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Agency Coordination

This appendix contains a record of communications to and from representatives of federal, state, tribal,
and local agencies and stakeholders. It includes copies of agency letters and responses (when
appropriate) received during the preparation of the DEIS and prior to the issuance of the DEIS. Letters
and responses are grouped by federal, state, tribal, and local agency/stakeholder and then are organized
in chronological order.

Additional input was received from jurisdictions since preparation of the administrative DEIS that
underwent review by FHWA and cooperating agencies. While this more recent input was not included in
the DEIS, it was considered in the FEIS and is included in this appendix to the FEIS and ROD.
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Ms. Rebecca Swieck: 2

The FWS encourages the FHWA and ADOT to fully consider the following issues and concerns
as you develop the design concept report and associated NEPA documents. As this study and the
development of the BIS progresses, the FWS will have additional comments and
reconunendations.

A linear project of the scope of the proposed north-south corridor has the potential to have
significant cffects to the natural resources located within the study area. Some areas of the
proposed action occur within or adjacent to active and abandoned agricultural fields and
developing commercial areas associated with 1-10, SR-87, and SR-79. Impacts to listed and
sensitive species in these types of areas are typically reduced. However, the project area also
includes arcas of natural, open desert supporting a diversity of vegetation and wildlife habitat.
Of particular value to wildlife, including listed and sensitive species, is the Sonoran Desertscrub
community and associated xeroriparian washes. The Sonoran Desert contains a highty diverse
vegetation assemblage influenced by its unique climate and location. As a result, the Sonoran
Desert supports a higher biodiversity than most other desert communities. Unique plant specics,
such as the saguaro (Curnegiea gigantea) and ironwood (Olneya tesota), provide a suite of
habitat values for a wide range of wildlife species. Ironwood forests in the project area are
equivalent to old-growth forests found elsewhere in the world. Desert washes within the
Sonoran Desert support enhanced vegetation structure and diversity due to increased moisture
availability. Wash systems support desert woodlands characterized by larger trees and higher
vegetation cover than the surrounding desert. These desert riparian areas attract and support a
disproportionate number and diversity of wildlife species. We recommend that, as the
assessment of the proposed north-south corridor is conducted, you consider the need to maintain
these rich desert communitics, Of particular concern is the need to avoid habitat fragmentation
and maintain habitat linkages throughout the project area to maintain and enhance habitat for
listed and sensitive species.

For exampic, the project proposal falls within the range of the lesser long-nosed bat
(Leptonycteris curasoae yerbabuenae), a specics listed as endangered under the Act. The lesser
long-nosed bat forages on the flowers and fruits of the saguaro cactus during the crucial
maternity season. A known lesser long-nosed bat maternity roost is located within 20 miles of
the study area for this project. This bat species travels up to 40 miles one-way each night to
obtain the necessary forage resources. The protection of saguaros and movement corridors
between roost sites and foraging areas is important for the conservation of this species.

Tn addition, the project also includes habitat for the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl (Glaucidium
Brasilianum cactorunt; pygmy-owl), a species formerly listed as endangered under the Act. A
final rule to remove the pygmy-owl from the Endangered Species list was published April 14,
2006. Therefore, the protective regulations of the Act no longer apply to the pygmy-owl.
However, upon request, we continue to provide technical assistance related to the conservation
of the pygmy-owl. Additionally, the FWS is currently evaluating a petition to refist the pygmy-
owl. All recent nest locations for the pygmy-owl in Arizona have been in cavilies in saguaros.
In addition, pygmy-owls are most commonly found in desert woodlands, and large trees such as
ironwood, mesquite, and blue palo verde provide important year-round thermal, foraging, and
escape cover. The extra cover provided along desert washes is used by pygmy-owls for
movements within home ranges, but also for dispersal across the landscape.
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The area also provides potential habitat for the Tucson shovel-nosed snake (Chionactis
occipitalis klauberi) and the Sonoran desert tortoise (Gopherus agussizit). Both of these species
are listed as candidate species under the Act. Candidate species are those where we believe there
is sufficient information fo list them under the Act, but lack the necessary resources to do so.
The project area also supports potential habitat for the western burrowing owl (Athene
cunicularia hypugaea), a sensitive species. The burrowing owl is a species thal is experiencing
rangewide declines and is a covered species in three habitat conservation plans being developed
in adjacent Pima County. This species is known to inhabit open areas with sparse vegetation,
including agricultural areas. Burrowing owl habitat is found throughout the project area.

Current data on the occurrence of these species in the project area is limited. We recommend
that surveys to determine occupancy and distribution of these species be included as an element
of the north-south corridor evaluation. This type of data will be particularly useful in helping to
determine the location of the proposed roadway.

Habitat fragmentation is an ongoing threat to the conservation of listed and sensitive species.
Habitat linkages that allow for movements across the landscape are essential to wildlife for
foraging, dispersal, breeding, and other life history activities. Locating the proposed roadway in
areas that have existing structures (roadways, utility corridors, irrigation canals, etc.) and areas
that have already been subjected to disturbance will reduce habitat fragmentation. Several
important landscape-fevel wildlife linkages have been identified within Arizona, and specifically
within the study area for this project. ADOT and FHWA have participated in the development
and implementation of these linkage studies and we recommend that efforts to incorporate these
data be made as part of the north-south corridor study. Elemenis can also be incorporated into
the actual design of the proposed roadway that will allow for wildlifc permeability, as well as
reduce potential vehicle collisions with wildlife.

This letter is not intended to express any requirement of, or conditions necessary for compliance
with, the Endangered Species Act. Our comments are provided to you as technical assistance
and early input with regard to how cffects to wildlife resources from the proposed north-south
corridor can be minimized, but they do not constitute legal requirements. If there is a Federal
nexus for this project, the Federal action agency will make a determination on the effects of the
action on listed species and whether section 7 consultation, pursuant to the Act, is required.

If you have any questions regarding our comments, or need any additional information, picase
contact Scolt Richardson at 520-670-6150 (x242).

Thank you for your consideration of endangered species.

Sincerely,

Steyen L. Spangie
Field Supervisor



Ms. Rebecca Swieck:

cc (hard copy):
Habitat Branch Chicf, Arizona Game and Fish Department, Phoenix, AZ

cc (email):
Assistant Field Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Tucson, AZ
Regional Supervisor, Arizona Game and Fish Department, Tucson, AZ
{Attn: John Windes)

WiiScott Richardsom\ADOT.FHWA North_South Comidor Study.Coop Agency Invite.12_2010dociegg



















































LaBianca, Michael

From: Victor Yang <VYang@azdot.gov>

Sent: Monday, August 31, 2015 8:23 AM

To: LaBianca, Michael

Subject: FW: STP-999-A(365); North-South Corridor Study
Filing...

From: Aryan.lirange@dot.gov [mailto:Aryan.lirange@dot.gov]
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2015 9:52 AM

To: Victor Yang; Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov; Joanie Cady

Cc: Alan Hansen; beau.goldstein@bia.gov

Subject: FW: STP-999-A(365); North-South Corridor Study

FYI. In lieu of a format hard copy reply, please mark 8/28/15 as the EIS cooperating agency response date for SCIP.

ﬂgm
Arizona FHWA

(eMail) aryan.lirange@dot.gov
(602) 382 8973 | cell (602) 999 2921

From: Goldstein, Beau [mailto:beau.goldstein@bia.gov]
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2015 9:45 AM

To: Lirange, Aryan (FHWA)

Subject: STP-999-A(365); North-South Corrdior Study

Good morning-

SCIP will be accepting the invitation to be a cooperating agency. Encroachment Permits may be required to
cross SCIP canals.

I'm emailing to let you know because the 30 day response period is almost done, and | have not yet prepared an
official response. The SCIP Project Manager will respond via mail as soon as we can.

Thank you,

Beau J. Goldstein, RPA

BIA SCIP, Acting Environmental Coordinator
BIA WRO, Contractor

Mobile 602.758.9335

Confidentiality and Nondisclosure Notice: This email transmission and any attachments are intended for use by the person(s)/entity(ies) named above and may
contain confidential/privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or distribution is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact
the sender by email, and delete or destroy all copies plus attachments.


















North-South Corridor Study
Cooperating Agencies Acceptance Form
North-South Corridor Study Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement

Yes, the [complete agency name] ,
wishes to be a Cooperating Agency under Section 40 CFR 1501.6 and 40 CFR 1508.5 of the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) for the North-South Corridor Study Tier 1 Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS).

Or;

Thank you but, the [complete agency name] BIA, Western Region :
wishes to be a Participating Agency under Section 40 CFR 1501.6 and 40 CFR 1508.5 of the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) for the North-South Corridor Study Tier 1 Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS).

Or;

No, the [complete agency name] '
does not wish to be a Cooperating Agency or Partnering Agency under Section 40 CFR 1501.6 and
40 CFR 1508.5 of the CEQ for the North-South Corridor Study Tier 1 EIS.

[Note: A Cooperating Agency that fails to respond or chooses not to confinue as a
Cooperating Agency will be designated a Participating Agency for the project.]

Date:
December 1, 2016

Name of Organization: BIA - Western Region
Agency contact

for this project: Chip Lewis
Address: 2600 N. Central Avenue,_,Phoenix, Arizona 85004
Email Address: Chip.Lewis@bia.gov

Phone Number:
e o 602-379-6750 EXT. 1257

Please return to:

Aryan Lirange or  Victor Yang

Senior Urban Engineer Project Manager

Federal Highway Administration Arizona Department of Transportation
4000 N. Central Ave., Suite 1500 205 S.17th Ave, MDG05E

Phoenix, Arizona 85012 Phoenix AZ 85007

(602) 382-8973 (602) 712-8715

aryan.lirange@daot.qov VYang@azdot.gov
















From: meek, clifton

To: Yedlin, Rebecca (FHWA)

Subject: FW: U.S. EPA North-South Corridor Cooperating Agency Acceptance
Date: Monday, February 27, 2017 10:44:15 AM

Hi Rebecca-

See email exchange below regarding EPA’s desire to remain a cooperating agency for the North-
South corridor. | further confirmed our desire to remain a cooperating agency in a separate set of
emails with the consultants last month. Seems there has been some miscommunication. In light of
this, shall | still go ahead and fill out the form you sent?

Clifton Meek, Life Scientist

U.S. EPA, Region 9

Environmental Review Section - Transportation Team
75 Hawthorne Street, ENF 4-2

San Francisco, CA 94105

phone: 415-972-3370, fax: 415-947-8026
meek.cliffon@epa.gov

From: Lirange, Aryan (FHWA) [mailto:Aryan.lirange@dot.gov]

Sent: Thursday, November 03, 2016 9:53 PM

To: meek, clifton <meek.clifton@epa.gov>; Victor Yang <VYang@azdot.gov>

Cc: Yedlin, Rebecca (FHWA) <Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov>; LaBianca, Michael
(Michael.LaBianca@hdrinc.com) <Michael.LaBianca@hdrinc.com>; LaFata, Catherine
(Cathy.LaFata@hdrinc.com) <Cathy.LaFata@hdrinc.com>

Subject: RE: U.S. EPA North-South Corridor Cooperating Agency Acceptance

By email is fine, we will use your name and contact information below for correspondence. Thank
you for replying.

ﬂg&m
Arizona FHWA

(eMail) aryan.lirange@dot.gov
(602) 382 8973 | cell (602) 999 2921

From: meek, clifton [mailto:meek.clifton@epa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, November 03, 2016 3:27 PM

To: Lirange, Aryan (FHWA); Victor Yang
Cc: Yedlin, Rebecca (FHWA)
Subject: U.S. EPA North-South Corridor Cooperating Agency Acceptance

Hi Victor and Aryan-

Do | need to fill out and send back the cooperating agency acceptance form? I'd prefer to just let you
know via email that EPA wishes to remain a cooperating agency for the North-South Corridor Study.



Will this suffice?
| continue to be the EPA contact for the project and all of my information is below.
Thanks,

Clifton

Clifton Meek, Life Scientist

U.S. EPA, Region 9

Environmental Review Section - Transportation Team
75 Hawthorne Street, ENF 4-2

San Francisco, CA 94105

phone: 415-972-3370, fax: 415-947-8026
meek.cliffon@epa.gov






LaBianca, Michael

From: Cowger, Lane <lcowger@blm.gov>
Sent: Thursday, October 31, 2019 1:47 PM
To: LaBianca, Michael

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 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
One N Central Avenue, Suite 800

Phoenix, AZ 85004

602-417-9612

Icowger@blm.gov



From: Duarte, Richard M.

To: Schippers. Susanna; Cecere, Pamela
Subject: FW: H7454 - Response to Cooperating Agency Invitation
Date: Friday, April 01, 2011 9:54:01 AM

From: Rebecca Swiecki [mailto:RSwiecki@azdot.gov]

Sent: Monday, October 18, 2010 5:22 AM

To: 'mary.frye@dot.gov'

Cc: Duarte, Richard M.

Subject: FW: H7454 - Response to Cooperating Agency Invitation

fyi

From: ryoung@azstateparks.gov [mailto:ryoung@azstateparks.gov]
Sent: Saturday, October 16, 2010 12:51 PM

To: Rebecca Swiecki

Subject: Response to Cooperating Agency Invitation

Rebecca,

In repose to your written invitation regarding: HOP AZ STP-999-A(BBM) TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454
O1L North-South Corridor Study Cooperating Agency Invitation, | will be participating in your request
representing Arizona State Parks. Please feel free to correspond through the mailing address on record
or preferably e-mail at ryoung@azstateparks.

Robert Young

Park Manager

Picacho Peak State Park
520-466-3183

Fax: 520-466-7442

Confidentiality and Nondisclosure Notice: This email transmission and any attachments are intended for use by the
person(s)/entity(ies) named above and may contain confidential/privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or distribution
is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by email, and delete or destroy all copies plus
attachments.
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THE STATE OF ARIZONA

February 3, 2016

Mr. Victor Yang

Arizona Department of Transportation
205 South 17" Avenue

MD 605E

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Re:  Preliminary Evaluation for the Arizona Department of Transportation’s North-South
Corridor Study Analysis

Dear Mr. Yang:

The North-South Corridor Study area is a new new transportation route designed to provide a
continuous north-south route through central Pinal County. The Arizona Department of
Transportation (ADOT) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are studying the area
between U.S. Route 60 in Apache Junction and Interstate 10 near Eloy and Picacho. The purpose
of the study is to identify and evaluate a possible route to provide a connection between these
two areas. The North—South Corridor Study will result in the preparation of a Location/Design
Concept Report (L/DCR) and an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed 45-
mile-long transportation corridor.

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) appreciates this opportunity to submit the
results of our preliminary evaluation of the potential impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat
along the North-South Corridor Study area (North-South Corridor). In addition to identifying
potential impacts to sensitive resources along the corridor alternatives, this evaluation has also
allowed us to identify data needs and mitigation opportunities along these alternative routes.

METHODOLOGY

The Department recognizes that use of Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and geospatial
data can be powerful tools for wildlife conservation and planning. In addition to web-based tools
such as HabiMap Arizona (www.habimap.org) and the Online Environmental Review Tool
(www.azgfd.gov/hgis), site-specific project evaluation and analysis may require additional data.
The Department has been developing a repeatable and standardized approach that facilitates the
incorporation of relevant geospatial datasets in order to identify potential impacts of projects on
wildlife and habitat resources and wildlife-related recreation. Our goal is to provide a general
assessment of the potential effects of the various alternatives identified by the ADOT. We will
enhance this initial assessment as additional data and information become available throughout
the project planning timeline.
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Initially, the Department examined each segment for the potential impact of the infrastructure on
the following wildlife/habitat/recreation resources in the area, and determined or identified:
1.) Vegetation/land cover
0 Potential impacts on the natural versus built environment
0 Amount of riparian resources that could be affected
2.) Hydrologic function
0 Amount of waterways that are potentially affected
0 Perennial water that could be affected
0 Amount of floodplain that might be affected
3.) Landscape connectivity
0 Known permeability concerns already in the area
0 Areas that are important for wildlife connectivity
4.) Landscape integrity
0 Level of disturbance in the area
0 Potential for a road corridor to fragment or isolate blocks of currently in-tact land
5.) Wildlife and wildlife habitat
0 Department concerns for the wildlife in the area, including: Species of Economic and
Recreational Importance, Species of Greatest Conservation Need, Federal listed species
and associated critical habitat, and key species habitat within the area
6.) Conservation and wildlife management lands
0 Any lands that have been acquired or are managed for conservation or wildlife
considerations in the area
7.) Outdoor and wildlife-related recreation
0 Potential impacts of the road segments on hunting/fishing/wildlife viewing in the area,
including access to surrounding lands

To adequately answer these questions, each segment of the North-South Corridor was attributed
in GIS with the best available data. The results of these analyses are summarized in Table 1, and
detailed in Attachments 2a and 2b. The method to populate the segments depends on the type
and spatial resolution of the input data. For example, segments were assigned the maximum
value among all the intersected 30 meter pixel raster data values from the HabiMap layers, and
the landscape integrity data had both a maximum score and majority score attributed to give a
clearer picture of the values within each segment (Figure 1). For other datasets, a length, area, or
occurrence of overlapping features was attributed to the segments.

One aspect of the analysis worth noting is that the segments are not uniform in size, which may
result in unintended disparity in output numbers. For example, the transition segments, and
segments V and X, are of different widths than the standard 1,500-foot width of the other
segments. Segments Q and O3 are particularly long, which could result in an under- or over-
representation of underlying data when compared to other segments. These factors were
considered in the summarized analysis results.
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Figure 1: North-South Corridor Segments and Landscape Integrity dataset
Alignments in this figure are overlaid on top of the AGFD Landscape Integrity dataset.
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The Department evaluated each segment separately and categorized the potential impacts per
segment as low, moderate, or high (Figure 2). Expert opinion of Department staff was relied
upon for the ranking, based on the quantitative values in relation to other segments; i.e. if the
number of linear feet of waterways per acre ranged between 0 and 16 among the segments,
segments with 0-5 linear feet per acre were ranked low, segments with 6-10 linear feet per acre
were ranked moderate, and segments with greater than 10 feet per acre were ranked high. While
it is understood that a transportation corridor would require ground disturbance at any given
location, the expected level of impact to sensitive resources would differ depending on its
placement within the landscape (i.e. within dense urban development, adjacent to existing
transportation facilities, within an agricultural area, or within native habitat currently un-bisected
by a roadway or rail line). “New” transportation facilities would result in the highest amount of
actual disturbance and fragmentation to habitat, while “expansion” segments, which fall adjacent
to existing facilities, would result in less habitat fragmentation). Evaluation criteria values were
weighted according to the potential degree of impact given current land use. Data sets, types,
and sources used in analysis, and the analytical methods used, are described in Attachment 1.

ANALYSIS RESULTS

In general, the western-most segments would result in fewer impacts to wildlife, habitat, and
wildlife resources, than the segments to the east. Table 1 summarizes the results of the
Department’s evaluation, including a segment by segment ranking, with discussion comments to
provide context for the ranking. Each segment was given an overall ranking; a high rating
indicates potential significant impacts to resources; a moderate rating indicates moderate to
significant impacts to resources, with the potential to minimize or mitigate impacts; and a low
rating indicates limited impacts to resources if appropriate mitigation measures are implemented.
Datasets, types, and sources used in analysis, and the analytical methods used, are described in
Attachment 1. The evaluation criteria results, showing the data associated with each segment and
resource category, are detailed in Attachments 2a and 2b.

e Segments A, El, and E2, are situated west of the CAP canal, which is an existing constraint
to east-west wildlife movement in the area. When compared to segments I, 12, and J, which
are situated east of the CAP canal, the segments to the west would result in fewer impacts to
terrestrial wildlife movement through the area, and less overall habitat fragmentation. The
same is true for western segments E4, G, and L2, when compared to eastern segments K1,
K3, and O3. Additionally, the eastern segments (K1, K3, and O3) contain a greater amount
of native desert habitat for key species of concern such as kit fox (Vulpes macrotis), Tucson
shovel-nosed snake (Chionactis occipitalis klauberi), and the Sonoran desert tortoise
(Gopherus morafkai).

e A data-driven comparison between Segment Q (western segment), and Segments P, V, and
X (eastern segments), is difficult due to the significant size differences of the segments.
Segment Q is a very long segment that is consistent with the typical 1,500-foot corridor
width, while resources within P, V, and X would collectively be compared to resources
within Segment Q, but the width of V and X are much greater than Q. Despite the
quantitative comparison challenges, Segment Q would likely result in fewer impacts to



Mr. Victor Yang
February 3, 2016
Page 5

wildlife, habitat, and wildlife resources. A large portion of Q parallels an existing railway,
thereby minimizing additional fragmentation of the native vegetation that acts as a linkage
between the San Tan Mountains and open space and mountain ranges to the east.

e Transitions 1 and 1-2 are similar in length and would have similar overall impacts to
wildlife and wildlife habitat when looking at a direct comparison; however, Transition 1-2
would only be employed to connect eastern Segments P/V/X and AO2. Given the
previously-stated concerns about the eastern segments, the Transition 1 would contribute to
fewer overall corridor impacts to wildlife and wildlife resources.

e As the corridor progresses south to Interstate 10, the western segments, including AC, AE,
Z, and AA, are expected to have fewer overall impacts to wildlife and wildlife resources.
Segments AE, Z, and AA would expand the existing State Route 87, whereas agricultural
lands with small dirt farm roads comprise the eastern routes. The eastern segments are
closer to the native habitats and open spaces to the east of the corridor, including the
Picacho Reservoir; there is a higher likelihood that the eastern routes would indirectly affect
the adjacent open space through noise, lighting, and air quality, etc., as well as limiting
opportunities for recreationists to access the open space.

