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PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE SOUTH MOUNTAIN FREEWAY DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION

The 90-day comment period on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the South 
Mountain Freeway began on April 26, 2013, and closed on July 24, 2013. During that period, 
8,221 comments were submitted to the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) and Federal 
Highway Administration through various media, including the ADOT project Web site, e-mails, 
telephone hotline, letters, and oral and written testimony.

The comment documents and responses are presented side-by-side in this appendix. Comments are 
organized alphabetically by the affiliation of the commenter (see Table of Contents). Anonymous 
comments are located at the end of the Citizen Comments and Responses section. Comments received after 
the July 24, 2013, deadline are at the end of the entire document.

The responses are structured to be comprehensive and address the content of the comments. The reader 
may be referred to other similar responses and/or the text in the DEIS or Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS); this is done to create a more concise response section and to help guide the reader to 
the sections of the DEIS and FEIS where the information about the content of the comment is contained.
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Pacific Southwest Region 
333 Bush Street, Suite 515 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

IN REPLY REFER: 
(ER 13/0257) 
 
Filed Electronically  
 
24 July 2013 
 
Alan Hansen 
Team Leader, Planning, Environment,  
Air Quality and Right-of-Way (PEAR) 
USDOT-FHWA 
Arizona Division 
4000 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 
 
Subject:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation for the Proposed 

South Mountain Freeway (Loop 202), Interstate 10 (Papago Freeway) to Interstate 10 
Maricopa Freeway), Maricopa County, AZ 

 
Dear Mr. Hansen: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft 
Section 4(f) Evaluation for South Mountain Freeway (Loop 202) Phoenix, Arizona. The 
Department of the Interior has reviewed the document, and offers these comments for your 
consideration and use. 
 
SECTION 4(f) COMMENTS 
 
We acknowledge that this project will constitute direct use of public parklands and will also have 
adverse effects to historic properties.  We further understand that you are preparing a 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) in consultation with the Arizona State Historic Preservation 
Office and other consulting parties to minimize adverse effects to historic properties.  
 
Following our review of the Section 4(f) Evaluation, we concur that there is no feasible or 
prudent alternative to the Preferred Alternative selected in the document, and that all measures 
have been taken to minimize harm to these resources.  Please note however, that this concurrence 
is contingent upon successful completion of the PA among the consulting parties. 
 
SECTION 6(f) COMMENTS 
We have reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement for any possible 
relationship to or conflict with the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) and the Urban 
Park and Recreation Recovery grant programs within the State of Arizona and have the 
following comment: 
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1 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

The referenced Land and Water Conservation Fund projects are associated with 
the Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve. No property acquired or developed 
with assistance under Section 6(f) would be used for the proposed project. The 
proposed South Mountain Freeway would pass through the park’s southwestern 
edge. The portion of the park that would be used for the proposed freeway would 
be 31.3 acres of the park’s 16,600 acres (0.2 percent). During the design phase, 
the Arizona Department of Transportation would consult directly with the City of 
Phoenix to identify and purchase replacement land. Replacement land would not 
exceed a 1:1 ratio unless the Arizona Department of Transportation and City of 
Phoenix determine jointly that exceeding the 1:1 ratio would be in the best interests 
of both parties (see page 5-23 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

 - 2 - 

 
There are Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) projects within or near the study area that 
could be affected by this project.  These include the following LWCF Grants: 
04-00013, South Mountain Park 
04-00552, Development of Vista Park and Acquisition South Mountain Parcel 
04-00548, Acquisition - Parcel 49 Phoenix Mountain Preserve 
 
We recommend consultation directly with the official who administers the LWCF program in 
Arizona to determine any potential conflicts with Section 6(f)(3) of the LWCF Act (Public Law 
88-578, as amended.)  This section states:  “No property acquired or developed with 
assistance under this section shall without the approval of the Secretary (of the Interior), be 
converted to other than public outdoor recreation uses.  The Secretary shall approve such 
conversion only if he finds it to be in accord with the then existing comprehensive statewide 
outdoor recreation plan and only upon such conditions as he deems necessary to assure the 
substitution of other recreation properties of at least equal fair market value and of reasonably 
equivalent usefulness and location.” 
The Administrator for the LWCF program in the state of Arizona is Ms. Doris Pulsifer, Chief, 
Resources and Public Programs, Arizona State Parks, 1300 West Washington Street, Phoenix, 
Arizona 85007.  Ms. Pulsifer’s phone number is 602-542-7172 and her email is 
dpulsifer@azstateparks.gov. 
We appreciate the opportunity to review this document.  Should you have questions about the 
Section 4(f) comments, please contact Cheryl Eckhardt at 303.969.2851 and for Section 6(f) 
comments, please contact Kelly Pearce at 402.661.1552 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Patricia Sanderson Port 
Regional Environmental Officer 
 
cc:  
Director, OEPC 
OEPC Staff Contact: Dave Sire 
David Hurd, NPS 
Roxanne Runkel, NPS 
Cheryl Eckhardt, NPS 
Kelly Pearce, NPS   
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1 The information in the cover letter and introduction is noted. Responses to specific 
comments are provided on the following pages.
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize EPA's level of concern with a proposed action.
The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the environmental impacts of the
proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

"LO" (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

"EC" (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency
to reduce these impacts.

"EO" (Environmental Objections)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the
preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative
or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

"EU" (Environmentally Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at
the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category 1" (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and
those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

"Category 2" (Insufficient Information)
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should
be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably
available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce
the environmental impacts of the action.  The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion
should be included in the final EIS.

"Category 3" (Inadequate)
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum
of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions
are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the
draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally
revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the
potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, “Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.”
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U.S. EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE 
SOUTH MOUNTAIN FREEWAY PROJECT, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, JULY 23, 2013

Air Quality

A new 22- to 24- mile 8-lane freeway in the greater Phoenix area has the potential to negatively affect
regional air quality, which is particularly important in light of the existing air quality challenges facing
Phoenix and recent efforts to address PM10 undertaken by the Maricopa Association of Governments, 
Maricopa County Air Quality Department, and Arizona Department of Environmental Quality.
Portions of Maricopa County (Phoenix PM10 nonattainment area) are federally designated as serious 
nonattainment for the 1987 PM10 NAAQS. Currently, the area is violating the 24 -hour PM10 
NAAQS of 150 µg/m3. Further, while Maricopa County is currently designated 
attainment/unclassifiable for the 2006 24-hour and 1997 annual PM2.5 NAAQS of 35 µg/m3 and 15 
µg/m3, respectively, monitors in the Phoenix area measure concentrations that approach the new 2012 
annual PM2.5 NAAQS of 12 µg/m3. Moreover, the Phoenix area is federally designated as “marginal” 
nonattainment area for the 2008 Ozone NAAQS and continues to violate the 8-hour Ozone NAAQS of 
0.075 ppm. Portions of Maricopa County are also maintenance for the CO NAAQS. Therefore, it is 
critical that the project’s assessment of potential air quality impacts be accurate and thorough. As 
described below, EPA provides comments and recommendations concerning our finding that the DEIS 
did not adequately assess and identify potential air quality impacts from the new proposed freeway.

Transportation Conformity

As the project is both 1) located in a PM10 nonattainment area that continues to experience
exceedances of the PM10 NAAQS, and 2) needs a PM10 hot-spot analysis according to the 
transportation conformity regulation at 40 CFR 93.123, it is critical to accurately assess and identify
potential PM10 hotspot impacts, as well as determine whether or not the project meets transportation 
conformity requirements found in the Clean Air Act. However, the DEIS does not do so adequately,
and EPA has identified substantial deficiencies in the current draft analysis that preclude the ability to 
determine whether the project complies with transportation conformity requirements.

First, since the analysis presented is a qualitative one, rather than a quantitative one, the DEIS should 
clarify when the analysis started and whether the analysis was begun during the grace period for 
quantitative analyses.1 Furthermore, the DEIS seems to indicate that the years 2020 and 2035 are being 
examined but does not clearly explain why these years are chosen for analysis.  Section 93.116(a) of 
the transportation conformity rule requires that PM hot-spot analyses consider the full time frame of an 
area’s transportation plan.  To meet this requirement and the general requirements in Section 
93.123(c)(1), hot-spot analyses should include the year(s) within the transportation plan during which 
peak emissions from the project are expected and any new NAAQS violation or worsening of an 
existing violation would most likely occur due to the impacts of the project and background 
concentrations in the project area.

While the DEIS provides some information about increases in vehicles, information about total 
numbers of vehicles and the numbers of diesel trucks on the proposed highway is not easily found in 
the narrative.  Complete traffic data for the proposed project should be included in a PM hot-spot 
analysis, regardless of whether the analysis is qualitative or quantitative. This section of the DEIS does 
                                                      
1 The grace period for using MOVES for quantitative PM hot-spot analyses has ended (i.e., any new analyses begun after 
December 20, 2012, must be quantitative and rely on MOVES) (December 20, 2010, 75 FR 79370) 

2
2 Air Quality The first sentence of the detailed comments states, “A new 22- to 24-mile 8-lane 

freeway in the greater Phoenix area has the potential to negatively affect regional 
air quality.” The Clean Air Act requires that transportation plans, programs, 
and projects that are developed, funded, or approved by departments of 
transportation and metropolitan planning organizations will not cause new or 
worsen existing violations of certain transportation-related National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards and will not delay timely attainment of any National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards or any required interim emissions reductions or milestones.
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency issued the transportation conformity 
regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations § 93) to implement the Clean Air 
Act requirements. The conformity regulations require that the metropolitan 
planning organization’s transportation plan and Transportation Improvement 
Program must include the specific federal projects in the regional emissions 
analysis that must not exceed a certain emissions level for the area. As noted in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement on page 4-76, the Preferred Alternative 
is included in the Maricopa Association of Governments’ conforming plan and 
program. The Preferred Alternative has complied with all requirements related 
to regional emissions required by the Clean Air Act and 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations § 93 and has demonstrated that it would not “negatively affect 
regional air quality.” 
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not include the average daily traffic (ADT) of the new highway, or the number of trucks within overall 
traffic volumes.  Without this information clearly presented, it is difficult to assess whether the air 
quality monitor chosen as the comparison for the draft qualitative PM hot-spot analysis represents the 
expected traffic from the project.    

The DEIS should state which method from the 2006 EPA-FHWA PM qualitative guidance was used,
(i.e., “Comparison to another location with similar characteristics,” from Section 4.1 A of the 2006 
guidance). 2 Page 4-68 of the DEIS states that the monitoring locations used for the PM10 qualitative 
analysis were the Central Phoenix and the Greenwood monitoring sites because they “most closely
resemble the characteristics of the Buckeye Road and Baseline Road Interchanges in 2035.”  This 
choice of monitoring sites requires further explanation. When comparing the project location to other 
monitoring locations in the area, the Buckeye monitor may better represent project characteristics such 
as nearby traffic activity and surrounding land use.  Given the contribution of fugitive dust sources to 
the concentrations of PM10, the monitors referenced in the analysis may underestimate fugitive dust 
present at the source as they appear to represent central Phoenix, with little proximity to the arid land 
surfaces near the proposed project.

In addition, the draft qualitative PM10 hot-spot analysis does not address whether transportation-
related construction emissions should be considered in the analysis.  Section 93.123(c)(5) of the 
conformity rule states that construction-related PM emissions due to a particular project are not 
required to be included in a hot-spot analysis if such emissions are considered temporary (i.e., 
emissions which occur only during the construction phase and last five years or less at any individual 
site).  It is unclear whether the current draft analysis has met this requirement or whether the period of 
construction and the emissions that would be generated were considered in the selection of analysis 
years for this project.  

Similar issues regarding the MOVES grace period and the analysis years apply for the CO analysis 
included in the DEIS.  It is unclear from the DEIS when the project-level CO analysis started in 
relation to the grace period for the latest version of the MOVES model (MOVES2010).  The DEIS 
states that the CO analysis was performed for the existing condition (2010) and for the action and No-
Action alternatives in the design year (2035). However, the year of peak emissions must be examined 
in a hot-spot analysis, which is not necessarily the design year. 

Given the magnitude of the proposed project and its potential to negatively affect regional and local air 
quality, we provide the following recommendations: 

Recommendations:
• Address the deficiencies in the current qualitative PM10 hot-spot analysis, and demonstrate 

how a revised qualitative analysis complies with CAA conformity requirements for the PM10
NAAQS.  Clearly explain and document how the qualitative analysis complies with applicable 
requirements of the CAA and transportation conformity regulations for conducting a hot-spot
analysis.  Completing a quantitative PM hot-spot analysis that meets applicable requirements 
and is fully documented is an option that continues to be available as well.  EPA guidance for a 
quantitative PM analysis is available and can be used.3 EPA is available to coordinate with 

                                                      
2 “Transportation Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 Nonattainment and 
Maintenance Areas,” EPA420-B-06-902, March 2006.  
3 See http://www.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/transconf/policy/420b10040.pdf for details on completing such analyses.

3 Air Quality The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s detailed comments summarize the 
requirements for project-level conformity and imply that they should have been 
addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Section 93.104(d) of 
the conformity regulations states that a project-level conformity determination 
is required before a project is adopted, accepted, approved, or funded. To clarify 
this point, the Federal Highway Administration in May 2003 issued guidance on 
Clarification of Transportation Conformity Requirements for FHWA/FTA Projects Requiring 
Environmental Impact Statements, stating that projects that are evaluated through 
an environmental impact statement process are encouraged to include a project-
level conformity determination in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
but a final conformity determination is required before the record of decision is 
signed. (This guidance is posted on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s 
Web site at <epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/transconf/policy/dot052003.pdf>.) The 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s comments provide detailed information 
on the required content for the project-level conformity determination; these 
comments do not reflect a shortcoming with respect to the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement since no project-level conformity documentation is required to 
be included in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
40 Code of Federal Regulations § 93.111(c) was followed to conduct a qualitative 
analysis for particulate matter (PM10) for the Preferred Alternative. This 
analysis complied with National Environmental Policy Act requirements for the 
development of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. In December 2010, 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency established transportation conformity 
guidance for performing quantitative particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10) hot-
spot analyses for transportation projects and established a 2-year grace period. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency conformity guidance continues to allow 
qualitative particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot conformity analyses for analyses 
that were started before or during the grace period and if the final environmental 
document for the project is issued no more than 3 years after issuance of the draft 
environmental document. A particulate matter (PM10) qualitative analysis was 
performed for this project because the initial air quality technical analysis report 
for the proposed action was produced in October 2005. The Final Environmental 
Impact Statement has been updated with a quantitative analysis for particulate 
matter (PM10) to ensure that a state-of-the-art analysis is completed for the 
Preferred Alternative. The results of the analysis are summarized in the prologue to 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement (page xiii) and are more fully described 
beginning on page 4-68 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement and in 
Section 3 of the air quality technical report (see sidebar on page 4-2 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for information on how to review the report).
Thus, the particulate matter (PM10) analysis demonstrated that the proposed 
freeway would not contribute to any new localized violations, increase the 
frequency or severity of any existing violation, or delay timely attainment of 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards or any required interim emissions 
reductions or other milestones.

3
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ADOT and FHWA through interagency consultation to confirm use of accurate modeling 
methodology, assumptions, and data for the analysis.  

• Clearly indicate what the year(s) of peak emissions is expected to be, including supporting 
information for why that year(s) will result in peak emissions.  Include a table with 2020 total 
ADT, 2020 diesel truck numbers, 2035 ADT, and 2035 diesel truck numbers, or other year(s) 
where peak emissions are expected.  Provide complete traffic information for the new project 
and provide the source of this data, or provide a page number if this data is found elsewhere in 
the DEIS.

• Clarify, including a specific date, when the project-level CO and PM10 hot-spot analyses
began. 

• EPA believes this is a project of local air quality concern that needs a PM10 hot-spot analysis, 
but we recommend additional documentation in the conformity section.  Discuss why, for 
PM10, this is a “project of air quality concern” under 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1), including a 
reference to the number of diesel vehicles expected on the freeway in the analysis year (s) of 
peak emissions.

• Clarify which method from the 2006 EPA-DOT PM qualitative guidance was used, i.e., 
“Comparison to another location with similar characteristics,” from Section 4.1 A of the 2006 
guidance.  If this method was relied on, provide additional discussion of how the location 
selected for comparison represents the proposed project.  

• As stated in the Air Quality Technical Report provided to our agency on June 15, 2013, ADOT 
and FHWA will be completing a “final transportation conformity determination” prior to 
releasing the Final EIS. EPA recommends initiating interagency consultation with our agency 
prior to the development of the draft transportation conformity analysis, as we believe 
consultation with EPA prior to the draft analysis will allow for important feedback regarding 
analysis and methodology.  

• In addition, due to the extended construction phase of the project, additional explanation and 
documentation is needed that 40 CFR 93.123(c)(5) is met.  

Emissions Analyses and Traffic Forecasting 

The air quality impacts presented in the DEIS for the entire alignment of the South Mountain Freeway
corridor are not adequately assessed. The analysis incorporated existing I-10 emissions with emissions 
anticipated from the project into a “sub-area” which does not permit a clear understanding of emissions 
from the new freeway alignment, separate from the current setting. For example, the emission trends 
presented in Chapter 4 convey the conclusion that the preferred alternative reduces emissions 
throughout the study area.  However, the DEIS presents no emissions analyses of the South Mountain 
Freeway corridor itself, despite indications from the CO hotspot analyses (tables 4-31 and 4-32) that 
concentrations of criteria pollutants along the Pecos Road corridor will increase above current levels 
(in spite of falling CO emission factors over time), and indications that MSAT emissions will be higher 
in the future. Since the South Mountain Freeway corridor is the area to be most heavily affected, not 
presenting the emissions along the corridor prevents the public and decisionmakers from gaining a 
clear understanding of the extent of impacts from the different Alternatives and the potential basis for 
reducing impacts.

Recommendations:
• Emissions analyses should be revised with the South Mountain Freeway corridor modeled 

independently of I-10 and other roads.

4 Air Quality As noted on page 4-76 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the year of 
highest particulate matter (PM10) emissions is expected to be the year of highest 
vehicle miles traveled, 2035. According to the Maricopa Association of Governments 
2012 Five Percent Plan for Attainment of the PM-10 Standard for the Maricopa County 
Nonattainment Area, the largest single source category is paved road dust, including 
track-out, at 20 percent. By contrast, on-road mobile vehicle exhaust, tire wear, 
and brake wear contribute 6 percent. The relative contribution of these emissions 
is expected to represent about the same contribution in the future; therefore, the 
highest projected vehicle miles traveled occur in the design year, 2035. The analysis 
year(s) was determined through the process established by the Arizona Department 
of Transportation interagency consultation procedures [40 Code of Federal 
Regulations § 93.105(c)(1)(i)]. The selection of 2035 as the peak year of emissions is 
appropriate. Vehicle miles traveled for 2025 and 2035 may be found in Table 4-36 
on page 4-81 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The traffic information 
used in the modeling was obtained from the Maricopa Association of Governments 
travel demand model.

5 Air Quality The air quality analysis for the project, including the particulate matter (PM10) hot-
spot analysis, began in the summer of 2005. The initial air quality technical report, 
which included discussions of both particulate matter (PM10) and carbon monoxide, 
was completed in October 2005 (see sidebar on page 4-2 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for information on how to review the report).

6 Air Quality The transportation conformity rule [40 Code of Federal Regulations § 93.123(b)
(1)(i)] defines projects of local air quality concern as new highway projects that 
have a significant number of diesel vehicles and expanded highway projects that 
have a significant increase in the number of diesel vehicles. According to the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement page 3-19, annual average daily traffic on the 
Preferred Alternative would range from 120,000 to 175,000 vehicles per day. Revised 
forecasts provided by the Maricopa Association of Governments and presented 
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement page 3-19 confirm that annual 
average daily traffic in some areas would range from approximately 117,000 to 
190,000 vehicles per day and projected heavy diesel trucks would range from 
approximately 3,800 to 17,000 per day. Because this would be a new facility with 
approximately 3,800 to 17,000 diesel trucks per day, it was determined that this is a 
project of local air quality concern and a quantitative particulate matter (PM10) hot-
spot analysis was conducted for the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

4

5
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ADOT and FHWA through interagency consultation to confirm use of accurate modeling 
methodology, assumptions, and data for the analysis.  

• Clearly indicate what the year(s) of peak emissions is expected to be, including supporting 
information for why that year(s) will result in peak emissions.  Include a table with 2020 total 
ADT, 2020 diesel truck numbers, 2035 ADT, and 2035 diesel truck numbers, or other year(s) 
where peak emissions are expected.  Provide complete traffic information for the new project 
and provide the source of this data, or provide a page number if this data is found elsewhere in 
the DEIS.

• Clarify, including a specific date, when the project-level CO and PM10 hot-spot analyses
began. 

• EPA believes this is a project of local air quality concern that needs a PM10 hot-spot analysis, 
but we recommend additional documentation in the conformity section.  Discuss why, for 
PM10, this is a “project of air quality concern” under 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1), including a 
reference to the number of diesel vehicles expected on the freeway in the analysis year (s) of 
peak emissions.

• Clarify which method from the 2006 EPA-DOT PM qualitative guidance was used, i.e., 
“Comparison to another location with similar characteristics,” from Section 4.1 A of the 2006 
guidance.  If this method was relied on, provide additional discussion of how the location 
selected for comparison represents the proposed project.  

• As stated in the Air Quality Technical Report provided to our agency on June 15, 2013, ADOT 
and FHWA will be completing a “final transportation conformity determination” prior to 
releasing the Final EIS. EPA recommends initiating interagency consultation with our agency 
prior to the development of the draft transportation conformity analysis, as we believe 
consultation with EPA prior to the draft analysis will allow for important feedback regarding 
analysis and methodology.  

• In addition, due to the extended construction phase of the project, additional explanation and 
documentation is needed that 40 CFR 93.123(c)(5) is met.  

Emissions Analyses and Traffic Forecasting 

The air quality impacts presented in the DEIS for the entire alignment of the South Mountain Freeway
corridor are not adequately assessed. The analysis incorporated existing I-10 emissions with emissions 
anticipated from the project into a “sub-area” which does not permit a clear understanding of emissions 
from the new freeway alignment, separate from the current setting. For example, the emission trends 
presented in Chapter 4 convey the conclusion that the preferred alternative reduces emissions 
throughout the study area.  However, the DEIS presents no emissions analyses of the South Mountain 
Freeway corridor itself, despite indications from the CO hotspot analyses (tables 4-31 and 4-32) that 
concentrations of criteria pollutants along the Pecos Road corridor will increase above current levels 
(in spite of falling CO emission factors over time), and indications that MSAT emissions will be higher 
in the future. Since the South Mountain Freeway corridor is the area to be most heavily affected, not 
presenting the emissions along the corridor prevents the public and decisionmakers from gaining a 
clear understanding of the extent of impacts from the different Alternatives and the potential basis for 
reducing impacts.

Recommendations:
• Emissions analyses should be revised with the South Mountain Freeway corridor modeled 

independently of I-10 and other roads.

7 Air Quality This comment is applicable only to qualitative particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot 
analyses. Although a particulate matter (PM10) qualitative analysis was included 
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, a quantitative particulate matter 
(PM10) hot-spot analysis was completed for the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement in accordance with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s 2013 
Transportation Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot-Spot Analyses in PM

2.5
 and PM

10
 

Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas. See page 4-76 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement and Section 3 of the air quality technical report for more 
information (see sidebar on page 4-2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
for information on how to review the report).

8 Air Quality The transportation conformity determination reflected on page 4-76 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement is consistent with the Maricopa Association of 
Governments Conformity Analysis for the FY 2014-2018 Transportation Improvement 
Program and the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, January 2014 (see Final 
Environmental Impact Statement Appendix 4-3) and the project-level particulate 
matter (PM10) hot-spot analysis. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency was a 
consulting party in the development of the transportation conformity processes; 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency had the opportunity to comment 
on the carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) analyses as part of its 
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Subsequent to issuance 
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency was provided an opportunity to review the particulate matter (PM10) 
analysis protocol for the Final Environmental Impact Statement, was consulted 
on background concentrations for the particulate matter (PM10) analysis, and was 
provided an opportunity to review and comment on the air quality technical report 
and the modeling files and assumptions used in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) analyses.

9 Air Quality The transportation conformity rule in 40 Code of Federal Regulations § 93.123(c)
(5) states that hot-spot analyses are not required to consider construction-related 
activities that cause temporary increases in emissions. Temporary increases are 
defined as those that occur only during the construction phase and last 5 years 
or less at any individual site. The project is identified in the Fiscal Year 2014–2018 
Transportation Improvement Program and the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan 
using several different project identification numbers by construction segment 
(47518, 43086, 43087, 11305, 15671, 19029, 17193, 6458, 1790, 6919, and 47857). 
The Arizona Department of Transportation is evaluating construction delivery 
methods for the proposed freeway. One concept is to deliver it as a single design-
build project. This method would expedite the construction duration for the entire 
project to around 3 to 3.5 years. Another concept would be to deliver the project 
in a more traditional method, breaking the 22-mile corridor into nine segments 
(each 1 to 3 miles long) and constructing them in phases. Each segment would 
be under construction for 1 to 3 years and the total construction duration for the 
entire corridor would be 5 to 6 years. A discussion of construction implementation 
is provided beginning on page 3-59 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
Any particular area of the Preferred Alternative would not be expected to see 
construction activities beyond an approximate 2-year period; therefore, the 
construction effects described above would be temporary and would not require 
additional analysis.

7

8

9
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ADOT and FHWA through interagency consultation to confirm use of accurate modeling 
methodology, assumptions, and data for the analysis.  

• Clearly indicate what the year(s) of peak emissions is expected to be, including supporting 
information for why that year(s) will result in peak emissions.  Include a table with 2020 total 
ADT, 2020 diesel truck numbers, 2035 ADT, and 2035 diesel truck numbers, or other year(s) 
where peak emissions are expected.  Provide complete traffic information for the new project 
and provide the source of this data, or provide a page number if this data is found elsewhere in 
the DEIS.

• Clarify, including a specific date, when the project-level CO and PM10 hot-spot analyses
began. 

• EPA believes this is a project of local air quality concern that needs a PM10 hot-spot analysis, 
but we recommend additional documentation in the conformity section.  Discuss why, for 
PM10, this is a “project of air quality concern” under 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1), including a 
reference to the number of diesel vehicles expected on the freeway in the analysis year (s) of 
peak emissions.

• Clarify which method from the 2006 EPA-DOT PM qualitative guidance was used, i.e., 
“Comparison to another location with similar characteristics,” from Section 4.1 A of the 2006 
guidance.  If this method was relied on, provide additional discussion of how the location 
selected for comparison represents the proposed project.  

• As stated in the Air Quality Technical Report provided to our agency on June 15, 2013, ADOT 
and FHWA will be completing a “final transportation conformity determination” prior to 
releasing the Final EIS. EPA recommends initiating interagency consultation with our agency 
prior to the development of the draft transportation conformity analysis, as we believe 
consultation with EPA prior to the draft analysis will allow for important feedback regarding 
analysis and methodology.  

• In addition, due to the extended construction phase of the project, additional explanation and 
documentation is needed that 40 CFR 93.123(c)(5) is met.  

Emissions Analyses and Traffic Forecasting 

The air quality impacts presented in the DEIS for the entire alignment of the South Mountain Freeway
corridor are not adequately assessed. The analysis incorporated existing I-10 emissions with emissions 
anticipated from the project into a “sub-area” which does not permit a clear understanding of emissions 
from the new freeway alignment, separate from the current setting. For example, the emission trends 
presented in Chapter 4 convey the conclusion that the preferred alternative reduces emissions 
throughout the study area.  However, the DEIS presents no emissions analyses of the South Mountain 
Freeway corridor itself, despite indications from the CO hotspot analyses (tables 4-31 and 4-32) that 
concentrations of criteria pollutants along the Pecos Road corridor will increase above current levels 
(in spite of falling CO emission factors over time), and indications that MSAT emissions will be higher 
in the future. Since the South Mountain Freeway corridor is the area to be most heavily affected, not 
presenting the emissions along the corridor prevents the public and decisionmakers from gaining a 
clear understanding of the extent of impacts from the different Alternatives and the potential basis for 
reducing impacts.

Recommendations:
• Emissions analyses should be revised with the South Mountain Freeway corridor modeled 

independently of I-10 and other roads.

