vistas trust lands

(served by the Eastern alignment) of 27,000 residents. Additionally, the development of the

L Superstition Vistas area isn’t anticipated to occur for the next several decades. The Phoenix-

_[ Mesa Gateway Airport authority and surrounding area is rapidly becoming a major economic
corridor and is primed for additional development today.

r Lastly, freeways in the Valley are traditionally planned within 10 miles of directionally situated
[ D | —L freeways of the same nature. ADOT’s selection of the Eastern Corridor is over 30 miles away
from the 101. While it may be needed in 50+ years, it certainly should not replace the Western
[ E | _I: Wila/b alternative, preferred by Pinal County and approved by the voters through the Pinal

Regional Transportation Authority for anticipated construction in the next 20 years.
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“—]: Your alternative preference has been noted. Thank you for your comment.
=M | Refer to FAQ: Growth and Traffic Congestion.

& | Refer to FAQ: Economic Development.

The ring roads the commenter references are distinct from the North-South Corridor, in that the

‘D M corridor is intended to, “Improve north-to-south connectivity — The new corridor would connect
eastern portions of the Phoenix metropolitan area with Pinal County and destinations to the
south, including Tucson.” As such, there is no rule of thumb relationship to other routes.

=l | Refer to FAQ: Pinal Regional Transportation Authority Alignment.
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(Director John Halikowski)
October 25, 2019
Page 2

I would strongly urge ADOT’s reconsideration of the proposed alternative selected in Segment 1,
in favor of the Western alignment, Wla/b. Please feel free to contact my office with any
questions.

Sincerely,

Representative Warren Petersen
House Majority Leader
Legislative District 12

cc: Eric Gudino, Special Assistant to the Director
Carlos Lopez, Corridor Planning Group Manager
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On Thu, Oct 24, 2019 at 9:48 AM Verl Farnsworth <VFarnsworth@azleg.gov> wrote:

I am writing these comments to strongly encourage ADOT to reexamine the proposed
A . location of Segment 1 of the North-South Freeway and reconsider the placement of Segment
1 on the Western alternative.

The San Tan Valley continues to grow, outpacing the existing infrastructure. Due to the lack
| B B of highways and public transit options, the people who live in the San Tan Valley spend an
inordinate amount of time each week sitting in traffic on existing surface roads.

For a number of years, I have regularly met with a group I formed, the East Valley
Transportation Infrastructure group. This group, which consists of staff from cities and
towns in the region, has often discussed the construction of the North-South freeway and,
more recently, the preferred alignment of Segment 1 on the Western alternative.

T It is with this in mind that [ urge ADOT to reexamine its proposed placement of Segment 1.
Not only is the Western alternative the preferred route by those communities directly
affected, the Town of Queen Creek and Pinal County, but the Western alternative will result
in a more substantial economic development impact than the current proposed selection.
Additionally, the Western alternative is nearer to population centers, which are expected to
grow significantly over the next decade, and the Western alternative will result in more
employment opportunities for this growing population.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

David Farnsworth

Arizona State Senator, LD-16
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—[ Your alternative preference has been noted. Thank you for your comment.

=M | Refer to FAQ: Growth and Traffic Congestion.

Your comment regarding local stakeholders is noted. Continued local engagement will be
important for a project of this magnitude to advance, and for implementation of the facility—
which will likely be developed in phases; see also the FAQ: Economic Development.
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%ﬂ“‘- krsou%
<l ' Rees

Lisa A. Atkins
Commissioner

Douglas A. Ducey
Governor

Arizona State Land Department

1616 West Adams, Phoenix, Arizona 85007
(602) 542-4631

October 28, 2019

Mr. Asadul Karim, P.E., Project Manager
Arizona Department of Transportation
205 South 17" Avenue, MD 605E
Phoenix, AZ 85007

RE: North-South Corridor Study Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Mr. Karim,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
the North-South Corridor Study (NSCS). The study team deserves credit for the hard work put into this
complex and lengthy process. The DEIS presents a thorough evaluation of the NSCS alignment alternatives
and clearly substantiates the preferred alignment (Alternative 7, sections Elb, E2a, E3b and E4).

With more than 52% of the land within the study area, the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD) strongly
supports the preferred alignment presented in the DEIS. The alignment best supports ASLD’s mission and
will assist in our efforts to provide positive outcomes for the Trust beneficiaries, including K-12 education.
Furthermore, the preferred alignment meets the defined purposes of the study, specifically it addresses
transportation needs associated with Pinal County’s future growth and development potential.

“— ASLD has worked closely with Pinal County and the City of Apache Junction to support their long-range
development goals, including the respective planned developments of Superstition Vistas and Lost
Dutchman Heights. The DEIS’s preferred alternative acknowledges the collaborative interagency planning
initiatives and will help promote smart growth in Pinal County.

Again, ASLD strongly supports the preferred alternative corridor presented in the DEIS. ASLD requests

continued updates and involvement in completion of the final EIS. Deviation from the preferred

alignments in sections 1, 2 and 4 could impose detrimental impacts to ASLD’s management of Trust

resources by constraining future development opportunities on State Trust lands. Therefore, ASLD

requests advanced notification if the preferred alignment may be altered. Please continue to work with

our Planning and Engineering division, with the primary contacts being Mark Edelman
- (medelman@azland.gov) and Karen Dada (kdada@azland.gov).

Sincerely,

wlf b
ult (M,
Lisa A. Atkins
Commissioner
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“—[ Your alternative preference has been noted. Thank you for your comment.
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10/29/2019 4:59:05 PM

The City of Coolidge Mayor and City Council have been very actively involved throughout the
planning process for identifying the preferred alignment for the N/S Freeway connecting the

U.S. 60 in Apache Junction with I-10 near Picacho. Our comments have been made at public
“— hearings and in writing and we wish to again express our support for the E4 alignment on the
stretch of highway extending between Coolidge and Eloy. We have read and support the findings
of the NEPA Tier 1 study that recommends the E4 alignment which is consistent with the City of
L Coolidge General Plan 2020 and its accompanying Circulation Element.

Our alignment is contrary to the alignment that the City of Eloy is advocating for a number of
reasons including those identified in the NEPA Tier 1 study. Following my testimony during the
B_ public hearing on the Tier 1 Study in Eloy | was approached by a concerned farming family

that brought to my attention an issue that has not been addressed. Her concern is that the
current HWY 87 is used extensively for agricultural operations and farming equipment routing.

- Removing this route for a freeway system will significantly impact local farming operations in the
(o —| area. In addition, the proposed W4 alignment is in close proximity to the Union Pacific Railroad
- which will make future grade separated intersection very expensive and impractical.

| worked as Planning and Development Director in Eloy for approximately two years at which
m time the City of Eloy had approved development Agreements with major Property Owners in the

area that supported the Eastern alignment. | would recommend that someone evaluate these
development agreements.

E ] On behalf of the mayor Jon Thompson and the City Council we encourage ADQOT to follow the
recommendations of the NEPA Study as written.

Thank you.

rmiller@coolidgeaz.com
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“—[ Your alternative preference has been noted. Thank you for your comment.

Your comment has been noted. The Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of
Decision documents the preferences of the City of Coolidge (E4 Alternative) and the City of Eloy
(W4 Alternative); see Section 6.2.2.4.

Your comment has been noted. The use of local roads for routing of agricultural operations and
farming equipment is a consideration so long as there are active agricultural operations in the
area. At the time of Tier 2 studies, when an actual alignment is defined, local access including
the routing of agricultural operations and farming equipment will need to be addressed.

Design considerations are made at the Tier 2 phase; therefore, grade separations were not
evaluated during this Tier 1 phase, except in the instance of the corridor crossing railroads,
trails, and other infrastructure. Grade separations of arterial roads across the railroad and
proximity to freeway interchanges would be considered at the Tier 2 phase, and may be phased
in as a function of traffic.

Your comment has been noted. The study team worked with each of the respective jurisdictions
to identify planned developments and their status, and this information was considered in the
evaluation of alternatives.
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On Sat, Nov 2, 2019 at 9:56 AM Benjamin Navarro <bnavarro@coolidgeaz.com> wrote:
Good morning,

I am reaching out to you today to support the current route segment 4 of the North/South

[ A | corridor. As a sitting council member of the City of Coolidge, myself and the City support
this route and find it desirable for our citizens. If there is anything that the City of Coolidge
can do to help please let myself, Mayor Thompson, or or city manager Rick Miller know.

Thank you, Ben Navarro

Get Outlook for Android
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“—[ Your alternative preference has been noted. Thank you for your comment.
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14 JOEL BELLOC: Thank you. My name is Joe
i 15 Belloc, and I'm presently the Mayor from Eloy.
16 I'dlike towelcome all of you and each and

17 everyone of you that are here tonight. I think this is a
18 very important process. As the representative said, I

19 strongly support the idea that you folks come out to our
20 communities and listen and take note and feel our feelings,
21 our thoughts, what we're saying.

22 Just wanted to get up and say that because I
A 23 want toalsorelate that our City Council have submittedto
24 you a positiononthis route. And I don't know if it was
25 received or not received. I know that we have not received

1 anythingback, or heardanything, but we'd appreciate if
you guys look atit.

So I just wanted to get up and make that
statement. And so I could go on the record.

Thank you very much, and I wish youall well
traveling back home. Be safe. Thank you.

o U1 B> W DN

0-96 | August 2021 — Agency and Elected Officials Comments



Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision
North-South Corridor Study

COMMENT RESPONSE

Comment No. m Page 1 of 1

—[ Your comment has been noted and is appreciated.
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CITY OF ELOY

ARIZONA

October 29, 2019

Mr. Carlos Lopez

¢/o ADOT Communications

1655 W. Jackson Street, Mail Drop 126F
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Re: City of Eloy Comments in Response to the Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement
North-South Corridor Study

Dear Mr. Lopez:

On behalf of the City of Eloy City Council, I would like to formally respond to the selection of the E4
alignment for Segment 4 of the North-South Corridor Study Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact
Statement. As you are well aware, over the past five years, we have been in constant support for
corridors AA/Z, which are synonymous with the W4 Alternative for Segment 4 of the proposed North
South Freeway.

Our comments on the D/EIS are focused on selected text and table excerpted from the Summary
Chapter of the D/EIS on pages S-21 to 5-28 as presented below:

Transportation and Traffic Operations

As modeled, average weekday traffic volumes on the Segment 4 alternatives are greatest with the

W4 Alternative, the difference being a function of whether the Corridor is east or west in Segment 1 (the
W1a Alternative would generate the most traffic in Segment 4, while the E1a and E1b Alternatives would
generate the least traffic in Segment 4). The W4 Alternative is 11.7 miles long, while the E4 Alternative is
12.8 miles long. Where the W4 Alternative is coincident with SR 87, access would need to be provided to
properties along the route.

Comments/Questions:

e With the selection of the E1b Alternative above, it would appear to make the statement moot
for either the W4 or E4 Alternative.

e Asthe W4 Alternative is shorter, it would appear reasonable that it would be less expensive to

“ ] build.

e Using the W4 Alternative, the termination of the North South Corridor is the newly constructed
systems interchange at Interstate 10. It would appear reasonable that a reduction in the cost of
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“—[ Refer to FAQ: Funding.
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the overall facility would take place as well as removing the future merging conflicts that would
exist with two systems interchanges located approximately two miles apart on Interstate 10.

Land Use Planning

The City of Coolidge has identified a preferred alternative in its 2025 General Plan thatis similar to the
E4 Altemative. The Eloy 2070 General Plan Update Circulation Element map shows the Gity's preferred
alternative as the W4 Alternative.

in Segment 4, both alternatives are within 2 miles of moderate population and employment; however, the
W4 Alternative is near more aclivity centers because it is closer to the developed parts of Eloy. The City
of Coolidge anticipates the development of the Inland Port Arizona and Pinal Logistics Park east of SR 87
in its incorporated area,

Comments/Questions:

* At the intersection of the proposed North South freeway and Alsdorf Road (the first interchange
north of Interstate 10), the W4 Alternative is located approximately 1.5 miles east of Downtown
Eloy. The E4 Alternative is located approximately 3.5 miles east of Downtown Eloy. A distance of
1.5 miles provides more than enough land buffer, with future development to integrate the new
freeway into the future land use fabric successfully. The City of Eloy anticipates future
employment development along both sides of SR-87 in the future.

¢ |t should be noted that both the E4 and W4 Alternatives are located between 1.5 and 3.5 miles
to the east of Downtown Eloy, not the City of Coolidge. Through aggressive and creative
annexation, the affected E4 corridor is located more than 14 miles south of Downtown Coolidge,
and appears to benefit a very limited number of property owners. The W4 Alternative will

— positively affect a larger number of individual landowners and benefit a greater number of Pinal

County residents. As such, it will generate a much greater positive impact to the Arizona

economy at far less initial construction cost and reduced ongoing cperations and maintenance

costs.
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Proximity to existing and planned activity centers was considered in the selection of the

E4 Alternative (Preferred Alternative). For the Western Alternative, approximately one-quarter
of the western frontage is developed as residential or civic use (that is, prison), and the eastern
frontage is within a quarter mile of the railroad. Access to land between the Western Alternative
and railroad would require frontage roads. State Route 87 would appear to provide better local
access for employment uses (following the Pinal County Access Management Guidelines).

Socioeconomic considerations were taken into account in the identification of the E4 Alternative
(Preferred Alternative), and the risk of impacts on existing land development was determined
greater with the W4 Alternative. Construction costs, although considered, were not an
evaluation criterion. The reconstructed State Route 87 traffic interchange with Interstate 10 is
not configured as a system traffic interchange and would ultimately need to be reconstructed to
accommodate a freeway-to-freeway connection.
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Human Environment

Both Segment 4 alternatives would potentially adversely affect community facilities, but the

W4 Altemnative would also potentially adversely affect minority and low-income populations. The

W4 Alternative would have a moderate risk of both residential and business displacements. The

£4 Alternative would have a low risk of residential and business displacements. Both altemnatives have a
high risk of farmiand impacts.