CONSIDERATIONS

Agricultural Lands

Almost all of the vegetation/land cover types found within the North-South Corridor segments
provide valuable habitat to different wildlife species. As seen in Attachment 3, a very small
percentage of the segments contain developed land (residential or industrial development);
agricultural cropland and native desert scrub vegetation comprise the majority of the land cover
within the North-South Corridor. The ranking of segments as “Low”, “Moderate”, or “High” is
relative to other segments within the project area; the agricultural lands may be ranked as
moderate or low, but the value of agricultural lands should not be discounted as there are many
species utilizing these areas. Agricultural croplands often provide habitat for migratory birds and
species that may occur year-round, such as the western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia
hypugaea) and other foraging raptors.

Picacho Reservoir

The Department owns and manages a portion of the Picacho Reservoir lands along with the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD).
Historically, this reservoir has provided excellent habitat for wildlife, including waterfowl. It has
been a popular destination for birding, fishing, and hunting. Currently, the Picacho Reservoir is
dry, as water flow to the reservoir has been diverted to provide irrigation to nearby croplands
since 2010. Although the reservoir does not currently contain water, the Department’s evaluation
treats the reservoir as if it is still holding water. This is necessary to adequately represent the
reservoir’s high habitat value, should it be filled in the future.
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Passenger Rail Comparison

When reviewing the Arizona Passenger Rail Corridor Study- Tucson to Phoenix (Passenger Rail)
project, the Department identified the Orange alternative as having the most potential impacts to
wildlife resources. Although the Orange Passenger Rail alternative overlaps much of the North-
South Corridor, the Department’s ranking of segments within the Passenger Rail Corridor
(AGFD 2014) cannot be directly applied to the areas of overlap. The Passenger Rail evaluation,
similar to the North-South evaluation, ranked segments in relation to other segments within the
project area, i.e. the Green, Yellow, and Orange routes were compared, and of those routes, the
Department determined that the Orange could result in the most impacts to wildlife movement
and fragmentation of habitat. Similarly, when comparing the western segments to the eastern
segments of the North-South Corridor, the eastern segments could result in the greatest impacts.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

In 2011, Pinal County amended the Comprehensive Plan to include the vision for Superstition
Vistas, a large development in an undisturbed landscape. This amendment includes the
conversion and loss of lands designated for conservation and recreation to moderate low density
residential (1-1.3 du/ac) and residential (1du/ac) north of Highway 60 and east of Highway 79,
south to Florence.

Maricopa County Flood Control District’s flood-control structures are also found in the vicinity
of the North-South Corridor. The mesquite bosque vegetation associated with these flood-
control structures provides high quality habitat and year round water sources for wildlife. These
structures are adjacent to the CAP, which also presents a barrier to wildlife movement. The
proposed regional CAP trail would also traverse the flood control structures, further fragmenting
habitat along the CAP. The North-South Corridor encompasses the CAP and flood control
structures, and transverses the CAP in some locations. Cumulatively, the loss of habitat,
fragmentation, new barriers to movement, and loss of movement corridors, open space and
recreation in this area could have significant impacts to wildlife resources.

e [t is important that ADOT consider cumulative impacts to wildlife habitat and recreation
opportunities in the vicinity of the North-South Corridor.

Should the Passenger Rail be constructed in the vicinity of the North-South Corridor, the
potential cumulative impacts of the these two barriers to wildlife movement should be examined.
According to Forman et al., “Road density appears to affect many species of large animal...and
many other ecological patterns can be related to road density” (2003). Additionally, the
Handbook of Road Ecology identifies that “The density and configuration of the road network
across the landscape are important drivers of the scale and intensity of road impacts on wildlife”
(van der Ree et al. 2015).

e [t is especially imperative that ADOT consider cumulative impacts to wildlife movement.
If additional information/data/studies are needed from the Department for ADOT to
perform this analysis, we request further coordination with ADOT to coordinate on the
analysis.
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DATA NEEDS

Tucson shovel-nosed snake, kit fox, and Sonoran Desert tortoise have been recorded within the
native desert lands east of the North-South Corridor (Attachment 4; Grandmaison et al 2010;
Jones 2016; Grimsley et al. 2015; Hoffman and Leavitt 2015). In order to fully evaluate project
effects to the local populations of these species, as well as movement issues and needs, more
information is needed about their current distribution and movement patterns across the proposed
routes. These data are critical to establishing meaningful and effective mitigation and
minimization approaches and designs for Tucson shovel-nosed snake and Sonoran Desert
tortoise along the chosen route.

A greater understanding is needed of the current movement of larger mammals, such as mule
deer, across Segments A, E1, E2, [, 12, J, K1, K3, O3, and especially through Q, V, and X, which
connect the San Tan Mountains to the mountain ranges and open space east of the North-South
Corridor. These areas have been identified as potentially important habitat for key species
(Attachment 5); however, more detailed information about movement patterns and species’ use,
is necessary to identify appropriate mitigation for the additional barrier effects that the North-
South Corridor would cause in the region.

e The Department recommends collection of movement data for target species prior to,
during, and for at least four years following construction, and considers this an essential
component of any mitigation strategy regardless of which route is selected. An evaluation
with accompanying pre- and post-construction data is also imperative for the application
of any and all mitigation components.

MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES

Wildlife Movement

Transportation infrastructure compromises the natural movement of mammals, reptiles, and
some birds. The barrier effect on wildlife results from a combination of disturbance and
avoidance effects, physical hindrances, and traffic mortality that all reduce the number of
movements across the barrier. The North-South Corridor is part of a larger transportation
network contributing to overall statewide fragmentation, degradation, isolation, mortality and
barrier effects on wildlife and habitats. Therefore, individual infrastructure projects should be
evaluated at a landscape scale, considering their contributions to the cumulative impacts of a
larger infrastructure network. Additionally, ensuring the safe and effective movement of wildlife
through the North-South Corridor also improves the safety of the roadway itself, by reducing the
likelihood of wildlife-vehicle interactions and accidents.

e There are opportunities to improve connectivity over the CAP canal, which presents an
existing barrier to wildlife movement.

e Opportunities also exist to improve and maintain connectivity between the Picacho
Mountains and San Tan Mountains. The Gila River is a prime corridor in this area, but
other connectivity opportunities, such as along washes, ridges, and other landscape
features, may be present.
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e A network of crossing structures including overpasses, underpass, culverts, funnel
fencing, and other components should be included from the initial design stages. Specific
locations and extents can be refined by execution of the surveys and movement studies
indicated in the data needs section above.

e Mitigation features along the North-South Corridor need to align with corresponding
mitigation features in adjacent barriers (such as the CAP wildlife crossings).
Additionally, while mitigation features in existing barriers should be considered in the
location of mitigation features in the North-South Corridor N-S, an absence of existing
wildlife movement features is not a valid reason for omitting movement features in new
barriers. In fact, they could be for upgrades in the existing barriers, as opportunities are
presented to do so.

Impacts to Wildlife

Arizona’s State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) provides a comprehensive vision for managing
Arizona’s fish, wildlife and wildlife habitats. The SWAP identifies the Species of Greatest
Conservation Need (SGCN) and Species of Economic and Recreation Importance (SERI) for the
State of Arizona.

e The Department recommends that potential impacts to, as well as appropriate avoidance
and minimization measure for, all state trust species be addressed in the upcoming NEPA
analysis. Attachment 4 details known occurrences of special status species in the project
vicinity. Attachment 5 identifies SGCN and SERI predicted within the project vicinity
based on predicted range models.

Impacts to Habitat
It is the Department's policy to seek compensation at a 100% level, when feasible, for actual or
potential habitat losses resulting from land and water projects (Department Policy 12.3).

e The Department recommends that all impacts to habitat be mitigated in-kind (i.e. impacts
to Sonoran Desert scrub habitat should be mitigated with Sonoran Desert habitat),
through a combination of on-site impact avoidance and/or minimization when feasible,
and off-site preservation, creation, or compensation.

Recreation/Open Space Access

The Department recommends examining the potential effects of the Corridor to economically
important recreation opportunities. Many of the Segments cross roadways that currently provide
access to recreation opportunities within, or east of, the North-South Corridor; some of these
access concerns are identified below:

e Recreationists access the open space east and west of Segment A for small game hunting.
A parking or pullout area for hunters would be a great addition, as no parking is currently
present.

e Segments AE and AH cross Selma Highway access point into Picacho Reservoir.
Regardless of which route is chosen, this access to the Picacho Reservoir should be
maintained.
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Recreationists access the Desert Wells Multiuse Area and hunting opportunities to the
east of Segment E2, K1, and O3 using Ocotillo Rd. Maintaining recreation access is
important.

Recreationists access the Desert Wells Multiuse Area and hunting opportunities are
located throughout the area. Maintaining recreation access through Segments I and 12 is
critical.

Recreationists access open space east and west of Segment J for small game hunting and
OHV activities. Installation of a parking area or pullout is recommended for
recreationists accessing open space.

Recreationists access the Desert Wells Multiuse Area, and hunting opportunities to the
east, using E. Skyline Drive. Maintaining recreation access through Segment E4, K3, and
O3 are important.

A gas-line dirt road through Segments Q and V provides very popular walking access for
recreationists. Maintaining access is recommended.

Houser Road, which runs east-west through Segments AA and Al, provides critical
access from Highway 87 to the northern end of the Picacho Mountains. Regardless of
which route is chosen, access to the adjacent open space should be maintained via Houser
Road.

Indirect Effects

In addition to the typical effects to wildlife movement discussed above, pollution by toxins,
nutrients, and noise from the transportation corridor can create edge effects on adjacent
hydrology and microclimate, reducing the suitability of the remaining habitats. These indirect

effects

spread into the surrounding landscape and may contribute far more to the overall loss and

degradation of natural habitat than the road body itself. The indirect effects are influenced by
road and traffic characteristics, landscape topography and hydrology, wind, and vegetation. In
addition, the consequent impacts on wildlife and ecosystems also depend on the sensitivity of the
species in the vicinity.

Opportunities to minimize new edge effects include: constructing the road corridor along
existing infrastructure, such as the segments in the “Expanded” categories, instead of
creating new infrastructure corridors; develop and implement adequate weed abatement
and habitat restoration programs that monitor adjacent habitats; and adaptively address
effects such as toxins, invasive species, and habitat conversion.
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Figure 2: North-South Corridor Segments, as Ranked in Table 1

Note: This is a preliminary Level 1 evaluation based on broad alternatives. As ADOT’s planning progresses, and/or as additional relevant data along the corridor
alternatives is made available, the Department will adjust its evaluation to incorporate new information and/or more specific route locations.
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Note: This is a preliminary Level 1 evaluation based on broad alternatives. As ADOT’s planning progresses, and/or as additional relevant data along the corridor
alternatives is made available, the Department will adjust its evaluation to incorporate new information and/or more specific route locations.
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Table 1: Summary of Initial Segment Analysis for the North-South Corridor Study

Sensitivity Score (Low/Moderate/High) OVERALL ASSESSMENT
HIGH: MODERATE: LOW:
@ ) 3) (4) (5) (6) ) Impacts to Limited
Proposed Wildlife are Impacts to
Change in Conservation Significant Likely, but Wildlife and
Infrastructure Wildlife and And Wildlife Impacts to Potential Opportunities
(New/ Hydrologic | Landscape | Landscape Wildlife Management | Effects to Sensitive Strategiesto | to Offset and
Segment Expanded) Vegetation Function | Connectivity | Integrity Habitat Lands Recreation Areas Offset Impacts Enhance Comments
1. Although the segment is dominated by native vegetation,
the project would expand an existing roadway, N. Ironwood
Drive.
2. High number of floodplains and waterways present, but
disrupted by existing roadway and CAP canal.
3. The CAP canal and Ironwood Drive limit east-west wildlife
movement through native habitat.
4. Roadway expansion not expected to increase isolation of
intact blocks.
5. High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
key species.
6. Proximity to existing and proposed open space.
7. Recreationists access the open space east and west of the
segment for small game hunting. A parking or pullout area
Moderate- Low- for hunters would be a good addition, as no parking is
A Expansion High High Moderate Low High Moderate Moderate currently present.
1. Segment would be expansion of existing SR87, through
agricultural fields.
2. No floodplain or waterways present.
3. The CAP canal limits east-west wildlife movement
through agricultural habitat.
4. Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks.
5. High diversity of species in the vicinity and high
percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
BUOW and kit fox.
6. Limited proximity to existing and proposed open space.
7. Recreationists may hunt for small game within the
AA Existing Moderate Low Low Low Moderate Low Low agricultural fields.
1. Segment would be new roadway, and expansion of
existing roads, primarily through agricultural fields.
2. Floodplain and waterways present along Bogart Wash.
3. The CAP canal limits cast-west wildlife movement
through agricultural habitat.
4. Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
. blocks.
Expansion- 5. High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
AB new Low Moderate Low Low Moderate Low Low BUOW.

Note: This is a preliminary Level 1 evaluation based on broad alternatives. As ADOT’s planning progresses, and/or as additional relevant data along the corridor alternatives is made available, the Department will adjust its evaluation to incorporate new
information and/or more specific route locations.
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Table 1: Summary of Initial Segment Analysis for the North-South Corridor Study

Sensitivity Score (Low/Moderate/High) OVERALL ASSESSMENT
HIGH: MODERATE: LOW:
()] ) 3) (4) (5) (6) ) Impacts to Limited
Proposed Wildlife are Impacts to
Change in Conservation Significant Likely, but Wildlife and
Infrastructure Wildlife and And Wildlife Impacts to Potential Opportunities
(New/ Hydrologic | Landscape | Landscape Wildlife Management | Effects to Sensitive Strategiesto | to Offset and
Segment Expanded) Vegetation Function | Connectivity | Integrity Habitat Lands Recreation Areas Offset Impacts Enhance Comments

6. Limited proximity to existing and proposed open space.

7. Recreationists hunt for small game within the agricultural
fields.

1. Segment would be new expansion of existing roads,
through agricultural fields.

2. No floodplain or waterways present.

3. The CAP canal limits east-west wildlife movement
through agricultural habitat.

4. Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks.

5. High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
BUOW.

6. Limited proximity to existing and proposed open space.

7. Recreationists hunt for small game within the agricultural

AC Expansion Low Low Low Low Moderate Low Low fields.

1. Segment would be new roads, through agricultural fields.

2. No floodplain or waterways present.

3. The CAP canal limits east-west wildlife movement
through agricultural habitat.

4. Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks.

5. High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
BUOW. Potential indirect impacts to wildlife in adjacent
native habitat.

6. Proximity to existing and proposed open space. Potential
indirect impacts to wildlife in adjacent native habitat,
including Picacho Reservoir.

7. Recreation opportunities for sportsmen and wildlife

AD New Low Low Low Low High High Low viewing at Picacho Reservoir.

1. Segment would be new expansion of existing roads,
through agricultural fields.

2. No floodplain or waterways present.

3. The CAP canal limits cast-west wildlife movement
through agricultural habitat.

4. Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact

AE New-existing Low Low Low Low Moderate Moderate Moderate blocks.

Note: This is a preliminary Level 1 evaluation based on broad alternatives. As ADOT’s planning progresses, and/or as additional relevant data along the corridor alternatives is made available, the Department will adjust its evaluation to incorporate new
information and/or more specific route locations.




Mr. Victor Yang
February 3, 2016

Page 15

Table 1: Summary of Initial Segment Analysis for the North-South Corridor Study

Segment

Proposed
Change in
Infrastructure
(New/
Expanded)

Sensitivity Score (Low/Moderate/High)

RALL ASSESSMENT

(6]

Vegetation

@

Hydrologic
Function

(©)]

Landscape
Connectivity

@)

Landscape
Integrity

(5)

Wildlife and
Wildlife
Habitat

(6)

Conservation

And Wildlife

Management
Lands

(W)

Effects to
Recreation

OVE
HIGH:

Significant
Impacts to
Sensitive
Areas

MODERATE:
Impacts to
Wildlife are
Likely, but
Potential
Strategies to
Offset Impacts

LOW:
Limited
Impacts to
Wildlife and
Opportunities
to Offset and
Enhance

Comments

5. High diversity of species in the vicinity and high
percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
BUOW.

Limited proximity to existing and proposed open space.
The segment crosses Selma Highway access point into
Picacho Reservoir; this access should be maintained.

=N

AH

New-
expansion

High

High

High

1. Segment would be new roads, through agricultural fields.

2. No floodplain or waterways present.

3. The CAP canal limits east-west wildlife movement
through agricultural habitat.

4. Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks.

5. High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
BUOW. Potential indirect impacts to wildlife in adjacent
native habitats, including Picacho Reservoir.

6. Proximity to Picacho Reservoir, including AGFD
managed area. Potential indirect impacts to wildlife in
adjacent native habitat, including Picacho Reservoir.

7. Recreation opportunities for sportsmen and wildlife
viewing at Picacho Reservoir.

Al

New-
expansion

High

High

Moderate

1. Segment would be new roads, through agricultural fields
and some desert scrub.

2. No floodplain or waterways present.

3. The CAP canal limits east-west wildlife movement
through agricultural habitat.

4. Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks.

5. High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
BUOW. Potential indirect impacts to wildlife in adjacent
native habitats, including Picacho Reservoir.

6. Proximity to Picacho Reservoir, including AGFD
managed area. Potential indirect impacts to wildlife in
adjacent native habitat, including Picacho Reservoir.

7. Recreation opportunities for sportsmen and wildlife
viewing at Picacho Reservoir and in adjacent desert scrub.

Note: This is a preliminary Level 1 evaluation based on broad alternatives. As ADOT’s planning progresses, and/or as additional relevant data along the corridor alternatives is made available, the Department will adjust its evaluation to incorporate new
information and/or more specific route locations.
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Table 1: Summary of Initial Segment Analysis for the North-South Corridor Study

Sensitivity Score (Low/Moderate/High)

RALL ASSESSMENT

(O] @
Proposed
Change in
Infrastructure
(New/

Expanded)

Hydrologic

Segment Vegetation Function

(©)]

Landscape
Connectivity

@)

Landscape
Integrity

(5)

Wildlife and
Wildlife
Habitat

(6)

Conservation

And Wildlife

Management
Lands

(W)

Effects to
Recreation

OVE
HIGH:

Significant
Impacts to
Sensitive
Areas

MODERATE:
Impacts to
Wildlife are
Likely, but
Potential
Strategies to
Offset Impacts

LOW:
Limited
Impacts to
Wildlife and
Opportunities
to Offset and
Enhance

mments

Al Moderate

Moderate

High

Moderate

Moderate

AL Moderate

Low

Moderate

Moderate

New-
expansion

AN Low Low

Low

Low

High

Moderate

Low

Co
1.

2.
3.

Segment would be new roads, through desert scrub and
agricultural fields.

No floodplain or waterways present.

Desert scrub vegetation connects to open space to the east
through a large crossing over the CAP canal at Brady
Pump Road.

Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks.

High species diversity and high percentage of segment
provides suitable habitat for key species. Potential indirect
impacts to wildlife in adjacent native habitats.

Proximity to existing and proposed open space.
Recreationists may hunt for small game within the desert
scrub agricultural fields.

Segment would be expanding existing dirt roads through
agricultural fields.

Runoff from agricultural fields forms a
waterways present.

Desert scrub vegetation connects to open space to the east
through a large crossing over the CAP canal at Brady
Pump Road.

Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks.

High species diversity and high percentage of segment
provides suitable habitat for key species. Potential indirect
impacts to wildlife in adjacent native habitats.

Proximity to existing and proposed open space.
Recreationists may hunt for small game within the desert
scrub agricultural fields.

floodplain or

Segment would be new expansion of existing roads,
through agricultural fields.