10 Air Quality Under the Federal Highway Administration’s December 2012 Interim Mobile Source Air 
Toxics (MSAT) Guidance, mobile source air toxics emissions assessments in the agency’s 
National Environmental Policy Act documents are designed to evaluate emissions 
changes attributable to the project in question plus other roadways affected by 
the project (e.g., where traffic volumes would change if the project were built). 
The reason for this approach is to capture changes in emissions attributable to 
the project within the Study Area, which is a more reliable indicator of potential 
changes in health risk than estimating changes in emissions on just the Preferred 
Alternative alone. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement included an overall 
project study area, along with two “subareas” reflecting the eastern and western 
ends of the project corridor, in an attempt to address public concerns about 
potential emissions changes. 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency states that “not presenting the 
emissions along the corridor prevents the public and decision makers from gaining 
a clear understanding of the extent of impacts from the different Alternatives and 
the potential basis for reducing impacts.” 
In addition to the information above, reporting emissions for the corridor alone 
would not provide an understanding of impacts because there is no “emissions 
budget” for the corridor that defines an acceptable level of emissions and no 
other guideline to help the Federal Highway Administration, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, or the public to determine whether a given amount of emissions 
represents a potential health risk. Likewise, an emissions estimate for the corridor 
itself does not help decision makers determine whether mitigation resources 
should be directed toward reducing corridor emissions or be applied to some more 
pressing environmental impact.
Increases in traffic volumes attributable to a project do not necessarily result in 
an increase in emissions over time because the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s emissions control regulations and fleet turnover play an important role. 
In the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s MOVES model, emissions rates for 
mobile source air toxics drop by 80 to 90 percent between 2012 and 2025, and 
MOBILE6.2 estimated a similar reduction. The effects of this are apparent from 
the mobile source air toxic analysis conducted for the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement; in the mobile source air toxics study area, total mobile source air toxics 
emissions are estimated to decline by more than 80 percent even though traffic 
is expected to increase by 47  percent (Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Table 4-36 on page 4-81).

11 Air Quality While the Final Environmental Impact Statement does not produce emissions 
estimates for the Preferred Alternative itself, the carbon monoxide analysis 
presented on page 4-65 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
updated on page 4-75 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement represents 
projected carbon monoxide concentrations along the project corridor, including 
those proposed interchange locations along the Preferred Alternative. This also 
applies to the particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot analysis discussed on page 4-76 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Both of these analyses demonstrate 
that the National Ambient Air Quality Standards would not be exceeded at worst-
case locations along the project corridor. The mobile source air toxic analysis 
presented beginning on page 4-70 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
and updated beginning on page 4-77 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
is an estimated inventory of mobile source air toxic emissions for the entire Study

10
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• Emissions trends from the South Mountain Freeway corridor should be presented, by 
themselves, in addition to emissions along other road links (e.g., I-10). 

Chapters 1 and 4 of the DEIS appear to overstate traffic problems and emissions resulting from the No 
Action alternative and the benefits of the Action alternatives.  The population projections employed in 
the DEIS are based on pre-recession projections, and now exceed the current highest population 
projections for Maricopa County by Arizona’s Office of Employment and Population Statistics.  As a 
result, the forecasted traffic problems and emissions associated with all alternatives in the DEIS are 
likely higher than what is reasonably expected to occur based on more current data. Additionally, the 
congestion issues and emissions that the DEIS describes as a result of the No Action alternative 
include more trips and more congestion than are reasonable to expect.  As a result, the relative benefits 
of Action alternatives are also likely to be overstated.  This overestimate occurs because the travel 
model forecasts for the Action and No Action alternatives employ the same socioeconomic projections 
from the Maricopa Association of Governments, which are based on municipal master plans.  The 
underlying master plans assume that the South Mountain Freeway is completed, and do not have land
use plans that represent the No Action alternative.  

Recommendations:
• Present congestion impacts and emissions for the No Action alternative using updated

socioeconomic projections that do not assume completion of the South Mountain Freeway 
(with appropriate caveats about uncertainty).

• Present the comparison of impacts from the Action and No Action alternatives to reflect the 
likely differences in land use (e.g., residential and commercial development) between the 
Action and No Action alternatives.

Health Effects

The proposed South Mountain Freeway will place a high-volume roadway adjacent to hundreds of 
residences and several schools.  Although the DEIS did not analyze the number of residences 
remaining within a designated “buffer of impact” (i.e. within 500 feet of the centerline or edge of the  
new highway alignment), the document does state that the preferred alternative will displace 845 units, 
including 680 multifamily residences and 165 single family residences. This is an indication of the 
urbanized footprint of the proposed project and raises a question regarding the number of remaining 
residences within close distance of the new highway. It also raises the importance of fully assessing, 
disclosing, and identifying mitigation measures to address the potential health-related impacts to the 
remaining adjacent residences. Further, as proposed, the new highway alignment will place 8 lanes of 
high-volume freeway traffic adjacent to Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) land, where little
development, residences, or sensitive receptors currently exist. The disclosure of the potential health 
impacts of the highway within the EIS process could assist the future of GRIC land-use planning and 
zoning decisions regarding the types of land uses that will be appropriate directly adjacent to the new 
freeway.

In addition to the requirement of NEPA to evaluate and disclose such impacts, FHWA has received 
numerous public comments expressing concern about the potential health impacts in their communities
related to air pollution emitted by construction and operation of the proposed South Mountain Freeway
(see Chapter 6 appendices). EPA also received request letters asking us to require ADOT and FHWA 
to assess health impacts of the proposed freeway. We discussed these requests during an interagency 
call with ADOT and FHWA on February 23, 2010. The DEIS currently does not address these 
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13

11 
(cont.)

Area. Such an inventory would be incomplete without the inclusion of emissions 
from Interstate 10 because Interstate 10 is within the Study Area, and because, as 
noted above, emissions changes in the Study Area, accounting for changes in traffic 
and emissions on all roadways affected by a proposed project, are a more reliable 
indicator of changes in health risk.

12 Land Use Section 93.110 of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency transportation 
conformity rule requires that the population and employment projections used 
in a conformity analysis be the most recent estimates that have been officially 
approved by the metropolitan planning organization. The Maricopa Association 
of Governments is the metropolitan planning organization for the Maricopa 
County nonattainment and maintenance areas. In accordance with the Arizona 
Governor’s Executive Order 2011-04, county-level population projections used for 
all State agency planning purposes were updated by the Arizona Department of 
Administration in December 2012, based on the 2010 U.S. Census.
The Arizona Department of Administration projections for Maricopa County 
were distributed to smaller geographic areas by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments using the latest available data, including general plans for local 
jurisdictions, and a state-of- the-art land use model system called AZ-SMART. The 
nationally-recognized UrbanSim microsimulation model was integrated into AZ 
SMART and used to allocate county projections of population and employment to 
regional market areas based upon the pre-existing location of these activities, land 
consumption, and transportation system accessibility. The allocation from market 
areas to land use parcels was accomplished with UrbanSim, which simulates 
real-estate development based on measures such as accessibility to employment, 
adjacent land uses, highway access, and proximity to other development. 
Population, households and employment (socioeconomic) projections at the 
land use parcel level in the Maricopa Association of Governments planning area 
were aggregated to Traffic Analysis Zones using AZ-SMART. The subcounty 
socioeconomic projections developed with the AZSMART model were approved by 
the Maricopa Association of Governments Regional Council in June 2013. 
The traffic analysis zones socioeconomic projections take into account the 
transportation improvements contained in the conforming Maricopa Association 
of Governments Transportation Improvement Program and Regional Transportation 
Plan in effect at the time the projections were approved. As required by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, the Maricopa Association of Governments-
approved population and employment projections were used to estimate auto 
and transit trips, vehicle miles of travel, and congestion for each analysis year 
in the 2014 Maricopa Association of Governments Conformity Analysis and 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the South Mountain Freeway. 
The methodology used to prepare the socioeconomic projections is described 
in the Maricopa Association of Governments Conformity Analysis for the FY 2014-
2018 Transportation Improvement Program and the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, 
January 2014 (see Appendix 4-3), which was approved by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation on February 12, 2014.

13 Land Use Section 93.110 of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency transportation 
conformity rule requires that the population and employment projections used 
in a conformity analysis be the most recent estimates that have been officially 
approved by the metropolitan planning organization. The Maricopa Association of 
Governments is the metropolitan planning organization for the Maricopa County

(Response 13 continues on next page)
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• Emissions trends from the South Mountain Freeway corridor should be presented, by 
themselves, in addition to emissions along other road links (e.g., I-10). 

Chapters 1 and 4 of the DEIS appear to overstate traffic problems and emissions resulting from the No 
Action alternative and the benefits of the Action alternatives.  The population projections employed in 
the DEIS are based on pre-recession projections, and now exceed the current highest population 
projections for Maricopa County by Arizona’s Office of Employment and Population Statistics.  As a 
result, the forecasted traffic problems and emissions associated with all alternatives in the DEIS are 
likely higher than what is reasonably expected to occur based on more current data. Additionally, the 
congestion issues and emissions that the DEIS describes as a result of the No Action alternative 
include more trips and more congestion than are reasonable to expect.  As a result, the relative benefits 
of Action alternatives are also likely to be overstated.  This overestimate occurs because the travel 
model forecasts for the Action and No Action alternatives employ the same socioeconomic projections 
from the Maricopa Association of Governments, which are based on municipal master plans.  The 
underlying master plans assume that the South Mountain Freeway is completed, and do not have land
use plans that represent the No Action alternative.  

Recommendations:
• Present congestion impacts and emissions for the No Action alternative using updated

socioeconomic projections that do not assume completion of the South Mountain Freeway 
(with appropriate caveats about uncertainty).

• Present the comparison of impacts from the Action and No Action alternatives to reflect the 
likely differences in land use (e.g., residential and commercial development) between the 
Action and No Action alternatives.

Health Effects

The proposed South Mountain Freeway will place a high-volume roadway adjacent to hundreds of 
residences and several schools.  Although the DEIS did not analyze the number of residences 
remaining within a designated “buffer of impact” (i.e. within 500 feet of the centerline or edge of the  
new highway alignment), the document does state that the preferred alternative will displace 845 units, 
including 680 multifamily residences and 165 single family residences. This is an indication of the 
urbanized footprint of the proposed project and raises a question regarding the number of remaining 
residences within close distance of the new highway. It also raises the importance of fully assessing, 
disclosing, and identifying mitigation measures to address the potential health-related impacts to the 
remaining adjacent residences. Further, as proposed, the new highway alignment will place 8 lanes of 
high-volume freeway traffic adjacent to Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) land, where little
development, residences, or sensitive receptors currently exist. The disclosure of the potential health 
impacts of the highway within the EIS process could assist the future of GRIC land-use planning and 
zoning decisions regarding the types of land uses that will be appropriate directly adjacent to the new 
freeway.

In addition to the requirement of NEPA to evaluate and disclose such impacts, FHWA has received 
numerous public comments expressing concern about the potential health impacts in their communities
related to air pollution emitted by construction and operation of the proposed South Mountain Freeway
(see Chapter 6 appendices). EPA also received request letters asking us to require ADOT and FHWA 
to assess health impacts of the proposed freeway. We discussed these requests during an interagency 
call with ADOT and FHWA on February 23, 2010. The DEIS currently does not address these 
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nonattainment and maintenance areas. In accordance with the Arizona Governor’s 
Executive Order 2011-04, county-level population projections used for all 
State agency planning purposes were updated by the Arizona Department of 
Administration in December 2012, based on the 2010 U.S. Census. The Arizona 
Department of Administration projections for Maricopa County were distributed 
to smaller geographic areas by the Maricopa Association of Governments using 
the latest available data, including general plans for local jurisdictions, and a state-
of- the-art land use model system called AZ-SMART. The nationally-recognized 
UrbanSim microsimulation model was integrated into AZ-SMART and used to 
allocate county projections of population and employment to regional market 
areas based upon the pre-existing location of these activities, land consumption, 
and transportation system accessibility. The allocation from market areas to 
land use parcels was accomplished with UrbanSim, which simulates real-estate 
development based on measures such as accessibility to employment, adjacent 
land uses, highway access, and proximity to other development. Population, 
households and employment (socioeconomic) projections at the land use parcel 
level in the Maricopa Association of Governments planning area were aggregated to 
Traffic Analysis Zones using AZ-SMART. The subcounty socioeconomic projections 
developed with the AZSMART model were approved by the Maricopa Association 
of Governments Regional Council in June 2013.
The traffic analysis zones socioeconomic projections take into account the 
transportation improvements contained in the conforming Maricopa Association 
of Governments Transportation Improvement Program and Regional Transportation 
Plan in effect at the time the projections were approved. As required by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, the Maricopa Association of Governments-
approved population and employment projections were used to estimate auto 
and transit trips, vehicle miles of travel, and congestion for each analysis year 
in the 2014 Maricopa Association of Governments Conformity Analysis and 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the South Mountain Freeway. 
The methodology used to prepare the socioeconomic projections is described 
in the Maricopa Association of Governments Conformity Analysis for the FY 2014-
2018 Transportation Improvement Program and the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, 
January 2014 (see Appendix 4-3), which was approved by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation on February 12, 2014.

14 Health Risk 
Assessment

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency comments request “an air toxics risk 
assessment that assesses potential health impacts of the project and characterizes 
exposures to and risks from the pollutants of concern.” 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency previously recommended an air toxics 
risk assessment in an e-mail dated March 12, 2010, and provided two examples 
from projects in California. The Federal Highway Administration reviewed these 
materials and provided an extensive response on May 6, 2010. In its response, 
the Federal Highway Administration provided information on concerns with risk 
assessment as it relates to highway projects; identified limitations with the two 
example California studies, including use of a cancer risk factor for diesel particulate 
matter that has not been adopted or approved by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency in the Integrated Risk Information System; and pointed out that 
both of the California examples identified very low risk if diesel particulate matter 
is excluded. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement were silent with regard to the Federal Highway 
Administration’s conclusions in its May 6, 2010, review of these studies.

(Response 14 continues on next page)
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The Role of Health Risk Assessment in a National Environmental Policy Act 
Context
The Federal Highway Administration’s National Environmental Policy Act 
documents are developed under two guiding regulations: the Council on 
Environmental Quality’s National Environmental Policy Act regulations applicable 
to all federal agencies (40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 1500–1508) and the 
Federal Highway Administration’s implementing regulations governing Federal 
Highway Administration National Environmental Policy Act documents (23 Code 
of Federal Regulations Part 771). In its mobile source air toxics guidance, the 
Federal Highway Administration discusses 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 1502.22 and acknowledges that while much work has been done to assess 
the overall health risk of mobile source air toxics, analytical tools and techniques 
for assessing project-specific health outcomes as a result of lifetime exposures 
to mobile source air toxics remain limited. These limitations impede the ability 
to evaluate the potential health risks attributable to exposure to mobile source 
air toxics as part of the decision-making process in the National Environmental 
Policy Act context. However, as with any analysis that the Federal Highway 
Administration conducts for National Environmental Policy Act purposes, the 
Federal Highway Administration’s approach for mobile source air toxic analysis in 
National Environmental Policy Act documents is informed not just by 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 1502.22, but by all applicable Council on Environmental 
Quality requirements.
The appropriateness of air toxics health risk assessment as an analysis method for 
National Environmental Policy Act documents is discussed below, in the context 
of Council on Environmental Quality requirements for these documents. In 
addition to the 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 1502.22 provisions regarding 
uncertainty and limitations discussed in the Federal Highway Administration’s 
MSAT Interim Guidance Appendix C, three other provisions of the Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations are particularly relevant to the topic of health 
risk assessment: 
40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1500.1(b): NEPA procedures must insure that 
environmental information is available to public officials and citizens before decisions are 
made and before actions are taken. The information must be of high quality. Accurate 
scientific analysis, expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are essential to implementing 
NEPA. Most important, NEPA documents must concentrate on the issues that are truly 
significant to the action in question, rather than amassing needless detail.

40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1502.1: An environmental impact statement is more than 
a disclosure document. It shall be used by Federal officials in conjunction with other relevant 
material to plan actions and make decisions.
40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1502.2: (a) Environmental impact statements shall 
be analytic rather than encyclopedic. (b) Impacts shall be discussed in proportion to their 
significance.(c) Environmental impact statements shall be kept concise and shall be no longer 
than absolutely necessary to comply with NEPA and with these regulations.

Section 1500.1(b) states that information for decision making must be of high 
quality and based on accurate scientific analysis. Air toxics health risk assessments 
can involve large uncertainties. The mobile source air toxic health risk assessment 
uncertainty builds on itself—each step of the analysis involves uncertainties, 
including modeling traffic and then modeling emissions, and using this estimated 
output to model dispersion/concentrations, which provide information for
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community concerns. A new freeway would significantly increase the exposure of the surrounding 
community to mobile source air pollution, including diesel emissions. As many studies suggest this 
increased exposure is problematic to health, the DEIS should include an air toxics risk assessment that
assesses potential health impacts of the project and characterizes exposures to and risks from the 
pollutants of concern. This analysis could be useful for decision makers by indicating areas where 
future risk would be elevated, and further mitigation could be considered.

EPA does not agree with the characterization in the DEIS of available modeling tools for conducting 
emissions and dispersion modeling and risk assessment. The uncertainties in modeling discussed 
between pages 4-68 and 4-76 have been well-known factors in risk assessment since at least 1983 
(http://www.epa.gov/risk_assessment/history.htm), and EPA’s risk assessment guidance includes much 
discussion of such uncertainties, including low-dose extrapolation, and how modeling results may be 
characterized and assessed in view of these uncertainties.  EPA’s guidelines on risk assessment have 
been the subject of numerous reviews by EPA’s Scientific Advisory Board and the National Research 
Council.

Recommendations:
• Analyze and discuss the potential health impacts from the construction and operation at full 

build out of the new proposed 8-lane freeway to possible receptors along the new corridor.
• The supplemental EIS should describe all sensitive receptors that may be impacted, along with 

possible mitigation measures to reduce impacts. 
• Coordinate with GRIC to disclose potential health impacts from the new freeway corridor so 

that information will be available to GRIC to assist with land-use and zoning decisions along 
GRIC lands that are adjacent to the new corridor.

• Available data and methodology for assessing health impacts are provided below.

All of the existing tools and guidance needed to perform a risk characterization for air toxics are 
available for free on EPA’s web site: 

• Emissions of air toxics from individual road links may be modeled with MOVES
(http://www.epa.gov/otaq/models/moves/index.htm).

• AERMOD may be used to model ambient concentrations of toxics at locations in the project 
area, given emissions from MOVES. For guidance on how to conduct such analyses, consult 
the document, “Transportation Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot-spot Analyses in 
PM2.5 and PM10 Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas.” 
(http://www.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/transconf/projectlevel-hotspot.htm#pm-hotspot)

• Given ambient concentrations of air toxics, risk characterization can be done using EPA 
guidance and data:

o EPA’s Air Toxics Risk Assessment Reference Library 
(http://www.epa.gov/ttn/fera/risk_atra_main.html) describes how to conduct risk 
assessment “at the facility and community scale.”  Volume 1 of the library describes 
the process and basic technical tools for these analyses, and Volume 2 describes 
detailed procedures for source-specific or facility-specific risk assessment.

o EPA’s IRIS web site (http://www.epa.gov/IRIS/), referenced on page 4-69, includes the 
“individual unit risk estimates”, also known as “potencies” or “slope factors,” which 
may be employed in the process of cancer risk assessment, and reference 
concentrations for noncancer risk assessment.
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estimating or assuming exposures to those concentrations, and finally predicting 
health outcomes. Major uncertainties are associated with traffic and emissions 
projections over a 70-year period, and dispersion models are typically held to a 
“factor of 2” performance standard. Health impacts of mobile source air toxics 
in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Integrated Risk Information System 
are based on a 70-year lifetime exposure, which introduces significant uncertainty 
(e.g., on average, people in the United States change residence approximately 
once every 8 years and change jobs once every 3). Finally, as noted above, the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Integrated Risk Information System 
provides toxicity (risk) values for various pollutants and routes of exposure; in 
a health risk assessment, the Federal Highway Administration would compare 
calculated concentrations of mobile source air toxic pollutants to the Integrated 
Risk Information System values to estimate health risk. In the Integrated Risk 
Information System, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency states the toxicity 
values are believed to be accurate to within an order of magnitude (a factor of 10). 
The total cumulative uncertainty involved in highway project health risk assessment 
is much larger than the change in emissions attributable to projects (typically a 
few percentage points). In this context, the information would not necessarily 
have a strong nexus to the requirements for high-quality information and accurate 
scientific analysis.
Section 1500.1(b) also directs agencies to focus their National Environmental 
Policy Act analysis and documentation on issues that are truly significant to the 
action in question. In the context of mobile source air toxics, the Federal Highway 
Administration must consider whether changes in mobile source air toxic emissions 
attributable to a project have the potential for significant health risk. Using cancer 
risk as an example, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency estimates that the 
overall risk of cancer in the United States is approximately 330,000 in a million, 
and that air toxics (from all sources) are responsible for a risk of approximately 
50 in a million. In its most recent mobile source air toxics rule-making, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency estimated mobile source air toxic cancer risk, 
after implementation of emissions controls, at approximately 5 in a million (or 
0.0015 percent of overall cancer risk from any cause). For the Preferred Alternative, 
the mobile source air toxic emissions analysis for the Study Area found little 
difference in total annual emissions of mobile source air toxic emissions between 
the Preferred and No‑Action Alternatives (less than a 1 percent difference) in 2025 
and 2035. With the Preferred Alternative in 2035, modeled mobile source air toxic 
emissions would decrease by more than 80 percent, depending on the pollutant, 
despite a 47 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled in the Study Area compared 
with 2012 conditions (see the discussion beginning on page 4-77 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement).
In summary, available information from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
indicates that mobile source air toxics are a small component of overall cancer 
risk, and the analysis for the Final Environmental Impact Statement indicates 
both that the Preferred Alternative would result in a small change in the emissions 
contributing to this risk and that emissions will decline by a large amount 
regardless of alternative.

(Response 14 continues on next page)
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o EPA’s Health Effects Notebook for Hazardous Air Pollutants also includes information 
on some of the MSATs, including benzene, 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, 
acrolein, and POMs (http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/hlthef/hapindex.html).

o Detailed cancer risk assessment guidance is available in the following EPA documents:
 “Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment” (2005) 

(http://epa.gov/cancerguidelines/)
 “Supplemental Guidance for Assessing Susceptibility from Early-Life Exposure 

to Carcinogens” (http://epa.gov/cancerguidelines/sup-guidance-early-life-exp-
carcinogens.htm)

• If necessary, exposure modeling can be performed using models available from EPA’s web 
site:
o The Air Pollutants Exposure Model (http://www.epa.gov/ttn/fera/human_apex.html)
o The Hazardous Air Pollutant Exposure Model 

(http://www.epa.gov/ttn/fera/human_hapem.html)
o Another document that can address exposure modeling is EPA’s Exposure Factors 

Handbook (http://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/risk/recordisplay.cfm?deid=236252).  

Children’s Environmental Health and Safety

Executive Order 13045 on Children’s Health and Safety directs each Federal agency, to the extent 
permitted by law, to make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health and safety risks 
that may disproportionately affect children, and to ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and 
standards address these risks. Analysis and disclosure of these potential effects under NEPA is 
necessary because some physiological and behavioral traits of children render them more susceptible 
and vulnerable than adults to environmental health and safety risks. Although the DEIS identifies 
communities and public schools located near the proposed project area, the DEIS does not clearly 
describe the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the project on children’s health. 

Recommendations:
• Evaluate the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative health impacts of the construction and 

operation of the various project alternatives on children’s health. Obtain and discuss relevant 
health data (e.g., asthma data) for children living near the proposed project area, if available. 
The analysis should consider the following:

o Potential respiratory impacts, including asthma, from air pollutant emissions and 
generation of fugitive dust;

o Potential noise impacts to health and learning, especially in areas where the project is 
located near homes, schools, childcare centers and parks; and

o Potential impacts from the use of chemicals, such as dust suppressants, and hazardous 
materials to children living near the proposed project areas.

• The population of children living within the affected communities and potential impacts to 
children’s health should be added to the discussion on pages 4-29 through 4-38.

• Additional sensitive receptors, including private schools, charter schools, preschools, and 
childcare centers, should be added to Figure 5-6, and a discussion of the potential project 
impacts, including air quality and noise, to these sensitive receptors should be included.

• Further evaluate the proposed project alternatives in order to compare potential impacts to 
children’s health. Clearly identify the project alternatives that have the least impact to children, 
as well as those alternatives that have the least impact on areas already significantly impacted 
by existing air pollution, high disease rates, and indicators of social vulnerability.
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As discussed above and in Appendix C of the Federal Highway Administration’s 
mobile source air toxic guidance, results from the health risk assessment would 
be influenced more by the uncertainty introduced into the process through 
assumptions and speculations rather than by genuine insight into the actual health 
impacts directly attributable to mobile source air toxic exposure associated with a 
project. Therefore, outcomes of such a health risk assessment do not provide useful 
information for decision makers, as required by Section 1502.1. The Federal Highway 
Administration emissions analysis meets the requirement to produce information 
that is useful for both disclosure and decision making because it allows the public 
and decision makers to see which alternative has less mobile source air toxic 
emissions, with much less uncertainty than a health risk assessment.
Given the uncertainty of a mobile source air toxic health risk assessment, the 
Federal Highway Administration instead addresses the potential impacts of mobile 
source air toxics through an emissions assessment in its National Environmental 
Policy Act documents. For smaller projects with a lower likelihood of a meaningful 
impact, this discussion is qualitative. For larger projects, emissions analysis is 
conducted. The Federal Highway Administration approach is consistent with the 
Council on Environmental Quality’s direction in Section 1502.2(b) to discuss impacts 
in proportion to their significance. The results of an emissions analysis can be 
summarized concisely in a National Environmental Policy Act document and provide 
useful information for decision makers (e.g., an alternative that has lower emissions 
is likely to be “better” from a mobile source air toxics health risk standpoint than 
one that has higher emissions).
While the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Federal Highway 
Administration both agree on the usefulness of addressing mobile source air toxics 
in National Environmental Policy Act documents for highway projects, the agencies 
disagree about the value of health risk assessment as a method for doing so. 
This issue has arisen in National Environmental Policy Act consultation for many 
highway projects around the country and is not unique to the proposed project. In 
its comment letter, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is treating the lack 
of an mobile source air toxic health risk assessment as a technical deficiency, stating 
that the National Environmental Policy Act document cannot provide a “robust 
and meaningful air quality analysis” without one. For the reasons described above, 
a mobile source air toxics health risk assessment is not a “robust and meaningful” 
method for assessing individual highway projects. As outlined in the Federal 
Highway Administration’s guidance and elsewhere in this response to comments, 
health risk assessment for mobile source air toxics is not necessary in meeting 
applicable Council on Environmental Quality regulatory requirements for National 
Environmental Policy Act documents, nor would the results from the health risk 
assessment provide additional information over a mobile source air toxic emission 
assessment for decision makers. 
Another consideration with respect to health impacts is that the Preferred 
Alternative would also reduce in-vehicle mobile source air toxics exposure as 
opposed to the No‑Action Alternative. The U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency has found that in-vehicle benzene concentrations were between 2.5 and 
40 times higher than nearby ambient concentrations, based on a review of studies 
discussed in the Regulatory Impact Analysis for the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s 2007 mobile source air toxics rule-making (Final Regulatory Impact 
Analysis, Environmental Protection Agency 420-R-07-002, 3-17 [February 2007]). 
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would result in a reduction in benzene 
exposure to drivers and passengers for two reasons: decreased travel times

(Response 14 continues on next page)
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o EPA’s Health Effects Notebook for Hazardous Air Pollutants also includes information 
on some of the MSATs, including benzene, 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, 
acrolein, and POMs (http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/hlthef/hapindex.html).

o Detailed cancer risk assessment guidance is available in the following EPA documents:
 “Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment” (2005) 

(http://epa.gov/cancerguidelines/)
 “Supplemental Guidance for Assessing Susceptibility from Early-Life Exposure 

to Carcinogens” (http://epa.gov/cancerguidelines/sup-guidance-early-life-exp-
carcinogens.htm)

• If necessary, exposure modeling can be performed using models available from EPA’s web 
site:
o The Air Pollutants Exposure Model (http://www.epa.gov/ttn/fera/human_apex.html)
o The Hazardous Air Pollutant Exposure Model 

(http://www.epa.gov/ttn/fera/human_hapem.html)
o Another document that can address exposure modeling is EPA’s Exposure Factors 

Handbook (http://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/risk/recordisplay.cfm?deid=236252).  

Children’s Environmental Health and Safety

Executive Order 13045 on Children’s Health and Safety directs each Federal agency, to the extent 
permitted by law, to make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health and safety risks 
that may disproportionately affect children, and to ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and 
standards address these risks. Analysis and disclosure of these potential effects under NEPA is 
necessary because some physiological and behavioral traits of children render them more susceptible 
and vulnerable than adults to environmental health and safety risks. Although the DEIS identifies 
communities and public schools located near the proposed project area, the DEIS does not clearly 
describe the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the project on children’s health. 