Comments/Questions:

e How would the W4 Alternative affect low-income populations? The only residential area within
Segment 4 (Villa Grande Rancheros) has housing that is valued between $150,000 and $250,000

“ — (Zillow at 75% of published values). With housing values between two and three times higher

than the City median ($80,000} it would be reasonable to assume the househotd income is not

L identified as low.

e |t would appear that the E4 Alternative would have a higher risk of farmland impacts. its
placement would cut off existing irrigated acreage as opposed to the W4 Alternative being
located within a portion of the existing right of way of SR-87 and farmland that functions along
its perimeter.

Buift Environment

In Segment 4, both alternatives would have a moderate risk of impacts on existing and planned parks and
recreational facilities. The W4 Alternative would have a moderate risk of noise impacts, whereas the

E4 Altemative would have a minimal risk of noise impacts. Both alternatives would have a maderate risk
of impacts on archaeological resources. However, the W4 Altemnative would have a moderate risk of

impacts on known historic districts, buildings, or structures, while the £4 Alternative would have no risk.
The Southem Pacific Railroad Main Line Sunset Route intersects the E4 and W4 Alternatives. The
Southem Pacific Railroad Welllon-Fhoenix-Eloy Line intersects the W4 Alternative. The Gasa Grande
Canal intersects the E4 and W4 Alternatives. The Florence-Casa Grande Canal Extension intersects the
E4 and W4 Alternafives. The E|l Paso Matural Gas Pipeline No. 1007 intersects the E4 and

W4 Alternatives.
Comments/Questions:
F [ * How would the W4 Alternative have a moderate impact to either existing or planned parks and
L recreational facilities when it is primarily located along the SR-87 Corridor?
B ﬂ‘_ * How would the W4 Alternative have a moderate risk on archaeological resources if the majority
[ of the corridor has been environmentally cleared prior to the construction of SR-87?
3
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Because the W4 Alternative is located along an existing arterial road, there is a high risk of
impacts on adjacent properties and neighborhood circulation, which involves the potential to
affect minority and low-income populations in the area. The E4 Alternative would not directly
affect those properties and roadways.

While it would seem true that construction of the proposed project in an undeveloped

area would have greater impacts on farmlands, the impact assessment under the National
Environmental Policy Act is based on the locations of "prime farmlands" and "farmlands of
unigue importance." This analysis indicated that slightly more land with these designations is
located within the W4 Alternative, as seen in Table 3.6-1 in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement.

The assessment of risks to parks and recreational resources was based on the locations of
existing features as well as known planned future parks or recreational facilities. Both the W4
and E4 Alternatives would have a risk of impacts to these resources, specifically existing or
planned trails, as shown in Table 3.5-2 in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Therefore,
the risk with both alternatives is moderate.

Based on a review of previously documented resources in the study area, seven sites were
identified within the W4 Alternative and five sites were identified within the E4 Alternative.

It is predeterminational to identify a specific footprint for a north-south facility within the

W4 Alternative; therefore, it is unknown to what extent, if any, it would be located within the
disturbed area of State Route 87. The potential effects of previous projects on any of these
resources would be further evaluated in Tier 2 studies; at this time, the risk of impacts on any of
these resources still exists and was identified to be moderate.
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H | ﬂ‘_ * What is the status of the National Register of Historic Places {NRHP) designated area located at
L approximately Fast Track/Interstate 10? (Please see attached map).

Natural Environment

Both alternatives in Segment 4 would have a high risk of land subsidence or earth fissure impacts. The
binlogical conditiens are about the same, with both allernatives having a low risk of impacts on wildlife,
wildlife habitat, conservation and wildlife management land, and protected plant species. Alsa, both
Segment 4 alternatives would have a minimal number of ephemeral drainage crossings. The

E4 Altemative would have a moderate risk of floodplain encroachment, while the W4 Alternative would
have no risk of floodplain encroachment.

Comments/Questions:

+« How would the W4 Alternative have a high risk of land subsidence or earth fissures? It would
appear reasonable that the higher amount of impacts would accrue to E4 as it is located closer
to the margin of the valley floor and Picacho Mountains, as evidenced on the capture of the
mapping provided by the Arizona Geological Society {(attached).

s How would the biological conditions be the same when the W4 Alternative is located within a

J = portion of the existing roadway corridor and the E4 Alternative is located closer to large tracts of
native topography and vegetation?

+ How would the W4 Carridor have the same amount of ephemeral drainage crossings for both

“ T alternatives when it is already develeped with drainage improvements to protect SR-87?

¢+ How would the E4 Alternative only have moderate risk, relative to floodplain encroachment,

[ — when it is intersecting the flows from the Picacho Mountains, requiring substantial

L improvements? (see attached map)

Stakeholder Input

Of the five agencies that provided preferences in Segment 4, the E4 Alternative was preferred by three
agencies and the W4 Altemative was preferred by two agencies. The Four Southern Tribes did not
identify a preferred alternative in Segment 4, In Segment 4, the greatest public preference and opposition
was registered for the W4 Alternative (12 positive comments and 2 negative comments), compared with
the E4 Altemative, which received 7 positive comments and 1 negative comment.

Comments/Questions:

m 4‘ » Of the agencies listed on Page 5-3, the E4 Alternative and W4 Alternative were each preferred
L by three agencies, as shown below.
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The site noted is the McClellan Wash Archaeological District, which is located farther southeast,
H the eastern side of the Picacho Mountains. The town of Picacho, parts of which were

removed to accommodate Interstate 10 improvements, is near the location referenced by the
commenter.

Both the E4 and W4 Alternatives were identified as having a high risk of land subsidence or
earth fissure issues because both cross an identified subsidence zone (Picacho-Eloy zone) and
- because both cross at least one earth fissure. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement stated

that the Eastern Alternatives in Segments 3 and 4 are closer to known fissures and shallower
bedrock and may have a higher potential for fissures (see Section 3.10.6.1), which is supported
by the provided map from the Arizona Geological Survey.

The biological conditions for the Segment 4 alternatives would be similar, but not identical,
because all of the alternatives would result in the removal of degraded desertscrub, agricultural
lands, and developed areas. While the E4 Alternative would cross degraded desertscrub, there
FE— would be minimal impacts on habitat because the existing habitat is of low quality, is already

fragmented, and is located on or on the periphery of disturbed agricultural land. The impacts
from the W4 Alternative would include expansion of an existing roadway corridor through
degraded desertscrub and agricultural land; therefore, the impacts on native habitat would be
similar.

The encroachment in the W4 Alternative may be underestimated because the McClellan Wash
Federal Emergency Management Agency mapping ends short of the W4 Alternative and is,
“— therefore, not included in Table 3.12-2 in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Anecdotally,
it was noted by another commenter that the Eloy prison complex (west of State Route 87 in Eloy)
experiences flooding from the McClellan Wash.

The encroachment in the W4 Alternative may be underestimated because the McClellan Wash
Federal Emergency Management Agency mapping ends short of the W4 Alternative and is,
therefore, not included in Table 3.12-2 in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Anecdotally,
it was noted by another commenter that the Eloy prison complex (west of State Route 87 in Eloy)
experiences flooding from the McClellan Wash.

L . According to the Floodplain Management Plan 2019 Annual Progress Report, the Pinal County
Flood Control District is currently working on a Watercourse Master Plan for the McClellan Wash
Watershed. This plan is proposed to include hydrologic and hydraulic analysis of the watershed
as well as a determination of regional and local projects designed to mitigate flooding in the
area. The plan is intended to be adopted by the Pinal County Flood Control Board of Directors
and the City of Eloy, with the intent that projects will be jointly funded in the future. In addition,
the plan will form a consistent standard that future development will need to adhere to.

B8 | These alternative preferences have been noted. Thank you for your comment.
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e |t would appear that the public comment input showed more support for the W4 Alternative
than the E4 Alternative.

Table $-6. Cooperating and participating agency preferences for an action corridor alternative

Full-length
action corridor alternative

Stated preferences

[1]2]2]4]s]e]7]s]

X

S faine e bl Wi1a, W2a, W3, W4

artment
C &i'zpma‘:f““;’t“’ oL > X E1b, E2a, E3b, E4
City of Apache Junction X! X E1b, E2a, E3a; no preference in Segment 4
X X No preference in Segments 1 and 2; E3a or E3b; E4
X X No preference in Segments 1, 2, and 3; W4
Xl X ‘W1a; no preference in Segments 2, 3, and 4
Flood Control District of e
Maricopa County
mea“my X X kX W1a or W1b; no preference in Segments 2, 3, and 4
Pinal County X X Wi1b, E2b, E3a or E3c; no preference in Segment 4
Salt River Project X X E1b, E2a, E3a or E3c; no preference in Segment 4
Town of Queen Creek i SR B X W1a; no preference in Segments 2, 3, and 4
Four Southem Tribes X X  E1b, W2b, W3; no preference in Segment 4*
U.S. Amy Corps of WS
Engineers
U.S. Bureau of Land =
Management
X W1a or W1b; E2a, E2b, or W2a; E3b, E3d, or W3; E4

Wia, W2a, W3, W4

On Page S-22, the identification of the key objectives for the Preferred Alternative identified the
following six primary and four environmentally related objectives, as listed below. We provide our
thoughts, following each objective, on how the W4 alternative satisfies these qualitative aspirations for
the North South Corridor.

.I. { Enhance the transportation network and accommodate existing and future populations. The
identification of the W4 Alternative would allow for the opportunity to balance future private and state
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It is important to note that the purpose of the North-South Corridor is not to balance State land
and private development (refer to the project purpose and need); but it does recognize local land
use planning. The Eastern Alternative attempts to balance the adopted land use plans with the
Bl stated purpose and need, found in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need.

It is true that the North-South Corridor would attract more traffic along the Western Alternative,
but E4 does not change the operation of local streets over W4. Refer to Appendix B, Traffic
Information, Sections 4.2 to 4.9.
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land development on both sides of the corridor, maximizing its function to capture and disperse a larger
share of vehicle trips generated in the region. The W4 Alternative also creates a more functional

m — geographical balance than the E4 Alternative, capturing trips within the five-mile wide area to the west
of SR 87 and the six-mile wide capture area to the east of SR 87. |-10 would capture the trips five miles
further to the east.

Improve access to future activity centers. Due to the multi-modal capabilities intended for the North
South corridor, having its proximity to Eloy’s downtown area is very important for its future
rehabifitation and vitality. If the W4 Alternative were selected, then the approximate 1.5-mile distance
| O = from the freeway and passenger rail corridor would be adequately buffered. A shorter east-west
connection to our downtown would also result with the opportunity to locate a future
interchange/transit circulator stop/park and ride facility adjacent to the corridors’ intersection with the
freeways’ proposed interchange at Alsdorf Road.

Improve regional mobility. The W4 Alternative would position the north-south corridor further to the
west, creating a more functional position for it to extend directly south. In this manner, the North South
| p - Freeway could potentially connect with a future I-11 corridor, with minimal disruption to existing
military operations or proposed expansion of the Arizona Army Reserve National Guard {AZARNG)

L Picacho Stagefield, located south of I-10.

Provide an alternative to avoid congestion on I-10. The selection of the W4 Corridor would provide a
| Q - ready to implement, interim segment of the North South Freeway with immediate connection to
Interstate 10, without having to access the local roadway network.

Improve north-to-south connectivity. The W4 Segment improves north south connectivity immediately
II! — with its ability to serve as an interim roadway to connect the East Valley and Tucson through Central
L Pinal County with a systems interchange now in place.

Integrate the region’s transportation network. The City of Eloy envisioned the direct connection of the
North South Freeway with the future Interstate 11 corridor as communicated through the Circulation
Element of its General Plan. In this manner, the substantial investment in the interchange at SR-87 and
- Interstate 10 can be leveraged to foster additional and redundant regional interstate mability from the
Phoenix to Tucsen Metropolitan areas. In addition, the southerly extension of SR-87 will not negatively
affect the AZARNG Picacho Stagefield operations or intended expansion in the future. (If the direct

L southerly extension of Fast Track Road (E4) were to take place).

Protect and enhance the natural environment along the Corridor. The W4 Alternative would be located
L where the incidence of earth fissuring is not as prevalent as the east. The W4 Alternative is not located
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It is important to note that the purpose of the North-South Corridor is not to balance State land
and private development (refer to the project purpose and need), but it does recognize local land
use planning. The Eastern Alternative attempts to balance the adopted land use plans with the
stated purpose and need, found in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need.

It is true that the North-South Corridor would attract more traffic along the Western Alternative
but E4 does not change the operation of local streets over W4. Refer to Appendix B, Traffic
Information, Sections 4.2 to 4.9.

The commenter’s point is noted. There are future activity centers anticipated east and west of
the corridor. For reasons noted in Chapter 6, Evaluation of Alternatives, the E4 Alternative was
selected. East-west routes in the area, such as Alsdorf Road, will provide connectivity to the
E4 Alternative, without the other environmental impacts associated with the W4 Alternative.

Since there is no current design or funding for Interstate 11, connectivity with Interstate 11 was
not a consideration in the development of alternatives (although it is recognized that either

the E4 or W4 Alternatives would be able to connect with a future interstate). The Arizona Air
National Guard Picacho Stagefield operation is more than 2 miles south of the E4 Alternative
connection with Interstate 10. Continuation of the North-South Corridor route to the south is
possible without affecting the Arizona Air National Guard facility, should this be the selected
alternative.

The new State Route 87 interchange with Interstate 10 is a service traffic interchange; a free-
flow, system-to-system traffic interchange would be necessary to link fully access-controlled
high-capacity roadways. While the State Route 87 service traffic interchange may work as
an interim facility, ultimately it would have to be reconstructed and access would need to be
configured to allow continued access to existing development.

An Eastern Alternative allows State Route 87 to continue operating with local access directly to
and from it, and will provide redundancy for roadway incident management on Interstate 10 and
the new facility.

Since there is no current design or funding for Interstate 11, connectivity with Interstate 11 was
not a consideration in the development of alternatives (although it is recognized that either

the E4 or W4 Alternatives would be able to connect with a future interstate). The Arizona Air
National Guard Picacho Stagefield operation is more than 2 miles south of the E4 Alternative
connection with Interstate 10. Continuation of the North-South Corridor route to the south is
possible without affecting the Arizona Air National Guard facility, should this be the selected
alternative.