No floodplain or waterways present.

The CAP canal limits cast-west wildlife movement
through agricultural habitat.

Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks.

High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
BUOW. Potential indirect impacts to wildlife in adjacent

Note: This is a preliminary Level 1 evaluation based on broad alternatives. As ADOT’s planning progresses, and/or as additional relevant data along the corridor alternatives is made available, the Department will adjust its evaluation to incorporate new

information and/or more specific route locations.
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Table 1: Summary of Initial Segment Analysis for the North-South Corridor Study
Sensitivity Score (Low/Moderate/High) OVERALL ASSESSMENT
HIGH: MODERATE: LOW:
()] ) 3) (4) (5) (6) ) Impacts to Limited
Proposed Wildlife are Impacts to
Change in Conservation Significant Likely, but Wildlife and
Infrastructure Wildlife and And Wildlife Impacts to Potential Opportunities
(New/ Hydrologic | Landscape | Landscape Wildlife Management | Effects to Sensitive Strategiesto | to Offset and
Segment Expanded) Vegetation Function | Connectivity | Integrity Habitat Lands Recreation Areas Offset Impacts Enhance Comments
native habitat.

6. Limited proximity to existing and proposed open space.
Potential indirect impacts to wildlife in adjacent native
habitat, including Picacho Reservoir.

7. Recreation opportunities for sportsmen and wildlife
viewing at nearby Picacho Reservoir and in adjacent
desert scrub.

1. Segment would be new roadway, and expansion of
existing roads, through agricultural fields.

2. Floodplain and waterways present along Bogart Wash.

3. The CAP canal limits east-west wildlife movement
through agricultural habitat.

4. Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks.

5. High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
BUOW.

6. Limited proximity to existing and proposed open space.

7. Recreationists hunt for small game within the agricultural

AO1 New Low Moderate Low Low Moderate Low Low fields.

1. Segment would be new roadway, and expansion of
existing roads, through agricultural fields.

2. Floodplain and waterways present along Bogart Wash.

3. The CAP canal limits east-west wildlife movement
through agricultural habitat.

4. Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks.

5. High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
BUOW.

6. Limited proximity to existing and proposed open space.

7. Recreationists hunt for small game within the agricultural

AO2 New Low Moderate Low Low Moderate Low Low fields.

1. Segment would be a new roadway through native
vegetation.

2. Moderate number of floodplains and waterways present,
but disrupted by CAP canal.

3. The CAP canal limits cast-west wildlife movement
through native habitat.

El New High Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 4. Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact

Note: This is a preliminary Level 1 evaluation based on broad alternatives. As ADOT’s planning progresses, and/or as additional relevant data along the corridor alternatives is made available, the D«

information and/or more specific route locations.

epartment will adjust its evaluation to incorporate new
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Table 1: Summary of Initial Segment Analysis for the North-South Corridor Study

Sensitivity Score (Low/Moderate/High) OVERALL ASSESSMENT
HIGH: MODERATE: LOW:
1) 2) 3) 4) (5) (6) ) Impacts to Limited
Proposed Wildlife are Impacts to
Change in Conservation Significant Likely, but Wildlife and
Infrastructure Wildlife and And Wildlife Impacts to Potential Opportunities
(New/ Hydrologic | Landscape | Landscape Wildlife Management | Effects to Sensitive Strategiesto | to Offset and
Segment Expanded) Vegetation Function | Connectivity | Integrity Habitat Lands Recreation Areas Offset Impacts Enhance Comments
blocks, but small amount of habitat present is largely
undisturbed.

5. High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
KF, TSNS, and SDT.

6. Proximity to existing and proposed open space.

7. Recreationists access hunting opportunities to the
southeast, using a dirt road east of Ironwood Drive.

1. Segment would be a new roadway through native
vegetation, including riparian vegetation.

2. High amount of floodplain and waterways present,
including Queen Creek, but disrupted by CAP canal.

3. The CAP canal limits east-west wildlife movement
through native habitat.

4. Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks, but small amount of habitat present is largely
undisturbed.

5. High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
KF, TSNS, and SDT.

6. Proximity to existing and proposed open space.

7. Recreationists access the Desert Wells Multiuse Area and
hunting opportunities to the east, using Ocotillo Rd.

E2 New High High Moderate Low Moderate Low Moderate Maintaining recreation access is important.

1. Segment would be an expansion of N. Quail Run Lane,
through primarily native vegetation.

2. No floodplain or waterways present.

3. The CAP canal limits east-west wildlife movement
through native habitat.

4. Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks.

5. High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
KF, TSNS, and SDT.

6. Proximity to existing and proposed open space.

7. Recreationists access the Desert Wells Multiuse Area and
hunting opportunities to the east, using Skyline Dr.

E4 Expansion High Low Low Low High Low Moderate Maintaining recreation access is important.

Note: This is a preliminary Level 1 evaluation based on broad alternatives. As ADOT’s planning progresses, and/or as additional relevant data along the corridor alternatives is made available, the Department will adjust its evaluation to incorporate new
information and/or more specific route locations.
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Table 1: Summary of Initial Segment Analysis for the North-South Corridor Study

Sensitivity Score (Low/Moderate/High) OVERALL ASSESSMENT
HIGH: MODERATE: LOW:
()] ) 3) (4) (5) (6) ) Impacts to Limited
Proposed Wildlife are Impacts to
Change in Conservation Significant Likely, but Wildlife and
Infrastructure Wildlife and And Wildlife Impacts to Potential Opportunities
(New/ Hydrologic | Landscape | Landscape Wildlife Management | Effects to Sensitive Strategiesto | to Offset and
Segment Expanded) Vegetation Function | Connectivity | Integrity Habitat Lands Recreation Areas Offset Impacts Enhance Comments
1. Segment would be new roadway, and expansion of
existing roads, through agricultural fields.
2. No floodplain or waterways present.
3. The CAP canal limits east-west wildlife movement
through agricultural habitat.
4. Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks.
5. High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
BUOW.
6. Limited proximity to existing and proposed open space.
New- 7. Recreationists hunt for small game within the agricultural
G Expansion Low Low Low Low Moderate Low Low fields.
1. Segment would be a primarily new roadway through
native vegetation.
2. High amount of floodplain and waterways present.
3. Area offers high permeability and falls within linkages and
connectivity zones.
4. Roadway would bisect a large intact block of land.
5. Area of high wildlife diversity and a high percentage of
segment provides suitable habitat for KF, BUOW, and
SDT.
6. Segment would bisect existing and proposed open space.
7. Recreationists access the Desert Wells Multiuse Area and
hunting opportunities are located throughout the area.
1 New-existing High High High High High High High Maintaining recreation access is critical.
1. Segment would be a new roadway through native
vegetation.
2. High amount of floodplain and waterways present.
3. Area offers high permeability and falls within linkages and
connectivity zones.
4. Roadway would bisect a large intact block of land.
5. Area of high wildlife diversity and a high percentage of
segment provides suitable habitat for KF, TSNS, and SDT.
6. Segment would bisect existing and proposed open space.
7. Recreationists access the Desert Wells Multiuse Area and
hunting opportunities through the area. Maintaining
12 New High High High High High High High recreation access is critical.

Note: This is a preliminary Level 1 evaluation based on broad alternatives. As ADOT’s planning progresses, and/or as additional relevant data along the corridor alternatives is made available, the Department will adjust its evaluation to incorporate new
information and/or more specific route locations.
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Table 1: Summary of Initial Segment Analysis for the North-South Corridor Study

Sensitivity Score (Low/Moderate/High) OVERALL ASSESSMENT
HIGH: MODERATE: LOW:
@ ) 3) (4) (5) (6) ) Impacts to Limited
Proposed Wildlife are Impacts to
Change in Conservation Significant Likely, but Wildlife and
Infrastructure Wildlife and And Wildlife Impacts to Potential Opportunities
(New/ Hydrologic | Landscape | Landscape Wildlife Management | Effects to Sensitive Strategiesto | to Offset and
Segment Expanded) Vegetation Function | Connectivity | Integrity Habitat Lands Recreation Areas Offset Impacts Enhance Comments
1. Segment would be a new roadway through native
vegetation.
2. High amount of floodplain and waterways present.
3. Area offers high permeability and falls within linkages and
connectivity zones.
4. Roadway would bisect a large intact block of land.
5. Area of high wildlife diversity and a high percentage of
segment provides suitable habitat for KF, TSNS, and SDT.
6. Segment would bisect existing and proposed open space.
7. Recreationists access open space east and west of the
segment for small game hunting. Installation of a parking
area or pullout would be advised for recreationists
J New High High High High High High High accessing open space.
1. Segment would be a new roadway through native
vegetation, including riparian vegetation.
2. High amount of floodplain and waterways present,
including Queen Creek.
3. Area offers high permeability and falls within linkages and
connectivity zones.
4. Roadway could to increase isolation of nearby intact
blocks of land.
5. Area of high wildlife diversity and a high percentage of
segment provides suitable habitat for key species.
6. Proximity to existing and proposed open space.
7. Recreationists access the Desert Wells Multiuse Area and
hunting opportunities are throughout the area.
K1 New High High High Moderate High Moderate High Maintaining recreation access is critical.
1. Segment would be primarily a new roadway through
native vegetation; a portion is bisected by the CAP canal.
2. Limited amount of floodplains and waterways present.
3. The CAP canal limits east-west wildlife movement
through native habitat on the western portion of segment.
4. Roadway expansion not expected to increase isolation of
intact blocks.
5. High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
key species.
6. Proximity to existing and proposed open space.
K3 New High Low Moderate Low High Low Moderate 7. Recreationists access the Desert Wells Multiuse Area and

Note: This is a preliminary Level 1 evaluation based on broad alternatives. As ADOT’s planning progresses, and/or as additional relevant data along the corridor alternatives is made available, the Department will adjust its evaluation to incorporate new

information and/or more specific route locations.
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Table 1: Summary of Initial Segment Analysis for the North-South Corridor Study

Sensitivity Score (Low/Moderate/High) OVERALL ASSESSMENT
HIGH: MODERATE: LOW:
()] ) 3) (4) (5) (6) ) Impacts to Limited
Proposed Wildlife are Impacts to
Change in Conservation Significant Likely, but Wildlife and
Infrastructure Wildlife and And Wildlife Impacts to Potential Opportunities
(New/ Hydrologic | Landscape | Landscape Wildlife Management | Effects to Sensitive Strategiesto | to Offset and
Segment Expanded) Vegetation Function | Connectivity | Integrity Habitat Lands Recreation Areas Offset Impacts Enhance Comments
hunting opportunities to the east, using E. Skyline Drive.
1. Segment would be new roadway through agricultural
fields.
2. No floodplain or waterways present.
3. The CAP canal limits east-west wildlife movement
through agricultural habitat.
4. Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks.
5. High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
BUOW.
6. Limited proximity to existing and proposed open space.
7. Recreationists hunt for small game within the agricultural
L2 New Low Low Low Low Moderate Low Low fields.
1. Segment would be a new roadway, primarily through
native vegetation, including riparian vegetation.
2. High amount of floodplain and waterways present,
including Queen Creek.
3. Area offers high permeability and falls within linkages and
connectivity zones.
4. Roadway could to increase isolation of nearby intact
blocks of land.
5. Area of high wildlife diversity and a high percentage of
segment provides suitable habitat for key species.
6. Proximity to existing and proposed open space.
7. Recreationists access the area for hunting opportunities in
03 New High Moderate High High High Moderate High the vicinity. Maintaining recreation access is critical.

Note: This is a preliminary Level 1 evaluation based on broad alternatives. As ADOT’s planning progresses, and/or as additional relevant data along the corridor alternatives is made available, the Department will adjust its evaluation to incorporate new
information and/or more specific route locations.
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Table 1: Summary of Initial Segment Analysis for the North-South Corridor Study

Proposed
Change in
Infrastructure
(New/

Segment Expanded)

Sensitivity Score (Low/Moderate/High)

RALL ASSESSMENT

(6]

Vegetation

@

Hydrologic
Function

(©)]

Landscape
Connectivity

@)

Landscape
Integrity

(5)

Wildlife and
Wildlife
Habitat

(6)

Conservation

And Wildlife

Management
Lands

(W)

Effects to
Recreation

HIGH:

Significant

Impacts to
Sensitive
Areas

OVE

Impacts to
Wildlife are
Likely, but
Potential
Strategies to
Offset Impacts

Low

Moderate

Moderate

Low

New-
Q Expansion

High

High

High

High

Moderate -
High

High

Moderate

MODERATE:

LOW:
Limited
Impacts to
Wildlife and
Opportunities
to Offset and
Enhance

mments

Co
1

wN

Segment would be new roadway primarily through
agricultural fields.

No floodplain or waterways present.

The CAP canal limits east-west wildlife movement
through agricultural habitat.

Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks.

High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
BUOW.

Proximity to existing and proposed open space.
Recreationists hunt for small game within the agricultural
fields.

4

Bl

b

=

Segment would be a primarily new roadway through
native vegetation, although a portion would parallel a
railway.

High amount of floodplain and waterways present,
including the Gila River.
West of CAP canal and adjacent to or bisected by railway,
but the Gila River and a bridge over the CAP canal (along
a gas-line road) provide critical wildlife movement
connectivity between the San Tan Mountains and the open
space and mountain ranges to the northeast, east, and
southeast.

Roadway could reduce connectivity between large intact
blocks of land, and further isolate the San Tan
Mountains.

Area of high wildlife diversity and a high percentage of
segment provides suitable habitat for KF, BUOW, and
SDT.

Segment would bisect existing open space along the Gila
River.

Gas-line dirt road provides very popular walking access
for hunting and hiking. Maintaining access is

Note: This is a preliminary Level 1 evaluation based on broad alternatives. As ADOT’s planning progresses, and/or as additional relevant data along the corridor alternatives is made available, the Department will adjust its evaluation to incorporate new
information and/or more specific route locations.
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Table 1: Summary of Initial Segment Analysis for the North-South Corridor Study

Sensitivity Score (Low/Moderate/High)

RALL ASSESSMENT

(O] @
Proposed
Change in
Infrastructure
(New/
Expanded)

Hydrologic

Segment Vegetation | Function

(©)]

Landscape
Connectivity

@)

Landscape
Integrity

(5)

Wildlife and
Wildlife
Habitat

(6)

Conservation

And Wildlife

Management
Lands

(W)

Effects to
Recreation

HIGH:

Significant
Impacts to
Sensitive
Areas

OVE

MODERATE:
Impacts to
Wildlife are
Likely, but
Potential
Strategies to
Offset Impacts

LOW:
Limited
Impacts to
Wildlife and
Opportunities
to Offset and
Enhance

New-

T1 Expansion Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

b

i

Comments

1. Segment would be an expansion of existing dirt roads
through agricultural fields, disturbed native vegetation,
and a landfill.

2. Although disrupted by the landfill,
erosional ponding is present.

3. The landfill and disturbed native vegetation between

Adamsville Road and the SR287 allows for east-west

wildlife movement through the segment.

Potential to increase isolation of nearby intact blocks.

High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for

BUOW.

Limited proximity to existing and proposed open space.

Recreationists could hunt for small game within the

agricultural fields.

floodplain and

T1-2 New Moderate High

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

T2 New Low Low

Low

Low

Moderate

Low

Low

1. Segment would be an expansion of existing dirt roads
through agricultural fields, disturbed native vegetation,
and a retention basin.

2. A large retention basin that catches runoff from adjacent

agricultural lands is present within the segment.

3. The retention basin and disturbed native vegetation

between Adamsville Road and the SR287 allows for east-
west wildlife movement through the segment.

4. Potential to increase isolation of nearby intact blocks.
5. High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for

BUOW and kit fox.

6. Limited proximity to existing and proposed open space.
7

Recreationists could hunt for small game within the
agricultural fields.

8. Segment would be new roadway, and expansion of

existing roads, through agricultural fields.
No floodplain or waterways present.

. The CAP canal limits east-west wildlife movement
through agricultural habitat.

. Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks.

12. High percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for

BUOW.
13. Limited proximity to existing and proposed open space.

==

1

Note: This is a preliminary Level 1 evaluation based on broad alternatives. As ADOT’s planning progresses, and/or as additional relevant data along the corridor alternatives is made available, the Department will adjust its evaluation to incorporate new

information and/or more specific route locations.




Mr. Victor Yang
February 3, 2016

Page 24

Table 1: Summary of Initial Segment Analysis for the North-South Corridor Study

Comments

14. Recreationists hunt for small game within the agricultural
fields.

1. Segment would be a new roadway through native
vegetation.

2. High amount of waterways present.
3. West of CAP canal, but the bridge over the CAP canal

(along a gas-line road) provides critical wildlife movement
connectivity between the San Tan Mountains and the open
space and mountain ranges to the northeast, east, and
southeast.

4. Roadway could reduce connectivity between large intact

blocks of land, and further isolate the San Tan Mountains.

5. Area of high wildlife diversity and a high percentage of

segment provides suitable habitat for KF, TSNS, and SDT.

6. Segment would bisect existing undeveloped land.
7. Gas-line dirt road provides very popular walking access

for hunting and hiking

Sensitivity Score (Low/Moderate/High) OVERALL ASSESSMENT
HIGH: MODERATE: LOW:
(1) 0] @3) (@) (5) 6) @) Impacts to Limited
Proposed Wildlife are Impacts to
Change in Conservation Significant Likely, but Wildlife and
Infrastructure Wildlife and And Wildlife Impacts to Potential Opportunities
(New/ Hydrologic | Landscape | Landscape Wildlife Management | Effects to Sensitive Strategiesto | to Offset and
Segment Expanded) Vegetation Function | Connectivity | Integrity Habitat Lands Recreation Areas Offset Impacts Enhance
Moderate -
\ New High High High High High Moderate High
Moderate -
X New Moderate High High High High High High

1. Segment would be a new roadway through native
vegetation, agricultural lands, and the Gila River.

2. High amount of floodplain and waterways present,

including the Gila River.

3. West of CAP canal, but the Gila River provides critical

wildlife movement connectivity between the San Tan
Mountains and the open space and mountain ranges to the
northeast, east, and southeast.

4. Roadway could reduce connectivity between large intact

blocks of land, and further isolate the San Tan Mountains.

5. Area of moderate-high wildlife diversity and a high

percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for KF,
BUOW, and SDT.

6. Segment would bisect existing open space along the Gila

River.

7. This segment would impact small and big game hunting in

GMU 26 M, especially north of Hunt Hwy

Note: This is a preliminary Level 1 evaluation based on broad alternatives. As ADOT’s planning progresses, and/or as additional relevant data along the corridor alternatives is made available, the Department will adjust its evaluation to incorporate new
information and/or more specific route locations.
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Table 1: Summary of Initial Segment Analysis for the North-South Corridor Study

Sensitivity Score (Low/Moderate/High) OVERALL ASSESSMENT
HIGH: MODERATE: LOW:
@ ) 3) (4) (5) (6) ) Impacts to Limited
Proposed Wildlife are Impacts to
Change in Conservation Significant Likely, but Wildlife and
Infrastructure Wildlife and And Wildlife Impacts to Potential Opportunities
(New/ Hydrologic | Landscape | Landscape Wildlife Management | Effects to Sensitive Strategiesto | to Offset and
Segment Expanded) Vegetation Function | Connectivity | Integrity Habitat Lands Recreation Areas Offset Impacts Enhance Comments

1. Segment would be expansion of existing SR87, through
agricultural fields and desert scrub.

2. No floodplain or waterways present.

3. The CAP canal limits east-west wildlife movement
through agricultural habitat.

4. Roadway not expected to increase isolation of large intact
blocks.

5. High diversity of species in the vicinity and high
percentage of segment provides suitable habitat for
BUOW and kit fox.

6. Limited proximity to existing and proposed open space.

7. Recreationists hunt for small game within the agricultural

z Existing Moderate Low Low Low High Low Low fields.

Note: This is a preliminary Level 1 evaluation based on broad alternatives. As ADOT’s planning progresses, and/or as additional relevant data along the corridor alternatives is made available, the Department will adjust its evaluation to incorporate new
information and/or more specific route locations.