Recommendations:
• Evaluate the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative health impacts of the construction and 

operation of the various project alternatives on children’s health. Obtain and discuss relevant 
health data (e.g., asthma data) for children living near the proposed project area, if available. 
The analysis should consider the following:

o Potential respiratory impacts, including asthma, from air pollutant emissions and 
generation of fugitive dust;

o Potential noise impacts to health and learning, especially in areas where the project is 
located near homes, schools, childcare centers and parks; and

o Potential impacts from the use of chemicals, such as dust suppressants, and hazardous 
materials to children living near the proposed project areas.

• The population of children living within the affected communities and potential impacts to 
children’s health should be added to the discussion on pages 4-29 through 4-38.

• Additional sensitive receptors, including private schools, charter schools, preschools, and 
childcare centers, should be added to Figure 5-6, and a discussion of the potential project 
impacts, including air quality and noise, to these sensitive receptors should be included.

• Further evaluate the proposed project alternatives in order to compare potential impacts to 
children’s health. Clearly identify the project alternatives that have the least impact to children, 
as well as those alternatives that have the least impact on areas already significantly impacted 
by existing air pollution, high disease rates, and indicators of social vulnerability.

15 Children’s Health Executive Order 13045 provides, in part, that federal agencies make it a high 
priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may 
disproportionately affect children and to ensure that their policies, programs, 
activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to children that result 
from environmental health risks or safety risks. It further directs federal agencies 
to protect children from environmental health and safety risks in carrying out 
their missions. For each “covered regulatory action” (e.g., any substantive action 
in rule making that is likely to result in a rule that is economically significant 
[Executive Order 12866] or rule making an agency has reason to believe may 
disproportionately affect children) submitted to the Office of Management 
and Budget Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs pursuant to Executive 
Order 12866, federal agencies should include an evaluation of the effects of the 
planned regulation on children and why it is preferable. The Federal Highway 
Administration and the Arizona Department of Transportation do not believe 
the proposed alternatives would disproportionately affect children, nor are the 
proposed alternatives described in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
regulatory in nature. 
Throughout the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, potential impacts on and 
subsequent mitigation for human health are disclosed and identified, as inherent 
in the environmental impact statement process. The Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement incorporates an assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed 
project on all populations, including children. The Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement addressed potential impacts of the project on children in the Chapter 4 
environmental consequences analysis. In that chapter, the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement notes that, based on U.S. Census results, the percentage 
of female heads of households with children in the Study Area was 59 percent 
higher than that of the county (see page 4-30 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement). Additionally, local school districts and other organizations were 
contacted to determine the effects a major transportation project would have 
(noting that most low-income children arrived at school by bus) (see page 4-31 of 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement). 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement also included a review of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s Toxicity and Exposure Assessments for 
Children’s Health, which indicated that indoor air concentrations of benzene 
are usually higher than outdoor levels and that indoor air in smokers’ homes is 
a significant contributor to children’s exposures and mentioned children when 
identifying the effects of acute exposure to naphthalene (see pages 4-63 and 4-64 
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement). The Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement acknowledged and fully disclosed public scoping comments that raised

15

(Response 15 continues on next page)

14 
(cont.)

(motorists would spend less time in traffic to reach their destinations) and lower 
emissions rates (attributable to speed improvements). Reducing on-road exposure 
would provide a health benefit for motorists using the roadway network.
The Federal Highway Administration determined that a supplemental 
environmental impact statement is not required at this time because there were 
no changes to the proposed action that will result in significant environmental 
impacts not evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement nor is there 
new information relevant to environmental concerns and bearings on the proposed 
action or its impacts that will result in significant environmental impacts not 
evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
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the topic of health effects on neighborhoods and adjacent schools (see page 6-12 
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement). 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement evaluated Clean Air Act criteria air 
pollutant concentrations in Maricopa County and the Phoenix area (see pages 4-58 
to 4-62 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement). With regard to air quality 
impacts, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement addressed children’s health 
impacts within the broader discussion regarding health impacts under the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. Clean Air Act § 109(b)(1) requires the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency to promulgate primary National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards at levels that allow an adequate margin of safety and are requisite 
to protect the public health. As noted by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
in its 2013 rulemaking for particulate matter, Clean Air Act § 109’s legislative 
history demonstrates that the primary standards are “to be set at the maximum 
permissible ambient air level … which will protect the health of any [sensitive] 
group of the population” (78 Federal Register 3086 and 3090) (quoting S. Rep. 
No. 91‑1196, 91st Cong., 2 Sess. 10 [1970]) (alterations in original). Accordingly, the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement National Ambient Air Quality Standards-
based evaluation of criteria air pollutants included a health-based review of sensitive 
populations, including children, given the National Ambient Air Quality Standards’ 
inherent consideration of those factors. Furthermore, the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards-based assessment ensures adequate consideration of health-
based issues as “[t]he requirement that primary standards provide an adequate 
margin of safety was intended to address uncertainties associated with inconclusive 
scientific and technical information … and to protect against hazards that research 
has not yet identified” (78 Federal Register 3090). 
Sensitive receivers for noise and air are already included in the air quality and noise 
analyses in accordance with State and federal guidance. Both sections, Air Quality 
and Noise, beginning on Final Environmental Impact Statement pages 4-68 and 
4-88, respectively, have addressed requirements under the National Environmental 
Policy Act. As stated on page 4-89 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
over 220 sensitive receivers were evaluated at exterior locations from a traffic noise 
perspective. All of the receivers represent noise-sensitive land uses in proximity to 
the proposed project, including homes, schools, and parks, and these receivers 
would have higher noise levels than similar facilities more distant from the proposed 
action.
In response to comments by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, each 
modeled school was reexamined to determine whether noise impacts would result 
from the proposed freeway and whether appropriate mitigation of these impacts 
was provided. Of the nine schools modeled in the analysis for the Draft and 
Final Environmental Impact Statements, all were predicted to exceed the Arizona 
Department of Transportation Noise Abatement Criteria (see Table 4-40, beginning 
on page 4-93). Mitigation, in the form of noise walls, was proposed for all schools. 
After applying this mitigation, all schools except one were mitigated according 
to the Arizona Department of Transportation noise policy. According to Arizona 
Department of Transportation policy, noise mitigation should achieve a reduction 
of 5 to 7 A-weighted decibels and result in a noise level of less than 64 A-weighted 
decibels for residential and similar areas. These criteria were not reached for one 
school (receiver 67, Santa Maria Elementary School) because the policy limits wall 
heights to 20 feet. A wall taller than 20 feet would be required to bring levels at this 
receiver down to 64 A-weighted decibels. However, a 5-decibel reduction would be

(Response 15 continues on next page)
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o EPA’s Health Effects Notebook for Hazardous Air Pollutants also includes information 
on some of the MSATs, including benzene, 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, 
acrolein, and POMs (http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/hlthef/hapindex.html).

o Detailed cancer risk assessment guidance is available in the following EPA documents:
 “Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment” (2005) 

(http://epa.gov/cancerguidelines/)
 “Supplemental Guidance for Assessing Susceptibility from Early-Life Exposure 

to Carcinogens” (http://epa.gov/cancerguidelines/sup-guidance-early-life-exp-
carcinogens.htm)

• If necessary, exposure modeling can be performed using models available from EPA’s web 
site:
o The Air Pollutants Exposure Model (http://www.epa.gov/ttn/fera/human_apex.html)
o The Hazardous Air Pollutant Exposure Model 

(http://www.epa.gov/ttn/fera/human_hapem.html)
o Another document that can address exposure modeling is EPA’s Exposure Factors 

Handbook (http://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/risk/recordisplay.cfm?deid=236252).  

Children’s Environmental Health and Safety

Executive Order 13045 on Children’s Health and Safety directs each Federal agency, to the extent 
permitted by law, to make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health and safety risks 
that may disproportionately affect children, and to ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and 
standards address these risks. Analysis and disclosure of these potential effects under NEPA is 
necessary because some physiological and behavioral traits of children render them more susceptible 
and vulnerable than adults to environmental health and safety risks. Although the DEIS identifies 
communities and public schools located near the proposed project area, the DEIS does not clearly 
describe the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the project on children’s health. 

Recommendations:
• Evaluate the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative health impacts of the construction and 

operation of the various project alternatives on children’s health. Obtain and discuss relevant 
health data (e.g., asthma data) for children living near the proposed project area, if available. 
The analysis should consider the following:

o Potential respiratory impacts, including asthma, from air pollutant emissions and 
generation of fugitive dust;

o Potential noise impacts to health and learning, especially in areas where the project is 
located near homes, schools, childcare centers and parks; and

o Potential impacts from the use of chemicals, such as dust suppressants, and hazardous 
materials to children living near the proposed project areas.

• The population of children living within the affected communities and potential impacts to 
children’s health should be added to the discussion on pages 4-29 through 4-38.

• Additional sensitive receptors, including private schools, charter schools, preschools, and 
childcare centers, should be added to Figure 5-6, and a discussion of the potential project 
impacts, including air quality and noise, to these sensitive receptors should be included.

• Further evaluate the proposed project alternatives in order to compare potential impacts to 
children’s health. Clearly identify the project alternatives that have the least impact to children, 
as well as those alternatives that have the least impact on areas already significantly impacted 
by existing air pollution, high disease rates, and indicators of social vulnerability.

16

15 
(cont.)

provided by the 20-foot wall proposed in this area. It is important to note that this 
receiver would be affected only by the W71 Alternative, which is not the Preferred 
Alternative.
The Arizona Department of Transportation noise policy also states that 
noise abatement shall be considered if “substantial increases” (defined as a 
15 A-weighted decibel or greater increase) are predicted. Of the nine schools 
modeled, substantial increases were predicted at six schools. As discussed above, 
however, noise walls would reduce noise levels at all schools according to the 
Arizona Department of Transportation noise policy, with the exception of Santa 
Maria Elementary School, which would be affected only by the W71 Alternative, 
which is not the Preferred Alternative. According to the Federal Highway 
Administration’s 1995 Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and 
Guidance, in most cases, if the exterior area can be protected, the interior will also 
be protected.
Likewise, as noted on page 4-65 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
over 700 receptors were modeled for carbon monoxide concentrations. Receptor 
placement met the criteria for selecting modeling locations as specified in 40 Code 
of Federal Regulations § 93.123(a). The carbon monoxide analysis was updated 
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Although a qualitative analysis 
of particulate matter (PM10) was presented in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, a quantitative project-level particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot analysis 
is included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The results of the air 
quality updates are summarized in the prologue to the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (page xiii) and are more fully described beginning on page 4-68 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Thus, the particulate matter (PM10) 
analysis demonstrated that the proposed freeway would not contribute to any new 
localized violations, increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation, 
or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards or any 
required interim emissions reductions or other milestones. Through analysis, the 
Federal Highway Administration has determined that the proposed project would 
not produce disproportionate impacts to children.

16 Children’s Health Executive Order 12898 and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 are discussed 
on pages 4-29 through 4-38 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. In the 
federal definitions characterizing these populations, “children” is not an included 
population. Therefore, it would be inaccurate to include a discussion on children.

15

15
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• Identify mitigation measures to reduce impacts from the proposed project’s construction and 
operation to schools and child care centers near the proposed project area, including measures 
identified in the voluntary EPA School Siting Guidelines 
(http://www.epa.gov/schools/siting/download.html), and voluntary EPA Guidelines for States: 
Development and Implementation of a School Environmental Health Program
(http://www.epa.gov/schools/ehguidelines/index.html). Engage local school districts, child care 
providers, and others to discuss mitigation measures.

Construction Emissions

Page 4-161 discusses mitigation measures to be implemented to reduce emissions from construction. In 
addition to the identified measures, EPA recommends that FHWA consider implementing the 
mitigation measures listed below.

Recommendations:
• Implement a strong anti-idling policy at all construction sites, and limit idling of heavy 

equipment and trucks to less than five minutes.
• Larger Tier 4 construction equipment will be more widely available in 2015.4 To the extent 

practicable, starting in 2015, limit construction equipment to EPA’s Tier 4 emission standards.
• Commit to the use of construction equipment powered by alternative fuels (i.e., biodiesel, 

compressed natural gas, and electricity) where feasible. 
• Train construction contractors and their employees on air quality impacts from construction 

activities and potential health risks to nearby receptors, and ways to reduce emissions (no 
idling, using PM filters, using alternative fuels, etc.).

Displacement

Page 4-39 states that the preferred alternative will displace 165 single family residences and 680 
multifamily residences, for a total of 845 displaced units. While this represents the fewest single family 
homes affected (other alternatives range in impacts from between 710 to 969 when adding the Eastern 
and Western alignments), the preferred alignment is the only alignment that will affect multifamily 
residences (other alternatives will affect no multifamily residences). The DEIS discussion of 
displacements focuses mainly on single residences being affected and lacks important detail regarding 
multifamily residential impacts. Page 4-40 states a rental vacancy rate of 9% for the displaced 
multifamily residences, based on 2009 data.  It is unclear what opportunities exist currently for the 
potentially displaced 680 multifamily residences. The Environmental Justice Analysis on page 4-38 
states that the “availability of replacement housing” for Section 8 vouchers is not easily quantified. It is 
therefore not clear to what extent low-income and/or minority populations will be affected by the 
project. Additional mitigation and/or community outreach, and assistance may be necessary to offset 
relocation impacts.

                                                      
4 More information is available at http://www.dieselnet.com/standards/us/nonroad.php.  

17 Temporary 
Construction 
Impacts

Environmental analyses conducted for and documented in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement comply with the Federal Highway Administration’s regulations 
for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act at 23 Code of Federal 
Regulations § 771. Limiting trucks and equipment to 5 minutes of idling would 
be unsafe and inefficient. In the Phoenix area, equipment operators depend on 
air conditioning. Shutting down equipment would place equipment operators in 
danger of hyperthermia. In addition, shutting down equipment requires a cooling 
down period to allow hydraulic fluid to cool and a corresponding period to allow 
the fluid to warm to operating temperatures after a restart. As a result, shutting 
down and restarting equipment could actually result in more idling, not less.

18 Temporary 
Construction 
Impacts

Environmental analyses conducted for and documented in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement comply with the Federal Highway Administration’s regulations 
for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act at 23 Code of Federal 
Regulations § 771; however, to address the comment from the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, the following contractor mitigation measure has been added to 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement on page 4-173:
“To the extent practicable, construction equipment that meets the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s Tier 4 emission standards shall be used.”

19 Temporary 
Construction 
Impacts

Environmental analyses conducted for and documented in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement comply with the Federal Highway Administration’s regulations 
for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act at 23 Code of Federal 
Regulations § 771; however, to address the comment from the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, the following contractor mitigation measure has been added to 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement on page 4-173:
“Where feasible, construction equipment powered by alternative fuels (e.g., 
biodiesel, compressed natural gas, electricity) shall be used.”

20 Temporary 
Construction 
Impacts

Environmental analyses conducted for and documented in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement comply with the Federal Highway Administration’s regulations 
for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act at 23 Code of Federal 
Regulations § 771; however, to address the comment from the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, the following Phoenix Construction District mitigation measure 
has been added to the Final Environmental Impact Statement on page 4-173:
“ADOT will provide training to contractor’s personnel regarding air quality 
impacts from construction activities, potential health risks to nearby residents, 
and methods to reduce emissions.”

15

17

18

19

20



B24  •  Comment Response Appendix

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

 

 
 8

Recommendations:
• Commit to specific mitigation measures to minimize the impacts of displacement and 

relocation on low-income and minority populations, with particular attention to the needs of 
those living in below-market rental housing. Identify each measure along with a description of 
the responsible party, timing for implementation, and length of time anticipated for complete 
implementation.

• Include commitments to specific funding options or other policy measures that would ensure 
the relocation of all displaced residents to decent, safe, and sanitary replacement housing that is 
within the residents’ financial means. 

• Discuss specifics of how and where potential relocation could occur, including reference to 
actual locations where housing can either be built or currently exists. Include a clear timeline, 
with responsible parties identified, to indicate the schedule for proposed relocations compared 
with the schedule for the proposed construction of the project.

• Include a more comprehensive vision of the future proposed relocation plan for affected 
residents as a result of this and other transportation projects in the area. ADOT and FHWA 
should provide additional information on assumptions, estimates, and projections for where 
displaced residences will ultimately live based on current (rather than 2009) estimates.

• Conduct interviews with all potential displaced residents to determine relocation needs. 
Confirm that those who have special needs will be accommodated with a plan for assistance as 
needed.  Based on the results from the interviews, consider additional measures to minimize the 
impacts of relocation, such as providing translations services, transportation to visit potential 
replacement housing, and/or additional relocation specialists to work with these communities. 

• To mitigate community character and cohesion impacts to low-income and minority 
communities, conduct public workshops and work directly with affected populations to identify 
effective and creative ways to minimize or mitigate these impacts.

Noise Impacts

The DEIS compares estimated noise levels to FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria. It is unclear whether 
potential project impacts to interior noise levels were estimated.

Recommendations:
• Clarify whether mitigated interior noise levels were estimated for homes, schools, childcare 

centers, and other sensitive receptors. If not, assess the potential interior noise levels that may 
be experienced at these locations. Discuss the potential noise impacts on health and learning, 
especially at homes, schools, and childcare centers.

• Page 4-90 of the DEIS identifies noise walls or earth berms as noise mitigation measures. As 
several homes and learning environments are located near the proposed project alignments and 
may be affected by both the construction and operation of the proposed project, EPA 
recommends that FHWA consider other noise mitigation measures, such as retrofitting homes, 
classrooms, and childcare centers with acoustic insulation.

Tolling

EPA is aware that several toll feasibility studies are underway in the Phoenix metropolitan area for 
roadways that are near or adjacent to the proposed project corridor, including I-10, I-17, and the 
proposed North-South Corridor. Tolling on these roadways has the potential to significantly affect 
traffic on the future South Mountain Freeway by reducing traffic on tolled facilities and shifting traffic 

21 Displacements 
and Relocations

Based on the comment received, the Arizona Department of Transportation Right-
of-Way Group in conjunction with the Federal Highway Administration Right-of-way 
Officer developed mitigation that explains in detail the actions that would be taken to 
implement the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970, as amended (Uniform Act) (see page 4-46 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement). The mitigation would ensure that the Arizona Department of 
Transportation provides uniform, fair, and equitable treatment of people whose 
property is affected or who are displaced as a result of the project, including minority 
and low-income populations. Advisory assistance services and compensation practices 
are described in detail in the Arizona Department of Transportation’s Right-of-way 
Procedures Manual, located at <azdot.gov/business/RightofWay_Properties/booklets-
and-manuals>. For further discussion, see page 4-51 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement and Appendix 4-1. For questions on specific properties, contact the Arizona 
Department of Transportation Right-of-Way Group at (602) 712-7316.

22 Noise The noise analyses conducted for and documented in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement complies with the Federal Highway Administration’s regulations for 
conducting noise analysis in 23 Code of Federal Regulations § 772.
The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1970 required the Federal Highway Administration 
to develop highway traffic noise standards for use in the planning and design of 
new highway projects. These standards were promulgated by the Federal Highway 
Administration on February 8, 1973, and are currently contained in 23 Code of Federal 
Regulations Part 772. According to 23 Code of Federal Regulations § Part 772.11(c)(2)
(iv), an indoor analysis shall be done only after exhausting all outdoor analysis options; 
therefore, interior noise levels were not specifically assessed in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement or the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Sensitive receivers 
for noise were included in the noise analysis in accordance with State and federal 
guidance. The section, Noise, beginning on Final Environmental Impact Statement 
page 4-88 has addressed requirements under the National Environmental Policy 
Act. As stated on page 4-89 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, over 220 
sensitive receivers were evaluated at exterior locations from a traffic noise perspective. 
All of the receivers represent noise-sensitive land uses in proximity to the proposed 
project, including homes, schools, and parks, and these receivers would have higher 
noise levels than similar facilities more distant from the proposed action.
In response to comments by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, each modeled 
school was reexamined to determine whether noise impacts would result from the 
proposed freeway and whether appropriate mitigation of these impacts was provided. 
Of the nine schools modeled in the analysis for the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements, all were predicted to exceed the Arizona Department of 
Transportation Noise Abatement Criteria (see Table 4-40, beginning on page 4-93). 
Mitigation, in the form of noise walls, was proposed for all schools. After applying this 
mitigation, all schools except one were mitigated according to the Arizona Department 
of Transportation noise policy. According to Arizona Department of Transportation 
policy, noise mitigation should achieve a reduction of 5 to 7 A-weighted decibels and 
result in a noise level of less than 64 A-weighted decibels for residential and similar 
areas. These criteria were not reached for one school (receiver 67, Santa Maria 
Elementary School) because the policy limits wall heights to 20 feet. A wall taller 
than 20 feet would be required to bring levels at this receiver down to 64 A-weighted 
decibels. However, a 5-decibel reduction would be provided by the 20‑foot wall 
proposed in this area. It is important to note that this receiver would be affected only 
by the W71 Alternative, which is not the Preferred Alternative.
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to non-tolled roads. This has potential implications for analyses of air quality, noise, and 
environmental justice, as well as additional potential indirect and cumulative impacts. It is unclear 
whether any toll feasibility study was conducted for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, and there 
is no discussion in the DEIS of the current toll feasibility studies on adjacent roadways.   

Recommendations:
• Disclose results of any toll feasibility study conducted for the proposed project. If no toll 

feasibility study was conducted, provide a discussion as to why. 
• Provide details of current toll feasibility studies being conducted on nearby roadways. Include a 

discussion of how future tolling on these roadways could affect traffic and associated impacts 
on the South Mountain Freeway.

Coordination with Gila River Indian Community and Impacts to Sacred Sites

The DEIS describes extensive coordination with the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) and a 
history of considering a possible freeway alignment on GRIC lands. We understand that there is still 
interest within the GRIC community for analyzing a possible freeway alignment on GRIC lands that 
would avoid the impacts to sacred sites that will result from the current preferred alignment. While we 
understand that there may never be one alignment route fully supported by the entire tribal community 
and government, we encourage ADOT and FHWA to continue to work closely with GRIC to reduce 
impacts to sacred sites and traditional cultural properties to the greatest extent possible.

Further, there are many resources regarding the potential health impacts of locating sensitive receptors 
adjacent to freeways as well as the benefits of smart growth and location efficient housing. ADOT and 
FHWA should disclose these potential near-roadway health impacts and ensure GRIC has access to the 
most current information available regarding optimizing land use decisions and safeguarding health in 
the face of a potential new freeway directly adjacent to GRIC land.

Recommendations:
• Continue to work closely with GRIC to reduce the proposed project impacts to sacred sites and 

traditional cultural properties.
• Evaluate all mitigation measures suggested by GRIC to determine their effectiveness and 

feasibility. Identify where implementation of GRIC mitigation measures has been rejected and 
provide a discussion of the reasons for rejection.

• Provide all resources available to GRIC regarding near-roadway health impacts and land-use 
planning and zoning recommendations for lands adjacent to a new highway.

• Should additional alignment alternatives on GRIC land become feasible as a result of tribal 
approval, these alternatives should be studied in detail and all impacts disclosed in the 
supplemental DEIS.

Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations 
and Low-Income Populations, directs each Federal agency to make achieving environmental justice 
part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations 

22 
(cont.)

The Arizona Department of Transportation noise policy also states that noise 
abatement shall be considered if “substantial increases” (defined as a 15 A-weighted 
decibel or greater increase) are predicted. Of the nine schools modeled, substantial 
increases were predicted at six schools. As discussed previously, however, noise 
walls would reduce noise levels at all schools according to Arizona Department of 
Transportation noise policy, with the exception of Santa Maria Elementary School, 
which would be affected only by the W71 Alternative, which is not the Preferred 
Alternative. According to the Federal Highway Administration’s 1995 Highway 
Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and Guidance, in most cases, if the 
exterior area can be protected, the interior will also be protected.
The noise analysis has been updated for the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
using the most recent Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway 
Administration policy and traffic projections provided by the Maricopa Association 
of Governments in November 2013. This updated analysis begins on page 4-88 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, but no substantial differences 
between the analysis presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement resulted. Therefore, no substantial 
differences in mitigation between the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
Final Environmental Impact Statement were recommended and no mitigation 
methods other than noise walls were necessary. It is also important to note that 
the Arizona Department of Transportation noise analysis process is not complete. 
As design advances, should an action alternative be selected, additional modeling 
would occur to further refine the mitigation used for the project (see Figure 4-30 on 
page 4-100 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

23 Tolling According to 40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1502.9(a), the agency shall make 
every effort to disclose and discuss at appropriate points in the draft statement all 
major points of view on the environmental impacts of the alternatives including the 
proposed action. Tolling in relation to the project is disclosed in both Chapters 1 
and 3 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. In 1996, a 
consortium of private companies proposed to build a South Mountain Freeway as 
a toll road. The consortium later withdrew its proposal, saying the project was not 
financially feasible. The proposal is documented in the Alignment Recommendation, 
South Mountain Corridor Loop 202, as noted on page 1-8 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. Tolling has not been considered for the current study. The 
project would be completely funded through federal sources and a local ½-cent 
sales tax, as programmed in the Arizona Department of Transportation 5-year 
Transportation Facilities Construction Program and the Maricopa Association of 
Governments Regional Transportation Plan; therefore, tolling is not required to fund 
the proposed action.

24 Tolling According to 46 Federal Register 18026 (March 23, 1981), the environmental impact 
statement must discuss reasonably foreseeable actions. These are actions that 
are likely to occur or are probable, rather than those that are merely possible. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments has completed recent studies of the 
feasibility of implementing congestion pricing, also known as managed lanes or 
high-occupancy toll lanes, on the region’s freeways (see 2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan, Maricopa Association of Governments, January 2014). While these types of 
tolling are being considered in the Phoenix metropolitan area, there is no history of 
performance in the region by which to assess the effects on the proposed freeway.

23
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to non-tolled roads. This has potential implications for analyses of air quality, noise, and 
environmental justice, as well as additional potential indirect and cumulative impacts. It is unclear 
whether any toll feasibility study was conducted for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, and there 
is no discussion in the DEIS of the current toll feasibility studies on adjacent roadways.   

Recommendations:
• Disclose results of any toll feasibility study conducted for the proposed project. If no toll 

feasibility study was conducted, provide a discussion as to why. 
• Provide details of current toll feasibility studies being conducted on nearby roadways. Include a 

discussion of how future tolling on these roadways could affect traffic and associated impacts 
on the South Mountain Freeway.

Coordination with Gila River Indian Community and Impacts to Sacred Sites

The DEIS describes extensive coordination with the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) and a 
history of considering a possible freeway alignment on GRIC lands. We understand that there is still 
interest within the GRIC community for analyzing a possible freeway alignment on GRIC lands that 
would avoid the impacts to sacred sites that will result from the current preferred alignment. While we 
understand that there may never be one alignment route fully supported by the entire tribal community 
and government, we encourage ADOT and FHWA to continue to work closely with GRIC to reduce 
impacts to sacred sites and traditional cultural properties to the greatest extent possible.

Further, there are many resources regarding the potential health impacts of locating sensitive receptors 
adjacent to freeways as well as the benefits of smart growth and location efficient housing. ADOT and 
FHWA should disclose these potential near-roadway health impacts and ensure GRIC has access to the 
most current information available regarding optimizing land use decisions and safeguarding health in 
the face of a potential new freeway directly adjacent to GRIC land.

Recommendations:
• Continue to work closely with GRIC to reduce the proposed project impacts to sacred sites and 

traditional cultural properties.
• Evaluate all mitigation measures suggested by GRIC to determine their effectiveness and 

feasibility. Identify where implementation of GRIC mitigation measures has been rejected and 
provide a discussion of the reasons for rejection.

• Provide all resources available to GRIC regarding near-roadway health impacts and land-use 
planning and zoning recommendations for lands adjacent to a new highway.

• Should additional alignment alternatives on GRIC land become feasible as a result of tribal 
approval, these alternatives should be studied in detail and all impacts disclosed in the 
supplemental DEIS.

Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations 
and Low-Income Populations, directs each Federal agency to make achieving environmental justice 
part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations 

26

25

25 Cultural Resources Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires a government-to-
government relationship between the Federal Government and Indian tribes as 
described beginning on page 4-140 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
Section 106 requires federal agencies take into account the effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties and requires consultation with tribal authorities. 
Consultation has occurred with Gila River Indian Community government officials, 
the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, the Cultural Resource Management Program, 
other tribes, and the State Historic Preservation Office and has led to concurrence 
from the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office and the 
State Historic Preservation Office on National Register of Historic Places eligibility 
recommendations (including traditional cultural properties such as the South 
Mountains), project effects, and proposed mitigation and measures to minimize 
harm. This consultation has been ongoing and will continue until any commitments in 
a record of decision are completed.