Both the E4 and W4 Alternatives were identified as having a high risk of land subsidence or
earth fissure issues because both cross an identified subsidence zone (Picacho-Eloy zone) and
because both cross at least one earth fissure.
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within a high-risk flood zone as identified by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). In
addition, it appears that cultural resources located further to the east, within proximity of the E4

— Corridor-see attached map- would be subject to far greater disruption. The W4 Alternative provides far
less disruption from geotechnical, flood hazards and cultural resources perspectives, reducing capital
costs of the facility, more predictable operation and lower maintenance costs, post construction.

Support local and regional land use plans and preservation goals. If the W4 Alternative were selected,
|y - it would comply with the City of Eloy General Plan Circulation element and the City Councils’ long-
standing support for the W4 Alternative.

Support equitable economic opportunities. The ability to utilize and effectively channel the projected
amount of future north-south vehicular traffic utilizing the SR-87 route will allow the City of Eloy to
benefit from future job creation and higher density residential potential. We believe that one major
multi-modal corridor would enhance the goals of attracting jobs and housing, allowing for a more
efficient transition of agriculture and under-utilized land, while saving existing and valuable views,
landforms and native vegetation.

Complement other planned transportation improvements along new and established corridors in the
study area. The City of Eloy General Plan-Circulation Element identifies the southern extension of the
m | North South Freeway from Interstate 10 to ultimately connect with the future Interstate 11 Corridor. In
this manner, regional mobility can be maintained to ensure that economic commerce throughout the
State is adequately served through a connected Interstate system.

In conclusion, | trust that the discussion provided above clearly communicates our desire to see
Segment 4 of the North-South Corridor located on the W4 alignment. We should also make it known,
that we are in support of the North South Corridor, wherever its segments are located.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit our comments and communicate our intentions. If you have
any questions, or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at
jbelloc@eloyaz.gov or at 520.466.9201.

Sincerely,

o

Micah Powell, Vice Mayor
City of Eloy
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Both the E4 and W4 Alternatives were identified as having a high risk of land subsidence or
B | earth fissure issues because both cross an identified subsidence zone (Picacho-Eloy zone) and
because both cross at least one earth fissure.

It is recognized that the City of Eloy General Plan Circulation element and the Eloy City

U . Council identifies the Western Alternative as the preferred. For the reasons noted in Chapter 6,
Evaluation of Alternatives, the E4 Alternative was identified as the Selected Alternative in the

Final Environmental Impact Statement.

Your comment has been noted. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement did not reveal
inequitable opportunities in the analysis of alternatives. The project purpose and need (see
Chapter 1, Purpose and Need) states that the project should enhance the transportation
network to accommodate existing and future populations. With the anticipated development
BB | along State Route 87 and the Pinal Inland Port, eliminating an existing RTA Parkway (as
classified in Pinal County’s Regionally Significant Routes for Safety and Mobility [2017]) that
would serve local and regional traffic accessing the Eastern Alternative (which would add
capacity to accommodate the significant employment, industrial development, and housing
noted by the commenter) better meets the existing and future needs.

The Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Interstate 11 project was published on
July 16, 2021; however, a Tier 2 project (not yet planned) will define the actual alignment. While
acknowledging that the concept of linking the routes makes sense, this was not identified as a
A — purpose for the North-South Corridor.

Early in the study, the E4 and W4 Alternatives were assessed for continuation south of
Interstate 10, and both were deemed (at a high level) to be viable for extension.
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Cc:

Joet G. Belloc, Mayor

JW Tidwell, Council Member

Dan Snyder, Council Member
Andrew Rodriguez, Council Member
Georges Reuter, Council Member
Jose Garcia, Council Member
Harvey Krauss, City Manager

Frank Pratt, Arizona Senator, District 8
David Cook, Arizona Representative, District 8
T. ). Shope, Arizona Representative, District 8

Pete Rios, Pinal County Supervisor

Mike Goodman, Pinal County Supervisor
Stephen Q. Miller, Pinal County Supervisor
Anthony Smith, Pinal County Supervisor
Todd House, Pinal County Supervisor
Louis Anderson, Pinal County Manager

trene Higgs, Executive Director, Sun Cerridor Metropolitan Planning Organization (SCMPO)
Rick Miller, City Manager, City of Coolidge

Enclosures: Fissure Mapping

Flood Mapping

Cultural Resources Mapping

Eloy General Plan-Circulation Element Map
Resoluticn 19-1454

Resolution 15-1343
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Comments in this letter have been addressed on the previous pages.
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RESOLUTION NO. 19-1454

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF ELOY IN SUPPORT OF SEGMENT 4, EXTENDING
FROM HIGHWAY 287 (FLORENCE BOULEVARD) TO
INTERSTATE 10 (I-10), ADVOCATING FOR THE SELECTION
OF THE “W4” CORRIDOR OF THE PROPOSED NORTH-SOUTH
FREEWAY IN THE TIER ONE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS).

WHEREAS, the Arizona Department of Transportation (“ADOT”) is in the
process of completing a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement, for a proposed freeway
connecting Interstate 10 with US Highway 60 (“North-South Freeway”) within the central
portion of Pinal County;

WHEREAS, ADOT has identified two potential corridors within Segment 4 in
which to locate the North-South Freeway identified as “W4” and “E4” that will integrate
the North-South Freeway into the City’s transportation network and land use pattern,
benefitting city-wide and regional mobility, economic growth and diversification and
compatible land uvse relationships;

WHEREAS, the City of Eloy is reaffirming its prior determination in 2015 (of the
Z/AA Segment) that is synonymous with their support of Corridor “W4” at this time.

WHEREAS, the selection of Corridor “W4” utilizes the existing right of way of
State Route 87, requiring the acquisition of only a portion of new right of way for the
ultimate freeway right of way, allowing for the interim use of SR-87 and making the W4
Corridor the more cost effective solution than the easterly corridor;

WHEREAS, the selection of Corridor “W4” significantly diminishes the presence
of environmental (i.c. fissures, drainage, etc.) hazards and cultural resources that exist
further to the east, expediting the timeframe and reducing the cost of environmental
approvals/clearances necessary for the North-South Freeway;

WHEREAS, the location of Corridor “W4” allows for the future freeway to
“balance” its capture of vehicle trips to the east and west of SR 87, rather than pushing
future freeway access to the east, further from the future development of the City and
surrounding area.
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Comments in this letter have been addressed on the previous pages.
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WHEREAS, the utilization of Corridor “W4” places the freeway closer to
downtown Eloy, providing opportunities to capture economic development opportunities
and patronage, as well as transit access-rather than the alternative segment, which will
function as a by-pass.

WHEREAS, the utilization of Corridor “W4” allows for the potential southerly
extension of the freeway to serve the southern portion of the City and its planning area,
and connecting with the future Interstate 11.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND CITY
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ELOY, ARIZONA AS FOLLOWS:;

1. The City advocates for the selection of the “W4 Corridor” of the proposed North-
South Freeway in the Tier One Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) as
their preferred alignment.

APPROVED this 8th day of April, 20109,

Joel G. Belloc, Mayor

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Mary MyersCity Cler, / Stephen' R, Cooper, C}{y'Atforney
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Comments in this letter have been addressed on the previous pages.
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RESOLUTION NO. 15-1343

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF ELOY SUPPORTING AND ENDORSING SEGMENT
“ZIAA" AS IDENTIFIED IN THE NORTH-SOUTH CORRIDOR
STUDY AS THE CITY OF ELOY PREFERRED ROUTE
ALTERNATIVE IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY
BEING PREPARED BY THE ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION.

WHEREAS, the Arizona Department of Transportation ("ADOT") has
completed initial engineering and environmental studies analyzing potential
alignment segments, for a proposed freeway' connecting Interstate 10 with US
Highway 60 ("North-South Freeway”) within the central portion of Pinal County;
and,

WHEREAS, ADOT has conducted extensive public outreach to provide
information to, and receive feedback from, the City of Eloy (the “City"), its
residents, and the surrounding communities that will integrate the North-South
Freeway into its transportation network and land use pattern, benefitting both city-
wide and regional mobility; and,

WHEREAS, changes in the boundaries of adjacent communities and their
respective planning areas have caused the City of Eloy to reevaluate and change
its support to the Z/AA Segment rather than the Fast Track Road alignment to
preserve economic development efforts of the City as well as increase mobility
opportunities for its residents; and,

WHEREAS, the alignment of the Z/AA Segment will provide opportunities
for the enhancement of the economy of the City; and,

WHEREAS; ADOT is preparing the Draft Environmental impact Statement
to assess Segment Z/AA and the other remaining segment of the North-South
Freeway; and,

WHEREAS, Segment Z/AA utilizes the existing right-of-way of State. Route
87, requiring only a portion of new right-of-way, making it more cost effective than
the other segment; and,
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WHEREAS, the utilization of Segment Z/AA significantly diminishes the
presence of environmental (i.e. fissures, drainage, etc.) impediments that exist
with the other alternative, allowing for a more cost effective North-South Freeway;
and,

WHEREAS, the location of Segment Z/AA allows for the future freeway to
captire vehicle trips to the east and west of SR 87 within the City, rather than the
alignment to the east; and,

WHEREAS, the utilization of Segment Z/AA places the freeway closer to
downtown Eloy, providing opportunities to capture economic development
opportunities and patronage, as well as transit access-rather than the alternative
segment, which will function as a by-pass; and,

WHEREAS, the utilization of Segment Z/AA allows for the potential
southerly extension of the freeway to serve the southern portion of the City's
planning.area in the future.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND CITY
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ELOY, ARIZONA AS FOLLOWS:

That the City of Eloy supports and endorses Segment Z/AA as the
preferred route alternative for the North-South Corridor Freeway in the

Environmental Impact Study being prepared by the Arizona Department of
Transportation.

APPROVED this 23rd day of March, 2015.

Jo% é‘. Belloc; Mayor

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:

-

/ Stephen R. Cooper, Cffy Attorney
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15 DAN SNYDER: Dan Snyder. I live here in Eloy
16 and I'm currently a member of the City Council.

17 In looking over the plans, one of the things
18 that I guess concernedme in talking tonight, I wasn't
19 really sure whether those plans were a parkway, expressway,
20 or whatever. I thought that maybe that it's more of a

21 potential six lane with light rail in the middle.

22 That ledme to thinka little bit about the
23 intersectionwith 10. Andoneof thethingsthatbothers
24  me, just traveling around the country and traveling around
25 Phoenix, is the distance between interchanges and the

1 access roads. Just, I keep thinking in going to the
2 airport and coming up 10 and you have 10 -- or 60 coming in
3 and trying to get over a couple lanes toget off 143 to go
4 to the airport, how a mess that can be.

5 And even here in Casa Grande with coming down
LA By 6 10 and where 8 merges in, there is an exit withinamile

7 where thatmerge is. Andif you're coming down 10, have to

8 cross over that merging traffic coming off 8, it's very

9 tough. And so I would suggest that if the east route is

10 taken, you take a look at where that intersectionmight be
11 and maybe even put more distance than twomile between the
12 existing 87 togive -——- because it will be a lot of traffic
13 on that road andwill give people time to get over to get
14 in to theexit ramp, so forth. So I think that's one of
15 the things we have to look at going forward on road design
16 is just ease of getting into these ramps because three-lane
17 highways are tough to cross two lanes togoover exit ramps
18 and people forget where the exit ramps is sometimes to cut
- 19 across.
20 So thank vou.
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“—[ Refer to FAQ: Existing Development.
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10/29/2019 1:05:28 PM

The following comments are provided by the Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC)
On the North-South Corridor study: “Preferred N-S Corridor”

Comments Submitted by:

Tom Renckly P.E.

Dam Safety Branch Manager

PPM Division

Flood Control District of Maricopa County
Office Phone 602-506-8610

FCDMC comments as follows:

1. The alignment currently identified as the “Preferred Corridor, Segment E1b” would cross
over an existing operational flood control dam named Rittenhouse Flood Retarding Structure
(Rittenhouse FRS) constructed by the Natural Resources Conservation Service and
operated and maintained by the Flood Control District of Maricopa County.

“ —] 2. ADOT should expect that technical requirements for the freeway crossing of this existing
flood control dam will be; extensive, costly and will take a considerable amount of time to
be approved/permitted with a need to meet all requirements of; the Flood Control District
of Maricopa County, Natural Resources Conservation Service and Arizona Department of
Water Resources (state jurisdictional agency for the dam).

3. The Flood Control District has determined that for dam safety purposes Rittenhouse FRS will
be raised and fully rehabilitated at some time in the future, schedule unknown due to funding
issues. ADOT should be aware that if the freeway is to be constructed before the raise and
rehab of Rittenhouse FRS, then the future dam raise must be accommodated for by the
freeway crossing.

B— 4. ADOT is notified that that the Flood Control District of Maricopa County has prior easements

rights from the Arizona State Land Department for the PVR Projects (and future rehab)
inclusive of significant land easements at Rittenhouse FRS, downstream of Rittenhouse FRS
and upstream of Rittenhouse FRS.

5. ADOT is reminded of the earlier FCDMC comment that alignment Segment E1a if selected
would have avoided these significant future freeway issues with the existing flood control
L dams.

tom.renckly@maricopa.gov
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“_— Your comments regarding the E1b Alternative’s potential impacts on water resources
| infrastructure have been noted. Thank you for your comments.

" These comments regarding the impacts of the E1b Alternative (Preferred Alternative) on the
Rittenhouse Flood Retarding Structure are noted. The Flood Control District of Maricopa County
BN | is a participating agency for the North-South Corridor Study, and has provided input to the
Arizona Department of Transportation on its plans for the Powerline, Vineyard, and Rittenhouse
| Flood Retarding Structures. These plans would be considered during Tier 2 studies.