AGFD Preliminary Level 1 Evaluation for the North-South Corridor Study

Attachment 1. Data Sources

Data Sets, Types, and Sources Used in Analysis

Data
Data Set Type Source Analytical Method Ranking Thresholds
Low- Dominated by non-native
vegetation cover such as agricultural
AGFD modified version of Southwest ReGAP fields or developed land.
Moderate- 40-60% native vegetation.
30 m (Southwest ReGAP can be found at Percent of each summary High- Over 60% of segment contains
Vegetation Type | pixel http://swregap.nmsu.edu/default.htm) habitat type per segment native vegetation.
Low- 0-4.9 linear feet of waterways per
acre.
National Hydrography Database (NHD) Moderate- 5.0-9.9 linear feet of
ftp://rockyftp.cr.usgs.gov/vdelivery/Datasets/Stage | Feet of rivers and streams waterways per acre.
Linear d/Hydro/FileGDB101/NHD M 04 Arizona ST.zi | intersecting each segment, High- 10.0-16.0 linear feet of waterways
Waterways Polylines | p represented as feet/acre per acre.
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Low- No floodplain present.
National Flood Hazard Layer Acres of segment that Moderate- 0.1-9.9 acres.
https://catalog.data.gov/dataset/national-flood- intersect with NFH layer, High- 10.0 acres or greater
hazard-layer-nfhl/resource/ef47d769-564b-4dbb- using 100 year floodplain
Floodplain Polygons | al130-30e212b6e308 attributes
Low- Multiple barriers to larger habitat
blocks are present. Barriers may include
the CAP canal as well as roads and
human disturbance.
Moderate- Barriers to larger habitat
blocks are present, but a crossing is
AGFD County Linkages/NAU-AGFD Missing present and habitat is conducive to
Linkages wildlife movement.
High- Few barriers present and/or
Connectivity — http://www.azgfd.gov/w_c/conn_whatGFDoing.sh | Identify overlap within multiple crossing opportunities
County Linkages | Polygons | tml segment available.




AGFD Preliminary Level 1 Evaluation for the North-South Corridor Study

Landscape 30 m AGFD Landscape Integrity model1 Mean and majority values of | Low- Mean or Majority score of 0-79.
Integrity — pixel landscape integrity within Moderate- Mean or Majority score of
Undisturbed segment. This is an AGFD 80-90.
GIS dataset representing High- Mean or Majority score of 90-100.
cumulative impacts of
various human infrastructure
on Arizona’s landscape. A
high score indicates very
little human modification on
the landscape, or a very high
landscape integrity.
Mean score taken from Low- A connectivity index score of 0-
intersection of statewide 79.9.
index. ICZ (important Moderate- A connectivity index score of
connectivity zone) indicates | 80-89.9.
if a segment overlaps with an | High- A connectivity index score of 90-
ICZ which are areas 100.
important for statewide
connectivity. This is and
AGFD GIS dataset
representing statewide
Connectivity — connectivity based on the
Statewide landscape integrity dataset
Connectivity Polygons | AGFD Statewide Connectivity Dataset' used as a cost surface.
Identify overlap or change in | Low- No increased isolation or
isolation of the blocks given | fragmentation of large intact blocks.
the build of a segment. This | Moderate- Potential to increase isolation
is an AGFD GIS dataset of nearby intact block(s).
Landscape representing the most intact | High- Bisects intact block or reduces
Integrity — areas based on the AGFD connectivity between intact blocks.
Fragmentation Polygons | AGFD Large Intact Blocks' Landscape Integrity model.

! Perkl, Ryan M. 2013. Arizona landscape integrity and wildlife connectivity assessment. The University of Arizona and the Arizona Game and Fish Department. Tucson, AZ.

Available at

http://capla.arizona.edu/sites/default/files/file_uploads/Perkl,%20Ryan%20M.%202013.%20Arizona%20landscape%20integrity%20and%20wildlife%20connectivity%20assessme

nt.%20The%20University%200f%20Arizona%20and%20the%20Arizona%20Department%200f%20Game%20and%20Fish.%20Tucson,%20AZ..pdf
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Low- Maximum score of 0-3.

Species of !
Economic and AGFD model as depicted in HabiMap and Moderate- Maximum score of 4-6.
Recreational described in the Arizona SWAP High- Maximum score of 7-10
Importance 30 m http://habimap.org/ Maximum score of the SERI
(SERI) pixel http://www.azgfd.gov/w c/swap.shtml model
AGFD model as depicted in HabiMap and Low- Maximum score of 0-3.
Species of described in the Arizona State Wildlife Action Moderate- Maximum score of 4-6.
Greatest Plan (SWAP) High- Maximum score of 7-10
Conservation 30m http://habimap.org/ Maximum score of the
Need (SGCN) pixel http://www.azgfd.gov/w_c/swap.shtml SGCN model
Low- 0-3 HDMS species within a 3 mile
radius of the segment.
Moderate- 4-6 HDMS species within a 3
mile radius of the segment.
High- HDMS species have been
recorded within the segment, in addition
Special Status Heritage Data Management System (HDMS) Count of species within 3 to records within a 3 mile radius of the
Species Polygons | http://www.azgfd.gov/hgis/ mile buffer of each segment | segment.
Low- 0 -19% of the segment is potential
Potential distributions of species from AGFD/GAP habitat for a key species.
models as depicted in HabiMap and described in Moderate- 20-39% of the segment is
Species the Arizona SWAP? Percent of each segment that | potential habitat for a key species.
Distribution 30 m http://habimap.org/ is potential habitat by High- 40% or more of the segment is
Models pixel http://www.azgfd.gov/w_c/swap.shtml species. potential habitat for a key species.

? The burrowing owl model has been modified to more accurately reflect potential burrowing owl distribution. This revised model is not shown within HabiMap.




AGFD Preliminary Level 1 Evaluation for the North-South Corridor Study
Attachment 2A: Evaluation Criterial for the North-South Corridor- Vegetation, Hydrologic Function, Landscape Connectivity, and Landscape Integrity

SEGMENT DATA VEGETATION HYDROLOGIC FUNCTION LANDSCAPE CONNECTIVITY LANDSCAPE INTEGRITY
Proposed Primary Statewide
Change in Vegetation or Waterways | Flood- | Flood- County Connectivity Fragmentation Undisturbed
Segment Infra- Land Cover Riparian/ | (Linear Feet | plain plain Permeability/Known Linkages/Movement Mean | Majority
ID structure Acres Type® Wetland (%) | per Acre) (Acres) (%) Concerns Zones Index 1ICZs Blocks Score Score
- Moderate/ CAP Canal and Valley north and east of Low- No increased
Tronwood Drive bisect the the San Tan Mountains, isolation of intact
A Expansion 513 | Desert scrub 15 4 0.8% | segment Weekes Wash 84.80 blocks. 80 97
- Southeastern-most corner
Low/ West of CAP canal is ~4.8 miles from Low- No increased
Agriculture/ and bisected by SR87, farm | modeled corridor isolation of intact
AA Existing 1123 | Desert scrub 0 1 0.1% | roads and agricultural crops | Ironwood to Picacho 77.30 blocks. 78 76
- Low/ West of CAP canal Low- No increased
Expansion- and bisected by farm roads isolation of intact
AB new 513 Agriculture 6 2 0.5% | and agricultural crops - 81.22 blocks. 82 80
- Low/ West of CAP canal Low- No increased
and bisected by farm roads isolation of intact
AC Expansion 902 Agriculture 1 0 0.0% | and agricultural crops - 83.31 blocks. 83 82
- Low/ West of CAP canal Low- No increased
and bisected by farm roads isolation of intact
AD New 102 Agriculture 0 0 0.0% | and agricultural crops - 88.09 blocks. 84 86
- Low/ West of CAP canal Low- No increased
and bisected by farm roads isolation of intact
AE New-existing 563 Agriculture 0 0 0.0% | and agricultural crops - 83.12 blocks. 84 86
- Low/ West of CAP canal Low- No increased
New- and bisected by farm roads isolation of intact
AH expansion 475 |  Agriculture 0 0 0.0% | and agricultural crops - 89.00 blocks. 85 80
- Low/ West of CAP canal Low- No increased
New- and bisected by farm roads isolation of intact
Al expansion 865 |  Agriculture 0 0 0.0% | and agricultural crops - 86.97 blocks. 84 80
- Low/ West of CAP canal Low- No increased
and bisected by farm roads isolation of intact
Al New 369 | Desert scrub 0 0 0.0% | and agricultural crops - 87.55 blocks. 91 94
- Southeastern-most corner
Low/ West of CAP canal is ~2.5 miles from Low- No increased
and bisected by farm roads modeled corridor isolation of intact
AL New 519 Agriculture 0 46 9.0% | and agricultural crops Ironwood to Picacho 83.71 blocks. 82 86
- Low/ West of CAP canal Low- No increased
New- and bisected by farm roads isolation of intact
AN expansion 901 Agriculture 0 0 0.0% | and agricultural crops - 83.20 blocks. 81 82
- Low/ West of CAP canal Low- No increased
and bisected by farm roads isolation of intact
AO1 New 547 |  Agriculture 4 2 0.3% | and agricultural crops - 80.49 blocks. 80 81
- Low/ West of CAP canal Low- No increased
and bisected by farm roads isolation of intact
AO2 New 549 Agriculture 4 1 0.2% | and agricultural crops - 81.14 blocks. 81 81
Desert scrub - Low- No increased
Moderate/ West of CAP Valley north and east of isolation of intact
El New 786 9 10 1.3% | Canal the San Tan Mountains 96.38 Yes blocks. 97 100

* Refer to

C for detailed

d cover types within each Segment.
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Attachment 2A: Evaluation Criterial for the North-South Corridor- Vegetation, Hydrologic Function, Landscape Connectivity, and Landscape Integrity

SEGMENT DATA VEGETATION HYDROLOGIC FUNCTION LANDSCAPE CONNECTIVITY LANDSCAPE INTEGRITY
Proposed Primary Statewide
Change in Vegetation or Waterways | Flood- | Flood- County Connectivity Fragmentation Undisturbed
Segment Infra- Land Cover Riparian/ | (Linear Feet | plain plain Permeability/Known Linkages/Movement Mean | Majority
ID structure Acres Type® Wetland (%) | per Acre) (Acres) (%) Concerns Zones Index 1ICZs Blocks Score Score
Desert scrub - Valley north and east of Low- No increased
the San Tan Mountains, isolation of intact
Moderate/ West of CAP Queen Creek - Gila River blocks.
E2 New 1237 16 11 0.9% | Canal, Queen Creek Indian Communit; 89.83 91 92
Desert scrub - Low/ West of CAP canal Low- No increased
and bisected by farm roads Valley north and east of isolation of intact
E4 Expansion 387 0 0 0.0% | and agricultural crops the San Tan Mountains 89.53 blocks. 88 83
- Moderate/ West of CAP Low- No increased
canal and bisected by farm isolation of intact
G New 613 Agriculture 0 0 0.0% | roads and agricultural crops - 84.23 blocks. 86 83
Desert scrub - Valley north and east of
the San Tan Mountains,
Superstition Mountains to
Goldfield Mountains and High- Bisects intact
1 New-existing 949 13 5 0.5% | High Weekes Wash 95.46 Yes block 95 100
Desert scrub 0.3% Valley north and east of
the San Tan Mountains,
Superstition Mountains to
Goldfield Mountains and High- Bisects intact
12 New 1002 10 4 0.4% | High Weekes Wash 96.93 Yes block 97 100
Desert scrub - Valley north and east of High- Bisects intact
J New 845 16 9 1.1% | High the San Tan Mountains 95.18 block 95 94
Desert scrub 2.6% Valley north and east of Moderate- Potential
the San Tan Mountains, to increase isolation
Queen Creek - Gila River of nearby intact
K1 New 607 8 7 1.1% | High Indian Communit; 94.46 block. 94 94
Desert scrub - Low- No increased
Valley north and east of isolation of intact
K3 New 481 3 0 0.0% | Moderate, bisected by CAP the San Tan Mountains 90.83 blocks. 94 92
- Moderate/ West of CAP Low- No increased
canal and bisected by farm isolation of intact
L2 New 222 Agriculture 0 0 0.0% | roads and agricultural crops - 83.37 blocks. 83 83
- Valley north and east of
the San Tan Mountains, High- Reduces
High/ Majority of segment is | Queen Creek - Gila River connectivity between
03 New 1847 | Desert scrub 4 2 0.1% | east of the CAP canal Indian Community 89.23 intact blocks 91 94
- Moderate/ West of CAP Low- No increased
canal and bisected by farm isolation of intact
P New 184 Agriculture 0 0 0.0% | roads and agricultural crops - 84.68 blocks. 86 86
Q New 1241 | Desert scrub - 14 20 1.6% | High/ West of CAP canal Florence Military 88.42 Yes High- Reduces 91 100
and adjacent to or bisected Reservation, Gila River connectivity between
by railway, but Gila River intact blocks
provides movement corridor
Tl New 564 Developed - 1 5 0.9% | Moderate/ Disturbed land - 81.51 Moderate- Potential 79 87




AGFD Preliminary Level 1 Evaluation for the North-South Corridor Study
Attachment 2A: Evaluation Criterial for the North-South Corridor- Vegetation, Hydrologic Function, Landscape Connectivity, and Landscape Integrity

SEGMENT DATA VEGETATION HYDROLOGIC FUNCTION LANDSCAPE CONNECTIVITY LANDSCAPE INTEGRITY
Proposed Primary Statewide
Change in Vegetation or Waterways | Flood- | Flood- County Connectivity Fragmentation Undisturbed
Segment Infra- Land Cover Riparian/ | (Linear Feet | plain plain Permeability/Known Linkages/Movement Mean | Majority
ID structure Acres Type® Wetland (%) | per Acre) (Acres) (%) Concerns Zones Index 1ICZs Blocks Score Score
could provide east-west to increase isolation
movement of nearby intact
block.
T1-2 New 41 | Desert scrub - 14 29 70.3% | Moderate/ Disturbed land - 83.51 Moderate- Potential 85 79
could provide east-west to increase isolation
movement of nearby intact
block.
T2 New 383 Agriculture - 0 0 0.0% | Moderate/ West of CAP - 81.23 Low- No increased 81 82
canal and bisected by farm isolation of intact
roads and agricultural crops blocks.
\Y% New 1282 | Desert scrub - 13 0 0.0% | High/ West of CAP canal Florence Military 95.44 High- Reduces 97 100
but land undeveloped Reservation connectivity between
intact blocks
X New 2206 | Desert scrub/ - 14 34 1.5% | High/ West of CAP canal, Florence Military 89.05 Yes High- Reduces 89 86
Agriculture but Gila River provides Reservation, Gila River connectivity between
movement corridor through intact blocks
agricultural lands, and
connects San Tan Mountains
to the Tortolita and Tortilla
Mtns
z Existing 352 | Desert scrub - 0 0 0.0% | Low/ West of CAP canal - 79.78 Low- No increased 82 91
and bisected by SR87, farm isolation of intact
roads and agricultural crops blocks.




AGFD Preliminary Level 1 Evaluation for the North-South Corridor Study
Attachment 2B: Evaluation Criteria for the North-South Corridor- Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat, Conservation and Wildlife Management
Lands, and Outdoor and Wildlife Related Recreation

CONSERVATION AND
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

OUTDOOR AND WILDLIFE RELATED

SEGMENT DATA WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE HABITAT LANDS RECREATION
Key Species Habitat (%)
Proposed SERI | SGCN | HDMS Tucson . i
Change in Rank | Rank | Species Shovel- | Sonoran | Areas Identified, Acquired, or
Segment Infra- (1-10) | (1-10) | Diversity | Burrowing | Kit nosed Desert | Managed with Conservation
1D structure Acres owl Fox Snake | Tortoise or Wildlife Considerations Access and Outdoor Recreation
Proximity to existing and Recreationists access the open space east and west of the
proposed open space and segment for small game hunting. A parking or pullout area for
crosses Siphon Draw wash, a hunters would be a good addition, as no parking is currently
A Expansion 513 5 7 0 0% 82% 47% 82% potential corridor. present.
AA Existing 1123 9 9 4 46% 45% 29% 44% -
Expansion-
AB new 513 9 9 2 69% 20% 3% 6% -
Near Picacho Reservior,
AC Expansion 902 9 6 4 83% 17% 9% 9% luding AGFD ma d area
Adjacent to Picacho Reservior,
AD New 102 9 5 3 99% 1% 0% 1% including AGFD managed area
Adjacent to Picacho Reservior, Segment crosses Selma Highway access point into Picacho
AE New-existing 563 9 10 3 62% 38% 4% 9% including AGFD managed area Reservoir
New- Adjacent to Picacho Reservior,
AH expansion 475 9 8 3 52% 20% 5% 8% including AGFD managed area Picacho Reservoir
Near and adjacent to Picacho
New- Reservior, including AGFD
Al expansion 865 9 8 5 72% 27% 7% 12% ged area
AJ New 369 9 6 0 34% 66% 66% 66% -
AL New 519 9 6 1 79% 23% 21% 23% -
New- Near Picacho Reservior,
AN expansion 901 9 7 4 79% 3% 2% 2% luding AGFD ma d area Picacho Reservoir
AO1 New 547 9 7 5 100% 0% 0% 0% -
AO2 New 549 9 6 6 45% 0% 0% 0% -
El New 786 5 9 0 0% 86% 83% 86% - Popular dove hunting area near tanks.
E2 New 1237 5 10 0 15% 85% 64% 84% -
E4 Expansion 387 5 8 0 26% 73% 54% 73% -
G New 613 5 9 0 76% 24% 18% 24% -
Proximity to existing and
1 New-existing 949 7 10 0 0% 100% 35% 100% proposed open space
Proximity to existing and
12 New 1002 5 9 0 0% 85% 50% 85% proposed open space Potential impacts popular hunting and OHV areas.
Hunters access open space east and west of the segment for
small game hunting. Also impacts popular hunting and OHV
areas. Installation of a parking area or pullout is recommended
J New 845 5 7 0 0% 100% 61% 100% - for hunters ing open space.
K1 New 607 5 9 0 0% 100% 55% 100% -
K3 New 481 5 8 1 5% 75% 63% 75% -
L2 New 222 5 5 2 100% 0% 0% 0% -
03 New 1847 5 9 2 21% 67% 40% 67% - Impacts popular hunting areas.
P New 184 5 8 2 83% 16% 17% 17% -
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Attachment 2B: Evaluation Criteria for the North-South Corridor- Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat, Conservation and Wildlife Management
Lands, and Outdoor and Wildlife Related Recreation

SEGMENT DATA

WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE HABITAT

CONSERVATION AND
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT
LANDS

OUTDOOR AND WILDLIFE RELATED
RECREATION

Key Species Habitat (%)
Proposed SERI | SGCN | HDMS Tucson . i
Change in Rank | Rank | Species Shovel- | Sonoran | Areas Identified, Acquired, or
Segment Infra- (1-10) | (1-10) | Diversity | Burrowing | Kit nosed Desert | Managed with Conservation
1D structure Acres owl Fox Snake | Tortoise or Wildlife Considerations Access and Outdoor Recreation
Existing Open Space
Q New 1241 5 9 3 23% 69% 24% 63% designation along Gila River
Tl New 564 1 9 5 82% 17% 7% 14% -
T1-2 New 41 1 7 5 30% 74% 2% 36% -
T2 New 383 9 5 2 100% 0% 0% 0% -
Gas-line road provides walking access for hunting and hiking-
very popular. Impacts small and big game hunting in GMU 26
\ New 1282 5 7 2 0% 100% 21% 100% - M.
Existing Open Space
designation along Gila River Impacts to small and big game hunting in GMU 26 M,
X New 2206 5 10 4 50% 49% 6% 47% and Florence Mountain. especially north of Hunt Hwy
Z Existing 352 9 8 3 37% 62% 13% 37% -
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Attachment 3. Vegetation Communities/Land Cover

Segment AcCres Riparian/ | Native
Wash scrub Agriculture | Developed

A 1123 0.0% 80.8% 0.0% 19.2%
AA 513 0.1% 44.0% 46.0% 9.8%
AB 902 0.0% 19.5% 69.3% 11.2%
AC 102 0.0% 16.9% 82.8% 0.2%
AD 563 0.0% 0.9% 99.1% 0.0%
AE 475 0.4% 37.4% 62.0% 0.2%
AH 865 0.0% 27.8% 72.2% 0.0%
Al 369 0.0% 26.3% 72.4% 1.3%
Al 519 0.0% 66.4% 33.6% 0.0%
AL 901 0.0% 22.8% 76.9% 0.3%
AN 547 0.0% 3.3% 90.8% 6.0%
AO1 549 0.0% 0.0% 99.9% 0.1%
AO2 786 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
El 1237 0.0% 99.4% 0.0% 0.4%
E2 387 1.5% 83.0% 14.7% 0.2%
E4 613 0.0% 73.7% 26.3% 0.0%
G 949 0.0% 23.6% 76.4% 0.0%
I 1002 0.0% 99.9% 0.0% 0.0%
12 845 0.3% 99.7% 0.0% 0.0%
J 607 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
K1 481 2.6% 97.4% 0.0% 0.0%
K3 222 0.0% 93.9% 6.1% 0.0%
L2 1847 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
03 184 1.3% 74.9% 23.7% 0.0%
P 1241 0.0% 17.0% 82.4% 0.0%
Q 564 0.0% 74.9% 25.1% 0.0%
T1 41 0.0% 17.2% 42.3% 40.5%
T1-2 383 0.0% 70.5% 29.5% 0.0%
T2 1282 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
\% 2206 0.0% 99.7% 0.0% 0.3%
X 352 0.7% 49.1% 49.7% 0.5%
Z 1123 0.0% 62.9% 37.1% 0.0%
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Attachment 4. HDMS Special Status Species Documented within 3 Miles of the North-South Corridor

Scientific Name Common Name FWS | USFS | BLM | SGCN | AA | AB | AC | AD | AE | AH | AT | AJ | AL | AN | AO1 |AO2 |E2 |E4 | G |J |KI |K3|L2 |03 |P Tl | TI-2 | T2 | V
Agosia chrysogaster
chrysogaster Gila Longfin Dace SC S 1B X X X X X
Athene cunicularia Western Burrowing
hypugaea Owl Ne S S B | X [ X[ X[ X [x]|Xx]|Xx X | X | X X | X | x
Catostomus clarkii Desert Sucker Ne S S 1B X | X X X X X X X
Catostomus insignis Sonora Sucker SC S S 1B X X X
Chionactis occipitalis Tucson Shovel-nosed
klauberi Snake SC 1A X X[ X | X X X X [ X[ X[X|[X | X | X[ X[X[X[X X X
Yellow-billed Cuckoo
Coccyzus americanus (Western DPS) LT S 1A X X | X | X | X |X X
Sonoran Desert
Gopherus morafkai Tortoise CCA S 1A X X X[ X | X[X]|X X X
Rallus longirostris
yumanensis Yuma Clapper Rail LE 1A X X | X | X | X |X X

HDMS = Heritage Data Management System

FWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service
CCA = Candidate Conservation Agreement in place
LE = Federally listed Endangered

LT = Federally listed Threatened

SC = Species of Concern

SGCN = State of Arizona Species of Greatest Conservation Need (2012)

Arizona Game and Fish Department. 2012. Arizona’s State Wildlife Action Plan: 2012-2022. Arizona Game and Fish Department, Phoenix, Arizona. Available at http://www.azgfd.gov/w_c/swap.shtml.
Each species in the SGCN list was scored for each of the following vulnerability criteria. If a species ranked as “vulnerable” (i.e., score = “1”) under one or more of the vulnerability criteria it was included in the SGCN. Ranks were not additive. The rank was based on the following criteria:
Extirpated from Arizona

Federal or State status.