26 Cultural Resources Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires a government-to-
government relationship between the Federal Government and Indian tribes as 
described beginning on page 4-140 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
Section 106 requires federal agencies take into account the effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties and requires consultation with tribal authorities. 
Consultation has occurred with Gila River Indian Community government officials, 
the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, the Cultural Resource Management Program, 
other tribes, and the State Historic Preservation Office and has led to concurrence 
from the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office and the 
State Historic Preservation Office on National Register of Historic Places eligibility 
recommendations (including traditional cultural properties such as the South 
Mountains), project effects, and proposed mitigation and measures to minimize 
harm. This consultation has been ongoing and will continue until any commitments in 
a record of decision are completed.
Since the beginning of the environmental impact statement process, the Federal 
Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation have been 
carrying out cultural resource studies and engaging in an ongoing, open dialogue 
with the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office regarding 
the identification and evaluation of places of religious and cultural importance to the 
Gila River Indian Community that may be adversely affected by the proposed freeway. 
Such places are referred to as traditional cultural properties. As a result of these 
discussions and of studies conducted by the Gila River Indian Community’s Cultural 
Resource Management Program, the Gila River Indian Community has identified 
traditional cultural properties that are eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places and that could be affected by construction of the proposed South 
Mountain Freeway. In certain cases, listing these properties on the National Register 
of Historic Places may offer them protection under Section 4(f) of the Department 
of Transportation Act. The traditional cultural properties identified are culturally 
important to other Native American tribes as well. For more discussion of traditional 
cultural properties, see the section, Cultural Resources, beginning on page 4-140 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement and pages 5-26 through 5-28.
The physical impact on land designated as part of the South Mountains has been 
minimized through design and much has already been done to replace or otherwise 
mitigate that effect. Access to the mountain would be maintained and multiple other 
mitigation measures would be implemented due in part to suggestions made by the 
Gila River Indian Community itself. The proposed mitigation for the South Mountains 
Traditional Cultural Property is discussed in the Final Environmental Impact

(Response 26 continues on next page)
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Statement beginning on page 4-143, and measures to minimize harm to the South 
Mountains Traditional Cultural Property are discussed on page 5-27 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement.
No mitigation was “rejected” as part of the environmental impact statement 
process. Certain community factions and members of the Gila River Indian 
Community have supported the selection of the No‑Action Alternative; 
however, to be clear, such a recommendation is not a form of mitigation. This 
is comprehensively discussed in the section, Cultural Resources, beginning on 
page 4-128, and in Chapter 5, Section 4(f) Evaluation, beginning on page 5-1 of 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The Gila River Indian Community 
submitted comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement in a letter 
dated July 3, 2013. This letter and the responses to the Gila River Indian Community 
comments may be found beginning on page B38 of Appendix 7, Volume III, to the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement.

27 Land Use “Near-roadway health impacts” is a broad topic that encompasses air quality 
and other environmental and social effects, including noise. For air quality, the 
Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements present information about the 
Preferred Alternative compared with the No‑Action Alternative that is applicable 
to both tribal and non-tribal lands. The carbon monoxide analysis presented on 
page 4-65 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and updated on page 4-75 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement represents projected carbon 
monoxide concentrations along the project corridor, including those proposed 
interchange locations along the South Mountain Freeway corridor. The Final 
Environmental Impact Statement also includes a quantitative particulate matter 
(PM10) hot-spot analysis that is discussed on page 4-76. The carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway would 
not contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency or severity 
of any existing violation, or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards or any required interim emissions reductions or other milestones.
The emission modeling developed for the proposed action estimated that for 
the mobile source air toxics study area, there would be little difference in total 
annual emissions of mobile source air toxics emissions between the Preferred 
and No‑Action Alternatives (less than a 1 percent difference) in 2025 and 2035. 
Regardless of alternative, modeled mobile source air toxics emissions would 
decrease by more than 80 percent relative to 2012 levels, despite a 47 percent 
increase in vehicle miles traveled in the Study Area compared with 2012 conditions 
(see discussion beginning on page 4-77 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement).
The Federal Highway Administration does not have land use planning or zoning 
authority. Its Office of Planning does publish some resources related to smart 
growth, health in transportation planning, and other related topics; see <fhwa.
dot.gov/planning/>. The Gila River Indian Community can also benefit from the 
experience of many local governments in the Phoenix area that have already made 
land use and zoning decisions for vacant land adjacent to both new and existing 
roadway facilities.
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to non-tolled roads. This has potential implications for analyses of air quality, noise, and 
environmental justice, as well as additional potential indirect and cumulative impacts. It is unclear 
whether any toll feasibility study was conducted for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, and there 
is no discussion in the DEIS of the current toll feasibility studies on adjacent roadways.   

Recommendations:
• Disclose results of any toll feasibility study conducted for the proposed project. If no toll 

feasibility study was conducted, provide a discussion as to why. 
• Provide details of current toll feasibility studies being conducted on nearby roadways. Include a 

discussion of how future tolling on these roadways could affect traffic and associated impacts 
on the South Mountain Freeway.

Coordination with Gila River Indian Community and Impacts to Sacred Sites

The DEIS describes extensive coordination with the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) and a 
history of considering a possible freeway alignment on GRIC lands. We understand that there is still 
interest within the GRIC community for analyzing a possible freeway alignment on GRIC lands that 
would avoid the impacts to sacred sites that will result from the current preferred alignment. While we 
understand that there may never be one alignment route fully supported by the entire tribal community 
and government, we encourage ADOT and FHWA to continue to work closely with GRIC to reduce 
impacts to sacred sites and traditional cultural properties to the greatest extent possible.

Further, there are many resources regarding the potential health impacts of locating sensitive receptors 
adjacent to freeways as well as the benefits of smart growth and location efficient housing. ADOT and 
FHWA should disclose these potential near-roadway health impacts and ensure GRIC has access to the 
most current information available regarding optimizing land use decisions and safeguarding health in 
the face of a potential new freeway directly adjacent to GRIC land.

Recommendations:
• Continue to work closely with GRIC to reduce the proposed project impacts to sacred sites and 

traditional cultural properties.
• Evaluate all mitigation measures suggested by GRIC to determine their effectiveness and 

feasibility. Identify where implementation of GRIC mitigation measures has been rejected and 
provide a discussion of the reasons for rejection.

• Provide all resources available to GRIC regarding near-roadway health impacts and land-use 
planning and zoning recommendations for lands adjacent to a new highway.

• Should additional alignment alternatives on GRIC land become feasible as a result of tribal 
approval, these alternatives should be studied in detail and all impacts disclosed in the 
supplemental DEIS.

Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations 
and Low-Income Populations, directs each Federal agency to make achieving environmental justice 
part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations 

27



B28  •  Comment Response Appendix

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

 

 
 9

to non-tolled roads. This has potential implications for analyses of air quality, noise, and 
environmental justice, as well as additional potential indirect and cumulative impacts. It is unclear 
whether any toll feasibility study was conducted for the proposed South Mountain Freeway, and there 
is no discussion in the DEIS of the current toll feasibility studies on adjacent roadways.   

Recommendations:
• Disclose results of any toll feasibility study conducted for the proposed project. If no toll 

feasibility study was conducted, provide a discussion as to why. 
• Provide details of current toll feasibility studies being conducted on nearby roadways. Include a 

discussion of how future tolling on these roadways could affect traffic and associated impacts 
on the South Mountain Freeway.

Coordination with Gila River Indian Community and Impacts to Sacred Sites

The DEIS describes extensive coordination with the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) and a 
history of considering a possible freeway alignment on GRIC lands. We understand that there is still 
interest within the GRIC community for analyzing a possible freeway alignment on GRIC lands that 
would avoid the impacts to sacred sites that will result from the current preferred alignment. While we 
understand that there may never be one alignment route fully supported by the entire tribal community 
and government, we encourage ADOT and FHWA to continue to work closely with GRIC to reduce 
impacts to sacred sites and traditional cultural properties to the greatest extent possible.

Further, there are many resources regarding the potential health impacts of locating sensitive receptors 
adjacent to freeways as well as the benefits of smart growth and location efficient housing. ADOT and 
FHWA should disclose these potential near-roadway health impacts and ensure GRIC has access to the 
most current information available regarding optimizing land use decisions and safeguarding health in 
the face of a potential new freeway directly adjacent to GRIC land.

Recommendations:
• Continue to work closely with GRIC to reduce the proposed project impacts to sacred sites and 

traditional cultural properties.
• Evaluate all mitigation measures suggested by GRIC to determine their effectiveness and 

feasibility. Identify where implementation of GRIC mitigation measures has been rejected and 
provide a discussion of the reasons for rejection.

• Provide all resources available to GRIC regarding near-roadway health impacts and land-use 
planning and zoning recommendations for lands adjacent to a new highway.

• Should additional alignment alternatives on GRIC land become feasible as a result of tribal 
approval, these alternatives should be studied in detail and all impacts disclosed in the 
supplemental DEIS.

Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations 
and Low-Income Populations, directs each Federal agency to make achieving environmental justice 
part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations 

28

28 Alternatives In accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1502.14, the Arizona 
Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration explored and 
evaluated all reasonable alternatives. Page 2-10 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement discusses the path forward should alternatives on Gila River Indian 
Community land become available for study. Any alternative on Gila River Indian 
Community land must consider tribal sovereignty. Tribal sovereignty is based in the 
inherent authority of Native American tribes to govern themselves. While this notion 
of sovereignty is manifested in many areas, generally Native American land is held 
in trust by the United States. Native American communities have the authority to 
regulate land uses and activities on their lands. States have very limited authority 
over activities within tribal land (see page 2-1 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). From a practical standpoint, this means that the Arizona Department 
of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration do not have the authority to 
survey tribal land, make land use (including transportation) determinations directly 
affecting tribal land, or condemn tribal land for public benefit through an eminent 
domain process.
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and low-income populations.5 There is a growing body of evidence that low-income and minority 
communities are more vulnerable to pollution impacts than other communities, including deficits of 
both a physical and social nature that make the effects of environmental pollution more burdensome.6

Environmental justice concerns may arise from the potential human health, ecological, social, cultural, 
and economic impacts associated with a proposed project. According to the DEIS (page 4-167), the 
communities within the study area have a much higher minority composition (68%) compared to
Maricopa County (41%). The DEIS states that all action alternatives would have direct but not 
disproportionate impacts on populations with environmental justice characteristics (see page 4-175), 
but this appears to be a premature and unsupported conclusion. The current analysis does not consider 
the full suite of potential impacts from the proposed project and how these impacts may 
disproportionately affect minority, low-income, and indigenous populations. The environmental justice 
analysis in the DEIS focuses mainly on relocations and displacements. The environmental justice 
analysis should reference air quality, noise, and other potential project impacts to communities living 
near the proposed alignments. 

Recommendations:
• Identify and document all environmental and human health impacts that may have a 

disproportionately high impact on minority populations, low-income populations, and/or 
indigenous populations. The environmental justice analysis should evaluate the direct, indirect, 
and cumulative impacts of each project alternative to these populations, and identify whether 
there may be disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects. The 
analysis should incorporate relevant demographic, socioeconomic, environmental and health 
data, if available, to fully understand potential project impacts.

• Evaluate the localized impacts from the construction and operation of each project alternative 
and how these impacts affect minority, low-income, and indigenous communities located near 
proposed project alignments. Communities that are closer to the proposed project alignments 
are at a higher risk of near-roadway exposure. Near-roadway exposure to air pollution is linked 
to a variety of adverse health outcomes including asthma and adverse birth and childhood 
outcomes.7

• Identify appropriate mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate any adverse impacts to 
minority, low-income and indigenous populations throughout the project’s construction and 
operation. Clearly identify project alternatives with the least impact to these populations.

• Mitigation measures should be developed through open, collaborative processes that include 
the public and affected communities. Identifying mitigation measures responsive to community 
concerns and supported by affected communities could further protect these communities from 
any disproportionate and adverse impacts.

                                                      
5 http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/executive-orders/pdf/12898.pdf

6 EPA Symposium on the Science of Disproportionate Environmental Health Impacts, March 17 - 19, 2010. The fourteen 
scientific reviews commissioned by EPA and published in the American Journal of Public Health are listed on EPA’s 
website: http://epa.gov/ncer/events/news/2011/10_25b_11_feature.html. The commissioned papers were published in the 
American Journal of Public Health in December 2011: http://ajph.aphapublications.org/toc/ajph/101/S1. See also EPA’s 
Framework for Cumulative Risk Assessment: http://www.epa.gov/raf/publications/pdfs/frmwrk_cum_risk_assmnt.pdf

7 Padmanabhan, N. & Glenn, B. August 2009. EPA Research Focus on Health Effects of Near-Roadway Air Pollution. Air 
and Waste Management Association, EM Magazine.  Available at http://www.epa.gov/ord/ca/pdf/2009padmanabhan.pdf

29 Environmental 
Justice

Executive Order 12898 on environmental justice requires that environmental justice 
principles be considered in federal programs, policies, and activities. In preparing 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, a careful and comprehensive review 
was undertaken to evaluate whether the project would have disproportionately 
high and adverse effects on minority populations, low-income populations, 
and/or indigenous populations. According to Federal Highway Administration 
Order 6640.23A, a disproportionately high and adverse effect on a minority or 
low-income population means the adverse effect is predominantly borne by such 
population or is appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude on the minority 
or low-income population than the adverse effect suffered by the non-minority or 
non-low-income population.
In undertaking this evaluation as to whether the project would result in 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority, low-income, and/
or indigenous populations, in accordance with Federal Highway Administration 
Order 6640.23A, the beneficial and adverse effects of the project on the 
overall population, and on minority, low-income, and indigenous populations 
in particular, were reviewed in the sections of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement pertaining to Land Use, Social Conditions, Displacements and Relocations, 
Economic Impacts, Air Quality, Noise, Cultural Resources, Visual Resources, Prime and 
Unique Farmlands, and Temporary Construction Impacts. Consistent with the National 
Environmental Policy Act, mitigation was proposed to address potential adverse 
impacts of the project for the overall population in the Study Area, including 
minority populations, low-income populations, and/or indigenous populations. 
It was determined that there would be no disproportionately high and adverse 
effects on minority populations, low-income populations, and/or indigenous 
populations. 
The section, Title VI and Environmental Justice, beginning on page 4-29 in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, presents acceptable methods, data, and 
assumptions to assess the potential for disproportionate adverse effects from 
the proposed action on certain populations including minority and low-income 
populations. In light of the comments received, the environmental justice and 
Title VI analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were reviewed, 
and the Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to discuss 
environmental justice and Title VI separately and to clarify how the conclusions 
in the Environmental Justice and Title VI section were reached (see pages 4-41 and 
4-45 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). The Final Environmental 
Impact Statement also clarifies potential impacts on minority, low-income, 
and/or indigenous populations in sections other than the Environmental Justice and 
Title VI section. For example, in the Noise section, the number of receivers affected 
that are located in census blocks or census block groups with environmental 
justice populations are identified (see text beginning on page 4-89 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement).
With this clarification, conclusions on the subject in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement were validated in so far as there would be no disproportionately high and 
adverse impacts on minority, low-income, and/or indigenous environmental justice 
populations or disparate impacts to minority groups protected by Title VI. Potential 
impacts from each alternative are discussed in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. To the extent this comment suggests that a health risk assessment 
is required, the Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway 
Administration respectfully disagree, as explained in response code #14.

29

(Response 29 continues on next page)



B30  •  Comment Response Appendix

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

 

 
 10

and low-income populations.5 There is a growing body of evidence that low-income and minority 
communities are more vulnerable to pollution impacts than other communities, including deficits of 
both a physical and social nature that make the effects of environmental pollution more burdensome.6

Environmental justice concerns may arise from the potential human health, ecological, social, cultural, 
and economic impacts associated with a proposed project. According to the DEIS (page 4-167), the 
communities within the study area have a much higher minority composition (68%) compared to
Maricopa County (41%). The DEIS states that all action alternatives would have direct but not 
disproportionate impacts on populations with environmental justice characteristics (see page 4-175), 
but this appears to be a premature and unsupported conclusion. The current analysis does not consider 
the full suite of potential impacts from the proposed project and how these impacts may 
disproportionately affect minority, low-income, and indigenous populations. The environmental justice 
analysis in the DEIS focuses mainly on relocations and displacements. The environmental justice 
analysis should reference air quality, noise, and other potential project impacts to communities living 
near the proposed alignments. 

Recommendations:
• Identify and document all environmental and human health impacts that may have a 

disproportionately high impact on minority populations, low-income populations, and/or 
indigenous populations. The environmental justice analysis should evaluate the direct, indirect, 
and cumulative impacts of each project alternative to these populations, and identify whether 
there may be disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects. The 
analysis should incorporate relevant demographic, socioeconomic, environmental and health 
data, if available, to fully understand potential project impacts.

• Evaluate the localized impacts from the construction and operation of each project alternative 
and how these impacts affect minority, low-income, and indigenous communities located near 
proposed project alignments. Communities that are closer to the proposed project alignments 
are at a higher risk of near-roadway exposure. Near-roadway exposure to air pollution is linked 
to a variety of adverse health outcomes including asthma and adverse birth and childhood 
outcomes.7

• Identify appropriate mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate any adverse impacts to 
minority, low-income and indigenous populations throughout the project’s construction and 
operation. Clearly identify project alternatives with the least impact to these populations.

• Mitigation measures should be developed through open, collaborative processes that include 
the public and affected communities. Identifying mitigation measures responsive to community 
concerns and supported by affected communities could further protect these communities from 
any disproportionate and adverse impacts.

                                                      
5 http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/executive-orders/pdf/12898.pdf

6 EPA Symposium on the Science of Disproportionate Environmental Health Impacts, March 17 - 19, 2010. The fourteen 
scientific reviews commissioned by EPA and published in the American Journal of Public Health are listed on EPA’s 
website: http://epa.gov/ncer/events/news/2011/10_25b_11_feature.html. The commissioned papers were published in the 
American Journal of Public Health in December 2011: http://ajph.aphapublications.org/toc/ajph/101/S1. See also EPA’s 
Framework for Cumulative Risk Assessment: http://www.epa.gov/raf/publications/pdfs/frmwrk_cum_risk_assmnt.pdf

7 Padmanabhan, N. & Glenn, B. August 2009. EPA Research Focus on Health Effects of Near-Roadway Air Pollution. Air 
and Waste Management Association, EM Magazine.  Available at http://www.epa.gov/ord/ca/pdf/2009padmanabhan.pdf

30

29 
(cont.)

The comment makes reference to indigenous populations. As shown in Table 4-10, 
“Environmental Justice Population Percentages, Affected Study Area Jurisdictions,” on 
page 4-30 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, indigenous populations 
are accounted for in the impact analyses. Further, Chapter 2, Gila River Indian 
Community Coordination, discloses the comprehensive nature of coordination efforts 
with the Gila River Indian Community. Important to note is the history of impact 
study on Gila River Indian Community land. For much of the study, the Gila River 
Indian Community did not permit any form of impact analyses of resources on its 
land as is its right as a sovereign nation (see page 2-1 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement), and it did not wish to have any information about the Gila 
River Indian Community disclosed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
In 2007, right-of-entry was granted but expired 1 year later. In 2010, the permit 
was reissued to study an alignment on Gila River Indian Community land 
(which is discussed at length in Chapter 3, Alternatives) but was later withdrawn 
once consideration by the Gila River Indian Community for a Gila River Indian 
Community-located alignment was withdrawn. Despite the Gila River Indian 
Community’s directive to neither study nor report on Gila River Indian Community 
resources and assets, the potential for such impacts is highly unlikely. Populations 
would not be directly affected by the proposed action. 
As detailed in the Cultural Resources section starting on page 4-128 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, the proposed action may pose indirect impacts 
such as altered access to places of tradition. The Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, however, includes a detailed review of alternatives considered to 
avoid impacts to cultural resources, including the South Mountains. See the 
Chapter 5 section, Avoidance Alternatives for Public Parkland Resources of the South 
Mountains Afforded Protection under Section 4(f), beginning on page 5-16 of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement; Chapter 2, Gila River Indian Community 
Coordination; and Chapter 3, Alternatives. Additionally, mitigation developed in 
consultation with the Gila River Indian Community and other tribes has been 
committed to ensure that access to places of tradition would be preserved (see 
page 5-27 in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement). Further, in addition to 
access to the overall public hearing outreach efforts, Gila River Indian Community 
members also had specific access to Gila River Indian Community-specific 
outreach, which are detailed on page 6-24 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.

30 Environmental 
Justice

Executive Order 12898 and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 are discussed 
on pages 4-29 through 4-38 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
pages 4-29 through 4-45 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Please 
see the response to the above comment. The impacts from the construction and 
operation of the action alternatives were subjected to analyses with respect to both 
the overall population and minority, low-income, and indigenous communities 
located near proposed project alignments. In light of the comments received, the 
environmental justice and Title VI analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement were reviewed, and the Final Environmental Impact Statement has been 
revised to discuss environmental justice and Title VI separately and to clarify how 
the conclusions in the Environmental Justice and Title VI section were reached.
Regarding the statement concerning the impacts associated with construction and 
implementation of each action alternative, potential impacts on all population 
segments located near the proposed freeway are described in the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements. For example, the air quality assessment for the

(Response 30 continues on next page)
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and low-income populations.5 There is a growing body of evidence that low-income and minority 
communities are more vulnerable to pollution impacts than other communities, including deficits of 
both a physical and social nature that make the effects of environmental pollution more burdensome.6

Environmental justice concerns may arise from the potential human health, ecological, social, cultural, 
and economic impacts associated with a proposed project. According to the DEIS (page 4-167), the 
communities within the study area have a much higher minority composition (68%) compared to
Maricopa County (41%). The DEIS states that all action alternatives would have direct but not 
disproportionate impacts on populations with environmental justice characteristics (see page 4-175), 
but this appears to be a premature and unsupported conclusion. The current analysis does not consider 
the full suite of potential impacts from the proposed project and how these impacts may 
disproportionately affect minority, low-income, and indigenous populations. The environmental justice 
analysis in the DEIS focuses mainly on relocations and displacements. The environmental justice 
analysis should reference air quality, noise, and other potential project impacts to communities living 
near the proposed alignments. 

Recommendations:
• Identify and document all environmental and human health impacts that may have a 

disproportionately high impact on minority populations, low-income populations, and/or 
indigenous populations. The environmental justice analysis should evaluate the direct, indirect, 
and cumulative impacts of each project alternative to these populations, and identify whether 
there may be disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects. The 
analysis should incorporate relevant demographic, socioeconomic, environmental and health 
data, if available, to fully understand potential project impacts.

• Evaluate the localized impacts from the construction and operation of each project alternative 
and how these impacts affect minority, low-income, and indigenous communities located near 
proposed project alignments. Communities that are closer to the proposed project alignments 
are at a higher risk of near-roadway exposure. Near-roadway exposure to air pollution is linked 
to a variety of adverse health outcomes including asthma and adverse birth and childhood 
outcomes.7

• Identify appropriate mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate any adverse impacts to 
minority, low-income and indigenous populations throughout the project’s construction and 
operation. Clearly identify project alternatives with the least impact to these populations.

• Mitigation measures should be developed through open, collaborative processes that include 
the public and affected communities. Identifying mitigation measures responsive to community 
concerns and supported by affected communities could further protect these communities from 
any disproportionate and adverse impacts.

                                                      
5 http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/executive-orders/pdf/12898.pdf

6 EPA Symposium on the Science of Disproportionate Environmental Health Impacts, March 17 - 19, 2010. The fourteen 
scientific reviews commissioned by EPA and published in the American Journal of Public Health are listed on EPA’s 
website: http://epa.gov/ncer/events/news/2011/10_25b_11_feature.html. The commissioned papers were published in the 
American Journal of Public Health in December 2011: http://ajph.aphapublications.org/toc/ajph/101/S1. See also EPA’s 
Framework for Cumulative Risk Assessment: http://www.epa.gov/raf/publications/pdfs/frmwrk_cum_risk_assmnt.pdf

7 Padmanabhan, N. & Glenn, B. August 2009. EPA Research Focus on Health Effects of Near-Roadway Air Pollution. Air 
and Waste Management Association, EM Magazine.  Available at http://www.epa.gov/ord/ca/pdf/2009padmanabhan.pdf

31

31

30 
(cont.)

proposed freeway analyzed impacts from carbon monoxide and particulate 
matter (PM10) and followed U.S. Environmental Protection Agency guidelines. No 
violations of either the carbon monoxide or particulate matter (PM10) standards 
were identified, even at worst-case locations along the project corridor. Thus, the 
carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the 
proposed freeway would not contribute to any new localized violations, increase 
the frequency or severity of any existing violation, or delay timely attainment of 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards or any required interim emissions 
reductions or other milestones. For mobile source air toxics, the analysis showed 
that for the Study Area, constructing the freeway would have a marginal effect 
on annual emissions in 2025 and 2035 (less than a 1 percent difference in total 
annual emissions between the Preferred Alternative and No‑Action Alternative). 
Regardless of alternative, modeled mobile source air toxics emissions would 
decrease by more than 80 percent relative to 2012 levels, despite a 47 percent 
increase in vehicle miles traveled in the Study Area compared with 2012 conditions 
(see discussion beginning on page 4-77 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). The air quality analyses were updated for the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, including a quantitative particulate matter (PM10) analysis, and 
are more fully described beginning on page 4-68 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. Congestion relief resulting from the proposed freeway would provide 
localized air quality emissions reductions on area freeways and arterial streets and 
at interchanges, benefiting users of area highways and those living near congested 
roads. To the extent this comment suggests that a health risk assessment is 
required, the Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway 
Administration respectfully disagree, as explained in response code #14.

31 Environmental 
Justice

Executive Order 12898 and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 are discussed 
on pages 4-29 through 4-38 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
pages 4-29 through 4-45 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. As 
detailed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, there would be no distinct 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority populations, low-income 
populations, and/or indigenous environmental justice populations or disparate 
impacts to minority groups protected by Title VI, so additional mitigation, beyond 
the mitigation measures proposed in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements, is not required. See Environmental Justice and Title VI, beginning on 
page 4-29 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. The beneficial 
and adverse effects of the project on the overall population, and on minority, low-
income, and indigenous environmental justice populations or disparate impacts 
to minority groups protected by Title VI, were reviewed for in the sections of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement pertaining to Land Use, Social Conditions, 
Displacements and Relocations, Economic Impacts, Air Quality, Noise, Cultural Resources, 
Visual Resources, Prime and Unique Farmlands, and Temporary Construction Impacts. 
The impacts of the various alternatives on the overall population as well as 
minority, low-income, and indigenous environmental justice populations or 
disparate impacts to minority groups protected by Title VI were also addressed. 
The conclusions were summarized in the section Environmental Justice and Title VI, 
beginning on page 4-29 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. In light of 
the comments received, the environmental justice and Title VI analyses in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement were reviewed, and the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement has been revised to discuss environmental justice and Title VI 
separately and to clarify how the conclusions in the Environmental Justice and Title VI 
section were reached.

(Response 31 continues on next page)
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Impacts to Aquatic Resources

All of the Western Section alternatives involve placing a roadway bridge over the Salt River and the 
construction of piers in the channel, with stated impacts varying from 17 to 26 acres depending on 
which alternative is chosen. The Salt River channel functions as a surface water conveyance system 
and provides attenuation of flood flows, as well as sediment and nutrient retention from discharge 
flows, thus serving a valuable water quality function. The Eastern Section alternative involves 
potential filling of 51 ephemeral washes that originate in the Phoenix South Mountain Park and drain 
to the south or west, with a potential hydrological connection to the Gila River. Ephemeral washes 
perform a diversity of hydrologic and biogeochemical functions that directly affect the integrity and 
functional condition of higher-order waters downstream. Washes provide hydrologic connectivity 
within the watershed, facilitating the movement of water, sediment, nutrients, wildlife, and plant 
propagules throughout the watershed. Washes are responsible for a large portion of basin ground-water 
recharge in arid and semi-arid regions through channel infiltration and transmission losses. These 
ephemeral systems contribute to the biogeochemical functions of waters within their watershed by 
storing, cycling, transforming, and transporting elements and compounds. Ephemeral washes also 
provide habitat for breeding, shelter, foraging and movement of wildlife.8

The DEIS does not provide sufficient information to determine accurate impacts to aquatic resources.
Acreage of waters impacted appears to be estimated and not accurately delineated. While the DEIS 
states that all waters were determined to be jurisdictional in 2003, a current jurisdictional 
determination by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has not been made. Furthermore, the 
DEIS does not provide an estimate of the indirect effects to waters that may result from the proposed 
project. The project proposes to alter the natural surface hydrology though the construction of 
detention basins and diversions around the freeway to convey and store stormwater originating 
upgradient of the freeway as well as from the freeway itself. The elimination of minor washes on the 
northern side of the freeway will likely result in additional lost acreage of waters to the south. Other 
potential indirect effects include: 1) changes to hydrology; 2) changes to sediment transport; 3) 
decreases in water quality/quantity from the impairment of floodplain and ecosystem services 
including water filtration, groundwater recharge, and flood attenuation; 4) disruption of hydrological 
and ecological connectivity; 5) loss of wildlife and plant habitat due to the consolidation and 
elimination of washes; and 5) decreases in biodiversity and ecosystem stability.