Agency and Elected Officials Comments — August 2021 | O-133



Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision
North-South Corridor Study

Source: Letter attachment Comment No. [.¥711] Agency: Maricopa Association of Governments (Jennifer Valentine)

4 MARICOPA
"\, ASSOCIATION of
». GOVERNMENTS

302 North 1st Avenue, Suite 300 A Phoenix, Arizona 85003
Phone (602) 254-6300 A FAX (602) 254-6490
E-mail: mag@azmag.gov A Web site: www.azmag.gov

October 17, 2019

Asad Karim, PE

Project Manager

North-South Tier 1 EIS Study Team

¢/o: ADOT Communications

1655 W. Jackson Street, Mail Drop 126F
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Subject: Review of the Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the North-South
Corridor Study

Dear Mr. Karim:
On behalf of the Maricopa Association of Governments, | would like to thank you for the

opportunity to provide comments on the North-South Corridor Draft Tier 1 EIS. MAG would like
to suggest the following revisions:

Suggested Revision

“The engeing-Southeast Valley Transit Study, which was initiated
by the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG), willidentify
identified a series of short-term, mid-term, and long-term
recommendations to promote a transit system that connects the
communities of the Southeast Valley and provides linkages to
the existing and planned regional transit network. Participating
communities in the study area included Apache Junction, Queen
Creek, Florence, and the surrounding unincorporated parts of
Pinal County. The study was completed in July of 2015."

Page | Section
1-8 1.2.4 Transit

1-13 | 1.3.2 “MAG is the designated MPO and regional air quality planning
Transportation agency for all jurisdictions in Maricopa County, including the
B— Planning in the Phoenix urbanized area and the contiguous urbanized area in
North-South Pinal County, including Florence and the City of Maricopa.”
L Corridor
[ 1-16 | 1.3.3 Previous “The MPOs in the region have identified the need for a north-to-

Transportation
Studies in the
Study Area

south transportation corridor through Pinal County. MAG's 2635
2040 Regional Transportation Plan identifies ROW protection for
the North-South Freeway Corridor (including SR 24) occurring

between FY 2027 and FY 2040. in-the Pinal-County-area-of the
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WM | Thank you for the clarification. The revision was made.
=M [ Thank you for the clarification. The revision was made.
Il | Thank you for the clarification. The revision was made.
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NAG T . I urfurded

2.2.3.1
Incorporation of
the SR 24
Extension into the
Action
Alternatives

framework-study." (NOTE: this study has been cancelled)

2.2.3.1
Incorporation of
the SR 24
Extension into the
Action
Alternatives

"The NEPA study and design for the SR 24 extension to Ironwood
Drive, completed in 2011, identified three phases of construction.
The initial phase of construction (SR 202L to Ellsworth Road) was
completed in 2014. The second phase would have continued the
route 3 miles east to Meridian Road, and the third phase would
have extended it an additional mile east to Ironwood Drive.
However, in 2015, with development in the area outpacing what
was projected in the final 2011 environmental assessment, MAG
prepared the SR-24 Williams Gateway Freeway, Ellsworth Road -
Ironwood Road Interim Phase Il Feasibility Study. This study
triggered a revaluation of the final 2011 environmental
assessment, and an interim second phase of construction
between Ellsworth Road and Ironwood Drive (see Figure 2.2-3)
was approved by FHWA in January 2018. Construction of this
segment is planned to commence in 2619 FY 2020."

- [2-16
| D B

- [216
| E B

- 49
| F B

4.4.4 Planned and
Programmed
Transportation
Projects

Please update MAG projects and associated descriptions
according to the FY 2018-2022 TIP as amended on September
25, 2019 (under View Project Changes and Listings):
https://www.azmag.gov/Programs/Transportation/Programming-
and-Finance/Transportation-Improvement-Program-TIP

Planning

Sincerely,

Program Manager

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and please do not hesitate to contact us if you have
any questions.
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BN | Thank you for the clarification. The revision was made.
=8 [ Thank you for the clarification. The revision was made.
B | Thank you for the clarification. The revision was made.
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Maricopa County

Department of Transportation

Transportation Systems

Management Division October 24, 2019
2901 W. Durango Street

Phoenix, AZ 85009

Phone: 602-506-8676

[Fax: 602-506-8758

www.medot.maricopa.gov North-South Corridor Team
ADOT Communications
1655 W. Jackson Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

RE: North-South Corridor Study

Thank you for the opportunity to review the North-South Corridor Study
and the Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement. Maricopa County
Department of Transportation (MCDOT) has reviewed the documents and
has no comments at this time.

Even though none of the proposed alternatives are in Maricopa County,
their development will have a positive impact on the transportation

A | network in both Maricopa and Pinal counties. MCDOT supports ADOT in
the development of a comprehensive and interconnected transportation
network for all users and appreciates the invitation to be a partner in this
effort.

Sincerely,

Y

Reed Kempton
Senior Transportation Planner
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“—[ Refer to FAQ: Transportation Network Connectivity.
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Town of Florence

P.0. Box 2670 October 22, 2019
775 North Main Street

Florence, Arizona 85132

Phone (520) 868-7500 c/o ADOT Communications
Fax (520) 868-7501 16855 W. Jackson St., MD 126F
TDD (520} 868-7502 Phoenix, AZ 85007
L ST E RE: Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (Draft
Building Safety To whom this may concern:
868-7573

The Town of Florence appreciates the ability to comment on the Draft

(it [P Gl Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (Draft Tier 1 EIS) for the

LR North-South Corridor Study. The Town has been participating in the
Finance Nortn-South Corridor projept for several years and has been in
268-7624 frequent contact with the project team throughout the EIS process.
Fire Attached to this letter the Project Team will find the Town of
868-7609 Florence's “technical comments” on the DEIS. This memo is separate
from, but supplements, the Mayor and Councilmembers' comment
Grants letter. :
- 868-7513
Of particular interest to the Town of Florence is the location of the
Human Resources proposed Preferred Alternative. The Town and our regional partners
B868-7545 have always supported the eastern alternatives through the Florence
Town Limits. The Town is in strong opposition to the western
LA B Library alignment. In addition, the Town of Florence has advocated for an
868-8311 interchange in proximity to the Town core. Although not included in
Nl the Preferred Alternative, the Town requests that potential “future
Mmkipgl Coust interchange” be included in the FEIS.
868-7514
Dotk e R o The appreciates your considerqtioq of thgse technigal comments and
868-7580 looks forward to future communications with the Project Team.
Police
868-7681

Respectfully Submitted
Public Works
868-7620 TOWN OF FLORENCE 7
Senior Center : ,,7 e et T
868-7622 BYers

% 'y Fown Manager
868-7557

Town Attorney
Utility Billing
868-7680

Water/Wastewater
868-7677
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our alternative preference has been noted. With regard to the potential future interchange,
A | Yo It ti f has b ted. With d to th tential future interch
please refer to Response “M” below.
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North/South Corridor Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Staff Review October 2019

General comments / exclusions that need to be addressed:

B_]: 1. The Florence Anthem Hospital is now open and should be acknowledged.
B The potential Casa Grande Ruins National Monument expansion should be included and
c L addressed.
“ —[ 3. The Central Arizona Regional Transit {CART) system should be addressed in more detail.
K 4. The Town of Florence and Pinal County worked with the regional development community to
E identify an alignment that would support and enhance potentially impacted properties. That

preferred alignment became the Transportation District {public approved excise tax) alignment.
Were the developers’ concessions/plans considered in alternative development?

ﬂ ] 5. Pinal County’s Excise Tax should be addressed in more detail including the proposed alignment
L and plans to locally fund the initial phases of the North/South Corridor project.

6. The alignment specified in the Pinal County % cent excise tax election and the resolutions

ﬂ ] described above were not included as ane of the 8 alternatives studied in the DEIS. Why was

L the alignment not included in the analysis?

7. The 2019 North/South Corridor Resolutions from Florence, Eloy, Coolidge, Queen Creek, Apache

.}l ] Junction, Central Arizona Governments, and Pinal County should be acknowledged and
L discussed.
.. __ 8. Florence should be included as a “Participating Agency” we have contributed and commented
- throughout.
J . 9. The MAG Commuter Rail Study should be included and considered. Florence is the planned
L “End of Line” station.
“ __ 10. The Town has updated traffic counts in the area that may be useful to the study team and has

L recently completed updated modeling with MAG for our Regional Transportation Plan.
11. The study team should contact Pinal County for the most recent Regionally Significant Routes
Study. I believe that the information provided is outdated.

B 12. The Town would like the study to include a “future” interchange consideration that would have

m — the potential to provide access to Historic Florence. The Butte Road alignment or future “River

Road” alignment would be potential alignments.

B 13. After discussing the intersection locations included as part of the Preferred Alterative with local

landowners, there is support for moving the proposed Hunt Highway Intersection north to the

Merrill Ranch Parkway alignment. The {landowners feel that the MRP location would improve

.I. T access and stimulate economic development better than the Hunt Highway location. Moving
the intersection north would also eliminate impacts to the Copper Basin Railroad, an adjacent

L solar plant, and Florence Copper’s opperations.

m ] 14. The Town of Florence has a permitted Underground Storage Facility that was not included in the

L report. The USF is located at the South Wastewater Treatment Plant.
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" The hospital is shown on Figure 3.3-2 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement as a red
=N | cross symbol along Hunt Highway. It is not listed in Table 3.3-12 because it is not within 0.5 mile
of any action corridor alternative.

Your comment has been noted. This summer, local representatives of the Gila River Indian
Community and others testified about the bill at the House Natural Resources Subcommittee,
c | chaired by Representative Raul Grijalva. The bill has bipartisan support; however, it has not yet

been acted upon. The farthest east of the areas being considered for possible inclusion in the
Casa Grande Ruins National Monument are Arizona State Trust lands, approximately 1 mile
from the closest edge of the Preferred Alternative.

The Central Arizona Regional Transit system is mentioned in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need (see
‘D M Section 1.2.4). However, it was determined early in the study that rural transit services would

not meet the project’s stated purpose and need. As such, additional information on the regional
transit system is not provided.

The study team is aware of the efforts that jurisdictions have made with affected property
owners, and of the Pinal Regional Transportation Plan and excise tax for transportation
projects. The Pinal Regional Transportation Plan calls out a conceptual alignment that

notes, “Alignments currently under study by the Arizona Department of Transportation

=0 | https://www.azdot.gov/projects/south-central/north-south-corridor-study/overview.” While
development plans were considered in the identification of the Preferred Alternative, other
environmental factors and the facility’s impact on them were also considered. At the Tier 2
phase, a specific alignment would be defined and property owners would have an opportunity to
comment on that process.

Bl | Refer to FAQ: Pinal Regional Transportation Authority Alignment.

The Pinal Regional Transportation Plan was approved during the preparation of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, and the action corridor alternatives were presented to each
Bl | of the affected jurisdictions. The Pinal Regional Transportation Plan specifically notes that,
“Alignments currently under study by the Arizona Department of Transportation https://www.
azdot.gov/projects/south-central/north-south-corridor-study/overview.”

The resolutions of Queen Creek, Apache Junction, Pinal County, Sun Corridor Metropolitan
Planning Organization, Florence, and Coolidge were all adopted in 2019, after the administrative
BN —| Draft Environmental Impact Statement had been drafted and reviewed by the cooperating
agencies (these resolutions were acknowledged and considered during the preparation of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision).

Bl The Town of Florence is a participating agency on the study and has participated in that
capacity throughout the study (refer to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Table 1.1-1).

It was determined early in the study that transit services would not meet the proposed action’s
stated purpose and need. Discussion of the other desired outcomes of the proposed action note:
“accommodation of right-of-way (where appropriate and feasible) for intercity passenger rail
serving the local population and greater region, including the Tucson and Phoenix metropolitan
BB | areas.” This is addressed by the corridor potentially accommodating intercity passenger rail
within the facility’s right-of-way. However, the reference to Florence being an end-of-line station
is part of the Southeast Extension, which is referred to in the Long Term Extensions portion of
that study, and is beyond the planning horizon of the Commuter Study and this North-South
Corridor Study.

Your comment has been noted and is appreciated. Additional modeling for the study is not being
@ | considered at this time. Additional information on modeling for the study is found in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, Appendix B, Traffic Information.

Comment responses for L through O can be found on next page.
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BN 15. Adiscussion should be included regarding the SR79/Gila River Bridge Replacement Project.
B 16. Multiple times in the report it is stated that the Four Southern Arizona Tribes {Ak-Chin Indian
Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, and
Tohono O’odham Nation) support the West Alternative. Since none of the four tribes would be
| Q - directly affected by any of the North/South Corridor alignments, the Town assumes that this
preference relates to potential for cultural/archeological resource impacts. This statement is
made almost exclusively in the land use and transportation planning sections of the report,
which falls in the Towns’ of Florence and Coolidge’s jurisdiction.
17. The Town of Florence and our regional partners have always supported, and advocated for, the
“ — eastern alignments through the Town’s municipal boundaries. The Town is in strong opposition
L to the western alignment.
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The statement is correct; it appears that the Regionally Significant Routes for Safety and
Mobility has been revised, relative to the 2017 version shown in Figure 2.1-1 of the Draft
- Environmental Impact Statement. This most recent version has primarily modified some of the

north-to-south routes in the northern area (Segment 1) and east-to-west routes in the central
area (Segment 3). The most recent information was requested from Pinal County, and the figure
was revised to reflect these changes.

This option has been discussed with Town of Florence staff. The Tier 1 Draft Environmental

Impact Statement identifies potential traffic interchange locations (refer to Table 2.3-4) based

on what Pinal County has identified as routes of regional significance (see Figure 2.1-1). The

County’s vision for these routes is to (1) provide continuity across Pinal County and through

v urban areas and (2) connect to adjacent counties and state highways. Based on this information,
guidance for the spacing of interchanges provided by the Federal Highway Administration,

and coordination with affected jurisdictions, since Butte Road is not an arterial road, it was not

considered as a potential traffic interchange location. When a Tier 2 study advances a project

alignment and design, interchange locations and their impact on the environment would be

further evaluated.