Declining status

Disjunct status

Demographic status.

Concentration status

Fragmentation status

Distribution status.

The list of SGCN was further categorized into three tiers reflecting the Department’s management commitments and priorities; tiers were ranked as follows:
Tier 1A: Scored 17 for Vulnerability in at least onc of the cight categories and matches at least one of the following:
Federally listed as end or under the Species Act (ESA).
— Candidate species under ESA.
Is specifically covered under a signed conservation agreement (CCA) or a signed conservation agreement with assurances (CCAA).
~ Recently removed from ESA and currently requires post-delisting monitoring
— Closed season specics (i.c., no take permitted) as identified in Arizona Game and Fish Commission Orders 40, 41, 42 or 43.
Tier 1B: Scored “17 for Vulnerability in at least one of the cight categorics, but match none of the above criteria.

USFS= United States Forest Service
S = Sensitive

BLM-= Bureau of Land Management
S = Sensitive
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Attachment 5
Arizona Environmental Online Review Tool Report



Arizona Environmental Online Review Tool Report

Arizona Game and Fish Department Mission
To conserve Arizona's diverse wildlife resources and manage for safe, compatible outdoor recreation
opportunities for current and future generations.

Project Name:
North South Corridor

Project Description:
AGFD Hexagon Analysis

Project Type:
Transportation & Infrastructure, Road construction (including staging areas), Realignment/new roads

Contact Person:
Cheri Boucher

Organization:
Arizona Game and Fish Department

On Behalf Of:
AZGFD

Project ID:
HGIS-02567

Please review the entire report for project type and/or species recommendations for the location
information entered. Please retain a copy for future reference.
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Project ID: HGIS-02567 Review Date: 11/9/2015 03:58:20 PM
Disclaimer:
1. This Environmental Review is based on the project study area that was entered. The report must be

2.

updated if the project study area, location, or the type of project changes.

This is a preliminary environmental screening tool. It is not a substitute for the potential knowledge
gained by having a biologist conduct a field survey of the project area. This review is also not intended to
replace environmental consultation (including federal consultation under the Endangered Species Act),
land use permitting, or the Departments review of site-specific projects.

The Departments Heritage Data Management System (HDMS) data is not intended to include potential
distribution of special status species. Arizona is large and diverse with plants, animals, and
environmental conditions that are ever changing. Consequently, many areas may contain species that
biologists do not know about or species previously noted in a particular area may no longer occur there.
HDMS data contains information about species occurrences that have actually been reported to the
Department. Not all of Arizona has been surveyed for special status species, and surveys that have been
conducted have varied greatly in scope and intensity. Such surveys may reveal previously
undocumented population of species of special concern.

HabiMap Arizona data, specifically Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) under our State
Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) and Species of Economic and Recreational Importance (SERI), represent
potential species distribution models for the State of Arizona which are subject to ongoing change,
modification and refinement. The status of a wildlife resource can change quickly, and the availability of
new data will necessitate a refined assessment.

Locations Accuracy Disclaimer:

Project locations are assumed to be both precise and accurate for the purposes of environmental review. The
creator/owner of the Project Review Report is solely responsible for the project location and thus the correctness
of the Project Review Report content.
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Recommendations Disclaimer:

=

The Department is interested in the conservation of all fish and wildlife resources, including those
species listed in this report and those that may have not been documented within the project vicinity as
well as other game and nongame wildlife.

. Recommendations have been made by the Department, under authority of Arizona Revised Statutes

Title 5 (Amusements and Sports), 17 (Game and Fish), and 28 (Transportation).

Potential impacts to fish and wildlife resources may be minimized or avoided by the recommendations
generated from information submitted for your proposed project. These recommendations are preliminary
in scope, designed to provide early considerations on all species of wildlife.

. Making this information directly available does not substitute for the Department's review of project

proposals, and should not decrease our opportunity to review and evaluate additional project information
and/or new project proposals.

. Further coordination with the Department requires the submittal of this Environmental Review Report with

a cover letter and project plans or documentation that includes project narrative, acreage to be impacted,
how construction or project activity(s) are to be accomplished, and project locality information (including
site map). Once AGFD had received the information, please allow 30 days for completion of project
reviews. Send requests to:

Project Evaluation Program, Habitat Branch

Arizona Game and Fish Department

5000 West Carefree Highway

Phoenix, Arizona 85086-5000

Phone Number: (623) 236-7600

Fax Number: (623) 236-7366

Or

PEP@azgfd.gov

Coordination may also be necessary under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and/or
Endangered Species Act (ESA). Site specific recommendations may be proposed during further
NEPA/ESA analysis or through coordination with affected agencies
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Special Status Species and Special Areas Documented within 3 Miles of Project Vicinity

Scientific Name

Agosia chrysogaster chrysogaster
Antilocapra americana sonoriensis
Athene cunicularia hypugaea
Canis lupus baileyi

Catostomus clarkii

Catostomus insignis

Chionactis occipitalis klauberi
Coccyzus americanus

Gila River Indian Reservation
Gopherus morafkai

Ironwood - Picacho Linkage Design
Leopardus pardalis

PCH for Coccyzus americanus

Panthera onca

Rallus longirostris yumanensis

Common Name

Gila Longfin Dace

10J area for Sonoran Pronghorn
Western Burrowing Owl

10J area Zone 2 for Mexican gray
wolf

Desert Sucker

Sonora Sucker

Tucson Shovel-nosed Snake
Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Western DPS)
Gila River Indian Reservation
Sonoran Desert Tortoise

Wildlife Corridor

Ocelot Area of Capture Concern

Yellow-billed Cuckoo Proposed
Critical Habitat

Jaguar Area of Capture Concern
Yuma Clapper Rail

FWS USFS BLM

SC
LE, XN
SC
LE, XN

SE©
SC
SC
LT

CCA

I=E

S

NPL SGCN
1B

1B

1B
1B
1A
1A

1A

1A

Note: Status code definitions can be found at http://www.azgfd.gov/w_c/edits/hdms_status definitions.shtml.

Predicted within Project Vicinity based on Predicted Range Models
FWS USFS BLM

Scientific Name
Agosia chrysogaster
Aix sponsa

Ammodramus savannarum
perpallidus

Ammospermophilus harrisii
Anthus spragueii

Aquila chrysaetos

Athene cunicularia hypugaea
Botaurus lentiginosus

Buteo regalis

Catostomus clarkii
Catostomus insignis
Chilomeniscus stramineus
Chionactis occipitalis klauberi
Coccyzus americanus
Colaptes chrysoides

Coluber bilineatus
Corynorhinus townsendii pallescens

Species of Greatest Conservation Need

Common Name

Longfin Dace

Wood Duck

Western Grasshopper Sparrow

Harris' Antelope Squirrel
Sprague's Pipit

Golden Eagle

Western Burrowing Owl
American Bittern

Ferruginous Hawk

Desert Sucker

Sonora Sucker

Variable Sandsnake

Tucson Shovel-nosed Snake
Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Western DPS)
Gilded Flicker

Sonoran Whipsnake

Pale Townsend's Big-eared Bat
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SC
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1B
1B
1B
1B
1B
1B
1A
1A
1B
1B
1B
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Species of Greatest Conservation Need
Predicted within Project Vicinity based on Predicted Range Models

Scientific Name Common Name FWS USFS BLM NPL SGCN
Crotalus tigris Tiger Rattlesnake 1B
Cynanthus latirostris Broad-billed Hummingbird S 1B
Cyprinodon macularius Desert Pupfish LE 1A
Dipodomys spectabilis Banner-tailed Kangaroo Rat S 1B
Euderma maculatum Spotted Bat SC S S 1B
Eumops perotis californicus Greater Western Bonneted Bat SC S 1B
Falco peregrinus anatum American Peregrine Falcon SC S S 1A
Gopherus morafkai Sonoran Desert Tortoise CCA S 1A
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald Eagle SC, S S 1A
BGA

Heloderma suspectum Gila Monster 1A
Incilius alvarius Sonoran Desert Toad 1B
Kinosternon sonoriense sonoriense Desert Mud Turtle S 1B
Lasiurus blossevillii Western Red Bat S 1B
Lasiurus xanthinus Western Yellow Bat S 1B
Leopardus pardalis Ocelot I2E 1A
Leptonycteris curasoae Lesser Long-nosed Bat EE 1A
yerbabuenae

Lepus alleni Antelope Jackrabbit 1B
Macrotus californicus California Leaf-nosed Bat SE S 1B
Melanerpes uropygialis Gila Woodpecker 1B
Melospiza lincolnii Lincoln's Sparrow 1B
Melozone aberti Abert's Towhee S 1B
Micruroides euryxanthus Sonoran Coralsnake 1B
Myotis occultus Arizona Myotis SE© S 1B
Myotis velifer Cave Myotis SE S 1B
Myotis yumanensis Yuma Myotis SC 1B
Nyctinomops femorosaccus Pocketed Free-tailed Bat 1B
Odocoileus virginianus White-tailed Deer 1B
Ovis canadensis nelsoni Desert Bighorn Sheep 1B
Panthera onca Jaguar LE 1A
Passerculus sandwichensis Savannah Sparrow 1B
Perognathus amplus Arizona Pocket Mouse 1B
Perognathus longimembris Little Pocket Mouse 1B
Phrynosoma goodei Goode's Horned Lizard 1B
Phrynosoma solare Regal Horned Lizard 1B
Phyllorhynchus browni Saddled Leaf-nosed Snake 1B
Progne subis hesperia Desert Purple Martin S 1B
Rallus longirostris yumanensis Yuma Clapper Rail LE 1A
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Species of Greatest Conservation Need
Predicted within Project Vicinity based on Predicted Range Models

Scientific Name Common Name FWS USFS BLM NPL SGCN
Setophaga petechia Yellow Warbler 1B
Tadarida brasiliensis Brazilian Free-tailed Bat 1B
Toxostoma lecontei Le Conte's Thrasher 1B
Troglodytes pacificus Pacific Wren 1B
Vireo bellii arizonae Arizona Bell's Vireo 1B
Vulpes macrotis Kit Fox 1B
Xantusia bezyi Bezy's Night Lizard S 1B

Species of Economic and Recreation Importance Predicted within Project Vicinity

Scientific Name Common Name FWS USFS BLM NPL SGCN
Callipepla gambelii Gambel's Quall

Odocoileus hemionus Mule Deer

Ovis canadensis mexicana Mexican Desert Bighorn Sheep 1B
Pecari tajacu Javelina

Puma concolor Mountain Lion

Zenaida asiatica White-winged Dove

Project Type: Transportation & Infrastructure, Road construction (including staging areas), Realignment/new
roads

Project Type Recommendations:

Bridge Maintenance/Constructionldentify whether wildlife species use the structure for roosting or nesting during
anticipated maintenance/construction period. Plan the timing of maintenance/construction to minimize impacts to wildlife
species. In addition to the species list generated by the Arizona's On-line Environmental Review Tool, the Department
recommends that surveys be conducted at the bridge and in the vicinity of the bridge to identify additional or currently
undocumented bat, bird, or aquatic species in the project area. To minimize impacts to birds and bats, as well as aquatic
species, consider conducting maintenance and construction activities outside the breeding/maternity season (breeding
seasons for birds and bats usually occur spring - summer). Examining the crevices for the presence of bats prior to
pouring new paving materials or that the top of those crevices be sealed to prevent material from dripping or falling
through the cracks and potentially onto bats. If bats are present, maintenance and construction (including paving and
milling) activities should be conducted during nighttime hours, if possible, when the fewest number of bats will be
roosting. Minimize impacts to the vegetation community. Unavoidable impacts to vegetation should be mitigated on-site
whenever possible. A revegetation plan should be developed to replace impacted communities.Consider design
structures and construction plans that minimize impacts to channel geometry (i.e., width/depth ratio, sinuosity, allow
overflow channels), to avoid alteration of hydrological function. Consider incorporating roosting sites for bats into bridge
designs. During construction, erosion control structures and drainage features should be used to prevent introduction of
sediment laden runoff into the waterway. Minimize instream construction activity. If culverts are planned, use wildlife
friendly designs to mitigate impacts to wildlife and fish movement. Guidelines for bridge designs to facilitate wildlife
passage can be found on the home page of this application at http://www.azgfd.gov/hgis/guidelines.aspx.
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Fence recommendations will be dependant upon the goals of the fence project and the wildlife species expected to be
impacted by the project. General guidelines for ensuring wildlife-friendly fences include: barbless wire on the top and
bottom with the maximum fence height 42", minimum height for bottom 16". Modifications to this design may be
considered for fencing anticipated to be routinely encountered by elk, bighorn sheep or pronghorn (e.g., Pronghorn
fencing would require 18" minimum height on the bottom). Please refer to the Department's Fencing Guidelines located
on the home page of this application at http://www.azgfd.gov/hgis/guidelines.aspx.

During the planning stages of your project, please consider the local or regional needs of wildlife in regards to movement,
connectivity, and access to habitat needs. Loss of this permeability prevents wildlife from accessing resources, finding
mates, reduces gene flow, prevents wildlife from re-colonizing areas where local extirpations may have occurred, and
ultimately prevents wildlife from contributing to ecosystem functions, such as pollination, seed dispersal, control of prey
numbers, and resistance to invasive species. In many cases, streams and washes provide natural movement corridors
for wildlife and should be maintained in their natural state. Uplands also support a large diversity of species, and should
be contained within important wildlife movement corridors. In addition, maintaining biodiversity and ecosystem functions
can be facilitated through improving designs of structures, fences, roadways, and culverts to promote passage for a
variety of wildlife.

Consider impacts of outdoor lighting on wildlife and develop measures or alternatives that can be taken to increase
human safety while minimizing potential impacts to wildlife. Conduct wildlife surveys to determine species within project
area, and evaluate proposed activities based on species biology and natural history to determine if artificial lighting may
disrupt behavior patterns or habitat use. Use only the minimum amount of light needed for safety. Narrow spectrum bulbs
should be used as often as possible to lower the range of species affected by lighting. All lighting should be shielded,
cantered, or cut to ensure that light reaches only areas needing illumination.

Minimize potential introduction or spread of exotic invasive species. Invasive species can be plants, animals (exotic
snails), and other organisms (e.g., microbes), which may cause alteration to ecological functions or compete with or prey
upon native species and can cause social impacts (e.qg., livestock forage reduction, increase wildfire risk). The terms
noxious weed or invasive plants are often used interchangeably. Precautions should be taken to wash all equipment
utilized in the project activities before leaving the site. Arizona has noxious weed regulations (Arizona Revised Statutes,
Rules R3-4-244 and R3-4-245). See Arizona Department of Agriculture website for restricted plants,
https://agriculture.az.gov/. Additionally, the U.S. Department of Agriculture has information regarding pest and invasive
plant control methods including: pesticide, herbicide, biological control agents, and mechanical control,
http://www.usda.gov/wps/portal/usdahome. The Department regulates the importation, purchasing, and transportation of
wildlife and fish (Restricted Live Wildlife), please refer to the hunting regulations for further information
http://www.azgfd.gov/h_f/hunting_rules.shtml

Minimization and mitigation of impacts to wildlife and fish species due to changes in water quality, quantity, chemistry,
temperature, and alteration to flow regimes (timing, magnitude, duration, and frequency of floods) should be evaluated.
Minimize impacts to springs, in-stream flow, and consider irrigation improvements to decrease water use. If dredging is a
project component, consider timing of the project in order to minimize impacts to spawning fish and other aquatic species
(include spawning seasons), and to reduce spread of exotic invasive species. We recommend early direct coordination
with Project Evaluation Program for projects that could impact water resources, wetlands, streams, springs, and/or
riparian habitats.

The Department recommends that wildlife surveys are conducted to determine if noise-sensitive species occur within the
project area. Avoidance or minimization measures could include conducting project activities outside of breeding
seasons.

Based on the project type entered, coordination with State Historic Preservation Office may be required
(http://azstateparks.com/SHPQO/index.html).

Trenches should be covered or back-filled as soon as possible. Incorporate escape ramps in ditches or fencing along the
perimeter to deter small mammals and herptefauna (snakes, lizards, tortoise) from entering ditches.
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Design culverts to minimize impacts to channel geometry, or design channel geometry (low flow, overbank, floodplains)
and substrates to carry expected discharge using local drainages of appropriate size as templates. Reduce/minimize
barriers to allow movement of amphibians or fish (e.g., eliminate falls). Also for terrestrial wildlife, washes and stream
corridors often provide important corridors for movement. Overall culvert width, height, and length should be optimized
for movement of the greatest number and diversity of species expected to utilize the passage. Culvert designs should
consider moisture, light, and noise, while providing clear views at both ends to maximize utilization. For many species,
fencing is an important design feature that can be utilized with culverts to funnel wildlife into these areas and minimize
the potential for roadway collisions. Guidelines for culvert designs to facilitate wildlife passage can be found on the home
page of this application at http://www.azgfd.gov/hgis/guidelines.aspx.

Based on the project type entered, coordination with Arizona Department of Environmental Quality may be required
(http://www.azdeq.gov/).

Based on the project type entered, coordination with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers may be required
(http://www.usace.army.mil/)

Based on the project type entered, coordination with County Flood Control district(s) may be required.

Vegetation restoration projects (including treatments of invasive or exotic species) should have a completed site-
evaluation plan (identifying environmental conditions necessary to re-establish native vegetation), a revegetation plan
(species, density, method of establishment), a short and long-term monitoring plan, including adaptive management
guidelines to address needs for replacement vegetation.

The Department requests further coordination to provide project/species specific recommendations, please
contact Project Evaluation Program directly. PEP@azafd.gov

Project Location and/or Species Recommendations:

HDMS records indicate that one or more listed, proposed, or candidate species or Critical Habitat (Designated or
Proposed) have been documented in the vicinity of your project. The Endangered Species Act (ESA) gives the US Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) regulatory authority over all federally listed species. Please contact USFWS Ecological
Services Offices at http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/arizona/ or:

Phoenix Main Office Tucson Sub-Office Flagstaff Sub-Office

2321 W. Royal Palm Rd, Suite 103 201 N. Bonita Suite 141 SW Forest Science Complex
Phoenix, AZ 85021 Tucson, AZ 85745 2500 S. Pine Knoll Dr.
Phone: 602-242-0210 Phone: 520-670-6144 Flagstaff, AZ 86001

Fax: 602-242-2513 Fax: 520-670-6155 Phone: 928-556-2157

Fax: 928-556-2121

HDMS records indicate that Western Burrowing Owls have been documented within the vicinity of your project area.
Please review the western burrowing owl resource page at: http://www.azgfd.gov/w_c/BurrowingOwlResources.shtml.