Clean Water Act Compliance

The basic premise of the Clean Water Act Section 404 permitting program is that no discharge of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the United States shall be permitted if (1) a practicable 
alternative exists that is less damaging to the aquatic environment, or (2) the discharge would cause the 
nation’s waters to be significantly degraded (40 CFR 230). When applying for a Section 404 permit, 
the applicant must demonstrate that the proposed action is the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative (LEDPA), while also not causing or contributing to significant degradation of 
the aquatic ecosystem.  

                                                      
8 See Levick, L., J. Fonseca, D. Goodrich, M. Hernandez, D. Semmens, J. Stromberg, R. Leidy,M. Scianni, D. P. Guertin, 
M. Tluczek, and W. Kepner. 2008. The Ecological and Hydrological Significance of Ephemeral and Intermittent Streams 
in the Arid and Semi-arid American Southwest. U.S. EPA and USDA/ARS Southwest Watershed Research Center, 
EPA/600/R-08/134, ARS/233046, 116 pp.

31 
(cont.)

In response to the comment regarding the identification of action alternatives with 
the least impact on populations, the impacts of each alternative on all population 
segments are described in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. 
Identifying the alternative with the least impact on populations is not required.
With regard to the portion of the comment related to community involvement 
and collaboration in the identification of mitigation measures, the public outreach 
for the proposed action has been extensive. Through these efforts, as disclosed 
in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, the public played an 
important role in affecting design and location of the action alternatives as well 
as in establishing mitigation. Additionally, consultation has occurred with Gila 
River Indian Community government officials, the Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer, the Cultural Resource Management Program, other tribes, and the State 
Historic Preservation Office and has led to concurrence from the Gila River Indian 
Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office and the State Historic Preservation 
Office on National Register of Historic Places eligibility recommendations 
(including traditional cultural properties such as the South Mountains), 
project effects, and proposed mitigation and measures to minimize harm. This 
consultation has been ongoing and will continue until any commitments in a record 
of decision are completed, if an action alternative is the Selected Alternative.
The section, Public Involvement Actions, beginning on page 6-6 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, notes over 200 public presentations, 12 public 
meetings at-large, numerous newsletters, project Web site access, hotlines, 
and 800 news articles. The outreach established comprehensive access to the 
environmental impact statement process for the public at-large including all 
segments of the population. As detailed throughout Chapter 6, Comments and 
Coordination, all comments were carefully considered as part of the environmental 
impact statement process. The public engagement, disclosure, and process 
transparency has been and will continue to be exceptional for the proposed action. 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement further points out the nature of public 
engagement that would occur after completion of the National Environmental 
Policy Act process in future project development phases. To clarify the efforts to 
allow environmental justice and Title VI populations access to the Environmental 
Impact Statement process, these efforts are specifically discussed on pages 4-38 
and 4-44 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, respectively.
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As described in the DEIS, the preferred alternative, W59, impacts 26 acres of the Salt River Channel, 
as compared with 19 acres and 17 acres for the other two alternatives. The DEIS states that the W59 
alternative will ultimately have minimal impacts to waters since it involves placing only bridge piers in 
the river channel. However, the DEIS does not evaluate the specific impacts under each alternative or 
demonstrate how the preferred alternative, despite having a greater acreage of impacts, is the LEDPA. 
Additionally, the current alternative analysis does not address the impacts to the functional values of 
waters that would be impacted under each alternative, and does not include an analysis of design
crossings (e.g., bridges and culverts) to address avoidance and minimization of impacts.

Recommendations: 
• Include the findings of a Corps of Engineers’ verified jurisdictional delineation for the 

proposed project.
• Include an alternatives analysis which demonstrates that the preferred alternative is the least 

environmentally damaging practicable alternative, including an analysis of indirect impacts to 
waters.

• Include a functional assessment of impacted waters for each alternative, discuss how those 
functions will be impacted, and explore mitigation measures to maintain functions.

• Provide hydrological modeling to demonstrate that downstream flows will not be disrupted due 
to proposed changes to any natural washes, or the excavation of large amounts of sediment.

• Provide a comprehensive discussion of mitigation measures, including:
o A description of how impacts will be avoided or minimized.
o Consideration of  a commitment to maintain natural washes, in their present location 

and natural form and including adequate natural buffers, to the maximum extent 
practicable.

o An analysis of avoidance and minimization options for each alternative, such as the use 
of bridges and soft bottom culverts.

o A mitigation plan to compensate for any unavoidable impacts to waters of the United 
States.

 
Wildlife Habitat and Connectivity

The DEIS recognizes that there is growing support for maintaining habitat connectivity as it pertains to 
wildlife movement, and notes that significant work has already been completed in Arizona to identify 
essential landscape linkages for wildlife.  The DEIS identifies the Salt River, as well as the area 
between South Mountain and the Sierra Estrella Mountains, as potentially important linkage areas for 
wildlife movement in the project area. The DEIS further acknowledges that the proposed freeway 
would cross the Salt River in an area proposed for future habitat restoration. This restoration project, 
known as the Rio Salado Oeste project, is a major river restoration project that would result in a 
continuous riparian corridor, connecting riparian and wetland habitats downstream with similar areas 
upstream. Currently, riparian areas in this stretch of the river are limited, and include the adjacent Pee 
Posh wetlands bald eagle breeding area, as well as several gravel pit ponds. The DEIS does not clearly 
demonstrate how the project alternatives could adversely affect these wildlife corridors and proposed 
restoration activities, or how impacts to these features will be addressed. Further, the DEIS provides 
little discussion of the many opportunities for the project to enhance habitat connectivity in the project 
area through the use of wildlife overcrossings, exclusionary fencing, and other design commitments 
that have been successful in facilitating the safe movement of wildlife across other Arizona roadway 
projects. This is particularly important in light of the projects proposal to cut through multiple 

32 Waters of the 
United States

As required under 33 Code of Federal Regulations § 323.3, and as documented 
on page 4-108 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, a commitment was 
made between publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
Final Environmental Impact Statement to revisit the field delineation of waters of 
the United States. The results of this effort are discussed in the prologue to the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (page xiv) and are more fully described on 
page 4-116 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
A field delineation of jurisdictional waters for the Preferred Alternative (E1 and 
W59) was conducted in the summer of 2013 to identify jurisdictional waters and 
to define the jurisdictional limits for the Clean Water Act Section 404 permitting. 
A preliminary jurisdictional determination was submitted to the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers in January 2014 in accordance with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and 
Arizona Department of Transportation guidelines. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
approved the jurisdictional determination in March 2014.
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has been engaged in the environmental impact 
statement process for the proposed action since its inception (early comments 
as part of the scoping process, as an example, are cited on page 6-3 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement). As a cooperating agency, the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers has had regular representation at project meetings, has reviewed 
early versions of the purpose and need and alternatives chapters, and has 
collaborated closely with the project team in assessing pertinent impacts. This 
is discussed on page 3-27 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, under 
the section, Compliance with Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, as well as in the agency’s 
lack of substantive comments on the Administrative Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. In short, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has been an active participant 
in and supportive of the environmental impact statement process undertaken.

33 Waters of the 
United States

According to Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
is required to select the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative after 
considering cost, existing technologies, and logistics in light of the overall project 
purpose, in cases where an individual permit is required. As noted on page 4-110 
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
has been involved in the alternatives analysis for the proposed action, as required 
by Section 404(b)(1). Based on the results of the field delineation of waters of the 
United States conducted during the summer of 2013 and subsequent consultation 
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, disturbances to individual jurisdictional 
waters were confirmed to require an individual permit for the proposed action (see 
page 4-118 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). However, only washes 
within the E1 Alternative would require an individual permit. All disturbances 
to jurisdictional waters caused by construction of the Western Section action 
alternatives would be within the limits for Nationwide Permit Number 14, Linear 
Transportation Projects. Furthermore, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
concluded that, although the area of impact for the Preferred Alternative in the 
Western Section is higher than the other action alternatives when comparing the 
acreage of the bridge design needed to cross the water, the actual physical impact on 
jurisdictional waters in the region would be negligible because the only permanent 
disturbances would be from bridge pier placement. This is because the smaller pier 
placements would occupy far less area than the acreage numbers based on the 
area of the bridge design needed to cross the waterways that were the source of 
comparison between right-of-way footprints among action alternatives in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. As noted on page 4-117 of the Final

32

33
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As described in the DEIS, the preferred alternative, W59, impacts 26 acres of the Salt River Channel, 
as compared with 19 acres and 17 acres for the other two alternatives. The DEIS states that the W59 
alternative will ultimately have minimal impacts to waters since it involves placing only bridge piers in 
the river channel. However, the DEIS does not evaluate the specific impacts under each alternative or 
demonstrate how the preferred alternative, despite having a greater acreage of impacts, is the LEDPA. 
Additionally, the current alternative analysis does not address the impacts to the functional values of 
waters that would be impacted under each alternative, and does not include an analysis of design
crossings (e.g., bridges and culverts) to address avoidance and minimization of impacts.

Recommendations: 
• Include the findings of a Corps of Engineers’ verified jurisdictional delineation for the 

proposed project.
• Include an alternatives analysis which demonstrates that the preferred alternative is the least 

environmentally damaging practicable alternative, including an analysis of indirect impacts to 
waters.

• Include a functional assessment of impacted waters for each alternative, discuss how those 
functions will be impacted, and explore mitigation measures to maintain functions.

• Provide hydrological modeling to demonstrate that downstream flows will not be disrupted due 
to proposed changes to any natural washes, or the excavation of large amounts of sediment.

• Provide a comprehensive discussion of mitigation measures, including:
o A description of how impacts will be avoided or minimized.
o Consideration of  a commitment to maintain natural washes, in their present location 

and natural form and including adequate natural buffers, to the maximum extent 
practicable.

o An analysis of avoidance and minimization options for each alternative, such as the use 
of bridges and soft bottom culverts.

o A mitigation plan to compensate for any unavoidable impacts to waters of the United 
States.

 
Wildlife Habitat and Connectivity

The DEIS recognizes that there is growing support for maintaining habitat connectivity as it pertains to 
wildlife movement, and notes that significant work has already been completed in Arizona to identify 
essential landscape linkages for wildlife.  The DEIS identifies the Salt River, as well as the area 
between South Mountain and the Sierra Estrella Mountains, as potentially important linkage areas for 
wildlife movement in the project area. The DEIS further acknowledges that the proposed freeway 
would cross the Salt River in an area proposed for future habitat restoration. This restoration project, 
known as the Rio Salado Oeste project, is a major river restoration project that would result in a 
continuous riparian corridor, connecting riparian and wetland habitats downstream with similar areas 
upstream. Currently, riparian areas in this stretch of the river are limited, and include the adjacent Pee 
Posh wetlands bald eagle breeding area, as well as several gravel pit ponds. The DEIS does not clearly 
demonstrate how the project alternatives could adversely affect these wildlife corridors and proposed 
restoration activities, or how impacts to these features will be addressed. Further, the DEIS provides 
little discussion of the many opportunities for the project to enhance habitat connectivity in the project 
area through the use of wildlife overcrossings, exclusionary fencing, and other design commitments 
that have been successful in facilitating the safe movement of wildlife across other Arizona roadway 
projects. This is particularly important in light of the projects proposal to cut through multiple 

34

35

36

33 
(cont.)

Waters of the 
United States

Environmental Impact Statement, the W59 Alternative would disturb less than 
0.5 acre when considering only the bridge piers (as was done in the jurisdictional 
delineations approved by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers).
The lack of prudent and feasible alternatives to the E1 Alternative means that 
avoidance of waters of the United States would not be practicable; therefore, 
in consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers during project design, 
minimization of impacts would be achieved and unavoidable impacts would be 
mitigated to the extent reasonable and practicable. These steps are outlined beginning 
on page 4-118 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement and the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers has concurred with this approach.

34 Waters of the 
United States

According to 33 Code of Federal Regulations § 323.3, a permit is required for 
discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States. As noted on 
page 4-110 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, as design proceeds, the 
Arizona Department of Transportation would prepare and submit an application to 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for a permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act. As noted in the previous response, the lack of prudent and feasible alternatives to 
the E1 Alternative means that avoidance of waters of the United States would not be 
practicable; therefore, in consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers during 
project design, minimization of impacts would be achieved and unavoidable impacts 
would be mitigated to the extent reasonable and practicable. These steps are outlined 
beginning on page 4-118 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement and the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers has concurred with this approach.

35 Hydrology Consistent with the Arizona Department of Transportation’s 2012 Roadway Design 
Guidelines, preliminary hydrologic analysis has been performed. The project would 
pose no differences in treatment of hydrologic conditions than would other Phoenix 
metropolitan area projects. Experts in the field have adequately assessed the issue, 
which is neither an issue to be deemed a substantial adverse effect or a differentiator 
in the performance of alternatives.
As noted on page 4-107 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, if an action 
alternative were to become the Selected Alternative, it would need comprehensive 
hydrologic, hydraulic, sediment transport, and erosion-related assessments regarding 
potential 100-year flood effects associated with ephemeral washes. Results would 
provide information necessary to make a determination regarding what mitigation 
measures would need to be implemented. Measures may include physical structures 
associated with the freeway such as culverts. These measures would be determined 
during the design phase.

36 Waters of the 
United States

According to Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
is required to select the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative after 
considering cost, existing technologies, and logistics in light of the overall project 
purpose, in cases where an individual permit is required. As noted on page 4-118 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement, as design proceeds, the Arizona Department 
of Transportation would prepare and submit an application to the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers for a permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers has concurred with this approach. In consultation with the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers during project design, minimization of impacts would be 
achieved and unavoidable impacts would be mitigated to the extent reasonable and 
practicable. The general and special conditions of the Section 404 Individual Permit 
would minimize impacts on waters of the United States to the extent practicable. 
Detailed mitigation measures, including those noted in the comment, are described 
beginning on page 4-118 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
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ridgelines of South Mountain in an area known to be the last remaining connection for wildlife to 
move between South Mountain and the Sierra Estrella Mountains.

Recommendations:
• Provide additional qualitative information on any unavoidable impacts to wildlife movement 

corridors and proposed restoration activities in the Salt River.
• Document coordination with Fish and Wildlife Service and Arizona Department of Game and

Fish regarding appropriate avoidance, wildlife crossings, and mitigation measures to address 
these impacts.

• Include specific design commitments that: 1) remove wildlife movement barriers; 2) enhance 
use of identified wildlife corridors; and 3) provide crossings with suitable habitat and 
topography to accommodate multiple species.

• Describe specific project elements that would be constructed to enable wildlife connectivity,
including types of features and approximate locations.

• Commit to replacing any riparian and wetland habitat anticipated to be lost as a result of this 
project prior to project construction in order to avoid impacting occupancy and productivity of 
the adjacent Pee Posh bald eagle breeding area. 

• Provide further details regarding how stormwater runoff from the proposed freeway could be 
used in irrigating future restoration projects. 

 
 
 

37 Biological 
Resources/Waters 
of the United 
States

Riparian and wetland habitat would be replaced in compliance with the 
Section 404 Clean Water Act nationwide permit received for the proposed action 
in the Salt River, as required by 33 Code of Federal Regulations § 323.3. This 
information is noted on page 4-118 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
As noted on page 4-15 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the City of 
Phoenix is aware of, has planned for, and has incorporated the proposed South 
Mountain Freeway in the City of Phoenix General Plan and in conceptual plans 
for the Rio Salado Oeste project (see Project Features Map in Appendix 4-8 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement). As noted on page 4-15 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and as agreed upon by the Bureau of Land 
Management, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and City of Phoenix, the project 
team would continue to consult with those entities to coordinate design efforts 
to minimize impacts on the proposed uses of the Rio Salado Oeste project (see 
Appendix 4-8 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

38 Scoping Early and open scoping pursuant to 40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1501.7 is 
documented throughout the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. 
Coordination efforts with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Arizona Game 
and Fish Department are documented throughout the Biological Resources section 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Connectivity is planned to allow 
wildlife movement beneath the freeway. This is described in the text box, “Habitat 
Connectivity and the Proposed Action”, on page 4-137 and in the section, Habitat 
Connectivity, on page 4-137 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Crossing 
structures are planned along major movement corridors (see Figure 4-38, on 
page 4-126, and the discussion on page 4-137 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement) and would provide connectivity between the South Mountains and the 
Sierra Estrella. Wildlife-friendly culvert design information would be considered 
during the design of the drainage and crossing structures for the freeway (see 
Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). 
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have submitted the Biological Evaluation to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Arizona Game and Fish Department, and Gila River Indian Community’s 
Department of Environmental Quality to continue coordination regarding wildlife 
concerns as a result of the freeway’s potential implementation.

39 Biological 
Resources

The National Environmental Policy Act does not require the proposed action to 
improve the baseline condition. In correspondence, the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department (see page A139 in Appendix 1-1 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement) stated that the movement corridor between the South Mountains and 
the Sierra Estrella is degraded by the 51st Avenue travel corridor and that future 
planned development in the areas affected (supported by data presented in the 
sidebar, “Existing versus planned land use”, on page 4-3 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, showing the projected conversion of land in the Study Area 
to nonagricultural uses) will continue to inhibit movement between the South 
Mountains and the Sierra Estrella. Further, the comment requests enhancement of 
movement corridors, which indicates the historic habitat has already been adversely 
affected. Therefore, the current state of habitat limits is the baseline condition 
under consideration. It is not the obligation of the proposed action to mitigate 
impacts caused by other unrelated actions. Text beginning on page 4-138 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement discusses mitigation commitments for the 
proposed action, including continued coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and Arizona Game and Fish Department on wildlife crossing design.

37

38

39
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ridgelines of South Mountain in an area known to be the last remaining connection for wildlife to 
move between South Mountain and the Sierra Estrella Mountains.

Recommendations:
• Provide additional qualitative information on any unavoidable impacts to wildlife movement 

corridors and proposed restoration activities in the Salt River.
• Document coordination with Fish and Wildlife Service and Arizona Department of Game and

Fish regarding appropriate avoidance, wildlife crossings, and mitigation measures to address 
these impacts.

• Include specific design commitments that: 1) remove wildlife movement barriers; 2) enhance 
use of identified wildlife corridors; and 3) provide crossings with suitable habitat and 
topography to accommodate multiple species.

• Describe specific project elements that would be constructed to enable wildlife connectivity,
including types of features and approximate locations.

• Commit to replacing any riparian and wetland habitat anticipated to be lost as a result of this 
project prior to project construction in order to avoid impacting occupancy and productivity of 
the adjacent Pee Posh bald eagle breeding area. 

• Provide further details regarding how stormwater runoff from the proposed freeway could be 
used in irrigating future restoration projects. 

 
 
 

40

41

42

40 Biological 
Resources

These elements are discussed on pages 4-137 and 5-27 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. Potential locations of multiuse crossings are presented in 
Figure 4-38 on page 4-126 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

41 Biological 
Resources

The general and special conditions of the Section 404 Individual Permit obtained 
pursuant to 33 Code of Federal Regulations § 323.3 would minimize impacts 
on waters of the United States to the extent practicable. The Bald and Golden 
Eagle Protection Act protects bald eagles in the Study Area. Riparian and wetland 
habitat would be replaced in compliance with any Clean Water Act permit 
conditions as noted beginning on page 4-118 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. This compliance is sufficient for the purposes of the environmental 
impact statement process. The Pee Posh bald eagle breeding area is discussed in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on page 4-124, but not by name. The 
eagle information has been updated based on comments received on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and may be found on page 4-136 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement; however, the discussion of impacts resulting 
from the action alternatives is largely unchanged from page 4-124 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. Namely, although the action alternatives are 
not expected to affect the nesting activities of these eagles because of the project’s 
distance from the nest, the project may affect their foraging behavior along the 
Salt River when foraging opportunities exist near action alternatives.

42 Biological 
Resources

As discussed on page 4-125 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the City 
of Phoenix and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers have anticipated a South Mountain 
Freeway crossing of the Rio Salado Oeste restoration project and view stormwater 
runoff from the proposed freeway as an opportunity to “irrigate” the river habitat. 
Also as discussed on page 4-125 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, as 
planning would progress, the City of Phoenix and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
have agreed to coordinate with the Arizona Department of Transportation on 
enhancement opportunities for the proposed action (see Appendix 4-8 in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement).
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1 Comment noted. Responses to specific comments are provided on the following 
pages.

1

(Comment codes continue on next page)
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2 Comment noted. Specific comments are addressed below.

3 Alternatives Several action alternatives were subject to the alternatives development and 
screening process; not just the E1 Alternative and alternatives located on the 
Community (Figure 3-6 on page 3-10 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
illustrates a representation of such alternatives). 
Ultimately, the other alternatives (besides the E1 Alternative) were eliminated from 
further study in the screening process and the Gila River Indian Community decided 
not to give permission to develop alternatives on its land (see Final Environmental 
Impact Statement page 3-25). The E1 Alternative when combined with the W59, 
W71, and W101 (and its options) Alternatives in the western section represents 
three distinct action alternatives from project termini to project termini, and 
therefore, represents a full range of reasonable alternatives for detailed study in the 
Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements.
Therefore, the Arizona Department of Transportation, with concurrence from the 
Federal Highway Administration, identified the E1 Alternative as the eastern section 
of the Preferred Alternative (which includes the W59 Alternative in the western 
section of the Study Area). In reaching its determination, the Arizona Department 
of Transportation sought to balance its responsibilities to address regional mobility 
needs while being fiscally responsible and sensitive to local communities 
The comment stating the Draft Environmental Impact Statement’s failure to 
address many environmental resource areas is addressed by specific comments 
appearing below.

4 Alternatives The No‑Action Alternative was included in the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements for detailed study to compare impacts of the action alternatives 
with the consequences of doing nothing (impacts can result from choosing to do 
nothing). As stated on page 3-40 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
the No‑Action Alternative would not satisfy the purpose and need of the proposed 
action because it would result in further difficulty in gaining access to adjacent 
land uses, increased difficulty in gaining access to Interstate and regional freeway 
systems from the local arterial street network, increased levels of congestion-related 
impacts, continued degradation in performance of regional freeway-dependent 
transit services, increased trip times, and higher user costs. Further, the No‑Action 
Alternative would be inconsistent with Maricopa Association of Governments’ and 
local jurisdictions’ long-range planning and policies. 

2

3

4
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5 Cultural Resources Since the beginning of the environmental impact statement process, the Federal 
Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation have been 
carrying out cultural resources studies and engaging in an ongoing, open dialogue 
with the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office regarding 
the identification and evaluation of places of religious and cultural importance 
to the tribe that may be adversely affected by the proposed freeway. Such places 
are referred to as traditional cultural properties. As a result of these discussions 
and of studies conducted by the Gila River Indian Community’s Cultural Resource 
Management Program, the Gila River Indian Community has identified traditional 
cultural properties that are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places. In certain cases, listing these properties on the National Register of 
Historic Places may offer them protection under Section 4(f) of the Department 
of Transportation Act. The traditional cultural properties identified are culturally 
important to other Native American tribes as well. For more discussion of traditional 
cultural properties, see the section, Cultural Resources, beginning on page 4-140 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement and pages 5-26 through 5-28.
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires a government-to-
government relationship between the Federal Government and Indian tribes as 
described beginning on page 4-140 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
Section 106 requires that federal agencies take into account the effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties. This process requires consultation with 
tribal authorities. Consultation has occurred with Gila River Indian Community 
government officials, the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, the Cultural Resource 
Management Program, many different tribal authorities, and the State Historic 
Preservation Office. The consultation has resulted in concurrence from the 
Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office and the State 
Historic Preservation Office on National Register of Historic Places eligibility 
recommendations (including traditional cultural properties), project effects, 
and proposed mitigation and measures to minimize harm. This consultation has 
been ongoing and will continue until any commitments in a record of decision are 
completed.
If feasible, avoidance of historic properties is always the Federal Highway 
Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation’s first option. As 
summarized in Figure 5-2 on page 5-4 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
numerous alignment adjustments were made to avoid use of existing and planned 
Section 4(f) resources such as the South Mountains Traditional Cultural Property. 
Additional information on the South Mountains Traditional Cultural Property 
(Muhadagi Doag) is provided in the Section 106 consultation letters in Appendix 2-1. 
This information was included in the confidential traditional cultural property 
technical report prepared for the study that was not made available to the public. 
As discussed on page 5-18 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, many 
alternatives were examined to avoid the use of the South Mountains Traditional 
Cultural Property; however, only the E1 Alternative was deemed to be prudent 
and feasible by the Federal Highway Administration. The U.S. Department of the 
Interior reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and commented, 
“Following our review of the Section 4(f) Evaluation, we concur that there is no 
feasible or prudent alternative to the Preferred Alternative selected in the document, 
and that all measures have been taken to minimize harm to these resources. Please 
note, however, that this concurrence is contingent upon successful completion 
of the Programmatic Agreement among the consulting parties.” (See page B4 in 
Appendix 7, Volume III, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.)

5

(Response 5 continues on next page)
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5

6

5 
(cont.)

The physical impact on land designated as part of the South Mountains has been 
minimized through design, and much has already been done to mitigate that effect. 
Access to the mountain would be maintained and multiple other mitigation measures 
would be implemented due in part to suggestions made by the Gila River Indian 
Community itself. The proposed mitigation for the South Mountains Traditional 
Cultural Property is discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement on 
page 4-134, and measures to minimize harm to the South Mountains Traditional 
Cultural Property are discussed on page 5-27 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.