Your comment has been noted. This option has been discussed with Town of Florence staff.
The Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement identifies potential traffic interchange
locations (refer to Table 2.3-4) based on what Pinal County has identified as routes of regional
significance (see Figure 2.1-1). The County’s vision for these routes is to (1) provide continuity
M —| across Pinal County and through urban areas and (2) connect to adjacent counties and state
highways. The potential interchanges were based on this information, guidance for the spacing
of interchanges provided by the Federal Highway Administration, and coordination with affected
jurisdictions. When a Tier 2 study advances a project alignment and design, interchange
locations and their impact on the environment would be further evaluated.

Thank you for the information. The underground storage facility received its permit from the
BN | Arizona Department of Water Resources after issuance of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. It would not be affected by the Preferred Alternative.

Your comment has been noted. While this is an important improvement, and will add sidewalk
p and additional shoulders, the bridge’s Project Assessment indicates that the bridge will continue

as a two-lane structure. As such, it will not substantially change traffic patterns in the area;
therefore, only minor changes to reflect the project will be made.

Reference to the Four Southern Tribes occurs throughout the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (with one reference in Section 3.2, Land Use). While the commenter is correct
B — that the action corridor alternatives would not directly affect tribal land, the Gila River Indian
Community and Tohono O’odham Nation have land within the study area, have historic and
prehistoric aboriginal claims to the region, and are stakeholders in the process.

B3 | Your alternative preference has been noted.
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Specific comments:

1. (Page S-6) It would be useful to discuss the Pinal County % cent Excise Tax and the intent of the

B — County and local government to leverage local funds to fund the initial phases of the
North/South Corridor project.

2. (Page 5-11) The Western Alternative, as defined, is not included in any local government plan
and furthermore is not supported by any the local governments’ participating in this effort.

3. (Page 2-18) The 2019 North/South Corridor Resolutions from Florence, Eloy, Coolidge, Queen

m — Creek, Apache Junction, Central Arizona Governments, and Pinal County should be
acknowledged and discussed.

4. (Page S-19) The Town of Florence would like further clarification on the “Stakeholder Input”

V' — section. Multiple Resolutions have been provided to the project team from the local

L governments in the project area.

(Page 5-28) The Town of Florence should be added to Table S-6.

(Page 1-6) The Town of Florence should be added to Table 1.1-1.

(Page 1-8) The Central Arizona Regional Transit (CART) should be discussed in more detail.

{Page 1-10) The MAG Commuter Rail Study should be discussed, including the End-of Line

Station in Florence.

9. (Page 1-8) Figure 1.4-1 is a representation of Pinal County's Planed Growth Area within the 2008

5
1
0 N o0

m —] County Comprehensive Plan. This graphic is dated and isn't a great representation of where
L growth has occurred in the last 8 years.
m __ 10. (Page 2-2) What isn't the Pinal Regional Transportation Authority’s alignment, that was
- approved be the voters, shown in the document?
AC H 11. (Page 2-3) Please get with Pinal County to verify that the Regionally Significant Routes

information is current {Figure 2.1-1).

12. {Page 2-7) The Town of Florence conducts an annual traffic count program. We would be glad
to provide updated counts in our area.

13. (Page 2-7) The Town of Florence is currently completing our 2019 Regional Transportation Plan.

m —] This plan, conducted by Michael Baker, is working with MAG to update the transportation
modeling in the region. That information can be shared with the Phase 1 DEIS team.

14. (Page 2-8)} More detailed information should be provided on the CART system.

15. (Page 2-12) ADOT has funded and is currently designing a new bridge across the Gila River on

LAG By State Route 79. This project should probably be discussed.

16. (Page 2-35) The Town supports the interchange locations proposed by the study team but is
concerned with lack of access to Historic Florence. The Town requests that a future interchange
location be identified in the DEIS that would be in closer proximity to downtown. The Butte
Road Alignment or future River Road alignment would be potential locations. The Town
understands the 2-mile spacing that is desired in a rural area. This spacing should be able to be
accommodated.

m 17. (Page 2-36) It is known that the “Preferred Alternative”, once identified, will likely change land

L use assumptions that existed previously. This should be discussed.

I||_|I
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-
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Comment noted. At the time of writing, there is still a pending court challenge to the Pinal County
transportation excise tax. The Pinal Regional Transportation Authority is discussed in the FAQs
(refer to FAQ: Pinal Regional Transportation Authority Alignment).

Comment noted; the reasoning behind the inclusion of the Western Alternative (W3) is discussed in
Section 2.2.4.2, Modifications to Support a Western Alternative. The Western Alternative was not
selected as the Preferred Alternative.

The resolutions of Queen Creek, Apache Junction, Pinal County, Sun Corridor Metropolitan
Planning Organization, Florence, and Coolidge were all adopted in 2019, after the administrative
Draft Environmental Impact Statement had been drafted and reviewed by the cooperating
agencies (these resolutions were acknowledged and considered during the preparation of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement).

The stakeholder input cited on page S-19 is referring to the specific input received on the alternatives
when outreach was conducted in 2017; this information is described in the Corridor Selection Report,
which is included in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement as Appendix C, Alternatives Screening.

While the Town of Florence has identified a preferred alternative, through general planning, Town
Council resolutions, and through comments provided to the study team, the reference in Table S-6
is specifically referencing the input solicited in May 2017. The Town did not respond with comments
during this public process, and therefore is not included in the table.

Please note that the Town of Florence is noted in Table 1.1-1 as a participating agency in the second
column.

The Central Arizona Regional Transit system is mentioned in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need (see
Section 1.2.4). However, it was determined early in the study that rural transit services would not
meet the project’s stated purpose and need. As such, additional information on the regional transit
system is not provided.

Please refer to Comment Response A-22 (J).

Comment noted; no change made. The graphic is referring to the West Pinal Growth Area, which was
included in the most recently adopted (2019) Plan. A “growth area” in the context of the Comprehensive
Plan is an area where the jurisdiction has identified areas suitable for planning multimodal transportation,
infrastructure expansion, and improvements designed to support a variety of land uses.

The Pinal Regional Transportation Authority’s depiction of the North-South Corridor alignment

is conceptual in nature, noting “Alignments currently under study by the Arizona Department of
Transportation”—thus deferring the route definition to the Arizona Department of Transportation’s
ongoing National Environmental Policy Act process.

Figure 2.1-1 has been revised; please refer to Comment Response A-22 (L).

Comment noted; please refer to Comment Response A-22 (K).

Your comment has been noted and is appreciated. Additional modeling for the study is not being
considered at this time. The study team may follow-up at a future time if it is determined additional
modeling input is required.

Comment noted; please refer to Comment Response A-22 (Y).
Comment noted; please refer to Comment Response A-22 (P).

Comment noted; please refer to Comment Response A-24 (C).

Comment noted; no change made. The commenter is correct in noting that once a Selected
Alternative has been identified in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision,
land use changes will likely be implemented by the affected jurisdictions. Since a decision on a
Selected Alternative is not final until the Record of Decision is signed, such changes are unknown
at this time. The strategy of changing land use in response to a Selected Alternative is noted in
Section 3.2.5.1, Local Agency Mitigation Strategies.
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18. (Page 2-48) As stated previously, it is highly likely that the local governments participating in this
study will invest in the future North/South Corridor in advance of the state or federal

AJ government. That investment will be in land use planning, zoning, utilities, right-of-way
purchases, and even phased corridor construction. The ¥ cent Excise Tax will be a primary
funder of these improvements. The study should probably address how this phasing may occur,
as well as, how access control should be addressed.

19. (Page 3-14) The Town of Florence is currently updating our 2010 “voter approved” General Plan.

I|_|||_|I

A\ — 20. (Page3-28) The Town of Florence is currently updating our 2010 “voter approved” General Plan.
m 21. (Page 3-142) ADOT has funded and is currently designing a new bridge across the Gila River on
L State Route 79. This project should probably be discussed.
m [ 22. (Page 3-145) The Town of Florence has a permitted Underground Storage Facility that was not
__ included in the report. The USF is located at the South Wastewater Treatment Plant.
m B 23. (Page 3-147) The Town of Florence has a permitted Underground Storage Facility that was not

included in the report. The USF is located at the South Wastewater Treatment Plant.

24. (Page 3-172) Congressman O’Halleran has proposed a potential Casa Grande Ruins expansion.
The City of Coolidge has supported the legislation to expand the Casa Grande Ruins to protect
these properties and their native American cultural resources and significance. This effort
should be addressed.

r 25. {Page 6-3) The 2019 North/South Corridor Resolutions from Florence, Eloy, Coolidge, Queen

m ] Creek, Apache Junction, Central Arizona Governments, and Pinal County should be

acknowledged and discussed.
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" An Implementation Plan, outlining potential segments of independent utility, phasing, and

AJ) @ funding, will be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision.
The Implementation Plan will address the Selected Alternative, is non-binding, and will provide
| guidance on the topics and issues noted by the commentor.

" Comment noted. For the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, only adopted plans are used
WXd | for reference. If substantial changes in the Town’s General Plan are anticipated, it would be
| appreciated if those were communicated to the study team.

XM | Please refer to Comment Response A-22 (AK).

PXTI—| Comment noted; please refer to Comment Response A-22 (P).
PXYI | Comment noted; please refer to Comment Response A-22 (O).
el | Comment noted; please refer to Comment Response A-22 (O).
PX:J | Comment noted; please refer to Comment Response A-22 (C).
PXe] | Comment noted; please refer to Comment Response A-22 (U).
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12 MIKE GOODMAN: Goodevening. Mike Goodman,

13 G-o-o-d-m-a-n. I live at -- I'm a resident here in San Tan

14 Valleyarea. I'malsoaPinal Countysupervisor ontheboardof

15 supervisors.

16 One of things that I found interesting on your

17 slide presentation, and particularly out here in the hallway in

18 regards tothecommunities that areaffectedeconomicallyby

19 thisNorth-SouthCorridor, oneareathat hasnot hadanykindof

20 recognition is the San Tan Valley area. AsMayor Barney stated

21 earlier, there'sover100,000people, residentsright herein

22 thiscommunity. That's a huge impact, and with the lack of

23 infrastructure that wealreadycurrentlyhave, it'salready

24 stressedthecommunity. It's overtaxed our community

25 substantially.
B 1 I'velived--I'manativeArizonan. I grewup
ineast Mesa, and I remember when 60 came through, and we were
still abletorideour horsesas kids. Andby the time I was an
adult, itwasstill at Alma School Road. And then as we looked
at the 202, and it's been planned for over 40 years, andwe're
just starting toget to the level wherewe are right now. With
you taking -- and that -- the preferredalignment that you're

O J o U1 B w DN

suggesting, the furthereastofus, that --all thatbenefitsis
9 statelandwhenit comesupintothisarearighthere. Youtalk
10 about economic growth. You talk about being able to assist
i 11 thoseofusthatarecitizensintheseareas. We alreadyhave a
K- 12 trafficissue, andbypushing it further out is even going to
13 create more of an issue for us.

14 T appreciate thisopportunity to come and speak
15 before you, and as we go forward with this, I hope that you
16 reallyconsider some of the things, because as a county, we —--
17 we -- this is not the alignment that we spoke up with, as many
18 other communities here, with Apache Junction, aswell as the
19 town of Queen Creek, Florence. There's other issues that we've
20 Dbeen talkingabout. So thank you.
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WM | Refer to FAQ: Existing Development.
Bl | Refer to FAQ: Economic Development.

Your comment has been noted and is appreciated. Traffic impacts are a major consideration
for the North-South Corridor Study; however, the National Environmental Policy Act process

requires that we consider a range of environmental impacts in selecting a Preferred Alternative.
In light of this information, the Eastern Alternative was selected. The rationale for the Preferred
Alternative is presented in Chapter 6, Evaluation of Alternatives, of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement.
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Town of Florence
P.O. Box 2670

775 North Main Street
Florence, Arizona 85132

Phone (520) 868-7500
Fax (520) 868-7501
TDD (520) 868-7502

www.florenceaz.gov

TOWN SERVICES

Building Safety
868-7573

Community Development
868-7575

Finance
868-7624

Fire
r 868-7609

Grants
868-7513

Human Resources
868-7545

Library
868-8311

Municipal Court
868-7514

L Parks & Recreation
— 868-7589

Police
868-7681

Public Works

B ] 868-7620
Senior Center
868-7622

Town Attorney
868-7557

] Utility Billing

868-7680

‘Water/Wastewater
868-7677

23 October 2019

North-South Corridor Study Team

c/o ADOT Communications

1655 W. Jackson St., Mail Drop 126F
Phoenix, AZ 85007

North-South Corridor Study Team,

On behalf of the Florence Town Council, we want to extend our
sincerest appreciation for the extensive work that has gone into the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the North-South Corridor
Project. Your team has had the difficult task of balancing competing
ideas and agendas, while also ensuring the route is suitable for
development without harming the valuable natural and cultural
resources in the area. Surely this is no easy task.

The Town Council would like to reiterate its support for the eastern
alignment in Florence (Segment 3). We believe this alignment most
closely aligns with the purpose and need for the future freeway. We
also believe the Preferred Alternative is an acceptable corridor. The
Town cannot give any support to any western alignment in Segment
3. As we have stated previously, we concur with the Pinal County
preferred route {which includes taking a hybrid approach to the
corridors by following W1b in Segment 1, before connecting to E2b in
Segment 2, E3a/c in Segment 3, and either W4 or E4 in the fourth
segment). Nonetheless, a fully Western route alternative does not
seem to meet the purpose and needs of the study, and a strict
Eastern route alignment seems to similarly overlook the underlying
need for the study.

We are attaching our general comments about the Study to this letter
and attaching technical comments under separate cover from our
Town Manager. The Council would like to recommend that the Team
analyze and address the possibility of an additional interchange within
Segment 3. On the attached map, you will see the three currently
proposed interchanges (as presented in the DEIS). These are in red
circles, with the numbers 1 (Arizona Farms Rd.), 2 (Hunt Highway),
and 3 (Arizona State Route 287). The Town would like the team to
assess the possibility of moving interchange #2 to the north to the
Merrilt Ranch Parkway alignment (which is shown on the map with the
teal #4). The Town would also like to see an additional future
interchange located at the Butte Avenue alignment (designated by the
teal #5). This would provide hetter access for employees commuting
to their downtown employment and would also allow for greater
economic benefit within Historic Downtown Florence. This would
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“—[ Your alternative preference has been noted. Thank you for your comment.