HDMS records indicate that Sonoran Desert Tortoise have been documented within the vicinity of your project area.
Please review the Tortoise Handling Guidelines found at: http://www.azgfd.gov/hgis/pdfs/Tortoisehandlingguidelines.pdf

Your project site is within one or more defined Areas of Capture Concern. Please follow Department protocols while
working within an Area of Capture Concern at U:\Agency Directives\JaguarOcelot Directives 17AUG10.pdf.
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Analysis indicates that your project is located in the vicinity of an identified wildlife habitat linkage corridor. Project
planning and implementation efforts should focus on maintaining adequate opportunities for wildlife permeability. For
information pertaining to the linkage assessment and wildlife species that may be affected, please refer to:
http://www.corridordesign.org/arizona. Please contact your local Arizona Game and Fish Department Regional Office for
specific project recommendations: http://www.azgfd.gov/inside_azgfd/agency_directory.shtml.

Tribal Lands are within the vicinity of your project area and may require further coordination. Please contact:
Gila River Indian Community

PO Box 97

Sacaton, AZ 85247

(520) 562-6000

(520) 562-6010 (fax)
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December 12, 2016

Ms. Joanie Cady

Arizona Department of Transportation
Environmental Planning Group

1611 W. Jackson St., MD EM02
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Re:  Comment Response for the North-South Corridor Study
Dear Ms. Cady:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) reviewed the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) letter, dated October 28, 2016, inviting the Department to be a
Participating Agency in the Tier I Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process for the North
South Corridor Study. The Tier 1 EIS will build upon the prior North South Corridor Study
information collected during the Alternative Selection Report (ASR), Design Concept Report
(DCR), and project-level Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) initiated in 2010.

The Department has concerns that the natural resource values within the study corridor are being
under-represented by the study team. Department staff attended the Agency Stakeholder
meeting for the North South Corridor Study on November 1, 2016. At this meeting, the study
team stated that “natural resource values within the corridor were low, along both the western
and eastern alternatives”. Previously, during the project level EIS preparation, the Department
provided extensive information about the natural resources in the vicinity; this information
identified portions of the eastern routes, especially the northern portion east of the CAP canal, to
be of higher value to wildlife and wildlife related recreation. The Department offers its support
and assistance to ensure the best available natural resource data and analyses identified above are
appropriately incorporated into the impact analysis as required by the NEPA, thus improving
efficiency, defensibility, and conservation effectiveness.

The Department scheduled a meeting with the study team tomorrow, December 12, 2016, to
have further discussion regarding wildlife resources and wildlife related recreation within the
study area. While we understand that the scope of the North South Corridor has changed to a
Tier I level review instead of a project-level review, we wanted to provide this information for
the project record, as it may be used for both the upcoming Tier I and subsequent Tier II
analyses. The Department has confidence that, while working collaboratively, our agencies will
be able to clearly describe the natural resources concerns within the study area, assist in the
development of the evaluation criteria and identify reasonable and prudent measures to avoid,
minimize, or mitigation these concerns.



Ms. Joanie Cady
December 12, 2016
Page 2

The Department looks forward to our continued collaboration on this project. If you have any
questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (623) 236-7615 or cboucher@azgfd.gov.

Sincerely,

s

Cheri A. Bouchér
Project Evaluation Program Specialist

cc: Joshua Fife, ADOT
Kurt Watzek, HDR
Victor Yang, ADOT

attachment
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ATTACHMENT 1: AGFD RESPONSE TO COMMENTS MATRIX FOR THE NORTH-SOUTH CORRIDOR STUDY
Comment | Pg# | AGFD Comment Letter (February 3, Pg#/ | ADOT Response Letter (June 3,2016) | AGFD Response
# # | 2016) q#
1 1/3 | The Department recognizes that use of | 1/3 | ... In most cases, special status species A “lack of species documentation” is not a

Geographic Information Systems (GIS)
and geospatial data can be powerful tools
for wildlife conservation and planning.
In addition to web-based tools such as
HabiMap Arizona (www.habimap.org)
and the Online Environmental Review
Tool (www.azgfd.gov/hgis), site-specific
project evaluation and analysis may
require additional data. The Department
has been developing a repeatable and
standardized approach that facilitates the
incorporation of relevant geospatial
datasets in order to identify potential
impacts of projects on wildlife and
habitat resources and wildlife-related
recreation. Our goal is to provide a
general assessment of the potential
effects of the wvarious alternatives
identified by the ADOT. We will
enhance this initial assessment as
additional data and information become
available throughout the project planning
timeline.

and important biological events or
circumstances will be known for an area,
or readily obtained, prior to initiating the
NEPA document, especially near an urban
environment. Unless the NEPA document
is being prepared specifically as a result
of potential significant impacts to a
known biological resource, reasonable
level of resource investigation is applied
under NEPA to understand the impacts on
those biological resources and at a level
where there is confidence that significant
impacts are reasonably believed to not
occur. In the case of the North South
Corridor Study, there are no important
biological resource concerns at this point,
on which to focus concerted NEPA
investigations based on the study area's
past and current land use impacts,
condition of the existing habitat, and lack
of species documentation from people
that work in or have experience with the
study area.

valid indicator of species absence,
particularly in circumstances where habitat
is  appropriate and  occurrence is
documented in adjacent patches. Active
surveys are required to determine presence
or a reliable estimate of absence for cryptic
and/or reclusive species. Under NEPA, it is
the responsibility of ADOT to conduct
adequate biological surveys prior to project
impact analysis  in order to ensure all
species and habitats are sufficiently
analyzed.

As discussed on page 4 (3™ paragraph) and
page 7 (1** paragraph) of the Department’s
February 2016 letter, suitable Sonoran
desert scrub habitat for desert tortoise,
Tucson shovel-nosed snake, and kit fox
occur in the segments east of the CAP
canal. Additionally, the Department cited
studies conducted in the Sonoran desert
habitat east of the CAP (and east of
Segments I, J, K1, and O3) where these
species have been recorded.

Furthermore, to state that “there are no
important biological resource concerns at
this point, on which to focus concerted
NEPA investigations” is directly contrary to
the species and wildlife movement concerns
clearly identified by the Department.
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Comment
#

Pg #/
I#

AGFD Comment Letter (February 3,
2016)

Pg #/
I#

ADOT Response Letter (June 3, 2016)

AGFD Response

As discussed in the Data Needs section of
our previous letter, the Department requests
that, in addition to the general floral and
faunal biological surveys within the
corridor, surveys for Sonoran desert
tortoise, Tucson shovel-nosed snake, and
kit fox should be conducted to identify
current distribution and movement patterns.
Additionally, movement studies for larger
mammals should be conducted to inform
project design, which must address
permeability of the roadway for wildlife
movement.

4/2

In general, the western-most segments
would result in fewer impacts to wildlife,
habitat, and wildlife resources, than the
segments to the east. Table 1 summarizes
the results of the Department’s
evaluation, including a segment by
segment ranking, with discussion
comments to provide context for the
ranking. Each segment was given an
overall ranking; a high rating indicates
potential significant impacts to
resources; a moderate rating indicates
moderate to significant impacts to
resources, with the potential to minimize
or mitigate impacts; and a low rating
indicates limited impacts to resources if
appropriate mitigation measures are
implemented.

2/2

In the case of the study area, the
agricultural lands may have more value
for wildlife than the native habitat
because of the degraded condition of the
native habitat. It is the project team's
belief that this is the case for much of the
study area. While it seems obvious that
any "new" transportation facility would
cause the highest amount of disturbance
and habitat fragmentation, we need to be
careful that this is not automatically
translated into the analysis as an actual
"high" impact as this too should not be
based solely on its own merits since there
are many other elements fragmenting the
entire study area (i.e., canals, flood
structures, security fences, development,
railroad, high voltage powerlines, roads,
and trails).

While it is accurate that some of the native
habitat has been disturbed by recreation
activities, this level of disturbance does not
negate the value of the habitat for wildlife
that it presents; although this area may not
support the highest quality Sonoran desert
scrub and mesquite bosque vegetation in the
state, it is certainly the highest quality
habitat in the study area. This area in
particular is extremely valuable for small
game hunting due to the close proximity to
the metropolitan area. The level of impact
from a multi-modal transportation corridor
is significantly different than that of the
existing recreation pressure (i.e. OHVs);
this irreversible impact (including all
associated cumulative impacts) should not
be discounted

High, Moderate, and Low rankings were in
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Comment | Pg#/ | AGFD Comment Letter (February 3, Pg #/ | ADOT Response Letter (June 3,2016) | AGFD Response
# T# | 2016) #

The project team believes that using a relation to other segments within the study,
"high" impact rating that relates to however, we do agree that our definitions of
"potential significant”" impacts to High, Moderate, and Low does not clearly
resources is misleading for the reflect the intrinsic value of the resource.
North-South Corridor Study Area due to
habitat that is not intact and has been The Department’s evaluation tool and
greatly degraded from historic land use ranking system is under development; we
practices. We also believe that the appreciate this constructive feedback and
moderate rating that has been assigned will work to correct any unintended
that indicates "moderate to significant" mischaracterization.
impacts is not appropriate for this area.

3 4/3 Segments A, E1, and E2, are situated 3/1 As indicated above, we generally agree A study carried out by the Department

west of the CAP canal, which is an
existing constraint to east-west wildlife
movement in the area. When compared
to segments I, 12, and J, which are
situated east of the CAP canal, the
segments to the west would result in
fewer impacts to terrestrial wildlife
movement through the area, and less
overall habitat fragmentation. The same
is true for western segments E4, G, and
L2, when compared to eastern segments
K1, K3, and O3. Additionally, the
eastern segments (K1, K3, and O3)
contain a greater amount of native desert
habitat for key species of concern such as
kit fox (Vulpes macrotis), Tucson
shovel-nosed snake (Chionactis
occipitalis klauberi), and the Sonoran
desert tortoise (Gopherus morafkai).

that the alternatives west of the Central
Arizona Project (CAP) would result in
fewer impacts than the alternatives on the
east. However, due to the condition and
use of the habitat in most of the
undeveloped areas, it is believed that the
presence of populations of kit fox and
possibly Tucson shovel-nosed snake are
unlikely. Moreover, we believe suitable
habitat for the Sonoran desert tortoise
does not occur north of East Arizona
Farms Road in the study area.

captured approximately 50 individual kit
foxes in the area east of the CAP. Captured
male kit foxes were fitted with GPS radio
collars for this study and data shows that kit
foxes reside in the area east of the CAP,
including within, or immediately adjacent
to, Segments I, J, K1, and O3 (Jones 2016).
Additionally, field activities carried out in
the course of the research showed that there
were numerous breeding pairs, suggesting a
self-sustaining population in the area to the
east of the CAP.

Finally, Department biologist Andrew
Jones incidentally found a Tucson shovel-
nosed snake while conducting field work
for the kit fox research project. The
condition of the habitat in the undeveloped
area is good and typical of the Sonoran
desert. Tucson shovel-nosed snake are
expected to occur in undisturbed creosote
flats which would be impacted by I, 12, J,
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Comment
#

Pg #/
I#

AGFD Comment Letter (February 3,
2016)

Pg #/
I#

ADOT Response Letter (June 3, 2016)

AGFD Response

K1, K3, and O3.

Protocol surveys for  Sonoran desert
tortoises have not been conducted within I,
12, J, K1, K3, and O3, but the desert washes
that bisect the alignments provide suitable
habitat for this species. East of O3, along
SR 79 where protocol surveys have been
conducted, numerous Sonoran desert
tortoise have been recorded.

5/3

...the agricultural lands may be ranked
as moderate or low, but the value of
agricultural lands should not be
discounted as there are many species
utilizing these areas. Agricultural
croplands often provide habitat for
migratory birds and species that may
occur year-round, such as the western
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia
hypugaea) and other foraging raptors.

3/2

It is true that all of the study area provides

valuable habitat for some species but
there is little habitat in the study area
where vegetation species diversity could
be considered high and would provide

valuable habitat in the broader sense for a
wider range of wildlife species. It appears
likely that the class of wildlife benefitting

most and afforded the greatest resources
by the habitat in the study area is birds
and the habitat likely providing the
greatest resources are the irrigated
agricultural lands.

While agricultural lands occur within much
of the corridor, the undeveloped Sonoran
desert scrub cannot be discounted.
Drainage features and additional water
sources occur within the Sonoran desert
scrub habitat in the area, including mesquite
bosque vegetation occurring adjacent to the
CAP. Additionally, the Sonoran desert
scrub is valuable for wildlife movement and
small game hunting. In addition to birds
(quail, mourning dove), javelina, mule deer,
kit fox, antelope jack rabbits, and Gila
Monster are known to inhabit the area.

It should also be noted that the Picacho
Reservoir currently has water in it and the
Department has been getting calls from
waterfowl hunters about access issues to the
Ieservoir. This reservoir cannot be
discounted as valuable habitat within the
Tier I EIS.
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5

6/3

Maricopa County Flood Control
District’s flood-control structures are
also found in the vicinity of the North-
South Corridor. The mesquite bosque
vegetation associated with these
floodcontrol structures provides high
quality habitat and year round water
sources for wildlife. These structures are
adjacent to the CAP, which also presents
a barrier to wildlife movement. The
proposed regional CAP trail would also
traverse the flood control structures,
further fragmenting habitat along the
CAP. The North-South Corridor
encompasses the CAP and flood control
structures, and transverses the CAP in
some locations. Cumulatively, the loss of
habitat, fragmentation, new barriers to
movement, and loss of movement
corridors, open space and recreation in
this area could have significant impacts
to wildlife resources.

3/5

The CAP creates an almost complete
barrier to terrestrial wildlife movement
because of security fences.... According
to CAP personnel, the only mammals that
appears to cross the CAP regularly are
coyotes that get through the security fence
and swim across the canal. Significant
cumulative impacts from loss of habitat,
fragmentation, new barriers to movement,
and loss of movement corridors, are
addressed based on context and intensity
and are not likely to occur based on
current biological and land use conditions.

The CAP is indeed a substantial barrier to
wildlife movement. It has fragmented
habitats leaving patches with reduced
connectivity to surrounding habitat. It is
likely that it has effectively isolated some
terrestrial species populations.

However, there are 19 locations along the
CAP between 1-10 and U.S. Hwy 60 that
various species of wildlife are likely to
utilize. There are also 25 culverts and 8§
road bridges that may provide limited
passage opportunities for select species.

While these crossings are far from ideal,
they do provide some potential for highly
mobile species to utilize habitat on both
sides of the CAP. They may also facilitate
gene flow in populations of high and low
mobility species.

Anecdotal documentation of coyotes
crossing the canal is not adequate
justification for an assumption that other
mammalian  species do not  cross.
Movement and/or genetics studies on target
species would need to be conducted in
order to arrive at a useable metric of
permeability. At a minimum comprehensive
surveillance of the available crossing
locations would be needed to suggest that
most species do not cross the CAP.

With the addition of another movement
barrier, the species that were functionally
isolated by the CAP will have their
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remaining habitat further fragmented. As
fragmented patches of habitat become
smaller, species will be lost to extirpation as
they are unable to persist within the
confines of the reduced area. Where small
populations of species are able to persist,
the added barrier of a highway will
substantially reduce (possibly eliminate)
gene flow with neighboring populations.
The implications of the resulting inbreeding
effects can be devastating to the long-term
viability of these isolated populations.

Consideration of existing barriers in
alignment selection of the new highway and
inclusion of appropriate passage features
can minimize its overall barrier effect.

Given current biological conditions,
significant cumulative effects from the
reduction in habitat patch sizes and the
reduction in gene flow are almost certain to
occur for a variety of species. However, if
the project were to include select
improvements (crossings) to the existing
barriers (CAP) and incorporate appropriate
paired crossings on the new highway, the
local connectivity could be improved which
would substantially reduce the overall
barrier effect of the new highway.

6 6/ 6

It is especially imperative that ADOT
consider cumulative impacts to wildlife
movement. If additional
information/data/studies are needed from
the Department for ADOT to perform
this analysis, we request further

3/6

Cumulative impacts will be addressed in
the NEPA document; however,
undertaking extensive research projects
for common species is not the intent of
NEPA unless existing evidence indicates
it may be warranted. For example, if deer

Numerous Sonoran desert tortoise, Tucson
shovel-nosed snake, other reptiles and
amphibians, and kit fox have been recorded
along the SR79 and Florence area where
surveys (live and roadkill) have been
conducted (AGFD 2016; iNaturalist 2016a
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coordination with ADOT to coordinate
on the analysis.

or other wildlife collisions occur regularly
in certain areas along SR 79, or regular
sightings of uncommon species by
ranchers, CAP personnel, or recreational
users are reported, this could be evidence
that more investigation is needed.

and 2016b; Jones 2016; Hoffman and
Leavitt 2015; Grimsley et. al. 2015). It is
likely that many of these species occur
within, or adjacent to, the proposed
segments east of the CAP. A “lack of
species documentation” is not a valid
indicator of species absence, particularly in
circumstances where habitat is appropriate
and occurrence is documented in adjacent
patches. Active surveys are required to
determine presence or a reliable estimate of
absence for cryptic and/or reclusive species.
Under NEPA, it is the responsibility of
ADOT to conduct adequate biological
surveys prior to project impact analysis in
order to ensure all species and habitats are
sufficiently analyzed.

The Arizona Game & Fish Department
manages wildlife resources in accordance
with our State Wildlife Action Plan
(SWAP), which is mandated nationwide by
Congress to be proactive and help conserve
wildlife and natural areas (i.e. keeping
common species common) before they
become rare and more costly to protect.

Tucson shovel-nosed snake, kit fox, and
Sonoran Desert tortoise have been
recorded within the native desert lands
east of the North-South Corridor
(Attachment 4; Grandmaison et al 2010;
Jones 2016; Grimsley et al. 2015;
Hoffman and Leavitt 2015). In order to
fully evaluate project effects to the local
populations of these species, as well as
movement issues and needs, more

4/1

Regarding data needs, habitat conditions
suitable for the kit fox and desert tortoise
are not likely found in the study area
north of East Judd Road due to impacts on
habitat from grazing and recreational
vehicles. Tucson shovel-nosed snakes
may also be problematic in this area due
to cattle and recreational vehicle use. The
areas including Segments Q, V, and X
have the greatest potential for any of these

A study carried out by the Department
captured approximately 50 kit fox
individuals in the area North of East Judd
Road from 2010-2012. Captured male kit
foxes were fitted with GPS radio collars for
this study and data shows that kit foxes
reside in the areas between East Judd Road
and Baseline Ave, including within, or
immediately adjacent to, Segments I, J, K1,
and O3 (Jones 2016).
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information is needed about their current
distribution and movement patterns
across the proposed routes... A greater
understanding is needed of the current
movement of larger mammals, such as
mule deer, across Segments A, E1, E2, 1,
12, J, K1, K3, O3, and especially through
Q, V, and X, which connect the San Tan
Mountains to the mountain ranges and
open space east of the North-South
Corridor.

species to occur as isolated
populations/individuals resulting from the
CAP, SR 79, Hunt Highway, agricultural
land, and development isolating this
habitat.

Additionally, field activities carried out in
the course of the research showed that there
were numerous breeding pairs, suggesting a
self-sustaining population in the areas north
of East Judd Road; this population did not
appear to be negatively impacted by
grazing. It is also important to note that
previous studies (Cypher et al. 2000.
Population Dynamics of San Joaquin kit
foxes at the naval petroleum reserves in
California. Journal of Wildlife Management
Monograph) found no negative impacts of
cattle grazing to kit foxes.

Tucson shovel-nosed snake should be
expected to occur in undisturbed creosote
flats (those that have not been turned over
for agriculture or heavily tilled) where there
is no evidence of impacts from livestock or
recreational vehicles.

Sonoran Desert Tortoises and their habitat
most likely occur in the desert washes north
of East Judd Road no matter the grazing or
recreational vehicle conditions.