6 Tribal Involvement The Gila River Indian Community coordinated referendum and its results are 
described on page 2-8 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act requires a government-to-government 
relationship between the Federal Government and Indian tribes as described 
beginning on page 4-140 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Section 106 
requires that federal agencies take into account the effects of their undertakings 
on historic properties. This process requires consultation with tribal authorities. 
Consultation has occurred with Gila River Indian Community government officials, 
the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, the Cultural Resource Management Program, 
many different tribal authorities, and the State Historic Preservation Office. The 
consultation has resulted in concurrence from the Gila River Indian Community Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office and the State Historic Preservation Office on National 
Register of Historic Places eligibility recommendations (including traditional cultural 
properties), project effects, and proposed mitigation and measures to minimize 
harm. This consultation has been ongoing and will continue until any commitments in 
a record of decision are completed.
The Final Environmental Impact Statement, after consultation and coordination 
efforts, accommodates and preserves (to the fullest extent possible from the 
available alternatives) access to the South Mountains for religious practices. A very 
small portion of the mountain would be impacted by the proposed freeway (less than 
0.03 percent of the total area). Although the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
describes the impact on the South Mountains as adverse, Native Americans 
would not be kept from practicing their beliefs, access to the mountain would be 
maintained, and mitigation measures would be implemented based on input from 
members of the Community.
As discussed on page 4-186 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the 
proposed action may contribute to cumulative cultural resources impacts. However, 
the proposed action and other major planned transportation projects would 
potentially create preservation in place (enhancement) opportunities not typically 
associated with private-sector development projects. The opportunity to 
preserve in place would be the result of federal and State regulations promoting 
preservation of such resources when associated with a publicly funded project; 
these federal and State regulations generally are not applied to privately funded 
projects. Although the types of impacts would be typical of those experienced 
in constructing and operating other parts of the region’s freeway system, some 
of these impacts would be effectively mitigated through the implementation of 
enhancement and management plans and other strategies.
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7 Cultural Resources The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation have 
listened closely to members of the Gila River Indian Community and their concerns. A 
summary of this information is provided in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
on page 4-141. As acknowledged in the comment, the identification of the two 
prehistoric villages, Villa Buena [AZ T:12:9 (ASM)] and Pueblo del Alamo [AZ T:12:52 
(ASM)], and the South Mountains Traditional Cultural Property and contributing 
components, the assessment of the importance of these properties to the Gila River 
Indian Community, and the assessment of impacts on these properties included 
consultation with staff from the Gila River Indian Community’s Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office and Cultural Resource Management Program and resulted in 
the concurrence of the Gila River Indian Community at each of these steps (see 
Table 4-47 beginning on page 4-145 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). 
Adverse effects on Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo, two traditional cultural 
properties in the western portion of the Study Area, would be prevented through 
implementation of an enhancement and management plan developed in consultation 
with the Gila River Indian Community’s Tribal Historic Preservation Officer and 
Cultural Resource Management Program (see 4-143 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement). Although Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo would be adversely 
affected as archaeological sites, the National Register of Historic Properties-eligible 
traditional cultural property attributes of Villa Buena and Pueblo del Alamo would 
not be adversely affected.
Impacts on prehistoric sites, including trails and shrines, are documented beginning 
on page 4-142 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, while impacts on the 
South Mountains Traditional Cultural Property are documented on page 4-143. As 
acknowledged in the comment, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement noted 
on page 5-28 that the proposed action might be perceived as severing the Gila River 
Indian Community’s spiritual connection to the mountains.
The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration have 
respected the Gila River Indian Community’s spiritual connection with these cultural 
resources throughout the environmental impact statement process, as evidenced 
by consultation efforts, mitigation measures, and a discussion of cultural resources 
issues in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Members of the Gila River 
Indian Community would not be prohibited from continuing to practice their beliefs 
should the project go forward because access to the mountain would be maintained, 
impacts would be mitigated based on input by the Gila River Indian Community and 
others, and only a small fraction of the mountains would be affected.
The comment’s reference to “isolate the Community” on page S-27 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement is taken out of context. On page S-27 the “isolation 
of the Gila River Indian Community from culturally important places” is identified as 
an “impact to be mitigated.” The potential isolation would be mitigated by providing 
access through proposed crossings under the freeway. These multifunctional 
crossings are proposed near the cultural resources sites and would facilitate 
pedestrian access to these sites. So, the E1 Alternative would not isolate the Gila 
River Indian Community from culturally important places.
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8 Cultural Resources Section 106 requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their actions on 
historic properties (such as the South Mountains Traditional Cultural Property) and 
provide the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation an opportunity to comment 
on federal projects prior to implementation. As outlined in Title 36 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations, Part 800, “Protecting Historic Properties,” the National Historic 
Preservation Act Section 106 review process encourages, but does not mandate, 
protection or preservation. Sometimes there is no way for a needed project to proceed 
without harming historic properties (such as the South Mountains Traditional Cultural 
Property). As described in the Final Environmental Impact Statement in Chapters 2, 
3, and 5, the examination of possible avoidance alternatives was comprehensive. 
Section 106 review does, however, ensure that preservation values are factored into 
federal agency planning and decisions. Because of Section 106, federal agencies must 
assume responsibility for the consequences of their actions on historic properties and 
be publicly accountable for their decisions. The Final Environmental Impact Statement 
fully discloses those consequences in Chapter 4, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Mitigation, and in Chapter 5, Section 4(f) Evaluation.
If feasible, avoidance of historic properties is always the Federal Highway 
Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation’s first option. As 
summarized in Figure 5-2 on page 5-4 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
numerous alignment adjustments were made to avoid use of existing and planned 
Section 4(f) resources such as the South Mountains Traditional Cultural Property. 
As discussed on page 5-18 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, many 
alternatives were examined to avoid the use of the South Mountains Traditional 
Cultural Property; however, none of these alternatives were deemed to be prudent 
and feasible by the Federal Highway Administration. The Department of the Interior 
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and commented, “Following our 
review of the Section 4(f) Evaluation, we concur that there is no feasible or prudent 
alternative to the Preferred Alternative selected in the document, and that all measures 
have been taken to minimize harm to these resources. Please note, however, that this 
concurrence is contingent upon successful completion of the Programmatic Agreement 
among the consulting parties.” (See page B4 in Appendix 7, Volume III, of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement.)
The physical impact on land designated as part of the South Mountains has been 
minimized through design and much has already been done to mitigate that effect. 
Access to the mountain would be maintained and multiple other mitigation measures 
would be implemented due in part to suggestions made by the Gila River Indian 
Community itself. 
For example, the Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of 
Transportation made a commitment to provide funds for the Gila River Indian 
Community to conduct a full evaluation of the South Mountains Traditional Cultural 
Property (see pages 4-147 and 4-158 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements, respectively). Documentation of these efforts is in a letter from the 
Lieutenant Governor of the Gila River Indian Community to the Administrator of the 
Arizona Division of the Federal Highway Administration, dated June 23, 2010 (see 
page A348 of Appendix 2-1 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). In this 
letter, the Gila River Indian Community submitted a proposal for the “Evaluation 
of Traditional Cultural Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor 
Development posed by the proposed construction of the current Pecos Alignment 
of the South Mountain Freeway.” The proposed mitigation for the South Mountains 
Traditional Cultural Property is discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
on page 4-143, and measures to minimize harm to the South Mountains Traditional 
Cultural Property are discussed on page 5-27 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.

8
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9 Alternatives Several action alternatives were subject to the alternatives development and screening 
process; not just the E1 Alternative and alternatives located on the Community 
(Figure 3-6 on page 3-10 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement illustrates a 
representation of such alternatives).
Ultimately, the other alternatives (besides the E1 Alternative) were eliminated from 
further study in the screening process and the Gila River Indian Community decided 
not to give permission to develop alternatives on its land (see Final Environmental 
Impact Statement page 3-25). The E1 Alternative when combined with the W59, 
W71, and W101 (and its options) Alternatives in the western section represents three 
distinct action alternatives from project termini to project termini, and therefore, 
represents a full range of reasonable alternatives for detailed study in the Draft and 
Final Environmental Impact Statements.
Therefore, the Arizona Department of Transportation, with concurrence from the 
Federal Highway Administration, identified the E1 Alternative as the eastern section 
of the Preferred Alternative (which includes the W59 Alternative in the western 
section of the Study Area). In reaching its determination, the Arizona Department 
of Transportation sought to balance its responsibilities to address regional mobility 
needs while being fiscally responsible and sensitive to local communities. In addition, 
throughout the study process, the No‑Action Alternative was studied in detail. The 
No‑Action Alternative would avoid the types of impacts the action alternatives would 
cause on the South Mountains.
If feasible, avoidance of historic properties is always the Federal Highway 
Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation’s first option. As 
summarized in Figure 5-2 on page 5-4 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
numerous alignment adjustments were made to avoid use of existing and planned 
Section 4(f) resources. As discussed on page 5-18 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, many alternatives were examined to avoid the use of the South Mountains 
Traditional Cultural Property; however, none of these alternatives were deemed to 
be prudent and feasible by the Federal Highway Administration. The Department of 
the Interior reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and commented, 
“Following our review of the Section 4(f) Evaluation, we concur that there is no 
feasible or prudent alternative to the Preferred Alternative selected in the document, 
and that all measures have been taken to minimize harm to these resources. Please 
note, however, that this concurrence is contingent upon successful completion of the 
Programmatic Agreement among the consulting parties.” (See page B4 of Appendix 7, 
Volume III, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.)
The physical impact on land designated as part of the South Mountains has been 
minimized through design, and much has already been done to mitigate that 
effect. Access to the mountain would be maintained, and multiple other mitigation 
measures would be implemented due in part to suggestions made by the Gila River 
Indian Community itself. For example, the Federal Highway Administration and 
Arizona Department of Transportation made a commitment to provide funds for the 
Gila River Indian Community to conduct a full evaluation of the South Mountains 
Traditional Cultural Property (see page 4-159 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). Documentation of these efforts is in a letter from the Lieutenant 
Governor of the Gila River Indian Community to the Administrator of the Arizona 
Division of the Federal Highway Administration, dated June 23, 2010 (see page A348 
of Appendix 2-1 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). In this letter, the Gila 
River Indian Community submitted a proposal for the “Evaluation of Traditional Cultural

9
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9 
(cont.)

Property and Adverse Effects of Transportation Corridor Development posed by the 
proposed construction of the current Pecos Alignment of the South Mountain 
Freeway.”The proposed mitigation for the South Mountains Traditional Cultural 
Property is discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement on page 4-143, 
and measures to minimize harm to the South Mountains Traditional Cultural 
Property are discussed on page 5-27 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement examines 
the purpose and need for the proposed action in terms of defining a transportation 
problem. In doing so, assumptions associated with the past need for the freeway 
were discounted as part of the environmental impact statement process. The results 
of the purpose and need analyses included the determination that a transportation 
problem (similar to the type of problem that has been represented in past Regional 
Transportation Plans) still exists in the area and that this problem is similar to 
transportation problem that existed in prior years. The alternatives analyses 
considered numerous modal alternatives, and it was concluded through the screening 
process that a road facility would be the appropriate modal choice to address the 
transportation problem defined.
The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used socioeconomic 
and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis zone 
levels. At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
Census 2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis zone and traffic 
analysis zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments and were not available to the project team. Therefore, the data used in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were the most appropriate information 
available. The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed lower anticipated 
population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous projections, the need 
for the freeway has not changed. The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed 
project is needed today and will continue to be needed into the future.
Although the comment indicates that the discussion in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement is too brief, the document is a summary of a series of technical 
reports that provide sufficient information to convey the process of screening and 
reasons for elimination consistent with Federal Highway Administration for National 
Environmental Policy Act implementation. Technical reports are also available 
for public examination upon request. The alternative development and screening 
process as described in Chapter 3 was comprehensive in its nature. While alternatives 
eliminated are summarized in the chapter, the analyses as documented in the 
supporting project files and Appendices were appropriate and comprehensive.
The complete list of avoidance alternatives for the Section 4(f) resources associated 
with the South Mountains includes the No‑Action Alternative, Gila River Indian 
Community Alternatives, U.S. Route 60 Extension Alternative, Interstate 10 Spur 
Alternative (and Options), Riggs Road Alternative, and State Route 85/Interstate 8 
Alternative in addition to the Bridge and Tunnel Alternatives. Descriptions of these 
can be found in the context of the alternatives development and screening process 
beginning on page 3-9 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement and in the 
context of avoidance alternatives for the Section 4(f) resources associated with 
the South Mountains beginning on page 5-16 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement).
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10

11

12

10 Alternatives Based on the comment received, the proposed alternative is considered in the 
alternative screening process presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(see text beginning on page 3-7). The proposed alternative, named the US 60 
Extension to Interstate 10 (Papago Freeway) in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, would result in similar benefits and impacts as the U.S. Route 60 
Extension and Interstate 10 Spur, which were presented in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. The project team subjected the proposed alternative to the 
screening process and criteria applied to other alternatives as described in beginning 
on page 3-3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The project team 
found the alternative presented in the comment would cause substantial traffic 
performance impacts on Interstate 10 (Maricopa Freeway) and U.S. State Route 60 
(Superstition Freeway), would not address the needs based on regional travel demand 
and existing and projected transportation system deficiencies (which were updated 
with Census 2010-based socioeconomic data presented in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11), would result in thousands of residential 
displacements and over one hundred business displacements, would adversely affect 
the communities in the South Mountain Village by constructing a barrier between 
schools, parks, and residences, and would not be consistent with local or regional 
planning. For these reasons, the alternative was eliminated from detailed study (see 
Table 3-5 on page 3-12 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

11 Alternatives As noted in the sidebar on page 4-3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
impacts on the Gila River Indian Community from the proposed action as presented 
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement are based on data available to the 
general public and on field observation as appropriate. Discussions in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement are limited to only those areas where impacts 
would occur. This condition was agreed upon by the Gila River Indian Community 
and is a response to the level of information made available to the project team by 
the Gila River Indian Community (see page 2-10 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement).

12 Air Quality The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements present information and 
analyses about the proposed action and the enhanced conditions when compared 
against the No‑Action Alternative and document that the proposed action would 
not cause substantial adverse air quality effects. The Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements account for potential effects when considering both adverse and 
beneficial impacts. The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements provide in-
depth discussion of potential air quality impacts of the proposed alternatives. 
The carbon monoxide analysis presented on page 4-65 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement and updated on page 4-75 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement represents projected carbon monoxide concentrations along the project 
corridor, including those proposed interchange locations along the South Mountain 
Freeway corridor. The Arizona Department of Transportation also conducted 
a quantitative particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot analysis that is discussed on 
page 4-76 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway would 
not contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency or severity 
of any existing violation, or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards or any required interim emissions reductions or other milestones. 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement provided the results of modeling for 
each of the seven priority mobile source air toxics, in both the Eastern and Western 
Subareas, and compared relative mobile source air toxics emissions that would result

(Response 12 continues on next page)
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from three different potential alternatives (W59, W71, W101) as compared 
with the No‑Action Alternative. It also included modeling of mobile source air 
toxics emissions in the overall mobile source air toxics study area assuming the 
W59 Alternative (see pages 4-70 to 4-74 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement) along with implementation of recent U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency mobile source air toxics rules. This analysis was also updated beginning on 
page 4-77 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
Based on the carbon monoxide, particulate matter (PM10), and mobile source air 
toxics analyses, the Federal Highway Administration concluded that the project 
would not cause substantial adverse impacts on air quality. The carbon monoxide 
and particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway 
would not contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency or 
severity of any existing violation, or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards or any required interim emissions reductions or other 
milestones. For mobile source air toxics, the analysis showed that for the Study 
Area, constructing the freeway would have a marginal effect on annual emissions 
in 2025 and 2035 (less than a 1 percent difference in total annual emissions 
between the Preferred Alternative and No‑Action Alternative). With the Preferred 
Alternative in 2035, modeled mobile source air toxics emissions would decrease 
by 57 percent to more than 90 percent, depending on the pollutant, despite a 
47 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled in the Study Area compared with 2012 
conditions.
The air quality technical report can be reviewed on the project Web site at 
<southmountainfreeway.com>.
Meteorological information was considered in the air quality analyses [Air Quality 
Assessment: South Mountain Freeway (SR 202L), dated March 1, 2013] conducted for 
the proposed action. Data from the Maricopa County Air Quality Department 
and from the Gila River Indian Community monitoring station were compared 
with two, 1-month studies conducted during the winter of 2006 and the spring of 
2007 along Pecos Road in the Study Area. According to the Arizona Department 
of Transportation, 2013, Air Quality Assessment South Mountain Freeway 202L Draft 
Report, review of wind data from the Gila River Indian Community monitoring site 
at St. Johns suggests that during the morning hours and associated with mountain-
drainage air flows and stable atmospheric conditions, the wind flows from the 
southeast and follows the Gila River channel to the north. Locations to the east of 
St. Johns will tend to have a flow from the easterly component as the air flows from 
the east to the lower elevations along the Gila River. During the warmer hours with 
improved mixing, the flows typically follow the river channel and come from the 
north and northwest toward the south and southeast. Although these warmer-hour 
flows would move pollutants toward the Gila River Indian Community, as noted 
earlier, the pollutants would be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
at their highest concentrations and these low levels of pollutants would continue to 
disperse as they moved toward the Gila River Indian Community.

13 Air Quality The carbon monoxide analysis presented on page 4-65 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement and updated on page 4-75 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement represents projected carbon monoxide concentrations along the 
project corridor, including those proposed interchange locations along the South 
Mountain Freeway corridor and near the Gila River Indian Community. This also 
applies to the particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot analysis that is discussed on 
page 4-76 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
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The mobile source air toxics analysis presented beginning on page 4-70 of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and updated beginning on page 4-77 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement is an estimated inventory of mobile source 
air toxics emissions for the entire Study Area.
The requested information on vehicle miles traveled may be found in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement in Tables 4-34 and 4-35 on pages 4-72 and 
4-73, respectfully. The vehicle miles traveled presented in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement were revised with traffic projections provided by the Maricopa 
Association of Governments in November 2013. These revised vehicle miles 
traveled are presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement in Tables 4-34 
through 4-36 on pages 4-80 and 4-81. 

14 Air Quality As discussed on page 4-76 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, federally 
funded or approved transportation projects must meet applicable air quality 
analyses requirements of Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act. The results of the 
analysis are summarized in the prologue to the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (page xiii) and are more fully described beginning on page 4-68 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. The carbon monoxide and particulate 
matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway would not 
contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing violation, or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards or any required interim emissions reductions or other milestones.
The analysis performed for mobile source air toxics used an inventory approach, 
and total tonnages for mobile source air toxics emissions (including diesel 
particulate matter) may be found in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
in Tables 4-34 and 4-35 on pages 4-72 and 4-73, and in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement in Tables 4-34 through 4-36 on pages 4-80 and 4-81.

15 Air Quality As noted on page 4-65 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, over 
700 locations within the Study Area were modeled at various distances from 
the proposed road’s centerline for existing traffic conditions and roadway 
configurations for Interstate 10, for major arterial street intersections near the 
proposed action alternatives, and for areas located at the proposed action 
alternatives’ interchanges. These locations were chosen to meet the criteria for 
selecting modeling locations as specified in Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
§ 93.123(a) and to represent the areas of highest concentrations. The analysis 
demonstrated that none of the action alternatives would violate the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards, including those modeled locations at proposed 
fully directional interchanges along the Gila River Indian Community boundary.
The air quality analyses were updated for the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, including a quantitative particulate matter (PM10) analysis, and are 
more fully described beginning on page 4-68 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. Despite including conservative background levels, concentrations of air 
pollutants violating National Ambient Air Quality Standards were not predicted. 
The carbon monoxide analysis results presented in Table 4-32 on page 4-76 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement and the particulate matter (PM10) 
analysis results presented in Table 4-33 on page 4-77 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement show concentrations at the proposed freeway. Existing levels are 
represented by the background levels.
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The mobile source air toxics analysis conducted for the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement demonstrated that total mobile source air toxics emissions 
would decline by 57 percent to more than 90 percent between 2012 and 2035 
even though traffic is expected to increase by 47 percent (Final Environmental 
Impact Statement Table 4-36 on page 4-81). The mobile source air toxics analysis 
results presented in Tables 4-34 through 4-36 on pages 4-80 and 4-81 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement show emissions predicted with the Preferred 
(W59/E1) and No‑Action Alternatives.

16 Air Quality As noted on page 4-62 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the 
Maricopa County 2008 Periodic Emissions Inventory attributes only 34 percent of 
particulate matter (PM2.5) emissions to on-road mobile sources. Also on page 4-62 
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the Federal Highway Administration 
attributed less than 40 percent of national diesel particulate matter emissions in 
1999 to on-road sources. 
Although the qualitative particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot analysis performed 
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement met 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations § 93.111(c), the Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal 
Highway Administration have updated the qualitative analysis to a particulate 
matter (PM10) quantitative analysis for the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
to ensure that a state-of-the-art analysis is completed for the proposed action. The 
quantitative project-level particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot analysis prepared for 
the proposed project is summarized in the prologue to the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (page xiii) and is more fully described beginning on page 4-68 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The carbon monoxide and particulate 
matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway would not 
contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing violation, or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards or any required interim emissions reductions or other milestones.
A particulate matter (PM2.5) analysis (qualitative or quantitative) is not required 
and was not performed because the area is in attainment for the particulate 
matter (PM2.5) National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

16
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17 Air Quality The mobile source air toxics emissions information presented in the Draft and 
Final Environmental Impact Statements demonstrates that mobile source air toxics 
emissions at the Study Area level would be much lower in the future. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s MOVES model also predicts lower mobile source 
air toxics emissions in the future. This model includes the effects of various control 
programs in the generation of emission factors for future years that are considered 
“reasonably foreseeable” future actions. Because the model includes these emission 
control programs in the generation of emission factors, it is not possible, and would 
be unacceptable to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, to disable these 
control program assumptions in the model.
Increases in traffic volumes attributable to a project do not necessarily result in 
an increase in emissions over time because the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s emissions control regulations and fleet turnover also play a role. In the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s MOVES model, emissions rates for mobile source 
air toxics drop by 80 to 90 percent between 2012 and 2025. The effects of these 
reductions are apparent from the mobile source air toxics analysis conducted for the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement; in the mobile source air toxics study area, 
total mobile source air toxics emissions would decline by 57 to more than 90 percent 
even though traffic is expected to increase by 47 percent (Final Environmental Impact 
Statement Table 4-36 on page 4-81).
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement provided the results of modeling for 
each of the seven priority mobile source air toxics, in both the Eastern and Western 
Subareas, and compared relative mobile source air toxics emissions that would result 
from three different potential alternatives (W59, W71, W101) as compared with the 
No‑Action Alternative. It also included modeling of mobile source air toxics emissions 
in the overall mobile source air toxics study area assuming the W59 Alternative 
(see pages 4-70 to 4-74 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement) along with 
implementation of recent U.S. Environmental Protection Agency mobile source air 
toxics rules.
During the period when the project has been under review, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency has issued two rules on controlling mobile source air toxics 
emissions from motor vehicles (66 Federal Register 17229 [March 29, 2001] and 
72 Federal Register 8427 [February 26, 2007]). In those rules, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency examined the impacts of existing and newly promulgated mobile 
source control programs, including its reformulated gasoline program, its national 
low emission vehicle standards, its Tier 2 motor vehicle emissions standards and 
gasoline sulfur control requirements, and heavy duty engine and vehicle standards 
and on-highway diesel fuel sulfur control requirements. As a result, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency adopted controls on gasoline and passenger 
vehicles that significantly reduce emissions of benzene and other mobile source air 
toxics such as 1,3-butadiene; formaldehyde; acetaldehyde; acrolein; and naphthalene; 
as well as significant reductions in emissions of particulate matter from passenger 
vehicles. On March 3, 2014, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency also 
promulgated new “Tier 3” vehicle and fuel regulations, which will produce additional 
reductions of mobile source air toxics pollutants. Since these reductions have not yet 
been incorporated into the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s emissions model, 
they are not accounted for in the South Mountain Freeway analysis.
While the Federal Highway Administration did not produce stand-alone emissions 
estimates for the South Mountain Freeway corridor, the carbon monoxide analysis 
presented on page 4-65 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and updated

(Response 17 continues on next page)
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on page 4-75 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement represents projected 
carbon monoxide concentrations along the project corridor, including those 
proposed interchange locations along the South Mountain Freeway corridor. This 
also applies to the particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot analysis that is discussed on 
page 4-76 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway would 
not contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency or severity 
of any existing violation, or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards or any required interim emissions reductions or other milestones. 
The mobile source air toxics analysis presented beginning on page 4-70 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and updated beginning on page 4-77 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement is an estimated inventory of mobile source air 
toxics emissions for the entire Study Area. Such an inventory would be incomplete 
without the inclusion of emissions from other Study Area roads because these 
roads are within the Study Area and human exposure would be a combination 
of the emissions from all roads in the Study Area. It is stated on page S-14 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement that “For all action alternatives, increased 
traffic volumes would produce elevated mobile source air toxic emissions near the 
proposed action. The action alternatives would reduce congestion and improve 
regional traffic conditions, which would reduce regional mobile source air toxic 
emissions. Additionally, overall mobile source air toxic levels would decline 
from existing levels because of compliance with strategies identified by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s national control programs.”

18 Health Risk 
Assessment

The Federal Highway Administration’s National Environmental Policy Act 
documents are developed under two guiding regulations: the Council on 
Environmental Quality’s National Environmental Policy Act regulations applicable 
to all federal agencies (40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 1500–1508) and the 
Federal Highway Administration’s implementing regulations governing Federal 
Highway Administration National Environmental Policy Act documents (23 Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 771). In its mobile source air toxics guidance, the Federal 
Highway Administration discusses 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 1502.22 
and acknowledges that while much work has been done to assess the overall 
health risk of mobile source air toxics, analytical tools and techniques for assessing 
project-specific health outcomes as a result of lifetime exposures to mobile source 
air toxics remain limited. These limitations impede the ability to evaluate the 
potential health risks attributable to exposure to mobile source air toxics as part 
of the decision-making process in the National Environmental Policy Act context. 
However, as with any analysis that the Federal Highway Administration conducts for 
National Environmental Policy Act purposes, the Federal Highway Administration’s 
approach for mobile source air toxic analysis in National Environmental Policy Act 
documents is informed not just by 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 1502.22, 
but by all applicable Council on Environmental Quality requirements.
The appropriateness of air toxics health risk assessment as an analysis method for 
National Environmental Policy Act documents is discussed below, in the context of 
Council on Environmental Quality requirements for these documents. In addition to 
the 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 1502.22 provisions regarding uncertainty 
and limitations discussed in the Federal Highway Administration’s MSAT Interim 
Guidance Appendix C, three other provisions of the Council on Environmental 
Quality regulations are particularly relevant to the topic of health risk assessment: 

18
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40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1500.1(b): NEPA procedures must insure that 
environmental information is available to public officials and citizens before decisions are 
made and before actions are taken. The information must be of high quality. Accurate 
scientific analysis, expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are essential to implementing 
NEPA. Most important, NEPA documents must concentrate on the issues that are truly 
significant to the action in question, rather than amassing needless detail.

40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1502.1: An environmental impact statement is more than 
a disclosure document. It shall be used by Federal officials in conjunction with other relevant 
material to plan actions and make decisions.

40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1502.2: (a) Environmental impact statements shall 
be analytic rather than encyclopedic. (b) Impacts shall be discussed in proportion to their 
significance.(c) Environmental impact statements shall be kept concise and shall be no longer 
than absolutely necessary to comply with NEPA and with these regulations.

Section 1500.1(b) states that information for decision making must be of high 
quality and based on accurate scientific analysis. Air toxics health risk assessments 
can involve large uncertainties. The mobile source air toxic health risk assessment 
uncertainty builds on itself—each step of the analysis involves uncertainties, 
including modeling traffic and then modeling emissions, and using this estimated 
output to model dispersion/concentrations, which provide information for 
estimating or assuming exposures to those concentrations, and finally predicting 
health outcomes. Major uncertainties are associated with traffic and emissions 
projections over a 70-year period, and dispersion models are typically held to a 
“factor of 2” performance standard. Health impacts of mobile source air toxics 
in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Integrated Risk Information System 
are based on a 70-year lifetime exposure, which introduces significant uncertainty 
(e.g., on average, people in the United States change residence approximately 
once every 8 years and change jobs once every 3). Finally, as noted above, the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Integrated Risk Information System 
provides toxicity (risk) values for various pollutants and routes of exposure; in 
a health risk assessment, the Federal Highway Administration would compare 
calculated concentrations of mobile source air toxic pollutants to the Integrated 
Risk Information System values to estimate health risk. In the Integrated Risk 
Information System, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency states the toxicity 
values are believed to be accurate to within an order of magnitude (a factor 
of 10). The total cumulative uncertainty involved in highway project health risk 
assessment is much larger than the change in emissions attributable to projects 
(typically a few percentage points). In this context, the information would not 
necessarily have a strong nexus to the requirements for high-quality information 
and accurate scientific analysis.
Section 1500.1(b) also directs agencies to focus their National Environmental 
Policy Act analysis and documentation on issues that are truly significant to the 
action in question. In the context of mobile source air toxics, the Federal Highway 
Administration must consider whether changes in mobile source air toxic emissions 
attributable to a project have the potential for significant health risk. Using cancer 
risk as an example, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency estimates that the 
overall risk of cancer in the United States is approximately 330,000 in a million, 
and that air toxics (from all sources) are responsible for a risk of approximately 
50 in a million. In its most recent mobile source air toxics rule-making, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency estimated mobile source air toxic cancer risk, 
after implementation of emissions controls, at approximately 5 in a million
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(or 0.0015 percent of overall cancer risk from any cause). For the Preferred 
Alternative, the mobile source air toxic emissions analysis for the Study Area 
found little difference in total annual emissions of mobile source air toxic 
emissions between the Preferred and No‑Action Alternatives (less than a 1 percent 
difference) in 2025 and 2035. With the Preferred Alternative in 2035, modeled 
mobile source air toxic emissions would decrease by more than 80 percent, 
depending on the pollutant, despite a 47 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled 
in the Study Area compared with 2012 conditions (see the discussion beginning on 
page 4-77 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).
In summary, available information from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
indicates that mobile source air toxics are a small component of overall cancer 
risk, and the analysis for the Final Environmental Impact Statement indicates 
both that the Preferred Alternative would result in a small change in the emissions 
contributing to this risk and that emissions will decline by a large amount 
regardless of alternative.
As discussed above and in the air quality technical report, results from the health 
risk assessment would be influenced more by the uncertainty introduced into the 
process through assumptions and speculations rather than by genuine insight into 
the actual health impacts directly attributable to mobile source air toxic exposure 
associated with a project. Therefore, outcomes of such a health risk assessment do 
not provide useful information for decision makers, as required by Section 1502.1. 
The Federal Highway Administration emissions analysis meets the requirement 
to produce information that is useful for both disclosure and decision making 
because it allows the public and decision makers to see which alternative has less 
mobile source air toxic emissions, with much less uncertainty than a health risk 
assessment.
Given the uncertainty of a mobile source air toxic health risk assessment, the 
Federal Highway Administration instead addresses the potential impacts of mobile 
source air toxics through an emissions assessment in its National Environmental 
Policy Act documents. For smaller projects with a lower likelihood of a meaningful 
impact, this discussion is qualitative. For larger projects, emissions analysis is 
conducted. The Federal Highway Administration approach is consistent with 
the Council on Environmental Quality’s direction in Section 1502.2(b) to discuss 
impacts in proportion to their significance. The results of an emissions analysis 
can be summarized concisely in a National Environmental Policy Act document 
and provide useful information for decision makers (e.g., an alternative that has 
lower emissions is likely to be “better” from a mobile source air toxics health risk 
standpoint than one that has higher emissions).
While the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Federal Highway 
Administration both agree on the usefulness of addressing mobile source air toxics 
in National Environmental Policy Act documents for highway projects, the agencies 
disagree about the value of health risk assessment as a method for doing so.
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Another consideration with respect to health impacts is that the Preferred 
Alternative would also reduce in-vehicle mobile source air toxics exposure as 
opposed to the No Action Alternative. The U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency has found that in-vehicle benzene concentrations were between 2.5 and 
40 times higher than nearby ambient concentrations, based on a review of studies 
discussed in the Regulatory Impact Analysis for the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s 2007 mobile source air toxics rule-making (Final Regulatory Impact 
Analysis, Environmental Protection Agency 420-R-07-002, 3-17 [February 2007]). 
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would result in a reduction in benzene 
exposure to drivers and passengers for two reasons: decreased travel times 
(motorists would spend less time in traffic to reach their destinations) and 
lower emissions rates (attributable to speed improvements). Reducing on-road 
exposure would provide a health benefit for motorists using the roadway network. 
Congestion relief resulting from the proposed freeway would provide localized 
air quality emissions reductions on area freeways and arterial streets and at 
interchanges, benefiting users of area highways and those living near congested 
roads.
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19 Water Resources As described in the Final Environmental Impact Statement in Chapter 2 and 
elaborated on in appropriate sections of Chapter 4, evaluation of impacts on 
resources located on Gila River Indian Community land were limited to visual 
inspection as permitted and as restricted by the Gila River Indian Community. As 
to drainage, as noted in Chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
the design of the proposed action is such as to not alter drainage onto Gila 
River Indian Community land. Further, the Rio Salado Oeste restoration project 
will restore habitat and flow conditions within the Salt River channel, including 
beneath the freeway bridge. The Pee Posh wetland area is discussed in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement on page 4-124, but not by name. A discussion of 
the Pee Posh wetlands was added to the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
on page 4-126. The Pee Posh wetlands would not be directly affected by any of the 
alternatives, and the future condition of the Pee Posh wetlands is likely to improve 
as a result of the restoration project.