This option has been discussed with Town of Florence staff. The Tier 1 Draft Environmental
Impact Statement identifies potential traffic interchange locations (refer to Table 2.3-4), based
on what Pinal County has identified as routes of regional significance (see Figure 2.1-1). The
County’s vision for these routes is to (1) provide continuity across Pinal County and through
urban areas and (2) connect to adjacent counties and state highways. The potential interchange
locations were based on this information, guidance for the spacing of interchanges provided by
the Federal Highway Administration, and coordination with affected jurisdictions. When a Tier 2
study advances a project alignment and design, interchange locations and their impact on the
environment would be further evaluated.

This option has been discussed with Town of Florence staff. The Tier 1 Draft Environmental
Impact Statement identifies potential traffic interchange locations (refer to Table 2.3-4) based

on what Pinal County has identified as routes of regional significance (see Figure 2.1-1). The
County’s vision for these routes is to (1) provide continuity across Pinal County and through
urban areas and (2) connect to adjacent counties and state highways. Based on this information,
guidance for the spacing of interchanges provided by the Federal Highway Administration,

and coordination with affected jurisdictions, since Butte Road is not an arterial road, it was not
considered as a potential traffic interchange location. When a Tier 2 study advances a project
alignment and design, interchange locations and their impact on the environment would be
further evaluated.
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Town of Florence . _ )
P.O. Box 2670 result in a total of four designated interchanges within the 8.25 miles

778 North Main Street of the corridor hetween State Route 287 and Arizona Farms Rd.
Florence, Arizona 85132
Finally, the Town is concerned that it is not listed as a Participating

Rhon e (SIO RGeS0 Agency within the document. Obviously, the Town has participated in

Fax (520) 868-7501

| D - TDD (520) 868-7502 numerous drafts, iterations, and hearings as they relate to the Study,
and would like to ensure that this participation is reflected throughout
www.florenceaz.gov the document.
TOWN SERVICES Again, we wish to convey our appreciation to the Team for your
Building Safety thoughtful approach to this Study. We look forward to our continued
868-7573 association as we continue to prepare for our exciting future!
Community Development Regards,
868-7575 d
Finance OJ’Q'
868-7624 Tara Walter
Mayor
Fire
868-7609
Grants
868-7513

Human Resources
868-7545

Library
868-8311

Municipal Court
868-7514

Parks & Recreation
868-7589

Police
868-7681

Public Works
868-7620

Senior Center
868-7622

Town Attorney
868-7557

Utility Billing
868-7680

Water/Wastewater
868-7677
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Florence has always been recognized as such (see the Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
Table 1.1-1). Note that Florence is not noted in the table summarizing input on alternatives in

| D | 2017 because we did not receive input at that time. The Town’s involvement in the study is
recognized from 2010, when the Town accepted an invitation to become a participating agency,
and again after the study transitioned to a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement effort in 2016.
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Comments in this letter have been addressed on the previous pages.
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TOWN OF

QUEEN CREEK

ARIZONA

October 29, 2019

Mr. Paul O’Brien

Administrator, Environmental Planning
Arizona Department of Transportation
c/o ADOT Communications

1655 W. Jackson St., MD 126F
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Via e-mail: northsouth@azdot.gov

Dear Mr. O’Brien:

Subject: Town of Queen Creek Comments for the Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement — North-South Corridor
Study

The Town of Queen Creek, as a participating agency since the project’s inception in 2010, would like to thank ADOT for
recognizing the transportation challenges in the east valley and for conducting the study. The Town of Queen Creek along

“ with Florence and Pinal County passed resolutions that coincide with the selected alternative with the exception of
Segment 1 (see map below). Also, as noted in the DEIS, the City of Mesa prefers the most western alignment within
Segment 1.
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E —[ The Town believes that the preferred alternative for Segment 1 is in sharp contrast to FHWA policy (23 CFR § 109) and the
ADOT developed Purpose and Needs Statement based on the following:

Misses the economic opportunity for the area surrounding Queen Creek and San Tan Valley.
Does not integrate the region’s multimodal transportation network.

Is not consistent with municipal planning initiatives.

Does not accommodate existing population nor the existing transportation challenges.

A WN P

22358 S. Ellsworth Road, Queen Creek, AZ 85142 | 480-358-3000 | Fax: 480-358-3001 | www.queencreek.org
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“—[ These alternative preferences have been noted. Thank you for your comment.
=M | Refer to FAQ: Economic Development.

Il | Refer to FAQ: Multimodal Transportation

Bl | Refer to FAQ: Pinal Regional Transportation Authority Alignment.

E—[ Refer to FAQ: Existing Development.
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ﬂ 5. Ignores the will of the voters that passed Propositions 416 and 417 to create a dedicated funding source for the
North-South Freeway.

6. Other environmental and technical considerations as noted below.

Based on the information provided in this letter, the Town believes that the alignment of segment 1 in ADOT’s preferred
alternative warrants reconsideration.

1. Economic Impact

The proposed Segment 1 E1b route does not serve current and future activity centers such as the developing areas of San
Tan Valley, the Town of Queen Creek, the City of Mesa and the future employment center that surrounds the Phoenix-
Mesa Gateway Airport.

The area surrounding the Phoenix-Mesa Gateway Airport is forecasted for significant population and employment growth
over the next 35 years. On the privately-owned land surrounding the Airport within the Gateway area, it has the capacity
to accommodate nearly 220,000 jobs. In addition, publicly-owned land within the Airport boundaries is planned for
significant employment growth including:

e SkyBridge — an international air freight complex that will have four million square feet of building space and
10,000 to 12,000 jobs.

e ASU Polytechnic Research Park, a 300-acre campus that will specialize in aviation, alternate energy and on-
demand digital manufacturing. Ultimately, the Park is expected to generate 12,000 to 15,000 jobs within 3.1
million square feet of building space.
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= a
. . . i 2 £
£ H 2
H H g g g E
- H 2 E g 8
R e ik T .
1 1
cuorso ! ]
| G B ' ’
Inner Loop : 1
District 1 Mixed-Use :
] "
WARNER D ] Community :
1 District '
santan Fwy I i
pmmmmmmm—— =\ |
s N !
rario / \ 1
/ g i
~ 1
1 N 1
U . | SIS
v S i
4 3
WILIANS FELD RD | Airport / Campus ‘\ :
\ District X |
Y s i
* e e A
I | i
; i '
recoso l,\__ a. oo mmmmmme- - Logistics & Commerce !
~. . .
T District 1
:
il N s i s e i e s b -

While the Phoenix-Mesa Gateway Area has the capacity to accommodate a significant employment base, MAG forecasts
the area will grow from its current employment of 8,700 jobs to 79,300 jobs by 2050. The MAG forecast accounts for the
competitive real estate market that the Gateway Area is operating within.

In addition, 30-40 years into the future, some of the older employment areas will likely be redeveloping into more
intensive uses, providing even more competition for business parks and industrial areas in the East Valley. The conclusion
is that the eastern freeway alternatives, particularly Alternative E1b, are so far out on the periphery of the metro area
that any positive impact of the freeway on job growth and economic development will be substantially muted.

Page 2 of 7
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-

Refer to FAQ: Pinal Regional Transportation Authority Alignment.

The commenter is correct in noting that the San Tan Valley, the town of Queen Creek, the city of
Mesa, and the future employment center that surrounds the Phoenix-Mesa Gateway Airport are
actively growing. Accommodating existing and future populations and improving access to future
activity centers are stated purposes of the project; however, these objectives must be balanced
with other environmental and land use concerns. The Mesa Gateway Area and its sub-districts
(which, as noted in the comments, are currently bisected by SR 202L and SR 24) is currently
well served by access-controlled facilities—the extension of SR 24 (currently programmed for
construction to Ironwood Drive). The San Tan Valley Special Area Plan (Pinal County, 2018)
notes that the arterial roadway network, when completed, will provide adequate roadway
capacity for the planned development.

The North-South Corridor is intended to improve regional mobility and provide additional
roadway capacity ahead of full development build-out to avoid congestion associated with this
anticipated growth, while accommodating existing land uses and constraints that preclude
placement of the corridor west of the Central Arizona Project Canal.
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Mesa Gateway Employment Forecast 2015-2050

Source: MAG 2016

loas

Generally, Greater Phoenix grows like a balloon on its edge. By comparison, the eastern North-South Freeway
alternatives will encourage sprawl development, bypassing areas that already have utility services and making for
inefficient, illogical and costly growth patterns. Overall, Superstition Vistas is a long-term planning concept that will likely
not be auctioned by the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD) or developed over the next 30 years.

Surveys of site selection consultants and corporate real estate executives have consistently shown that highway access
and access to labor are the two most important site selection criteria. Over the past three years, these two criteria have
dominated the surveys along with labor costs. The following chart outlines the 2018 and 2017 survey results.

Combined Rafings*
CORFPORATE SURVEY
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Comments in this letter have been addressed on the previous and following pages.
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The impact of freeways and major highways on economic development activity can be substantially verified by
observation of the employment and industrial activity along the Loop 202 in Chandler and Gilbert. Goodyear is seeing
substantial economic development activity along the newly completed Loop 303 as well. The W1a alternative will
strengthen the opportunity for economic development activity near existing population centers (particularly for the San
Tan area that needs jobs) and would also supplement the future development activity that is occurring in and surrounding
ﬂ ] the Phoenix-Mesa Gateway Airport.

The economic impact section of the DEIS is inadequate and primarily speaks to the loss of agricultural revenue and the
conversion of land from its current use to transportation use. Within Segment 1 of the Corridor, there is little farming
activity. The economic impact section of the DEIS does not address the potential catalytic impacts of the freeway and the
development opportunities that would evolve particularly for those freeway alternatives west of the CAP that are closest
to existing population and employment centers.

2. Multimodal Approach

The 2018 Town of Queen Creek General Plan also focuses on fostering economic development through an integrated
multimodal transportation system. (p. 57 Strategy 1F: Promote multi-jurisdictional transportation planning involving the
Town, adjacent municipalities and counties that share a common transportation system and face common transportation
issues). The DEIS discussion on Passenger Rail and Transit is very brief. Based on the ROD for the Arizona Passenger Rail
Corridor study, one of the three alternatives for Commuter Rail is the “Yellow” alternative which uses the Union Pacific
Railroad (UPRR) right of way through Queen Creek and includes one station in the vicinity of Rittenhouse and Ellsworth
Loop roads. Of the three remaining alternatives, the “Yellow” alternative was identified as the preferred alternative.

The potential for a commuter rail station in the Town Center, with the possibility of additional stations in Queen Creek,
provides a unique opportunity for transit-oriented development. Freeway access and transit service to future passenger
rail is a critical component of an effective multimodal solution. Evidence supporting a multimodal solution is exhibited in
the North-South Corridor Study Alternatives Selection Report (October 2014) (Figure 26 — Modal alternatives selection).
This supports a multimodal, multidimensional solution to address transportation demand in the study area. With multiple
modes, TDM/TSM, transit and arterial improvements and a major transportation facility in the study area, approximately
90% of transportation needs can be met. As written, the DEIS is lacking this multimodal approach. We would encourage
ADOT to consider how Commuter Rail and Transit systems could connect to the final North-South Corridor Freeway
alignment.

r 3. Municipal Transportation Planning Initiatives

Queen Creek has led numerous planning efforts including the Queen Creek North Specific Area Plan and the Town of
Queen Creek General Plan which is currently being updated. In both plans, the North-South Corridor Extension and SR 24
connections are seen as strengths and the lack of direct freeway access as a weakness. A key transportation goal in the
North Area Specific Plan is to minimize cut-through traffic through Queen Creek, solved with a western Wila or W1lb
alignment.

In the DEIS, there was no reference to the San Tan Valley Special Area Plan which was finalized October 31, 2018. It
discusses many of the challenges faced with transportation and economic growth in the area. The importance of a North-
.._ South Freeway Corridor is important to the area and consideration to moving the alignment closer to the existing

population center (Wla and W1b alternatives) would be beneficial and would help to better integrate San Tan Valley
within the region (meeting items, 1,2,3,4 and 6 of the Purpose and Need).

According to the plan, “San Tan Valley now represents over 25% of the County’s population today. It is expected to
increase by 54% over the next 34 years. San Tan Valley will most likely continue to attract the two largest generations,
Baby Boomers and Millennials. According to studies completed by the American Planning Association, these two groups
demand similar things. They want walkable neighborhoods, smaller homes, places that create unique experiences and
multiple transportation choices” (p. 9). In the Town’s North Specific Area Plan, there is a focus on re-examining the long-
range plan, the investment in infrastructure, and regional cooperation to ensure the best use of resources and improve
quality of life for all.
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M| Please see response to A-25 (C).
B | Please see response to A-25 (D).
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The San Tan Valley region desperately needs an improved regional transportation system and having the North-South
.. | Freeway through the populated areas would greatly help this massive problem. Additionally, a new freeway in proximity

to San Tan Valley would provide numerous additional opportunities for commercial and employment land uses which will
L have the potential to bolster the economy in this area, especially if San Tan Valley becomes incorporated in the future.

4. Existing Population and Transportation Challenges

In the DEIS, future population areas including Superstition Vistas and Lost Dutchman Heights (formerly known as Portalis)
are mentioned multiple times. These developments likely influenced the proposed eastern alignment, but population
projections for the term of the study do not support this. Although projections for Superstition Vistas may be significant,
they are not reflected in the 2040 planning horizon as documented in the State Demographer’s projections (p. S-17).
Table 4.4-1 also says construction of the project is anticipated to take place over several decades. There are
approximately 3,200 people currently living east of the CAP canal where the alighment is proposed. That figure is only
expected to increase to 27,000 people by 2040 despite plans for the development of the Superstition Vistas on State Trust
lands.