See Wildlife Movement paragraph and
associated bullets

4/2

Movement of any mammals, especially
large mammals, across Segments A, El,
E2,1, 12, J, Kl, K3, and 03 to access
mountains on either side is highly
unlikely due to the CAP canal and its
security fencing. While it is possible that
any mammals could cross the CAP at one
location while crossing Segments Q and
V along a bridge constructed for a private
trail, this would require negotiating
numerous other barriers and development

See Comment #5 response.
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and would likely only be used
opportunistically rather than as an
intended connection for movement
between areas. With the proximity of the
Gila River to Segments Q and V, it is
most likely the Gila River would be used
for large mammal movement and is the
only wildlife movement corridor that
provides unobstructed access across the
CAP near the study area. Unobstructed
movement of mammals between the San
Tan Mountains and the mountain ranges
to the east is only provided by the Gila
River. The Gila River would be bridged at
any alternative crossing, providing the
best scenario for wildlife movement and
habitat connectivity.

7-8

See Wildlife Movement paragraph and
associated bullets

4/3

It is unlikely that target species surveys
for non-federally listed special status
species or species that are not shown to be
of great concern, would be considered
unless evidence shows this is warranted.
NEPA does not require exhaustive studies
to determine impacts but after considering
the context and intensity of potential
impacts, additional investigations could
be shown to be justified.

See Comment #6 response.

10

7-8

See Wildlife Movement paragraph and
associated bullets

44

It is understood that transportation
projects have an effect on wildlife
movement and cumulative effects will be
analyzed in the NEPA document.
However, the study team believes that the
project's effects on the natural movement
of wildlife in this highly fragmented and
degraded habitat would not have a
singularly important role in affecting

See Comment #5 response.
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wildlife or movement other than direct
impacts by displacing habitat and road
mortality for limited populations of
resident wildlife that would have
territories in the area. Opportunities to
provide permeability for wildlife along
the proposed roadway facility will be
addressed as the project progresses and
would consider many factors including
biology, drainage, land use, and barriers.
We agree the Gila River is the prime
corridor for these purposes in the study
area.

See Wildlife Movement paragraph and
associated bullets

4/5

Although there are potential features such
as drainage crossovers and road bridges
that wildlife could use to cross the CAP,
there are currently no CAP-designated
wildlife crossings in the project area. Any
crossings that may occur across the CAP
outside the project area and that would be
conducive to wildlife use would be
evaluated to address continuity for
movement under the North South
Corridor project. Efforts to engage owners
of existing barriers to allow or provide
crossing structures on their facilities is not
anticipated as part of the efforts for this
project.

See Comment #5 response.

12 8 Impacts to Habitat: The Department
recommends that all impacts to habitat
be mitigated in-kind (i.e. impacts to
Sonoran Desert scrub habitat should be
mitigated with Sonoran Desert habitat),
through a combination of on-site impact
avoidance and/or minimization when
feasible, and off-site preservation,

5/2

Regarding habitat compensation, ADOT
believes the habitat in the study area
would fall primarily within Resource
Category IV for a majority of the
undeveloped land in the study area with
the exception of the relatively intact
private lands between East Heritage Road
and West Hunt Highway, located just

It is the Commission Policy that the
Department shall seek compensation at
100% level, when feasible for actual or
potential habitat loss resulting from land
and water projects. Among factors deemed
important by the Commission are potential
impacts to special category species and/or
economically important wildlife species as
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creation, or compensation.

north of the Gila River. The goal for
Resource Category IV habitat is to
minimize loss of habitat value.

well as issues which reflect the wvalue,
quantity and quality of habitats which may
be impacted by proposed projects. While
agricultural lands fall into the resource
category IV, the Sonoran desert scrub falls
into the resource category III. The
Department will recommend ways to
minimize or avoid category III habitat
losses, with anticipated losses compensated
by replacement of habitat values in-kind, by
substitution of high value habitat types, or
by increased management of replacement
habitats, so that no net loss occurs.

The Department continues to work with the
MCFCD and the NRCS for the replacement
of 80% of the mesquite bosque habitat
along the flood control structures. In
addition, the Department continues to work
with BOR and Pinal County on the CAP
trail planning to ensure connectivity and
movement of wildlife.
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February 6, 2017

Mr. Aryan Lirange

FHWA Environmental Coordinator
Federal Highway Administration
4000 N. Central Ave., Suite 1500
Phoenix, AZ 85012-1906

Re:  AGFD Comments for the North-South Corridor Study Tier I EIS Draft Coordination Plan
for Agency and Public Involvement

Dear Mr. Lirange:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) reviewed the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) letter, dated January 19, 2017, requesting review of the FHWA/Arizona
Department of Transportation’s (ADOT’s) Draft Coordination Plan for Agency and Public
Involvement (Plan) for the North-South Corridor Study Tier I Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS). The Department appreciates this opportunity to review and provide comments regarding
the Draft Plan.

The Department has the following recommendations for the Final Coordination Plan for Agency
and Public Involvement:

e Page 1, Second Bullet: Add stakeholders.

e Page 1, Third Bullet: Recommend revising to read “ establishes the timing and methods
for gathering Cooperating, Participating, and Stakeholder agency input on the project’s
purpose and need, study area, range of alternatives, study methodologies and criteria,
technical reports, findings of the draft EIS, preferred alternative, and avoidance,
minimization and/or mitigation strategies.

Page 5, Section 2.1, Second Bullet: Add “and criteria” after study methodologies.

Page 6, Table 2: Correct the Department’s role to be Cooperating Agency.

Page 8, Table 3: Remove Arizona Game & Fish Department from this table.

Page 11, Table 4: Split into two tables to differentiate between previous project specific

EIS actions and current Tier I EIS actions.

Appendix A: Correct the Department’s role to be Cooperating Agency in Tables 1 and 2.

e Appendix D: Correct the Department’s primary contact to be Cheri Bouchér (Project
Evaluation Transportation Coordinator)

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS AGENCY



Mr. Aryan Lirange

AGFD Comments for the North-South Corridor Study Tier I EIS Draft Coordination Plan for
Agency and Public Involvement

February 6, 2017

2

We continue to look forward to collaborating 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 me at cboucher@azgfd.gov or 623-236-7615.

Sincerely,

s

Cheri A. Bouchér
Project Evaluation Program Specialist
Arizona Game and Fish Department

cc: Rebecca Yedlin, FHWA

Victor Yang, ADOT Project Manager
Michael LaBianca, HDR Project Manager

AGFD# M17-01194944






Salt River Project Janeen C. Rohovit
P.O. Box 52025 Senior Government Relations Representative
Mail Stop: PAB221

Phoenix, AZ 85072-2025

Phone: (602) 236-2679

Janeen.Rohovit@srpnet.com

Aryan Lirange, PE

Senior Urban Engineer

FHWA Arizona Division

4000 North Central Avenue, Suite 1500
Phoenix Arizona 85012-1906

August 30, 2017

Dear Mr. Lirange,

| am writing to submit SRP’s written comments as requested of the Participating Agencies collaborating
on the North South Corridor Study Tier 1 EIS Evaluation. SRP appreciates the opportunity to provide
input for this analysis.

Location of electric transmission lines and associated major infrastructure facilities does not exactly fall
within the outlined evaluation criterion for utilities. Therefore, SRP staff has worked to convey
preferences and concerns for all four segments, and along each remaining alternative then fit those
comparisons into the utilities evaluation criterion. Both findings are provided in the attached document.
SRP worked from a map of the transmission system with an overlay of the ADOT shape file to arrive at
these recommendations. |invite you to contact me with any questions. SRP representatives are happy

to meet to discuss any portion of this submission.

Very respectfully yours,

ﬂ/ﬂe@n %Aﬁﬂli

Janeen Rohovit



Segment 1 -

North South:
Ela toEla/b — SRP can support the entire length of this segment to where it intersects Magma Road

Elb to Ela/b -- SRP can support the entire length of this segment to where it intersects Magma Road

SR-24.:

Elb is preferred — this alternative creates significantly less interference with existing electric
infrastructure. In addition, the area is more open providing opportunity to plan around the future
freeway alignment.

Note: W1a, Ela and W1b all interfere with access to SRP’s existing Dinosaur 500/230/69kV Substation,
multiples existing 69kV as well as future transmission lines that will need to access the Dinosaur
Substation. In addition, W1a/b interferes with existing Extra High Voltage transmission. The National
Guard Auxiliary Field and multiples existing residential subdivisions further compound location of the
NSFC along these four alternative segments.

Segment 2 -

North South:
E2a/b — SRP can support this alternative as a means to transition from Ela/b to E3 a/c (please see
support for E3a/c below).

Segment 3 -
North South:
E3a/c -- SRP can support this alternative due to minimal impact to electric infrastructure.

E3a/b —SRP can support
E3c/d — SRP can support

Note: regarding W3, SRP attended the Florence coordination meetings and support the Town Council
recommendation that was the outcome of those meetings. In addition, while this alternative has
minimal impact to electric infrastructure it does bifurcate existing subdivisions located in both Florence
and Coolidge. E3b/d is not acceptable to SRP, it presents excessive impact by crossing the existing SRP
500/230kV transmission line four times and the existing SRP 115kV transmission line. In addition, this
segment crosses the recently permitted Florence Copper Mine. It appears particularly difficult to
traverse existing electric transmission (both APS and SRP), the copper mining and rock mining
operations located along this route segment.

Finally, we cannot support W2a, E2¢c/d nor W2b because they transition to unsupported segments in our
comments for segment E3a/c, E3a/b and E3c/d.

Segment 4 -

This segment does not conflict with any SRP electric infrastructure. SRP can support either alternative,
however we recommend coordination with planned economic development along the railroad near
Highway 287.



Regarding Evaluation Criterion for utilities, the performance measure for existing linear utilities covers
canals and railroads potentially impacted and not electric infrastructure. However, using the project
evaluation scale for support and inability to support alternatives, as expressed above, we rate segments
for electric utilities as follows:

North South:
e Low number of transmission crossings/station interference (strongly support):
e FElatoEla/b
e ElbtoEla/b
e FE2a/b
e E3a/c

e Either alternative acceptable (mixed opinion):
e E3a/borkE3c/d
e WA4orE4

Substantial number of transmission crossings/station interference (strongly oppose)

e Wila
e Wib
e Wila/b, W2a, E2¢c/d, W2b
e WS3,E3b/d
SR-24:

e Low number of transmission crossings/station interference (strongly support)
e Elbto N/SFreeway Elb

e Substantial number of transmission crossings/station interference (strongly oppose)
e FElatoWa1la/b
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LaBianca, Michael

From: Coleman, Dorenda <dorenda.coleman@fmo.azdema.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, January 2, 2018 10:17 AM

To: LaBianca, Michael

Cc: russell.a.carter20.nfg@mail.mil; Victor Yang; ADOT NSCS
Subject: Re: ADOT North-South Corridor Study

Michael, the JLUS study for Pinal county including Rittenhouse is really in the very beginning stages. Rittenhouse is one
of the Arizona Army National Guard installations we are trying to protect with the JLUS. At this time we do not have any
updated information regarding the JLUS.

Thank you so much for reaching out to us.

Dorenda Coleman

Sent from my iPad

On Dec 29, 2017, at 3:22 PM, LaBianca, Michael <Michael.LaBianca@hdrinc.com> wrote:

Good afternoon,

During the December 14, 2017, Cooperating and Participating agency meeting for the ADOT North-South
Corridor Study, mention was made of the JLUS study that is underway for the o Rittenhouse Army
Heliport facility. During the Alternative Selection Report public meetings (November 2014) | discussed
and received materials regarding the facility from Major Aldrich, Arizona Army National Guard, regarding
opposition to Segment E for the North-South freeway (currently referred to as the Wla or Wlb
alternatives), and a preference “that SR 24 stays north of the sub-station and Rittenhouse” (which would
be the E1b Alternative).

| am writing to inquire if there is any update to this information, or if there is any information from the JLUS
that you are able to share with the study team as we advance the environmental evaluation of the
alternatives. Please let me know if any questions. Thank you, Michael

(this email is addressed to the people currently identified as contacts for the Arizona Department of
Emergency and Military Affairs, which is a Participating agency on the study.)

Michael LaBianca, AICP
oet anage

i age .png

HDR

3200 E Camelback Road, Suite 350
Phoenix, AZ 85018

D 602.778.7334 M 602.568.5287
michael.labianca@hdrinc.com

hdrinc.com/follow-us





































































From: Duarte. Richard M.

To: Cecere, Pamela; Schippers. Susanna
Subject: FW: ADOT North-South Corridor participation
Date: Friday, April 01, 2011 9:43:20 AM

From: Rebecca Swiecki [mailto:RSwiecki@azdot.gov]
Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2010 5:15 AM

To: Javier Gurrola; 'mary.frye@dot.gov'

Cc: Duarte, Richard M.

Subject: FW: ADOT North-South Corridor participation

fyi

From: Mark Thompson [mailto:Mark.Thompson@florenceaz.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2010 5:17 PM

To: Rebecca Swiecki

Cc: Mark Eckhoff

Subject: RE: ADOT North-South Corridor participation

Hello,

The Planning Director, Mark Eckhoff accepts your invitation to participate in the ADOT North-South
Corridor study and will be the main contact person for the Town of Florence. He can be reached at

520-868-7540 or via email at mark.eckhoff@florenceaz.gov

Thank you,

Mark Thompson
Planner |

Town of Florence
P.O. Box 2670

600 N. Main Street
Florence, AZ 85132
Office (520) 868-7572
Fax: (520) 868-7546

www.florenceaz.gov

Extended hours of operation to better serve you and promote energy conservation and trip reduction.
Monday - Thursday 7am - 6pm. Closed Friday.

Pursuant to A.R.S. 39-121, this e-mail and any attachments may be considered a public
record subject to public inspection. Please be advised that the public, including news
media, may request access to e-mail sent and received pursuant to the Arizona Public
Records law and the Freedom of Information Act.

CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEGED
This transmission (including attachments) is covered by the Electronic Communications



Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. The information contained in this transmission
may contain privileged and confidential information. It is intended only for the use of

the person(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any review, dissemination, distribution or duplication of this communication
is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender

by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message.

- E-mail scanned by McAfee Anti-Virus
- Website: http://www.florenceaz.gov

Disclaimer # 6955-149

Confidentiality and Nondisclosure Notice: This email transmission and any attachments are intended for use by the
person(s)/entity(ies) named above and may contain confidential/privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or distribution
is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by email, and delete or destroy all copies plus
attachments.












From: Duarte, Richard M.

To: Schippers. Susanna; Cecere, Pamela
Subject: FW: HOP AZ STP-999-A(BBM) North-South Corridor Study Cooperating Agency Invitation
Date: Friday, April 01, 2011 9:55:18 AM

From: Rebecca Swiecki [mailto:RSwiecki@azdot.gov]

Sent: Thursday, November 11, 2010 9:48 AM

To: mary.frye@dot.gov; Duarte, Richard M.

Cc: Javier Gurrola

Subject: FW: HOP AZ STP-999-A(BBM) North-South Corridor Study Cooperating Agency Invitation

fyi

From: Wayne Balmer [wayne.balmer@queencreek.org]

Sent: Wednesday, November 10, 2010 1:52 PM

To: Rebecca Swiecki

Cc: Tom Condit; Troy White; Wendy Kaserman; Javier Gurrola

Subject: HOP AZ STP-999-A(BBM) North-South Corridor Study Cooperating Agency Invitation

Dear Rebecca:

Thank you for your invitation to the Town of Queen Creek to become a participating agency with
FHWA in the development of the NEPA document for the North-South Freeway Corridor.

The Town accepts your invitation and is pleased to become part of the process. We have already
been working with Javier on this project, and we are prepared to provide any assistance you may
require of us. | will be the Town’s point of contact for this project, so in the future please send any
information you may have to me at the address below.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Best regards.

Wayne Balmer, AICP | Community Development Manager, Development Services Department | Town
of Queen Creek | phone: 480-358-3095 | fax: 480-358-3105 | e-mail: wayne.balmer@queencreek.org |
22350 S. Ellsworth Road, Queen Creek, AZ 85242 | www.queencreek.org

Office hours: Monday — Thursday, 7 a.m. — 6 p.m., closed on Fridays

E-mails that board members or staff generate pertaining to the business of the public body are public records. Therefore, the e-mails must be
preserved according to a records retention program and generally be made available for public inspection. The recipient of this message is hereby
notified that participation in email discussions with this sender can and will result in all information contained therein being reviewed by any
interested parties, including media outlets and reporters. To ensure compliance with the Open Meeting Law, Town Council recipients of this message
should not forward it to other members of the Council. Members of the Council may reply to this message, but they should not send a copy of the
reply to other members. Any questions may be directed to the Town of Queen Creek's Town Attorney: 602-285-5000.

Confidentiality and Nondisclosure Notice: This email transmission and any attachments are intended for use by the
person(s)/entity(ies) named above and may contain confidential/privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or distribution
is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by email, and delete or destroy all copies plus
attachments.


































































































































































PHOENIX-MESA GATEWAY AIRPORT AUTHORITY
5835 SOUTH SOSSAMAN ROAD
MESA, ARIZONA 85212-6014

PHONE (480) 988 7600
FAX (480) 988 2315

January 24, 2017

Victor Yang, P.E.

Project Manager

Arizona Department of Transportation
205 South 17" Avenue MDG05E
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Re: 999-A(365)X

TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454

North-South, US 0 to 1I-10

North-South Corridor Tier 1 EIS

Coordination Plan for Agency and Public Involvement

Dear Victor,

Thank you for providing the North-South Corridor Tier 1 EIS Coordination Plan for review and
solicitation for comments. Since no portions of the airport are within the proposed project area, Phoenix-
Mesa Gateway Airport Authority PMGAA) does not have any jurisdiction or authority with respect to the
project. PMGAA would request to remain a stakeholder in this coordination plan, as well as through the
duration of the EIS. PMGAA believes that the planned North-South Corridor, combined with the
extension of, and connection to State Route 24, plays a significant role in the continued development of
the Phoenix-Mesa Gateway Airport area. Planned transportation connections are a key component for that
success.

While PMGAA does not have a preference as to where the roadway will start south from US 60, to help
ensure the growth and development of the Gateway region PMGAA respectfully requests ADOT’s
considerations for:
- The interchange/connection between the North-South Corridor Roadway and State Route 24
- State Route 24 extension design and construction to the North-South Corridor Roadway
interchange
- Construct the North-South Corridor Roadway, State Route 24 extension and connecting
interchange in a coordinated timeline
- Ellsworth Road & Williams Field Road connectivity from westbound State Route 24 to provide
access to planned airport facilities for North-South Corridor traffic

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the North-South Corridor’s next phase. PMGAA

welcomes the opportunity to further discuss and work with ADOT, and associated agencies, on these
important regional projects.

Sincerely,

;’49 Lt

Tony Bianchi, C.M.
Airport Planner

Cc: Rebecca Yedlin

Operated by the Phoenix-Mesa Gateway Airport Authority, a cooperative effort by Mesa, Gilbert, Queen Creek, Gila River Indian Community, Phoenix, and Apache Junction.



Louis Andersen Greg Stanley
Public Works Director County Manager

Scott Bender
County Engineer

February 3, 2017

Mr. Victor Yang P.E

Major Projects Group Manager
Multimodal Planning Division
205 S.17t" Ave, MD605E
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Re:  North South (& SR 24) Study Tier 1 EIS (999 PN 000 H7454 01L/ STP-999-A (365) (X)

Dear, Mr. Yang;

We appreciate all the time, energy, and resources that you and the North South Project Team have been doing
for the identification of a preferred corridor. Pinal County has participated in the studies for the last ten years.

Pinal County is very interested in identifying a preferred corridor and feel that the Tier | Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) could be the tool to identification of a preferred corridor. We are aware there have been similar
studies throughout the Country that create a “working-alignment” at a 400 feet wide corridor. We are not
suggesting that the culturally sensitive areas and other environmental impacts be confined to the 400 feet
corridor. However, we know there has been multiple environmental research efforts conducted and believe that
refinement to a 400 feet wide corridor is feasible while preserving the culturally sensitive properties. We also
understand a Tier Il effort in the future will be performed to recommend a preferred alignment.

Thank you for your consideration and we continue to support the north south study efforts. Please feel free to
contact me at (520) 866-6407.

Sincerely,

Andrew Smith — sent by email
Planning Supervisor

Cc: Greg Stanley
Louis Andersen
Scott Bender
Michael LaBianca HDR
Aryan Lirange FHWA
Paul O’Brien ADOT EPG

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
31 North Pinal Street, Building F, PO Box 727 Florence, AZ 85132

T 520-509-3555 Hours M-F 8:00 am —5:00 pm F 520-866-6511  www.pinalcountyaz.gov



North-South Corridor Study
Participating Agencies Acceptance Form

North-South Corridor Study Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement

Yes, the [complete agency name]___Phoenix-Mesa Gateway Airport Authority ,
wishes to be a Participating Agency under Section 40 CFR 1501.6 and 40 CFR 1508.5 of the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) for the North-South Corridor Study Tier 1 Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS).