20 Biology The Pee Posh bald eagle breeding area is discussed in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement on page 4-124, but not by name. The information provided 
in the comment was taken into consideration in the development of a Biological 
Evaluation that was prepared and submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Arizona Game and Fish Department, and Gila River Indian Community 
Department of Environmental Quality. The Biological Evaluation addresses 
threatened and endangered species and the breeding eagles in the Pee Posh 
wetlands, in conformance to the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. The action 
alternatives are not expected to affect the eagles’ nesting activities because of 
the project’s distance from the nest. The project may affect the eagles’ foraging 
behavior along the Salt River when foraging opportunities exist near action 
alternatives.
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to continue coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, Gila River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality, 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding wildlife concerns as a result of the 
freeway (see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement).

19
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Materials

The Boundary Site was investigated and included in early drafts of the Initial Site 
Assessment, when the E1 Alternative and the on-Gila River Indian Community 
Alignment were both still under consideration. The limits of the remediated site 
overlapped the on-Gila River Indian Community Alignment. The E1 Alternative, 
however, is located farther north and east than the on-Gila River Indian 
Community Alignment and does not share any footprint with the Boundary Site. 
Given the remediated nature of the site, its distance from the Preferred Alternative, 
and its position downgradient (downhill) from the Preferred Alternative, the 
Boundary Site was not included in the final Initial Site Assessment or the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement.

21
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The Final Environmental Impact Statement discloses the context and intensity 
of the perceived impact noted in the comment. Arizona highways, as are most 
highways across the United States, are open to all kinds of traffic, so long as the 
cargo being carried is in accordance with U.S. Department of Transportation 
regulations for the specific type of cargo. The Arizona Department of 
Transportation has a few locations in the state with hazardous cargo restrictions, 
but these restrictions are based on emergency response issues or roadway design 
limitations specific to that location. For example, the Interstate 10 Deck Park 
Tunnel has certain hazardous cargo transport restrictions because of the limited 
ability for emergency responders to address a hazardous materials incident in 
the tunnel. The South Mountain Freeway, if implemented, is expected to operate 
under the same rules as other similar facilities in the state; transport of hazardous 
cargo would be expected to be permissible (see text box on page 4-166 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement). 
Hazardous materials commodity flow studies and other information are used by 
emergency response planners (such as the Arizona State Emergency Response 
Commission statewide and the Maricopa County Local Emergency Planning 
Commission for Maricopa County) as one of the elements considered when 
developing emergency response plans. If the plan were amended, it would be made 
available to the Arizona Department of Transportation.
In the event of an incident with a hazardous materials issue on a State or 
federal highway, the emergency responders contact the Arizona Department of 
Transportation’s Traffic Operations Center to report the incident. The Traffic 
Operations Center then contacts the Arizona Department of Transportation’s 
Safety and Risk Management group, which responds to the accident scene and 
assesses needs in concert with the Incident Commander from the responding 
agency with jurisdiction. If requested, the Arizona Department of Transportation 
can assist cleanup activities by engaging specialty subcontractors with whom the 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality has contracts for such support. 
The Arizona Department of Transportation’s Safety and Risk Management group’s 
charge is primarily public health protection, with cleanup support being secondary.

22
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23 Noise Noise and visual resources are addressed in the Noise and Visual Resources sections 
of Chapter 4 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on pages 4-80 and 
4-155, respectively, and on pages 4-88 and 4-167 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, respectively. 
The noise analysis conducted for and documented in the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements complied with the Federal Highway 
Administration’s regulations for conducting noise analyses in 23 Code of Federal 
Regulations § 772. The noise analysis was updated for the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement using the most recent Federal Highway Administration and 
Arizona Department of Transportation policy and traffic projections provided by 
the Maricopa Association of Governments. No substantial differences between the 
analyses presented in the Draft and the Final Environmental Impact Statements 
resulted. This report may also be found on the project Web site at <azdot.gov/
southmountainfreeway>.
Without noise mitigation, noise levels from the proposed South Mountain Freeway 
are predicted to range from 61 A-weighted decibels to 78 A-weighted decibels at 
the nearest homes, depending on the distance from the freeway. Noise mitigation 
was estimated to reduce those noise levels to a range of 55 A-weighted decibels 
to 64 A-weighted decibels for most of the areas (see Final Environmental Impact 
Statement beginning on page 4-91). Because of topography, local street traffic, or 
other engineering constraints in a few areas, estimated noise levels would not be 
reduced as much and would be as high as 64 A-weighted decibels to 70 A-weighted 
decibels in those areas.
As discussed on page 4-136 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, most 
impacts on wildlife would occur in the Eastern Section of the Study Area where there 
is more undeveloped land and more natural habitat. During construction activities, 
noise disturbance would represent a short-term impact on wildlife that would vary 
by location and intensity and that may affect bird and mammal activities such as 
nesting and foraging. During freeway operation, the increase in traffic noise would 
be a long-term impact on wildlife that would vary in intensity depending on factors 
such as time of day and day of the week. The long-term increase in traffic noise may 
affect the ability of some animals to avoid predators, communicate, and find food 
when near the proposed action. Impacts on biological resources during operation of 
the proposed freeway would also include vehicle-wildlife collisions and an increase 
in the effects of habitat fragmentation attributable to wildlife avoidance of activity 
associated with the freeway. Although not recognized by the Federal Highway 
Administration as mitigation, rubberized asphalt would be used as the top level 
of paving; it is discussed on Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on 
page 4-91.
As discussed on page 4-169 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, in 
determining visual impacts of the proposed freeway, attention was given to sensitive 
views along the E1 Alternative, including views from Phoenix South Mountain Park/
Preserve, views from residential areas in Ahwatukee Foothills Village, views from the 
Gila River Indian Community, and views of the major road cuts at the western end 
of Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve. Page 4-170 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement discusses a host of mitigation measures that the Arizona 
Department of Transportation might employ to avoid creating visual impacts, reduce 
such impacts, or otherwise mitigate visual impacts associated with the proposed 
project.
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24 Design As discussed in several locations within the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(see, for example, page 4-178), the Arizona Department of Transportation would 
provide and maintain right-of-way fencing between the proposed freeway and the 
Gila River Indian Community boundary. This fencing would likely minimize any 
encroachment, trespassing, and illegal dumping on Gila River Indian Community 
land.

25 Traffic Creating a truck bypass is not a goal of the proposed action. The proposed 
freeway is part of a transportation system developed to improve mobility in the 
region by increasing capacity and allowing traffic—including truck traffic—to 
access a segment of the “loop” system (see pages 1-21, 1-22, 3-1, and 3-3 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement) in the Phoenix metropolitan area. The 
proposed South Mountain Freeway would be a commuter corridor, helping to 
move local traffic. As with all other freeways in the region, trucks would use it for 
the through-transport of freight, for transport to and from distribution centers, 
and for transport to support local commerce. Nevertheless, the primary user 
vehicles of the proposed freeway would be automobiles. The Maricopa Association 
of Governments regional travel demand model projects that truck traffic would 
represent approximately 10 percent of the total traffic on the proposed freeway, 
similar to what is currently experienced on other regional freeways such as 
Interstate 10, State Route 101L, and U.S. Route 60. As disclosed in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, it is expected that “true” through-truck traffic 
(not having to stop in the metropolitan area) would continue to use the faster, 
designated, and posted bypass system of Interstate 8 and State Route 85 (see 
page 3-64 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).
Hazardous materials commodity flow studies and other information are used by 
emergency response planners (such as the Arizona State Emergency Response 
Commission statewide and the Maricopa County Local Emergency Planning 
Commission for Maricopa County) as one of the elements considered when 
developing emergency response plans. If the plan were amended, it would be made 
available to the Arizona Department of Transportation.
In the event of an incident with a hazardous materials issue on a State or 
federal highway, the emergency responders contact the Arizona Department of 
Transportation’s Traffic Operations Center to report the incident. The Traffic 
Operations Center then contacts the Arizona Department of Transportation’s 
Safety and Risk Management group, which responds to the accident scene and 
assesses needs in concert with the Incident Commander from the responding 
agency with jurisdiction. If requested, the Arizona Department of Transportation 
can assist cleanup activities by engaging specialty subcontractors with whom the 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality has contracts for such support. 
The Arizona Department of Transportation’s Safety and Risk Management group’s 
charge is primarily public health protection, with cleanup support being secondary.
If the Gila River Indian Community were unprepared to respond to emergency 
situations on the proposed facility, the Arizona State Emergency Response 
Commission could coordinate regional responses from other Local Emergency 
Planning Commissions in the region that may have more resources.
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26 Traffic The Arizona Department of Transportation has developed an “Alternate Route 
Plan” for all State-operated roads, including highways, freeways, and Interstate 
highways. The plan is amended prior to opening of a new facility to include 
alternate routes for incidents on the new facility as well as conditions in which the 
new facility would be the alternate route for incidents on other State-operated 
roads. The alternate route plan is reviewed by Arizona Department of Public 
Safety, Arizona Department of Transportation, and local agencies.
The Arizona Department of Transportation is not permitted to identify a local 
road as an alternate route on a dynamic message sign without an agreement from 
the agency that operates that road. At this time, there are no agreements in place 
with any local agencies. However, the use of local roads to avoid an incident is 
permitted and occurs regularly at the discretion of the motorist. If a local agency 
would like to encourage the use of a specific road during an incident on a State 
road, it would need to provide this information to the Arizona Department 
of Transportation and formally agree to allow the Arizona Department of 
Transportation to display the local road as an alternate route on a dynamic 
message sign.
The primary goal of the Arizona Department of Transportation and the Arizona 
Department of Public Safety is to clear the road and open it back to normal traffic 
operation as soon as possible. The South Mountain Freeway project includes 
funding for the full array of intelligent transportation system infrastructure 
(cameras, loop detectors, ramp meters, etc.). This would allow the Arizona 
Department of Transportation to quickly respond to incidents and notify members 
of the traveling public of downstream conditions so they can use an alternate State 
road to avoid the incident. 
The effects of the proposed action on the local roadway network are accounted 
for in Chapters 1 and 3 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Cut-
line analysis was undertaken to assess the effects of the action and No‑Action 
alternatives on the existing and reasonably foreseeable future road network (as 
conveyed in jurisdictional long-range plans). The Gila River Indian Community 
opted not to disclose plans for any roadway network plans now or in the future.
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1 Acquisitions and 
Relocations

Property acquisition and relocation assistance to displaced individuals and 
businesses is governed in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. This process outlines 
determination of property values through the acquisition process. The process 
requires government agencies to provide just compensation (fair market value) 
for any acquired property. The acquisition process includes consideration of 
impacts to access, partial acquisitions, determining values of remaining parcels, 
and special needs of relocated businesses or individuals (e.g., elderly or disabled). 
For example, if a relocated business required specific zoning, approvals or permits, 
permit fees, or closure or abandonment processes, these would be considered 
in property negotiations. Property acquisition procedures are described in 
detail on the Arizona Department of Transportation’s Web site, in the Right-
of-Way Group Acquisition Section, at <azdot.gov>. This section of the Arizona 
Department of Transportation Web site includes a link to the Arizona Department 
of Transportation’s Right-of-Way Procedures Manual, which has an extensive 
discussion of the whole process. For further discussion, see page 4-51 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. For questions on specific properties, contact the 
Arizona Department of Transportation Right-of-Way Group at (602) 712-6922.

2 Alternatives The Arizona Department of Transportation has designated the 59th Avenue 
connection (W59 Alternative) with Interstate 10 (Papago Freeway) as the Preferred 
Alternative for the proposed freeway in the Western Section of the Study Area. 
The project team considered the input of all stakeholders—including regional 
leaders, municipalities, members of the public, and members of the South 
Mountain Citizen’s Advisory Team—before identifying the W59 Alternative as the 
Preferred Alternative (see pages 3-65 and 3-68 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). The W59 Alternative was seen as the best option to balance fiscal 
responsibility, regional mobility needs, community sensitivity, and additional 
considerations such as consistency with long-range planning goals, economic and 
environmental impacts, and public and agency input. Precise areas of impacts 
would be determined as the project design progresses, if an action alternative were 
to be the Selected Alternative. The Arizona Department of Transportation has met 
with the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community to discuss its concerns, and 
these meetings would continue.
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1 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

As noted on page 4-1 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, during the 
design stage of project development, changes in regulatory requirements may occur 
or changes to previously assessed resource impacts could be discovered that would 
require modifications to mitigation. Final commitment to mitigation measures 
would be made in a record of decision and would include the commitment for the 
Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration to 
continue to coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department during the 
design phase to develop appropriate measures to mitigate potential impacts related 
to the project; however, any additional efforts would be beyond the scope of the 
National Environmental Policy Act.

2 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The proposed freeway is consistent with maps included in the referenced Maricopa 
Association of Governments Desert Spaces: An Open Space Plan for the Maricopa 
Association of Governments and with regional planning efforts, as discussed in 
Chapter 5 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Phoenix South 
Mountain Park/Preserve section beginning on page 5-14 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement). We perceive the comment to mean that the project does not 
conform to the goals stated in the Maricopa Association of Governments Desert 
Spaces: An Open Space Plan for the Maricopa Association of Governments, such as the use 
of low-impact construction technology in the South Mountains area and maintaining 
wildlife connectivity across the network of identified open spaces. The Arizona Game 
and Fish Department requests that additional mitigation considerations be given to 
habitat loss and/or degradation resulting from the project. It is also important to 
understand that the City of Phoenix planning efforts since the mid-1980s illustrate 
an awareness of the potential for the proposed South Mountain Freeway to affect 
Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve. In 1989, the South Mountain Park Master 
Plan was adopted by the Phoenix City Council. The master plan shows the freeway 
alignment as adopted by the State Transportation Board in 1988. In 1990, the South 
Mountain Preserve Act was ratified by the Arizona Legislature. The Act did not 
apply to roadways through a designated mountain preserve if the roadway was in 
the State Highway System prior to August 15, 1990. The proposed South Mountain 
Freeway was in the State Highway System prior to 1990. Records prior to the Act 
suggest a primary reason for the exception was to allow the proposed freeway to go 
through Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve (see Final Environmental Impact 
Statement page 5-14). 
The project team examined alternatives to avoid the Phoenix South Mountain Park/
Preserve, but did not identify any feasible and prudent alternatives to avoid the use 
of the park. The portion of the park that would be used for the proposed freeway 
would be 31.3 acres, or approximately 0.2 percent of the park’s approximately 
16,600 acres (see Final Environmental Impact Statement pages S-38 and 5-31). The 
Arizona Department of Transportation continues to work with park stakeholders 
to minimize use of park resources. The Measures to Minimize Harm section 
beginning on page 5-23 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement includes 
measures addressing concerns raised in the comment. The Arizona Department 
of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration would continue to work 
with partners including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, and the Gila River Indian Community’s Department of Environmental 
Quality, during the design phase to continue to develop these measures (including 
the provision of replacement lands and the design of multifunctional crossings that 
would allow wildlife passage across the proposed freeway alignment at natural 
drainages and that would allow Gila River Indian Community members to gain 
access to important traditional locations within the South Mountains). Given these 
considerations, the proposed freeway is consistent with regional planning efforts.
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3 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The section, General Impacts on Vegetation, Wildlife, and Wildlife Habitat, beginning 
on page 4-136 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, respectively, 
discloses the effects of the proposed action and its alternatives on vegetation, 
wildlife, and wildlife habitat. The conclusion for diminished wildlife resources 
accounts for general effects that would also apply to species of greatest 
conservation need. Those species of greatest conservation need that have the 
potential to occur in the Study Area have been added to Table 4-43 that begins 
on page 4-129 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. These species were 
also addressed in a Biological Evaluation that was submitted to the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and Fish Department, and Gila River Indian 
Community Department of Environmental Quality. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service concurred with the species determinations in the Biological Evaluation 
(see Appendix 1-1 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). Connectivity is 
planned to allow wildlife movement beneath the freeway in multiuse crossings (see 
page 4-137 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to providing mitigation by including multifunctional crossing 
structures designed for wildlife and for limited human use, potential fencing to 
guide wildlife to the crossing structures, and culverts designed for connectivity for 
smaller species. Wildlife-friendly design information would be considered during 
the design of drainage and crossing structures for the freeway (see Mitigation, 
beginning on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). 

4 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Connectivity is planned to allow wildlife movement beneath the freeway. This 
is described in the text box, “Habitat Connectivity and the Proposed Action,” on 
page 4-125 and in the section, Habitat Connectivity, on page 4-137 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. Crossing structures are planned along major 
movement corridors (see Figure 4-38, on page 4-126, and the discussion on 
page 4-137 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement) and would maintain 
connectivity between the South Mountains and the Sierra Estrella. 
The comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement contradict previous 
communication with the Arizona Game and Fish Department for the project. 
The last formal communication received from the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department in 2006 (see page A139 in Appendix 1-1 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement) stated that the movement corridor between the South 
Mountains and the Sierra Estrella is degraded by the 51st Avenue travel corridor 
as well as by planned development in that area. Data presented in the Draft 
and Final Environmental Impact Statements corroborate this statement (see 
the sidebar, “Existing versus planned land use,” on page 4-3 of both documents); 
a large percentage of the land in the Study Area is projected to be converted 
to nonagricultural uses in the foreseeable future. The above-referenced 2006 
letter from the Arizona Game and Fish Department also stated that mule deer 
are believed to have been extirpated from the area. There was no mention of 
concerns regarding bighorn sheep. The Federal Highway Administration and 
Arizona Department of Transportation have committed to providing mitigation 
by including multifunctional crossing structures designed for wildlife such as mule 
deer and for limited human use, potential fencing to guide wildlife to the crossing 
structures, and culverts designed for connectivity for smaller species.
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5 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The intended uses of the multifunctional crossings would vary by location within 
the Study Area. If the crossings were near existing recreational features or trails, 
more human use would be expected. However, multifunctional crossings in 
remote areas through the South Mountains would allow limited use by people. 
Use of the crossings by people in this area is proposed solely to accommodate 
those members of the Gila River Indian Community who wish to gain access to 
areas of the South Mountains for ceremonies important for their culture (see 
Final Environmental Impact Statement page 4-151). A right-of-way fence would 
limit access to these areas by freeway users, but would allow Gila River Indian 
Community members to gain access to the area (see page 5-27 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement). The underpasses would not be associated 
with trailheads into the park and would not be designated as such for pedestrian, 
equestrian, off-highway vehicle, or bicyclist use. Other use of the underpasses by 
humans would be neither actively promoted nor encouraged through the signs 
posted.
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to providing mitigation by including multifunctional crossing 
structures designed for wildlife such as mule deer and for limited human use, 
potential fencing to guide wildlife to the crossing structures, and culverts designed 
for connectivity for smaller species (see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement). 

6 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Wildlife connectivity across the proposed project corridor is a concern, and 
multifunctional crossing structures are planned at locations where natural 
movement corridors occur along major drainages. The U.S. Route 93 study 
area is not similar to the South Mountains in that the undeveloped land along 
U.S. Route 93 provided habitat for an existing population of large mammals. For 
the U.S. Route 93 project, the largest remaining population of desert bighorn 
sheep in the Southwest occurred in the area and would have been adversely 
affected by the highway unless mitigation measures were in place. In that instance, 
the overpass mitigation was in direct response to a known large mammal 
population that would be adversely affected. The mitigation was justified in terms 
of the degree of impact that would have resulted from the highway’s construction 
and operation. 
In the case of the South Mountains, communication from the Arizona Game 
and Fish Department in 2006 (see page A139 in Appendix 1-1 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement) states that mule deer are believed to have been 
extirpated from the area; bighorn sheep are not mentioned and are known to not 
occur in Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve. Further, historic habitat has 
already been adversely affected in the area; therefore, the current state of habitat 
limits the baseline condition under consideration. 
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to providing mitigation by including multifunctional crossing 
structures designed for wildlife such as mule deer and for limited human use, 
potential fencing to guide wildlife to the crossing structures, and culverts designed 
for connectivity for smaller species (see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement). 
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7 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

We do not dispute the potential benefit of conducting a “multi-year” study to 
locate wildlife mitigation measures. However, it is also important to recognize 
that such studies need to be conducted in areas exhibiting priority wildlife-related 
highway safety and connectivity issues; the section of the highway corridor 
proposed parallel to Pecos Road was not identified as a linkage zone within 
the 2006 Arizona Wildlife Linkages Assessment or the 2012 Maricopa County 
Wildlife Connectivity Assessment. It would likely exhibit relatively low wildlife-
vehicle collision incidence in the future given the low wildlife densities found within 
this portion of the corridor. The 2012 Maricopa County Wildlife Connectivity 
Assessment did identify a movement corridor at the southwestern end of Phoenix 
South Mountain Park/Preserve. Multifunctional crossing structures proposed in 
this area would allow continued wildlife connectivity in this area.
Wildlife species in the Study Area (including mule deer, mountain lion, and javelina) 
are commonly found in the urban interface. They are generally not reluctant to 
use structures crossing beneath roadways; this is partially attributable to the 
fact that the most common times of use for humans and wildlife tend to occur at 
different times of the day. The proposed crossings would be located at washes, 
which are the most likely wildlife movement corridors given topography and 
resources. In addition to these larger crossings, culverts at smaller washes would 
serve as connection points for smaller wildlife. Culverts would generally be placed 
in natural drainage areas that are not heavily used by humans. Some past research 
indicates that human use of wildlife passages may affect wildlife use to varying 
degrees. The most well-known example of this research focused on crossings of 
the Trans-Canada Highway in Banff National Park. The results of the extensive 
research on the Trans-Canada Highway did not show that human use has a 
dramatic impact on wildlife use of the Banff structures, which has been substantial 
and continues to increase. In Arizona, research by the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department along State Route 260 found highly compatible use of a dual-use 
(multifunctional) underpass that linked the communities of Christopher Creek 
and Hunter Creek. This particular underpass exhibited some of the most diverse 
and substantial wildlife use of the underpasses monitored during the long-term 
project (Dodd et al. 2012). Along State Route 77, a Wildlife Technical Advisory 
Committee closely scrutinized this issue for the two planned wildlife passages 
that will be built within a similar urban-influenced landscape in and adjacent to 
Oro Valley. The Wildlife Technical Advisory Committee evaluated all available 
information and determined that the temporal patterns of human (daytime) versus 
wildlife (crepuscular and nocturnal) use are not expected to result in a significant 
degree of incompatibility. Furthermore, such dual-use, multifunctional structures 
situated within urban-influenced landscapes, in this instance adjacent to Phoenix 
South Mountain Park/Preserve with its extensive trail network, offer effective and 
efficient use of limited taxpayer funds.

8 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Specific design features of the proposed action would be established during 
the final design process. The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona 
Department of Transportation have committed to providing mitigation by 
including multifunctional crossing structures designed for wildlife such as mule 
deer and for limited human use, potential fencing to guide wildlife to the crossing 
structures, and culverts designed for connectivity for smaller species. Wildlife-
friendly design information would be considered during the design of drainage and 
crossing structures for the freeway (see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement).

7
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9 9 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to continue coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, Gila River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality, 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding wildlife concerns as a result of the 
freeway’s potential implementation. Wildlife-friendly design information would 
be considered during the design of drainage and crossing structures for the 
freeway (see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). 
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10 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to continue coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, Gila River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality, 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding wildlife concerns as a result of the 
freeway’s potential implementation. Wildlife-friendly design information would 
be considered during the design of drainage and crossing structures for the 
freeway (see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement).
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11 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Information noted.
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12 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The section, General Impacts on Vegetation, Wildlife, and Wildlife Habitat, beginning 
on page 4-136 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, explains that the 
project would result in a decrease in resources for species that occur in and 
adjacent to the Study Area. It also describes additional short-term impacts related 
to construction. The analysis generally describes the effects on species of greatest 
conservation need that may occur in the vicinity. Most of the Study Area has a 
moderate-to-low value for species of greatest conservation need on HabiMap, 
including the western end of the South Mountains. The exception is the area 
along the Salt River corridor, where there are higher values for riparian species. 
The project is designed with a bridge over the Salt River to minimize effects 
on riparian habitat. Those species of greatest conservation need that have the 
potential to occur in the Study Area have been added to Table 4-43 that begins 
on page 4-129 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. These species were 
also addressed in a Biological Evaluation that was submitted to the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and Fish Department, and Gila River Indian 
Community’s Department of Environmental Quality. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service concurred with the species determinations in the Biological Evaluation (see 
Appendix 1-1 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). 
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13 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

As noted on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, during the 
design phase, if an action alternative were to become the Selected Alternative, 
the threatened and endangered species list would be reviewed to determine 
whether an update to address species would be needed. The wildlife connectivity 
is recognized (see “Habitat Connectivity and the Proposed Action” text box and Habitat 
Connectivity section on page 4-137 as well as the Mitigation section beginning on 
page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). The Federal Highway 
Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation have committed to 
providing mitigation by including multifunctional crossing structures designed 
for wildlife and for limited human use, potential fencing to guide wildlife to the 
crossing structures, and culverts designed for connectivity for smaller species. 
Wildlife-friendly design information would be considered during the design of 
drainage and crossing structures for the freeway (see Mitigation, beginning on 
page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). 
The Sonoran desert tortoise and Tucson shovel-nosed snake were analyzed in 
the Biological Evaluation and coordination on mitigation of impacts would occur 
during the design phase. Discussion of the Tucson shovel-nosed snake is included 
on page 4-135 in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
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14 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The need for maintaining wildlife connectivity is recognized (see “Habitat 
Connectivity and the Proposed Action” text box and Habitat Connectivity section on 
page 4-137 as well as the Mitigation section beginning on page 4-138 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement). The Federal Highway Administration and 
Arizona Department of Transportation have committed to providing mitigation 
by including multifunctional crossing structures designed for wildlife and for 
limited human use, potential fencing to guide wildlife to the crossing structures, 
and culverts designed for connectivity for smaller species. Wildlife-friendly design 
information would be considered during the design of drainage and crossing 
structures for the freeway (see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement).

14
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15 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The issue of wildlife connectivity is recognized (see “v” text box and Habitat 
Connectivity section on page 4-137 as well as the Mitigation section beginning on 
page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). The Federal Highway 
Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation have committed to 
providing mitigation by including multifunctional crossing structures designed 
for wildlife and for limited human use, potential fencing to guide wildlife to the 
crossing structures, and culverts designed for connectivity for smaller species. 
Wildlife-friendly design information would be considered during the design of 
drainage and crossing structures for the freeway.