In the corridor study area, existing LOS conditions are shown in figure 1.4-7. As can be seen, the LOS for key routes such
as Ironwood Drive is failing (LOS F). San Tan Valley currently has the largest unincorporated population area in Pinal
County with a population base of approximately 100,000 residents. This creates challenges for Queen Creek because
many of those commuters, plus those living in the Town are traveling through Queen Creek’s arterials to reach the 202 or
the 24, creating congestion. Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) now has new forecasts that encompass most
of Pinal County. This data shows the San Tan Valley area is forecasted to grow to 129,000 by 2040. The Town of Queen
Creek is the largest incorporated community in the area with 52,000 residents and is expected to grow to 109,000 people
by 2040. As is noted with the no-action alternative (figure 2.5-1), the LOS is significantly worse in 2040 showing failing
LOS grades through much of the area in table 2.5-1.

The following maps illustrate the 2015 and forecasted 2040 concentration of population in the East Valley as compiled by
MAG. Alternative E1b would serve little population east of the CAP Canal compared to the growth expected to occur
west of the Canal.

- @

2015 Population Concentration a 2040 Populati‘on Concentration
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Source: MaG 2040 Regional Transpartation Plan
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In segments 3 and 4, it appears that the proposed route runs within close proximity to major residential areas (Coolidge,
Florence); however, in segment 1, the preferred layout is far from residential areas in Queen Creek. Queen Creek has a
higher population then Florence and Coolidge combined according to 2017 numbers so the proposed route underserves
the current most populous municipality.

Regarding the ability to improve north to south connectivity (item 5 of the purpose and need), the new corridor would
connect eastern portions of the Phoenix metropolitan area with Pinal County and destinations to the south, including
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B | Please see response to A-25 (E).
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Tucson. However, the proposed location is far from existing highly populated residential areas in both Queen Creek and
] Pinal County (i.e. “San Tan Valley” area). The freeway should be located within closer proximity to the already existing

residential areas as they are the users currently creating the need. With a long timeline, the preferred layout is making
current property owners bear the cost for a project that will not benefit them.

5. Will of the Voters - Pinal Regional Transportation Authority & Funding

In 2017, Pinal County voters passed Propositions 416 and 417 to create a dedicated funding source for freeways. The
large voter base located in San Tan Valley along the Western W1a alternative needs a solution now. An eastern
“ ] alignment, as was proposed, ignores the will of the voters and does not provide any tangible benefit to the majority of
taxpayers funding the construction (approximately $326 million was allocated to the North-South Freeway in the plan).
Logistically for commuters traveling to Phoenix from San Tan Valley or Queen Creek, it does not make sense for them to
travel 3-8 miles east, then north, then west to Phoenix. As a result, significant congestion would continue to occur
throughout the area.

6. Environment and Technical Considerations

There are many unknowns including impacts to wildlife in the area east of the CAP canal, the number of potential
archaeological sites (only 20% of the eastern alternative area has been surveyed; p. 3-172), floodplains and water
resources that may in fact result in greater impacts. The proposed route would run through undisturbed native
vegetation that is in its natural state. Options W1a/b run parallel and through areas that are no longer in their natural and
] vegetative state, but rather have been farmed in some cases for decades.

Cultural Resources (p. 3-172)

e  Only 40% of the western alternatives have not been surveyed, compared to 80% of the eastern alignments.
There is potential for there to be significantly more sites in the eastern alignments. One location AZ U:14:73
(ASM) would need to be evaluated as a potential TCP.

B Environmental Justice and Title VI (p. 3-201)

In Segment 1, none of the alternatives would result in disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and
m_ low-income populations. One gap in the analysis was the lack of discussion on transit or commuter rail and its
impacts. Low income populations typically have to rely on public transit instead.

- The following observations are made, showing the strengths for a western alignment selection of W1a or W1b which the
Town supports:

Transportation and Traffic Operations (S-16)

e Average weekday traffic volumes would be greatest with the W1la Alternative and less with the eastern

“ — connections with US 60 (Ela & E1b).

e All alternatives would have a positive effect by reducing regional congestion, the W1a alternative would result in
the greatest reduction in regional congestion, followed by W1b.

e All alternatives are similar in length (19 (E1a), 18.7 (E1b), 18.8 (W1a) and 19.1(W1b) miles.

e The W1la and W1b connections to SR 24 would be the shortest at 2.35 and 2.36 miles versus 5.93 for Elb and 8
miles for Ela. Shorter roads generate less air pollution and improve travel times for motorists.

Regional Planning

m ] e Regional freeways running North-South are spaced approximately nine miles apart, such as the 101 to the 303
and the 101 to the I-17 or 51. The proposed North-South alignment would be over 30 miles away. This is not
consistent with regional planning processes surrounding the building of future freeways.
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The commenter is correct in noting that there is much unknown regarding the alternatives

in terms of archaeological sites; there have been limited Class Il surveys conducted for the
action corridor alternatives. The requirement for a Tier 1 study is to address environmental
evaluation from a programmatic standpoint based on available data, and no detailed surveys
are completed at this corridor level. As a result, there is a risk of impacts on archaeological sites
should subsequent Tier 2 studies identify a specific alignment for construction. At the design
phase, mitigation methods (including avoidance, minimization, and mitigation strategies) would
be identified to reduce impacts. It should be noted that, while the Preferred Alternative may

be modified to avoid or minimize impacts on sites, the Western Alternatives are constrained
by existing development and the Central Arizona Project Canal, limiting the ability to make
modifications to avoid any sites that may be discovered during Tier 2 studies. In addition, an
inventory of traditional cultural properties was carried out for the entire study area, and it was
determined that the action corridor alternatives would avoid all National Register of Historic
Places-eligible traditional cultural properties (refer to Section 3.14, Cultural Resources).

Regarding the comment on potential disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and
low-income populations in Segment 1, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement actually notes
that, “The E1a and E1b Alternatives would have little effect on identified low-income and minority
populations. The W1a and W1b Alternatives both would result in potential disproportionately
high and adverse effects on minority and low-income populations.”

The commenter also notes that there is a lack of discussion of transit or commuter rail and

its impacts. It should be noted that there are currently no transit or commuter rail options in
Segment 1 and, regardless of the alternative selected, it does not appear that the decision to
identify a Preferred Alternative in Segment 1 would affect the future provision of such service.

The comment is noted; this comment identifies traffic information from the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement that supports the Western Alternative. It is in recognition of this information
and all of the other environmental considerations that the E1b Alternative was selected as the
Preferred Alternative. The justification for this decision is summarized in Chapter 6, Evaluation
of Alternatives.

The ring roads the commenter references are distinct from the North-South Corridor, in that the
corridor is intended to, “Improve north-to-south connectivity — The new corridor would connect
eastern portions of the Phoenix metropolitan area with Pinal County and destinations to the
south, including Tucson.” As such, there is no rule of thumb relationship to other routes. See
also the FAQ: Pinal Regional Transportation Authority Alignment.
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Land Use Planning (S-17)

n ] e General plans are supportive of a North-South Freeway facility.
e W1la provides access to the largest existing and anticipated population, employment and activity centers.

Built Environment (S-17)

e Wi1laand W1b would have no risk of impacts on historical districts, buildings or structures.

Natural Environment (S-18)

“ | e W1laand W1b would have a low risk of affecting wildlife (versus Ela and Elb which would have a moderate
L risk).

ﬂ —[ e W1a has no risk to conservation and wildlife management land.

—[ e W1b has a low risk of floodplain encroachment.

Summary Statement

information, such as accurate population projections and current population counts (particularly those areas directly east

It is noted in the DEIS that it was qualitative in nature vs. quantitative (S-14). There is a concern that without quantitative
and south of Queen Creek), the decision for the proposed alignment should be re-reviewed.

In conclusion, the Town of Queen Creek appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. We do disagree with
the alignment proposed by ADOT and recommend that ADOT reconsider a western alignment including either W1a
or W1b connecting to SR 24 in Segment 1. We do not believe the arguments made by ADOT articulate and meet all
components of the purpose and need of the study. We do, however, believe that the statewide and regional
economic benefits and population base in both the Queen Creek and San Tan Valley area would be better served if a
western alignment was selected for segment 1 (W1la and W1b), solving transportation congestion needs existing

_|: tcl)day. We also encourage incorporating passenger rail and transit reviews into the selection of the proposed
alignment.

best on a segment-by-segment/partial basis, with a preferred selection alternative of Wla, W1b or a combination of
the two in line with the Pinal County Preferred Alternative.

The proposed alignment should be further evaluated and examined in sections to determine what portions may be

n —[ We are also requesting a meeting with you and ADOT Director John Halikowski to discuss this in further detail.

Sincerely,

Gail Barney
Mayor

Cc: Governor Doug Ducey
John Halikowski, ADOT
Karla Petty, FHWA
Arizona State Transportation Board
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Refer to FAQ: Transportation Network Connectivity.

The commenter is correct; however, it should be noted that none of the Segment 1 action
corridor alternatives pose a risk to historical districts, buildings, or structures.

We understand that each alternative would have unique impacts on the natural environment.
The impacts of the proposed alternatives on wildlife would continue to be evaluated during the
Tier 2 process. In addition, the Arizona Department of Transportation would evaluate ways to
minimize or mitigate the effects of constructing the Preferred Alternative throughout the next
phase of this tiered study.

This was not a factor in the decision because none of the alternatives would affect conservation
and wildlife management land.
All action corridor alternatives would affect floodplains. The floodplain risks would be minimized

for all the action corridor alternatives by minimizing or mitigating the floodplain impacts during
the Tier 2 design phase.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement did consider quantitative information with regard
to population. For population estimates and projections, it relied on the Arizona State
Demographer’s population projections, which are reflected in the Arizona Department of
Transportation’s Arizona Travel Demand Model. The Arizona Travel Demand Model was used
for the study’s traffic projections.

Refer to FAQ: Multimodal Transportation.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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14 GAIL BARNEY: I amGail Barney. I am the Mayor
15 of QueenCreek. It is G-a-i-1 B-a-r-n-e-y, 85142.
16 Queen Creek has been an engaged stakeholder

17 throughout the process and has vested interest in seeing a route
18 thatwill service the transportationneedsof our52,000plus
| A . 19 residents, reduce traffic congestion due to the extensive
20 population growth in the area, including San Tan Valley, and for
21 the economic development benefit to the region. Unfortunately,
22 the proposedeastern alignment in Segment 1 would not ultimately
23 supply any of these benefits, nor provide much needed
24 transportationoptionsandsolutions for northernPinal County.
- 25 Inthevalley, regional freeways runningnorth
1 and south have been spaced approximately nine miles apart, such
as the 101, the 303, the 101 to the I-17 or the 51. The
proposednorth-south alignment wouldbe over 30 miles away.
This is not consistent with the regional planning process
surrounding the building of the future freeways.
Furthermore, thereare approximately 100,000
peoplelivingin SanTanValley, whichis forecastedtogrowto

O J1 o O b w DN

over 129,000 people by 2040. These commuters, plus those living
9 in the town of Queen Creek, travel through Queen Creek arterials
10 to reach the 202 or 24, creating congestion. East of the
11 Central Arizona Project canal today--excuseme -- todaywhere
12 thealignment is proposed, there are 2,300 people. That figure
c | 13 isonlyexpectedtoincreaseto27,000by 2040, despiteplans
14 for development of the Superstition Vista Trust lands. These
15 populationprojectionswill be further confirmedupon completion
16 of the2020U.S. Census. Whenbuilding freeway corridors of
17 thisnature, we shouldbe servicing the maximum population
18 within the study area. The town of Queen Creek has the highest
19 incorporated population. When contrasted to these figures, the
20 selection of the western alignment fares better than the eastern
. 21 alternative.
22 With population, follows economic development.
D M 23 Surveysof thesiteselectionconsultants andcorporate real
24 estate executives have shown consistently that highway access

25 andaccess to labor are the twomost important site selection
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—[ Your alternative preference has been noted. Thank you for your comment.

The ring roads the commenter references are distinct from the North-South Corridor, in that the
corridor is intended to, “Improve north-to-south connectivity — The new corridor would connect

| B | eastern portions of the Phoenix metropolitan area with Pinal County and destinations to the
south, including Tucson.” As such, there is no rule of thumb relationship to other routes. See
also the FAQ: Pinal Regional Transportation Authority Alignment.

& | Refer to FAQ: Existing Development.
M | Refer to FAQ: Economic Development.
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[ 1 factors. A prime example of this is along 202 in
2 Chandler/Gilbert. TheWla alternative wouldbring economic
3 opportunitiesclosetothepopulationcentersandwouldalso
4 supplement the future development activity that is occurring in
LD by 5 andaround Mesa Gateway Airport. The draft EIS should be
6 amended to account for potential impacts of the freeway
7 development opportunities, not just agricultural revenue and the
i 8 conservation [sic] of land for transportation purposes.
i 9 While Superstition Vista has likely had an impact
"E | 10 on the proposed alignment, utilizing Desert Ridge as a benchmark
N 11 for future development, it isunlikely the state trust lands
.12 wouldbe developed over the next few decades. Inthe meanwhile,
13 alargervoterbase locatedat theWlaalternative, mainly San
_F B 14 Tan Valley, is needing solutions now.
L 15 Just another paragraph. I will turn this in to
16 thestaff. Thank you verymuch.
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The commenter is correct that the Superstition Vistas planning area was considered, in as much
as it is a feature of the Pinal County Comprehensive Plan, and the projections for relatively

low future growth in this area through the 2040 planning horizon (as reflected in the Arizona
Department of Transportation Travel Demand Model).

The Superstition Vistas planning area covers approximately 275 miles of Arizona State Trust
Land in northeastern Pinal County, and encompasses much of the northern portion of the study
area. Without commenting on the comparison to Desert Ridge, the projection for development
timing is consistent with population projections for the area.