Or;

No, the [complete agency name] ,

does not wish to be a Participating Agency under Section 40 CFR 1501.6 and 40 CFR 1508.5 of the
CEQ for the North-South Corridor Study Tier 1 EIS. Unless requested otherwise your agency will be
listed as a stakeholder agency and continue to receive information on the project.

Date:
2/22/17

Name of Organization:  Phoenix-Mesa Gateway Airport Authority

Agency contact
for this project: Tony Bianchi, Airport Planner

Address: 5835 South Sossaman Road

Email Address: thianchi@gatewayairport.com

Phone Number: 480-988-7649

Please return to:

Aryan Lirange or  Victor Yang

Senior Urban Engineer Project Manager

Federal Highway Administration Arizona Department of Transportation
4000 N. Central Ave., Suite 1500 205 S.17th Ave MD605E

Phoenix, Arizona 85012 Phoenix AZ 85007

(602) 382-8973 (602) 712-8715

aryan.lirange@dot.gov VYang@azdot.gov



From: Rohovit Janeen C

To: LaBianca, Michael; Victor Yang (VYang@azdot.gov

Cc: Hardin Floyd E; Lubandi Elijah B; Laurence Alexis R; Henley Bryce L
Subject: FW: North South Corridor Study / H7454 01L ADOT / LJ62657
Date: Tuesday, February 21, 2017 12:18:48 PM

Attachments: image001.png

20160329101211573.pdf

EHV Setup Areas 030211.pdf
KV Ar 11.pdf

Hello Michael and Victor,

Writing in response to submitting comments for the Tierl EIS by February 21st, SRP is resubmitting the attached. We
recognize it is very likely you have already integrated these items but, we are submitting on the off chance that has not
occurred.

We are happy to address any questions.

Thank you, Janeen

From: Lubandi Elijah B

Sent: Friday, February 17, 2017 3:46 PM

To: Rohovit Janeen C <Janeen.Rohovit@srpnet.com>

Cc: Laurence Alexis R <Alexis.Laurence@srpnet.com>; Hardin Floyd E <Floyd.Hardin@srpnet.com>; Henley Bryce L
<Bryce.Henley@srpnet.com>

Subject: FW: North South Corridor Study / H7454 01L ADOT / LU62657

Hello Janeen,

Below is the last formal communication we shared with the ADOT team regarding potential conflict points. | have also
attached the markup as well as the exhibits that we shared so they would “self-police” as they explored their route
options.

Thanks and have a great weekend.

tlyjalh Luboandi

SRP — Transmission Line Asset Management
Mail Station: EVS 119

7050 E. University Drive

Mesa, AZ 85207

Phone: (602) 236-3794

Cell: (310) 844-3163

“The best preparation for tomorrow is doing your best today.” H. Jackson Brown, Jr

From: Victor Yang [mailto:VYang@azdot.gov]

Sent: Thursday, March 31, 2016 10:10 AM

To: Lubandi Elijah B <Elijah.Lubandi@srpnet.com>

Cc: Damron Troy G <Troy.Damron@srpnet.com>; Donahue Jolie M <Jolie.Donahue@srpnet.com>; Palomino Ernest J
<Ernest.Palomino@srpnet.com>; Stewart Floyd W <Floyd.Stewart@srpnet.com>; Johnsen William M (Bill)
<Bill.Johnsen@srpnet.com>; Rohovit Janeen C <Janeen.Rohovit@srpnet.com>; Hardin Floyd E
<Floyd.Hardin@srpnet.com>; Hays Donald T (Don) <Don.Hays@srpnet.com>; Reber Norman R (Norm)
<Norm.Reber@srpnet.com>; Unser Mike D <Mike.Unser@srpnet.com>; Callahan Tami A <Tami.Callahan@srpnet.com>;



Earwood Ryan D <Ryan.Earwood@srpnet.com>; Laurence Alexis R <Alexis.Laurenc rpnet.com
Subject: RE: North South Corridor Study / H7454 01L ADOT / LI62657

Elijah,

Thank you for the information. This is very helpful data for our reference. Once NS study moves to the next level of detail
and we are ready to share the information with stakeholders, my team will coordinate with your group with more refined
information.

Thanks again,

Victor Yang P.E.

Major Projects Group Manager
Multimodal Planning Division

205 5.17th Ave, MD605E

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Direct (602) 712-8715

Fax (602) 712-8992
Vyang@azdot.gov

ADOT

Multimodal Planning

From: Lubandi Elijah B [mailto:Elijah.l ubandi@srpnet.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 31, 2016 9:58 AM

To: Victor Yang

Cc: Damron Troy G; Donahue Jolie M; Palomino Ernest J; Stewart Floyd W; Johnsen William M (Bill); Rohovit Janeen C; Hardin
Floyd E; Hays Donald T (Don); Reber Norman R (Norm); Unser Mike D; Callahan Tami A; Earwood Ryan D; Laurence Alexis R
Subject: RE: North South Corridor Study / H7454 01L ADOT / LJ62657

Hello Victor,

Attached is a more detailed redline of your latest route study area as it relates to SRP’s 69kV/115kV/230kV/500kV facilities
from Transmission Line Asset Management. Please note that as you refine and narrow down your route selection, we shall
be able to more clearly identify the locations that might create conflicts between your route proposal and the existing and
future SRP EHV facilities. We shall at some point need to clearly identify the SRP easement boundaries, as well as surveyed
structure locations as they relate to the proposed routes in order to evaluate any potential mitigation plans as the route
selection evolves.

| have attached two exhibits that illustrate the design offsets from our facilities that will assist your team as they evaluate
the potential route options. There are some facilities that have not been built yet, and are in the design phase. | am
hopeful that by the time you get to narrowing the route selections we shall have completed design with structure locations
identified, that we shall be able to use as reference to evaluate compatibility with your proposed design that might need to
co-exist with SRP’s EHV facilities.

Please advise if you have any questions and we shall be glad to assist. Also please refer any questions related to
SRP’s Distribution conflicts 12kV and below to Ryan Earwood @ 602-236-4128, Water facilities to Susana Ortega @
602-236-5799, Communication facilities to Damron Troy @ 602-236-8503, and Substation to Floyd Stewart @ 602-
236-3727.

Sincerely

Elijah Lubandi



SRP — Transmission Line Asset Management
Mail Station: EVS 119

7050 E. University Drive

Mesa, AZ 85207

Phone: (602) 236-3794

Cell: (310) 844-3163

From: Victor Yang [mailto:VYang@azdot.gov]
Sent: Monday, March 07, 2016 9:00 AM

To: Laurence Alexis R <Alexis.Laurence@srpnet.com>
Cc: Damron Troy G <Troy.Damron@srpnet.com>; Lubandi Elijah B <Elijah.Lubandi@srpnet.com>; Donahue Jolie M
<Jolie.Donahue@srpnet.com>; Palomino Ernest J <Ernest.Palomino@srpnet.com>; Stewart Floyd W

<Floyd.Stewart@srpnet.com>; Johnsen William M (Bill) <Bill.Johnsen@srpnet.com>
Subject: RE: North South Corridor Study / H7454 01L ADOT / LI62657

***SRP EXTERNAL WARNING: THINK BEFORE TAKING ANY ACTION WITH UNEXPECTED EMAILS.
REPORT ANYTHING SUSPICIOUS. ***

Thank you all for your inputs on this subject.
Best,

Victor Yang P.E.

Major Projects Group Manager
Multimodal Planning Division

205 5.17t" Ave, MD605E

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Direct (602) 712-8715

Fax (602) 712-8992
Vyang@azdot.gov

ADOT

Bultimodal Planning

From: Laurence Alexis R [mailto:Alexis.Laurence@srpnet.com]
Sent: Monday, March 07, 2016 8:44 AM

To: Victor Yang
Cc: Damron Troy G; Lubandi Elijah B; Donahue Jolie M; Palomino Ernest J; Stewart Floyd W; Johnsen William M (Bill)
Subject: RE: North South Corridor Study / H7454 01L ADOT / LJ62657

Victor,

Thank you for submitting your updated plans. Your plans have been reviewed and I've included updated comments below.

Response Group Conflict Type Comment Responder

Communications Engineering No Conflict TGDAMRON

Distribution Planning No Conflict EJPALOMI

Customer and System Potential

Improvement Distribution Conflict JMDONAHU
Potential

Land Conflict Facilities in land rights. ARLAUREN

1. Still in preliminary stage of route selection.




2. Potential conflicts to be resolved as project
Potential develops. 3. Floyd and Elijah will process for
Line Asset Management Conflict TLAM. EBLUBAND

Dinosaur sub is shown on DWG No U-2.10,
our current access is Germann Rd. from
Schnepf Rd. The proposed western alternative
is shown between the substation and Schnepf
Potential and does not show a connetion to Germann.
Substation Maintenance Conflict What would be our access to the substation? FWSTEWAR

In addition to the comments above regarding existing facilities, | also received these comments regarding proposed
transmission facilities:

ADOT’s proposed western corridor shown on the attached sheet may have a potential conflict with our new
Abel-Pfister-Ball 230kV line. It will be a double circuit 230kV line underbuilt with a double circuit 69kV line.
The crossing is in the SW quarter of Section 26, T3 South, R8 East on the north side of the Magma Arizona
Railroad.

We will need to make sure we have our NESC minimum line clearances met. If the freeway is going to be
elevated to go over the Magma Railroad, our proposed line most likely will have to be raised from its current
design, as will our existing 500/230kV line on the south side of the RR.

Contact information for these individuals is included on the attached list. The individuals listed above will work with you to
resolve specific issues related to their facilities. Please continue to submit updated plans for review

Thank you again for utilizing our plan review process!

Alexis Laurence | Land Management Agent | Salt River Project
Mail Station PAB 348 | P.O. Box 52025 | Phoenix | AZ 85072-2134
Phone: (602) 236-3532 | Fax: (602) 236-8193 | Alexis.Laurence@srpnet.com

From: Laurence Alexis R

Sent: Monday, December 28, 2015 12:22 PM

To: 'VYang@azdot.goVv'

Cc: Damron Troy G; Lubandi Elijah B

Subject: North South Corridor Study / H7454 01L ADOT / LI62657

Thank you for submitting your plans through the SRP Land Department’s Initial Plan Review process. Your plans have been
reviewed to determine possible conflicts with existing SRP facilities. The following SRP facility types are located within the
scope of your project. Included with the facility type is the SRP department and individual who is responsible for the
further review of your project and any specific issues which need to be addressed.

Response Group Conflict Type Comment Responder

Communications Engineering No Conflict TGDAMRON
Potential

Land Conflict Facilities in land rights. ARLAUREN

1. Still in preliminary stage of route selection.
2. Potential conflicts to be resolved as project
Potential develops. 3. Floyd and Elijah will process for
Line Asset Management Conflict TLAM. EBLUBAND

Contact information for these individuals is included on the attached list. | will be the Land Agent facilitating the resolution
of land right issues and any required documentation to complete the review and approval of your proposed improvements
relative to SRP facility conflicts. My contact information is included below. The individuals listed above will work with you
to resolve specific issues related to their facilities. If you have an SRP plan submittal web site, please submit subsequent



plans/revisions through the new project site you initially created for this specific project. If you do not have an SRP plan
submittal web site then subsequent plans should be delivered to the DMS Coordinator. The DMS Coordinator can be

n via email at workflow@srpnet.com. The DM rdinator can al i lish r compan
plan submittal web site.
Thank you again for utilizing our plan review process! We look forward to the successful review and approval of your
project.

Alexis Laurence | Land Management Agent | Salt River Project
Mail Station PAB 348 | P.O. Box 52025 | Phoenix | AZ 85072-2134
Phone: (602) 236-3532 | Fax: (602) 236-8193 | Alexis.Laurence@srpnet.com

Confidentiality and Nondisclosure Notice: This email transmission and any attachments are intended for use by the person(s)/entity(ies) named above and may contain
confidential/privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or distribution is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender
by email, and delete or destroy all copies plus attachments.



SRP TRANSMISSION ROW MAINTENANCE SETUP AREAS
Applicable to 69KV

Wire Setup Area Wire Setup Area
(Refer to Note 2 below) (Refer to Note 2 below)
Pole Setup Area O O Pole Setup Area
(Refer to Note 1 below) 50 ft 35 ft 50 ft 35 ft 50 ft (Refer to Note 1 below)
O O
S | mmmmmmm— e m e ———————————— 15 ft Drive Path
OE () C}
o E __§Qf_t__\_/\__§9f_t_ _____ I I I SN _30ft =T 3 _O_ft_.__i[15ft Drive Path
14
7)) I N I Y IR B IR TR,
Legend
O Pole _—— ROW Boundary ===== Wires
Notes

1. Pole Setup Areas are defined as a rectangular area 30 ft on each side of the face of pole by the width of
the easement. Unobstructed “high and dry” access is required 24/7.

2. Wire Setup Areas are defined as a rectangular area 35 ft long by the width of easement, repeating every
50 ft between the Pole Setup Areas.

3. Wire and Pole Setup Areas must be clear of above grade improvements with a 20:1 max slope.

4. Below Grade improvements within Setup Areas are reviewed on a case by case basis. Prior written
Consent by SRP is required.

5. SRP requires an unobstructed “high and dry” equipment drive path,15 ft wide with a 20:1 max slope,
running parallel to the wires for the entire length of the easement on both sides of the Poles (if double
circuit).

6. Refer to SRP Design Guidelines for Proposed Improvement in Transmission ROW for more details,
including requirements for Point Load Calculations and Pole Stability Study submittals to SRP.




SRP TRANSMISSION ROW MAINTENANCE SETUP AREAS
Applicable to 115KV, 230KV & 500KV

Tower Setup Area Wire Setup Area Wire Setup Area Tower Setup Area
(Refer to Note 1 below) (Refer to Note 2 below) (Refer to Note 2 below) (Refer to Note 1 below)
100 ft 60 ft 100 ft 60 ft 100 ft
8 o bwePan | 2ot
=
=
(@)
& 50 ft 50 ft 50 ft 50 ft
O | o o o o o o o o o i o o e e e e e o e e S L —— — -
n Drive Path j 20 ft
Legend
Tower / Pole _—— ROW Boundary ===== Wires
Notes

. Tower/ Pole Setup Areas are defined as a rectangular area 50 ft on each side of the outside tower legs or
face of pole by the width of the easement. Unobstructed “high and dry” access is required 24/7.

. Wire Setup Areas are defined as a rectangular area 60 ft long by the width of easement, repeating every
100 ft between the Tower / Pole Setup Areas.

. Wire and Pole Setup Areas must be clear of above grade improvements with a 20:1 max slope.

Below Grade improvements within Setup Areas are reviewed on a case by case basis. Prior written
Consent by SRP is required.

. SRP requires an unobstructed “high and dry” equipment drive path, 20ft wide with a 20:1 max slope,
running parallel to the wires for the entire length of the easement on both sides of the Towers / Poles.
Refer to SRP Design Guidelines for Proposed Improvement in Transmission ROW for more details,
including requirements for Point Load Calculations and Pole Stability Study submittals to SRP.

3/2/2011
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LaBianca, Michael

From: Victor Yang <VYang@azdot.gov>

Sent: Monday, December 18, 2017 11:38 AM

To: Tony Bianchi

Cc: LaBianca, Michael; ADOT NSCS

Subject: RE: North South Corridor Study H7454 01L/STP 999-A(365)X - Agency Stakeholder
Meeting

Categories: REVIEWED

Tony,

Thank you for coordinating with me on this potential concern. We will consider this as we develop and evaluate the
alternatives.

Thanks Again!

Victor Yang P.E.

Major Projects Group Manager
Multimodal Planning Division

205 S.17™ Ave, MD605E

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Direct (602) 712-8715

Fax (602) 712-8992
Vyang@azdot.gov

ADOT

[T ——

From: Tony Bianchi [mailto: TBianchi@gatewayairport.com]

Sent: Monday, December 18, 2017 11:01 AM

To: Victor Yang

Cc: Bob Draper

Subject: RE: North South Corridor Study H7454 01L/STP 999-A(365)X - Agency Stakeholder Meeting

Good Morning Victor:

One item that | made note of during the recent stakeholder’s call was the W1a & W1b alignment located near the
Rittenhouse Auxiliary Airfield which the AZ Army National Guard may be concerned with the proximity of the possible
freeway for their practice operations (helicopter).

The FAA and Gateway Airport completed a siting study a couple years ago to relocate our current Airport Surveillance
Radar (ASR) on the airport to a site @ Rittenhouse as well. By moving the radar facility it will enable Gateway to develop
700 acres on the airport’s east side and will close a radar coverage gap between portions of Phoenix and Tucson due to
the Santan Mountains. While no timetable for the move has been finalized yet, | wanted to share this consideration with
you as well, so that as you work towards alignments Gateway will also have a vested interested to not create any
obstruction, or potential radar coverage gap, that highway construction and placement could possibly have. Down the



road this is an item we would want to coordinate with ADOT on if one of the west alignments was selected. But for now,
| wanted to make you aware of this selected site and possible facility @ Rittenhouse.

Let me know if you’d need any more information, or if this email could constitute additional participating agency contact
from our original letter submitted.

Thanks,

Tony Bianchi, GISP, C.M.

Airport Planner

Phoenix-Mesa Gateway Airport Authority
5835 South Sossaman Road

Mesa, Arizona 85212-6014

Office: 480-988-7649

Fax: 480-988-2315
tbianchi@gatewayairport.com
www.gatewayairport.com

Please be advised that our office hours are Monday - Thursday 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. We are closed Fridays.

From: Victor Yang [mailto:VYang@azdot.gov]

Sent: Friday, December 15, 2017 11:06 AM

To:

Subject: RE: North South Corridor Study H7454 01L/STP 999-A(365)X - Agency Stakeholder Meeting

Good Morning,

Thank you for attending yesterday’s Stakeholder Agency Meeting.

During the meeting yesterday we discussed about the Cooperating and Participating Agencies Corridor Preference Form.
This is one of the attachments that | emailed to all of you on 12/13/2017 (one of the four email attachments of meeting
material). | have attached this form in this email again. This form provides another opportunity for all cooperating and
participating agencies on this project to submit comments on their preferred corridor alignments. The deadline for
submitting is 12/28/2017 (one per agency).

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me.

Happy Holiday!

Victor Yang P.E.

Major Projects Group Manager
Multimodal Planning Division

205 S.17'" Ave, MD605E

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Direct (602) 712-8715

Fax (602) 712-8992
Vyang@azdot.gov

ADCIT

From: Victor Yang
Sent: Wednesday, December 13, 2017 4:13 PM
To:



Good afternoon,

Attached meeting material for tomorrow Agency Stakeholder meeting. Skype Link and parking direction is included in
the meeting invite sent to you earlier. Look forward to seeing you.

Best,

Victor Yang P.E.

Major Projects Group Manager
Multimodal Planning Division

205 S.17 Ave, MD605E

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Direct (602) 712-8715

Fax (602) 712-8992
Vyang@azdot.gov

Confidentiality and Nondisclosure Notice: This email transmission and any attachments are intended for use by the person(s)/entity(ies) named above and may
contain confidential/privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or distribution is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact
the sender by email, and delete or destroy all copies plus attachments.
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DEPARTMENTS OF THE ARMY AND THE AIR FORCE
ARIZONA ARMY NATIONAL GUARD
CONSTRUCTION & FACILITIES MANAGEMENT OFFICE
5636 E. MCDOWELL RD., BLDG M5330
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85008

May 6, 2020

SUBJECT: North/South Corridor Preferences

Arizona Department of Transportation
Attn: Asadul Karim
1655 West Jackson Street, MD 126F
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Dear Asadul Karim

In September of 2019 the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) requested
from the Arizona Army National Guard our input regarding the North/South Corridor and
our preferences for segments. An email response was sent to ADOT on Friday
September 20, 2019 confirming our preferred segments: E1lb, E1 a/b, E2a, E2a/b, E3
a/b, E4, W2b and W3.

A review of all segments show that these are the best choices to continue to support
the missions of Rittenhouse Training Site and Florence Military Reservation. Both
installations provide much needed training to the Soldiers of the Arizona Army National
Guard. Any deviation from our preferred segments has the potential to shut down
training at Rittenhouse and greatly impact training at Florence Military Reservation.
Both training sites also host training from local, state and national organizations that
could be impacted.

The POC is Ms. Dorenda Coleman, telephone (602) 629-4261, or
dorenda.j.coleman.nfg@mail.mil.

Sincerely,

Zoe M. Ollinger

Colonel, AZ ARNG

Construction and Facilities
Management Officer



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