Periods of peak hour traffic congestion, lack of network completeness, and travel time reliability
issues in Pinal County are recognized; however, the North-South Corridor, which is in the Tier 1
phase, would not provide immediate relief; see also FAQ: Timing of Freeway Construction.
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24 GAIL BARNEY: Thank you.
25 Justabrief comment. I hold a lot of these
1 hearingsintown, andI cutpeopleoff. So I don't feel bad
2 aboutbeingcutoff. So I appreciate the opportunity.
3 All Twasgoingto finish sayingwas the western
4 route needs a dedicated funding source, and well, San Tan Valley
| A - 5 needs adedicated funding source. The western route, the
6 passage of Proposition4l6and417in 2017 didprovide some of
7 that funding source. The proposed alignment ignores the rule of
g M 8 the voters and does not provide any tangible benefit to the

L 9 majorityof the taxpayers funding the construction. Okay?
10 To conclude, I want to thank the board for being
11 here and giving us the opportunity to speak, and that was my
12 statement. So thank you very much, you guys.
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W —| See the FAQ: Funding.

The commenter is suggesting that the Preferred Alternative is not consistent with the Pinal
Regional Transportation Authority Plan. A comparison of the Preferred Alternative and the
Plan (which is characterized as conceptual) shows that the Preferred Alternative is the most
consistent with the Plan; however, it should be noted that the Pinal Regional Transportation
B:3 | Authority’s depiction of the North-South Corridor alignment is conceptual in nature, noting
“Alignments currently under study by the Arizona Department of Transportation”—thus
deferring the route definition to the Arizona Department of Transportation’s ongoing National
Environmental Policy Act process.

See also the FAQ: Pinal Regional Transportation Authority Alignment.
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From: Heather Wilkey <heather.wilke ueencreek.org>
Date: Wed, Sep 25, 2019 at 5:17 PM

Subject: Re: N-S Corridor Participating Agencies

To: Eric Gudino <egudino@azdot.gov>, <clopez@azdot.gov>

Eric & Carlos,

A Thank you for the additional information and we will get the proper documentation completed
to be a "participating agency" moving forward. Eric, as discussed, the Town had endorsed and

submitted the attached resolution previously to ADOT regarding the Pinal County "Preferred

Corridor" for the North-South Freeway alignment in June. While we are working on our

B M- technical analysis to the entire EIS, on a high level we have the following concerns with the

proposed corridor:

e The proposed alignment differs from the alignment incorporated into the Pinal
Regional Transportation Authority (PRTA) Plan as approved by the voters on November
K- 7,2017.

e The proposed corridor may not provide a reasonable benefit to the voters who
approved the funding mechanism (PRTA tax). We believe an analysis of the intended
transportation impacts over the course of the next 20 years, would show a significantly
greater return of investment for the western “preferred” alternative.

“— e  The economic development impact would be much more substantial with the
selection of the western alignment due to population growth and anticipated projections
L for the 2020 Census.

e  Studies, such as the San Tan Valley Special Area plan, approved in 2018, do not
appear to have been taken into consideration. Maricopa Association of Governments
predicts the following for the population projections of San Tan Valley:

Population 119,186 157,860

*54% population increase over the next 34 years.

I would like to learn more about ADOT’s reasoning and perspective behind choosing the
_F o proposed corridor and appreciate any additional information you can supply.

Thanks as always for your assistance,
Heather Wilkey, Intergovernmental Relations Manager | Town of Queen Creek | 22358 S.
Ellsworth Road, Queen Creek, AZ 85142 | Phone: 480.358.3913

| Cell: 602.290.1212| www.queencreek.org
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The Town’s involvement in the study is recognized from 2010, when the Town accepted

an invitation to become a participating agency. After the study transitioned to a Tier 1
Environmental Impact Statement effort in 2016, a second request to become a participating
agency was sent to the Town by the study team. While no response was received, the study
team continued to engage the Town in its outreach to participating agencies, and the Town
continued to participate in meetings. A formal notice of interest was received on September 27,
2019.

Your alternative preference has been noted. Thank you for your comment.

The Town of Queen Creek Resolution was adopted in 2019, after the administrative Draft
Environmental Impact Statement had been drafted and reviewed by the cooperating agencies
(these resolutions were acknowledged and considered during the preparation of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision).

See the FAQ: Pinal Regional Transportation Authority Alignment.

While increased economic development is a potential outcome of a North-South Corridor, it is
not identified as a primary element of the project’s purpose and need. Additionally, while it is
recognized that the Town of Queen Creek has identified the Western Alternative as its preferred
alignment (refer to Queen Creek Resolution, 1269-19), there is no reference in the Town’s
general plan linking economic development planning to a specific alignment.

See the FAQ: Consistency with San Tan Valley Special Area Plan.

The study team reached out to and coordinated a follow-up meeting with the Mayor of Queen
Creek and John Halikowski, Arizona Department of Transportation Director.
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RESOLUTION 1269-19

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COMMON COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
QUEEN CREEK, ARIZONA FURTHER CLARIFYING AND AFFIRMING THE TOWN’S
SUPPORT FOR THE PREFERRED ROUTING OF THE NORTH-SOUTH FREEWAY
CORRIDOR AS DETAILED IN THE PINAL REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
APPROVED BY THE VOTERS OF PINAL COUNTY, ARIZONA.

WHEREAS, on November 7, 2017, the voters of Pinal County, Arizona, including
residents of the Town of Queen Creek, approved Proposition 416; and,

WHEREAS, Proposition 416 established the Pinal Regional Transportation Plan,
laying out various projects of key importance to the future growth and economic
development of Pinal County and municipalities; and,

WHEREAS, one of the key projects within the plan is the North-South Freeway
Corridor; and,

WHEREAS, on November 7, 2017, Pinal County voters approved Proposition 417,
agreeing to a funding mechanism for the North-South Freeway Corridor and other projects
within the plan; and

WHEREAS, the North-South Freeway Corridor is planned to serve as a major
commercial highway, relieving commercial traffic from frequent delays on Interstate 10,
providing a more direct route from U.S. 60 to the East Valley and Phoenix-Mesa Gateway
Airport; and,

WHEREAS, the North-South Freeway Corridor will serve as a major route for the
future economic development of Pinal County and Queen Creek; and,

WHEREAS, ensuring the route is determined in a way that considers the extensive
work the Town has already undertaken with land developers and future land use patterns;

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and Town Council of the
Town of Queen Creek, Arizona as follows:

Section 1:  Reaffirms its support for the North-South Freeway Corridor;

Section 1:  Supports the routing of the North-South Freeway Corridor detailed in the
plan that was approved by the voters of Pinal County attached in ExhibitA
identified as the “Preferred Corridor”.

FURTHER, BE IT RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution be filed with each
member of the State Transportation Board, the Director of the Arizona Department of
Transportation, the Governor’s Office, the Commissioner of the State Land Department,
members of the State Legislature and any other bodies that may impact the routing of
the North-South Freeway Corridor.

Resolution
Page 1 0of 2
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Comments in this letter have been addressed on the previous page.
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Creek, Arizona, this 5" day of June 20

)101*40 ?DW7

19

FOR THE TOWN OF QUEEN CREEK:

Gail Barney, Mayor

REVIEWED BY:

ot o —

Jokn Kloss, Town Manager

Resolution
Page 2 of 2

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Common Council of the Town of Queen

ATTESTED TO:

QYN 0%

JeﬂnlferF Ro")mson Town Clerk

APPROVEDAS T

Dickinson Wright, PLLC
Attorneys for the Town
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Comments in this letter have been addressed on the previous page.
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From: Rohovit Janeen C <Janeen.Rohovit@srpnet.com>

Date: Tue, Oct 29, 2019 at 5:55 PM

Subject: From: Salt River Project -- comments on the North-South Freeway Corridor Study
To: northsouth@azdot.gov <northsouth@azdot.gov>

Cc: akarim@azdot.gov <akarim@azdot.gov>, LaBianca, Michael

<Michael.l.aBianca@hdrinc.com>, Hardin Floyd E <Floyd.Hardin@srpnet.com>, Heim
Zackary J (Zack) <Zack .Heim(@srpnet.com>, LeCheminant Jeffrey G

<Jeffrey.l.eCheminant@srpnet.com>, Hays Donald T (Don) <Don.Hays@srpnet.com>

To Whom it May Concern;

RE: the North-South Freeway Corridor Study, attached are written comments as well as
reference maps from an SRP field survey that clarify locations of SRP infrastructure described
in the comment letter. Per federal guidelines the maps accompanying this submittal are to be
considered confidential and not to be shared with the public.

SRP appreciates the opportunity to comment on this important corridor study. Please contact
the SRP agency representatives below with any questions.

Sincerely,
Janeen Rohovit; SRP SR Government Relations Representative

Floyd Hardin; SRP Transmission Line Design Project Consultant
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Comments in this letter have been addressed on the following pages.
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Zack Heim, Director
Transmission Line Design Construction and Maintenance
EVS111 | P.O. Box 52025

r AV Y
--‘"4'— Phoenix, AZ 85072-2025
Phone: 602-236-0589
Delivering water and power™ zack.heim@srpnet.com

October 29, 2019

North-South Corridor Team

C/O ADOT Communications

1655 W. Jackson Street Mail Drop 126F
Phoenix AZ 85007

Dear Mr. Karim,

The Salt River Valley Water Users' Association and the Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and
Power District, (collectively “SRP”) appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on Arizona
Department of Transportation’s (“ADOT”) Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) for the
North-South Corridor Study.

SRP is a municipal power utility and water provider located in Phoenix, Arizona. SRP operates seven
dams and reservoirs on the Salt and Verde rivers and East Clear Creek and approximately 131 miles of
canals that deliver water to the Phoenix metropolitan area. As a political subdivision of the State of
Arizona, SRP provides retail electric services to more than one million residential, commercial,
industrial, agricultural and mining customers. As a vertically integrated utility, SRP provides
generation, transmission and distribution services. In addition, SRP owns, operates and maintains a
number of high voltage transmission lines, distribution lines (less than 69kV), substations and
associated infrastructure in Arizona. These power lines are essential in serving the Phoenix
Metropolitan Area, northern Pinal County, mining and other industrial customers in east-central
Arizona.

SRP has taken a sincere interest in the study of the North-South Freeway Corridor (“freeway”) and has
regularly attended agency stakeholder meetings. SRP finds the eastern alignment to be the least
impactful to SRP and therefore supports the ADOT preferred alignment. SRP conducted a field review to
identify potential conflicts between the proposed freeway route and existing transmission line
infrastructure (69kV and above). There may be additional conflicts with SRP’s distribution (12kV and
below), telecommunication, and water infrastructure.
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“—[ Your alternative preference has been noted. Thank you for your comment.

Your comments are appreciated. At the Tier 1 phase, utility conflicts were inventoried (refer to
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Appendix L, Utility Information). At the Tier 2 phase,
| B | during the preparation of an alignment and design, coordination would occur with affected

utilities so that avoidance, minimization, and mitigation actions could be taken to lessen impacts
on utilities.
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SRP submits the following comments based on review of the DEIS:
Areas of highest concern:
SRP sheet 3 of 12: SRP’s 500kV line makes a 90 degree turn, and parallels the freeway corridor.

SRP sheet 4 of 12: SRP’s 500kV line turns in a southeasterly direction, the north-south portion
of the freeway will parallel SRP’s power line.

SRP sheet 6 of 12: The freeway will likely require reconstruction of SRP’s 69kV line with taller
structures.

SRP sheet 8 of 12: The freeway will cross SRP’s 230/500kV line as well as the railroad. SRP
suggests avoiding this area if possible and will require additional coordination if the conflict is
unavoidable.

SRP sheet 9 of 12: The freeway will cross three lines, SRP’s 500kV, 230kV, 115kV lines. SRP
suggests avoiding this area if possible and will require additional coordination if the conflict is
unavoidable.

SRP sheet 10 of 12: The freeway will cross SRP’s 230/500kV line at the Gila River. SRP suggests
avoiding this area if possible and will require additional coordination if the conflict is
unavoidable.

Areas requiring further investigation by ADOT and SRP:

SRP sheet 2 of 12: If the freeway is located south and west of the US60 at this location it will
likely avoid conflicts with SRP facilities.

SRP sheet 5 of 12: The proposed route at this location will likely avoid conflicts with SRP
facilities. However significant conflicts will occur if alternative W1b is selected in this area (see
SRP sheet 5 of 12).

SRP sheet 7 of 12: The proposed route at this location will likely avoid conflicts with SRP
facilities.

SRP sheet 11 of 12: The freeway will cross SRP’s 230/500kV line.

SRP sheet 12 of 12: The freeway will cross SRP’s 230/500kV line.

At all crossing locations, SRP prefers the freeway cross at an elevation that provides sufficient clearance
) to overhead conductors in accordance with the National Electrical Safety Code (NESC) to limit

modifications to SRP facilities. SRP prefers that ADOT route the freeway to limit the impact on SRP
facilities where crossings do occur.

SRP has communicated with HDR and is submitting comments within the public comment period

“ ] timeframe. SRP understands there will be future opportunities to meet with the project team once it has
reviewed the comments received on the DEIS. HDR offered to follow-up and set a meeting, SRP

appreciates this essential collaboration.
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Your comments are appreciated. At the Tier 1 phase, utility conflicts were inventoried (refer to
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Appendix L, Utility Information). At the Tier 2 phase,
(& — during the preparation of an alignment and design, coordination would occur with affected
utilities so that avoidance, minimization, and mitigation actions could be taken to lessen impacts
on utilities.

The study team has offered to meet with Salt River Project to understand specific concerns
BN | regarding utility conflicts. Coordination will be important at the Tier 2 phase to identify
opportunities to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to the area’s essential infrastructure.
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Throughout the study process SRP has worked very hard to communicate the costly nature of changes
to transmission line infrastructure. Any relocation of SRP facilities will be at ADOT’s expense. In
addition, modification to 100kV and higher facilities may require a Certificate of Environmental
Compatibility (CEC) issued by the Arizona Corporation Commission. The CEC process may impose
additional cost and schedule impacts on this project.

SRP will work collaboratively with ADOT to support the project needs while preserving the safe
operation and maintenance of transmission facilities in the area.

Sincerely,

Y

Zagk Heim, Director
Transmission Line Design, Construction, and Maintenance

Cc:

Jeff LeCheminant
Don Hays
Janeen Rohovit
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Comments in this letter have been addressed on the previous pages.
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COMMENT
Comment No. m Agency: Salt River Project (Rohovit Janeen)
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