16 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

We do not dispute the potential benefit of conducting a “multi-year” study to 
locate wildlife mitigation measures. However, it is also important to recognize 
that such studies need to be conducted in areas exhibiting priority wildlife-related 
highway safety and connectivity issues. The section of the highway corridor 
where the multiuse crossings are proposed was not identified as a linkage zone 
within the 2006 Arizona Wildlife Linkages Assessment; however, it was identified 
as a movement corridor in the 2012 Maricopa County Wildlife Connectivity 
Assessment. Wildlife species in the Study Area (including mule deer, mountain 
lion, and javelina) are commonly found in the urban interface and are generally not 
reluctant to use structures crossing beneath roadways. This is partially attributable 
to the fact that the most common times of use for humans and wildlife tend 
to occur at different times of the day. The proposed crossings are located at 
washes, which are the most likely wildlife movement corridors given topography 
and resources. In addition to these larger crossings, culverts at smaller washes 
would serve as connection points for smaller wildlife. Culverts would generally 
be placed in natural drainage areas that are not heavily used by humans. Some 
past research indicates that human use of wildlife passages may affect wildlife 
use to varying degrees. The most well-known example of this research focused 
on crossings of the Trans-Canada Highway in Banff National Park. The results of 
the extensive research on the Trans-Canada Highway did not show that human 
use has a dramatic impact on wildlife use of the Banff structures, which has been 
substantial and continues to increase. In Arizona, research by the Arizona Game 
and Fish Department along State Route 260 found highly compatible use of a dual-
use (multifunctional) underpass that linked the communities of Christopher Creek 
and Hunter Creek. This particular underpass exhibited some of the most diverse 
and substantial wildlife use of the underpasses monitored in the long-term project 
(Dodd et al. 2012).
Along State Route 77, a Wildlife Technical Advisory Committee closely scrutinized 
this issue for the two planned wildlife passages that will be built within a similar 
urban-influenced landscape in and adjacent to Oro Valley. The Wildlife Technical 
Advisory Committee evaluated all available information and determined that 
the temporal patterns of human (daytime) versus wildlife (crepuscular and 
nocturnal) use are not expected to result in a significant degree of incompatibility. 
Furthermore, such dual-use, multifunctional structures situated within urban-
influenced landscapes, in this instance adjacent to Phoenix South Mountain Park/
Preserve with its extensive trail network, offer effective and efficient use of limited 
taxpayer funds. 
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17 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

No stock tanks have been identified near the action alternative corridors; 
therefore, none would be removed nor would access to stock tanks be affected by 
the proposed action. 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement addressed the Pee Posh eagles, 
although not by name, on page 4-124. A Biological Evaluation was submitted 
to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and Fish Department, 
and the Gila River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality 
that addressed threatened and endangered species. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service concurred with the species determinations in the Biological Evaluation 
(see Appendix 1-1 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). The Biological 
Evaluation also addressed the breeding eagles in the Pee Posh wetlands in 
conformance to the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. 

18 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

As noted on page 3-41 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, a 
rolling profile would be used for the proposed freeway. Page 3-47 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement shows the proposed profile for the 
E1 Alternative. The proposed profile would be elevated above the existing ground 
level throughout most of this section of the proposed project. A rolling profile is 
preferable economically for balancing construction cut and fill material. It provides 
operational benefits because it is the type of freeway drivers are familiar with and 
it also permits efficient drainage solutions, thereby reducing the amount of land 
needed.
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to providing mitigation by including multifunctional crossing 
structures designed for wildlife such as mule deer and for limited human use, 
potential fencing to guide wildlife to the crossing structures, and culverts designed 
for connectivity for smaller species. Wildlife-friendly design information would be 
considered during the design of drainage and crossing structures for the freeway 
(see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement).

17

18
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19 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

As noted on page 4-15 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the City of 
Phoenix is aware of, has planned for, and has incorporated the proposed South 
Mountain Freeway in the City of Phoenix General Plan and in conceptual plans 
for the Rio Salado Oeste project (see Project Features Map in Appendix 4-8 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement). As noted on page 4-15 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and as agreed upon by the Bureau of Land 
Management, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and City of Phoenix, the project team 
would continue to consult with those entities to coordinate design efforts with the 
Rio Salado Oeste project.

20 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

As noted on page 4-16 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, single-family 
residential uses were generally not considered compatible with transportation 
corridors because the action alternatives would introduce visual, air quality, 
noise, and other intensive impacts on a comparatively sensitive land use; may 
isolate portions of planned communities; or may limit access to infrastructure and 
services. Undeveloped land near a transportation corridor was deemed compatible 
or incompatible largely based on its planned land use, determined by zoning and 
the jurisdiction’s adopted general plan. 

21 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Drainage patterns would not be diverted from their downstream connection on 
the Gila River Indian Community. The drainage features of the E1 Alternative 
would be designed such that drainage basins and channels on the north side of the 
freeway would collect runoff from the freeway and allow suspended sediment to 
settle. As the system continues to receive runoff, the basins and channels would 
overflow into channels that would direct flows under the freeway and onto Gila 
River Indian Community land in the same location as existing drainages from the 
South Mountains (see page 4-106 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). 

19
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22 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The concrete-lined irrigation canals in the Study Area are typically narrow and 
steep-sided and contain water for only short periods during field irrigation. The 
water velocity, steep sides, and short duration of water delivery in the concrete-
lined canals do not constitute a reliable or appropriate water source for wildlife 
compared with unlined canals or standing water sources that may be available. 
The steep canal sides and velocities can be a danger to wildlife. This was clarified 
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement on page 4-127.
We agree that a lack of observations does not equate to absence. The Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement lists numerous species and habitat types found 
in the Study Area and also states that wildlife abundance and diversity are related 
to the extent and variety of habitats in the area, implying that habitat variability in 
the area outside of Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve could support species 
diversity. 
The list of species was expanded in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
and text was added to reflect that agricultural fields provide habitat for additional 
species (see pages 4-127 and 4-128, respectively).

23 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The description of the mountain lion was changed in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement on page 4-127 to read, “AGFD has stated that lions should be 
considered an animal with the potential to occur in SMPP, which could represent a 
portion of its home range, but not a resident animal.”
As noted on page 4-128 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, although 
wild horses are present on Gila River Indian Community land, the habitat 
assessment concluded no suitable habitat for wild horses exists within the Study 
Area. However, like Interstate 10, which passes through the Gila River Indian 
Community and where wild horses are known to occur, the proposed freeway 
would be lined with right-of-way fencing that would prevent vehicular collisions 
with wild horses and burros.

24 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement addressed the Pee Posh eagles, but 
not by name, on page 4-124. A Biological Evaluation was submitted to the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and Fish Department, and the Gila 
River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality that addressed 
threatened and endangered species. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred 
with the species determinations in the Biological Evaluation (see Appendix 1-1 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). The Biological Evaluation also 
addressed the breeding eagles in the Pee Posh wetlands in conformance with the 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.
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23

24



	 Comment Response Appendix  •  B81

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

25 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The Sonoran Desert toad was added to the list of species occurring in the Study 
Area in the Biological Evaluation.
Table 4-44 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement indicates that these bat 
species may occur throughout the Study Area; this was updated to “may occur” 
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Table 4-43 on pages 4-129 to 
4-132). Surveys to determine the presence and distribution of the wide range 
of species, including bat species, is beyond the scope of the proposed project. 
Designing bridges for bat habitat is not a standard accommodation that the 
Arizona Department of Transportation currently provides. The Federal Highway 
Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation have committed to 
continue coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish Department through the 
design process (see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement). 

26 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

As noted on page 4-126 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, suitable 
habitat did not exist within the right-of-way of or immediately adjacent to any 
action alternative at the time the study was completed. If conditions change over 
time and suitable habitat for the Yuma clapper rail were to exist within the right-
of-way of or immediately adjacent to a Selected Alternative—should it be an action 
alternative—surveys would be completed and, if appropriate, consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would occur.
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to continue coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, Gila River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality, 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service through the design process (see Mitigation, 
beginning on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

27 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

A Biological Evaluation was submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Arizona Game and Fish Department, and the Gila River Indian Community 
Department of Environmental Quality that addressed threatened, endangered, 
and candidate species, including the yellow-billed cuckoo. The potential for 
impacts on suitable habitat for the yellow-billed cuckoo within the right-of-way of 
the Preferred Alternative was addressed in the Biological Evaluation. The U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service concurred with the species determinations in the Biological 
Evaluation (see Appendix 1-1 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). If 
appropriate, surveys would be completed and consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service would occur as the project progresses through design.
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to continue coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, Gila River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality, 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service through the design process (see Mitigation, 
beginning on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

28 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

A Biological Evaluation was submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Arizona Game and Fish Department, and the Gila River Indian Community 
Department of Environmental Quality that addressed threatened, endangered, 
and candidate species, including the Sonoran desert tortoise. The information 
used to prepare the analysis in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(page 4-122) was based on 2011 information retrieved from the Arizona Game 
and Fish Department (Gopherus agassizii, draft unpublished abstract compiled and 
edited by the Heritage Data Management System, Phoenix). Current information

(Response 28 continues on next page)
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28 
(cont.)

on threats and connectivity strategies was included in the Biological Evaluation. 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the species determinations in 
the Biological Evaluation (see Appendix 1-1 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement).
The intended uses of the multifunctional crossings would vary by location within 
the Study Area. If the crossings were near existing recreational features or trails, 
more human use would be expected. However, multifunctional crossings in remote 
areas through the South Mountains would allow limited use by people. Use of the 
crossings by people in this area is proposed solely to accommodate those members 
of the Gila River Indian Community who wish to gain access to areas of the South 
Mountains for ceremonies important for their culture (see Final Environmental 
Impact Statement page 4-151). A right-of-way fence would limit access to these 
areas by freeway users, but would allow Gila River Indian Community members 
to gain access to the area (see page 5-27 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). The underpasses would not be associated with trailheads into the 
park and would not be designated as such for pedestrian, equestrian, off-highway 
vehicle, or bicyclist use. Other use of the underpasses by humans would be neither 
actively promoted nor encouraged through the signs posted. 
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to continue coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, Gila River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality, 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding wildlife concerns as a result of the 
freeway’s potential implementation. Wildlife-friendly design information would 
be considered during the design of drainage and crossing structures for the 
freeway (see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). 
A mitigation measure to conduct a preconstruction survey for the Sonoran desert 
tortoise, where appropriate and according to the most recent guidelines from the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, has been 
added to the Final Environmental Impact Statement on page 4-138.

29 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

If an action alternative were to be selected that includes a bridge within the limits 
of the Rio Salado Oeste restoration project (between 19th and 83rd avenues), the 
project team would continue to consult with the Bureau of Land Management, 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and City of Phoenix to coordinate design efforts 
(see page 4-15 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). However, it is 
important to note that it is not the obligation of the proposed action to mitigate 
impacts caused by other unrelated actions.
The need for mitigation related to impacts on waters of the United States has not 
been determined, but could involve payment of in-lieu fees for use in restoration of 
habitat within the Salt River.29
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30 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

A summary of potential impacts to the Tucson shovel-nosed snake has been 
added to the Final Environmental Impact Statement on page 4-135. Table 4-44 
has been updated, and a mitigation measure to conduct a preconstruction survey 
for the Tucson shovel-nosed snake has been added to the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement on page 4-138. A Biological Evaluation was submitted to the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and Fish Department, and the Gila 
River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality that addressed 
threatened, endangered, and candidate species, including the Tucson shovel-
nosed snake. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the species 
determinations in the Biological Evaluation (see Appendix 1-1 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement).
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to continue coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, Gila River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality, 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding wildlife concerns as a result of the 
freeway’s potential implementation. Wildlife-friendly design information would 
be considered during the design of the drainage and crossing structures for the 
freeway (see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement).

31 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

A Biological Evaluation was submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Arizona Game and Fish Department, and the Gila River Indian Community 
Department of Environmental Quality that addressed threatened, endangered, 
and candidate species. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the 
species determinations in the Biological Evaluation (see Appendix 1-1 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement). The Biological Evaluation also addressed 
the breeding eagles in the Pee Posh Wetlands in conformance with the Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act. During the design phase, surveys for listed species 
may be undertaken if suitable habitat were to be located within or immediately 
adjacent to right-of-way of the Selected Alternative (if it were an action 
alternative).
A description of riparian plant communities was added in the Plant Community 
section of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see page 4-126). 
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to continue coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, Gila River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality, 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service through the design process (see Mitigation, 
beginning on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

30
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32 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

We do not dispute the potential benefit of conducting a “multi-year” study to 
locate wildlife mitigation measures. However, it is also important to recognize 
that such studies need to be conducted in areas exhibiting priority wildlife-related 
highway safety and connectivity issues. The section of the highway corridor where 
the multiuse crossings are proposed was not identified as a linkage zone within 
the 2006 Arizona Wildlife Linkages Assessment or the 2012 Maricopa County 
Wildlife Connectivity Assessment, and likely would exhibit relatively low wildlife-
vehicle collision incidence in the future given low wildlife densities found within 
this portion of the corridor. The 2012 Maricopa County Wildlife Connectivity 
Assessment did identify a movement corridor at the southwestern end of Phoenix 
South Mountain Park/Preserve. A large bridge proposed for the roadway in this 
area would allow continued wildlife connectivity in this area.
Depending on the design of the proposed road drainage system, the amount 
of water entering the Salt River can be greater using roadside channels that 
collect and direct water that would otherwise infiltrate soils or collect in natural 
depressions. Highway runoff is generally not harmful compared with general urban 
runoff (Federal Highway Administration 2012) that also flows into the Salt River; 
however, there can still be a potential threat to the surrounding ecosystem. With 
proper treatments such as detention and vegetated treatments, runoff has the 
potential to benefit habitat in the Salt River. 
The picture of the “typical large-animal crossing” was replaced in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (see page 4-137).
A noise wall along the entire length of the project would not be feasible. The 
impact on wildlife hearing would be similar to other freeway facilities in the 
Phoenix metropolitan area.

32
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33 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The reference to “former gravel pits” was changed to “gravel pits” on page 4-127 
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement because these are still in operation 
with active mining permits. Since the final design of the proposed freeway has not 
begun, it is not known what specific modifications would be made to a particular 
gravel pit; however, it is anticipated that modifications could include partial filling 
if the pit is not bridged or avoided. 
The text on page 4-126 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement regarding 
use of the pits by birds refers to the pits being used as a water source, not to 
potential modification of the water source for the pits or channel of the Salt 
River. A Biological Evaluation was submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Arizona Game and Fish Department, and the Gila River Indian Community 
Department of Environmental Quality that addressed threatened, endangered, 
and candidate species, including the Yuma clapper rail and yellow-billed cuckoo. 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the species determinations in 
the Biological Evaluation (see Appendix 1-1 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). The Biological Evaluation also addressed the breeding eagles in the 
Pee Posh wetlands in conformance to the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. 
While there is suitable habitat for the Yuma clapper rail and yellow-billed cuckoo in 
the Study Area, no suitable habitat was identified within or immediately adjacent 
to the anticipated right-of-way for any of the action alternatives. This discrepancy 
was corrected in the Final Environmental Impact Statement on page 4-134. 
Limited research has been conducted on the relationships of highways, traffic 
volume, noise, and impacts on wildlife. Some studies have alluded to noise 
as being harmful to wildlife populations, but most information to date has 
documented impacts on songbirds (Reijnen et al. 1995a, 1996) where densities 
next to highways were lower for 60 percent of the species, and species richness 
was a third lower. The “noise effect zone” adjacent to highways varied greatly 
by vegetative type (Reijnen et al. 1995b) as well as traffic volume (Reijnen et al. 
1995a). These factors then relate to the noise impact distance on wildlife, 
extending 0.25 mile (1,320 feet) with 8,000 to 15,000 vehicles per day, 0.40 mile 
(2,112 feet) with 15,000 to 30,000 vehicles per day, and 0.75 mile (3,960 feet) 
with greater than 30,000 vehicles per day (Forman and Deblinger 2000; Forman 
et al. 1997). As such, with the projected high use of the corridor, noise impacts 
from traffic are anticipated to have a considerable effect on all species of wildlife, 
ranging from song birds to eagles to large mammals including mule deer, and may 
limit their use of adjacent habitats. 
As noted above, potential impacts on habitat in the Salt River channel would be 
associated with construction of a bridge if an action alternative were to become 
the Selected Alternative. There would be short-term impacts associated with 
construction, but long-term impacts on connectivity are unlikely because the 
bridge design would be similar to existing bridges constructed across the Salt River 
channel in terms of a high openness ratio and natural substrate.
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34 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The text box on page 4-137 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement has been 
updated to include discussion of reduced permeability and habitat fragmentation. 
The comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement contradict previous 
communication with the Arizona Game and Fish Department for the project. The 
last formal communication from the Arizona Game and Fish Department in 2006 
(see page A139 in Appendix 1-1 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement) 
stated that the movement corridor between the South Mountains and the Sierra 
Estrella is degraded by the 51st Avenue travel corridor and planned development 
in the Study Area. Data presented in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements corroborate this statement (see the sidebar, “Existing versus planned land 
use,” on page 4-3 of both documents). A large percentage of the land in the Study 
Area is projected to be converted to nonagricultural uses in the foreseeable future. 
The above-referenced 2006 letter from the Arizona Game and Fish Department 
also stated that mule deer are believed to have been extirpated from the area. 
There was no mention of concerns with bighorn sheep. 
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to providing mitigation by including multifunctional crossing 
structures designed for wildlife such as mule deer and for limited human use, 
potential fencing to guide wildlife to the crossing structures, and culverts designed 
for connectivity for smaller species.
The intent of the term “migration” was to make the distinction between true 
seasonal migration versus dispersal or movement within a home range, for which 
there was public confusion early in the study process. However, the sentence, 
“With respect to vehicle-wildlife collisions, no major migration corridors were 
documented in the Study Area” which appears on page 4-126 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement was removed from the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement.
See Figure 3-25 on page 3-47 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
location of the structures. Figure 4-38 on page 4-126 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement also includes the multifunctional structures. 
The intended uses of the multifunctional crossings would vary by location within 
the Study Area. If the crossings were near existing recreational features or trails, 
more human use would be expected. However, multifunctional crossings in remote 
areas through the South Mountains would allow limited use by people. Use of 
crossings by people in this area is proposed solely to accommodate those members 
of the Gila River Indian Community who wish to gain access to areas of the South 
Mountains for ceremonies important for their culture (see Final Environmental 
Impact Statement page 4-151). A right-of-way fence would limit access to these 
areas by freeway users, but would allow Gila River Indian Community members 
to gain access to the area (see page 5-27 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). The underpasses would not be associated with trailheads into the 
park and would not be designated as such for pedestrian, equestrian, off-highway 
vehicle, or bicyclist use. Other use of the underpasses by humans would be neither 
actively promoted nor encouraged through signs posted. 
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35 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The statement regarding the potential for the No‑Action Alternative to result in 
greater fragmentation, habitat loss, and animal-vehicle collisions was removed 
from the text of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

36 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Comment noted.

37 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Comment noted and discussed earlier.
Wording was changed as suggested (see page 4-138 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement).
The intended uses of the multifunctional crossings would vary by location within 
the Study Area. If the crossings were near existing recreational features or trails, 
more human use would be expected. However, multifunctional crossings in remote 
areas through the South Mountains would allow limited use by people. Use of 
crossings by people in this area is proposed solely to accommodate those members 
of the Gila River Indian Community who wish to gain access to areas of the South 
Mountains for ceremonies important for their culture (see Final Environmental 
Impact Statement page 4-151). A right-of-way fence would limit access to these 
areas by freeway users, but would allow Gila River Indian Community members to 
gain access to the area (see page 5-27 of Final Environmental Impact Statement). 
The underpasses would not be associated with trailheads into the park and would 
not be designated as such for pedestrian, equestrian, off-highway vehicle, or 
bicyclist use. Other use of the underpasses by humans would be neither actively 
promoted nor encouraged through signs posted.
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to continue coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, Gila River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality, 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding wildlife concerns as a result of the 
freeway’s potential implementation. Wildlife-friendly design information would 
be considered during the design of the drainage and crossing structures for the 
freeway (see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement).
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38 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

A mitigation measure to conduct a preconstruction survey for the Tucson shovel-
nosed snake and Sonoran desert tortoise, where appropriate and according to the 
most recent guidelines from the Arizona Game and Fish Department or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, was added to the Final Environmental Impact Statement on 
page 4-138. 
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
are committed to continuing coordination during the design process with the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department, Gila River Indian Community Department 
of Environmental Quality, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding wildlife 
concerns related to the proposed project (see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). Specific mitigation measures 
related to treatment of Sonoran desert tortoises during construction would be 
developed during the design phase of the project as more became known about 
likely construction methods and the likely frequency of encountering tortoises and 
other species during construction.

39 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

A mitigation measure to conduct a preconstruction survey for the Tucson shovel-
nosed snake, where appropriate and after consultation with the Arizona Game 
and Fish Department, was added to the Final Environmental Impact Statement on 
page 4-138.
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to continue coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, Gila River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality, 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding wildlife concerns as a result of the 
freeway’s potential implementation. Wildlife-friendly design information would 
be considered during the design of drainage and crossing structures for the 
freeway (see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). 
The intent of the term “migration” was to make the distinction between true 
seasonal migration versus dispersal or movement within a home range, for which 
there was public confusion early in the study process. However, the sentence, 
“With respect to vehicle-wildlife collisions, no major migration corridors 
were documented in the Study Area” that appears on page 4-126 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement was removed from the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement.
The Conclusions section, on page 4-127 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, included the statement that “construction” would cause short-term 
noise disturbance. The following sentence indicated that “operation” of the 
freeway would cause noise disturbance to wildlife. A noise wall along the entire 
length of the project would not be feasible. The impact on wildlife hearing would 
be similar to that of other freeway facilities in the Phoenix metropolitan area. No 
justification for this request is provided in the comment.
The Conclusions section, on page 4-127 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, included habitat fragmentation as an impact that would result from 
operation of the freeway.
The Arizona Department of Transportation’s best management practices for 
erosion and pollution control such as revegetation, which are part of the Arizona 
Department of Transportation’s standard practices, affect all levels of biological 
concern in general, not just wildlife.
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39 
(cont.)

The No‑Action Alternative discussion on page 4-126 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement referred to private property (non-Gila River Indian Community 
land). All property along the E1 Alternative is private property with the exception 
of an approximately 0.3‑mile segment of Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve 
that borders the Gila River Indian Community along a section of creosote flats. 
These private properties, including the ridges on the western end of the South 
Mountains, are zoned for residential land use. Recent development history in 
this area of the South Mountains strongly suggests a potential for the trend to 
continue and the possibility of greater wildlife impacts.

40 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not conclude that the “pre-
freeway” development period resulted in greater habitat loss than would be the 
case in the “with-freeway” period. The text indicated when the greatest loss 
occurred during the “pre-freeway” period, implying that this loss continued in the 
“with-freeway” period. The text in the Final Environmental Impact Statement has 
been revised to clarify this point (see page 4-183).

41 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The intended uses of the multifunctional crossings would vary by location within 
the Study Area. If the crossings were near existing recreational features or trails, 
more human use would be expected. However, multifunctional crossings in remote 
areas through the South Mountains would allow limited use by people. Use of 
crossings by people in this area is proposed solely to accommodate those members 
of the Gila River Indian Community who wish to gain access to areas of the South 
Mountains for ceremonies important for their culture (see Final Environmental 
Impact Statement page 4-151). A right-of-way fence would limit access to these 
areas by freeway users, but would allow Gila River Indian Community members 
to gain access to the area (see page 5-27 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). The underpasses would not be associated with trailheads into the 
park and would not be designated as such for pedestrian, equestrian, off-highway 
vehicle, or bicyclist use. Other use of the underpasses by humans would be neither 
actively promoted nor encouraged through signs posted.
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to continue coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, Gila River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality, 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding wildlife concerns as a result of the 
freeway’s potential implementation. Wildlife-friendly design information would 
be considered during the design of drainage and crossing structures for the 
freeway (see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). 
As suggested in an earlier comment by the Arizona Game and Fish Department, 
“… the Department would like to clarify that without mitigation, most of the 
planned residential, commercial, and transportation developments will individually 
have substantive negative impacts on wildlife connectivity.” Because this mitigation 
is not guaranteed, and because of development trends noted in earlier responses, 
it is reasonable to assume that continued development of this urban landscape will 
result in reduced wildlife populations.
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42 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Cumulative impacts on wildlife are discussed beginning on page 4-174 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. Induced growth is discussed as a secondary 
impact on page 4-173. The discussion concludes that the proposed action would 
occur in an area planned for urban growth as established in local jurisdictions’ 
land use planning activities for the last 25 years. As such, the proposed action 
would not provide new or substantially improved access to a large, undeveloped 
geographic area. Therefore, the action alternatives are not expected to induce 
growth in the region. 
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43 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The mitigation measures for biological resources are presented in greater detail 
beginning on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Additional 
mitigation measures for the Sonoran desert tortoise and the Tucson shovel-nosed 
snake have been included. More detailed mitigation measures would be developed 
during the design process in coordination with agency partners, including the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and Fish Department, and the Gila River Indian 
Community’s Department of Environmental Quality, as described in the mitigation 
measures.
Regarding wildlife concerns as a result of the freeway’s potential implementation, the 
Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation have 
committed to continue coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish Department, 
Gila River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality, and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service through the design process (see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-138 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

44 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

It may seem counter intuitive that constructing a new freeway in an area would not 
provide substantially improved access to areas along the freeway. However, when the 
area where the freeway and interchanges would be constructed is in an area that is 
already planned for development and the existing road network is established, the 
access conditions would be similar since the land use plan directs the opportunity 
for access. In this case, the City of Phoenix General Plan has defined the future land 
uses and roadway system in the Study Area adjacent to the action alternatives outside 
Gila River Indian Community land. The Gila River Indian Community also has a 
development plan that identifies development along the northern border of the Gila 
River Indian Community, regardless of the proposed freeway. The Cumulative Impacts 
section on page 4-183 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement reiterates the 
finding that the freeway would not substantially improve access to the geographic area 
as substantiated in those future development plans.
The text of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not state or infer that there 
would be positive consequences for wildlife from overall traffic use by induced travel.

45 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

As the previous comment response on potential induced development described, 
the existing future plans for development from the City of Phoenix and the Gila River 
Indian Community will guide the future development of the Study Area.
Each of the Western Section action alternatives would cross the dry Salt River where 
mining pits are located. Some of these pits are in active mining areas and have 
changed over time, including becoming completely dewatered, and it is therefore 
difficult to assess the existence and value of those pits for bald eagle foraging. A 
Biological Evaluation was submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona 
Game and Fish Department, and the Gila River Indian Community Department of 
Environmental Quality that addressed threatened, endangered, and candidate species. 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the species determinations in the 
Biological Evaluation (see Appendix 1-1 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). 
The Biological Evaluation also addressed the breeding eagles in the Pee Posh wetlands 
in conformance to the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. 
Drainage patterns would not be diverted from their downstream connection on the 
Gila River Indian Community. The drainage features of the E1 Alternative would be 
designed such that drainage basins and channels on the north side of the freeway 
would collect runoff from the freeway and allow suspended sediment to settle. As 
the system continues to receive runoff, the basins and channels would overflow 
into channels that would direct flows under the freeway and onto Gila River Indian 
Community land in the same location as existing drainages from the South Mountains 
are occurring (see page 4-98 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). 

43
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45
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1 forum open, so no build.  Do not build Loop 202.  Thank

2 you.

3          THE FACILITATOR:  Thank you.

4          If there's anyone in the auditorium that would

5 like to speak, please make sure you're registered at the

6 front desk.  Your name will appear on the screen and

7 we'll call you up in the order that you register.

8          Again, if there's anyone in the ballroom who

9 would like to speak, please make sure you register at the

10 front desk.  Thank you.

11          Ruben Gallego.

12          MR. GALLEGO:  Hello.

13          THE FACILITATOR:  Mr. Gallego, you have three

14 minutes, here's the timer.  Please begin.

15          MR. GALLEGO:  Thank you.  My name is Ruben

16 Gallego, I'm a resident of South Mountain, I live right

17 next to the mountain, I'm also the state representative

18 for the area that would be impacted by this freeway.  I

19 represent the Laveen area, South Mountain, Gila River

20 Indian Community, as well as portions of the west side of

21 Phoenix.  I'm here in support of the 202 highway, not

22 only as a resident, but also as a representative of the

23 people in the district.  For years I've been hearing

24 about complaints in terms of traffic and traffic

25 congestion.  A lot of the jobs that are currently being

4405

1 Comment noted.

1
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1 created in this area -- I'm sorry, that are currently

2 being created in Arizona, especially in Maricopa County,

3 are not in this area and a lot of my families have to

4 drive long ways to get to work, and right now the way to

5 do that is through surface streets and a lot that is

6 taking up a lot of their time in stop-and-go traffic.

7 This highway would make it a lot more convenient for them

8 to actually get to the places of work, employment, as

9 well as healthcare opportunities, which aren't available

10 in this -- right currently in this area.

11          I have ran for office twice and have always

12 talked about the highway and from my understanding of at

13 least the electorate, they are in the positive manner for

14 the construction of this highway.  And my personal

15 experience just living down there, we do need the highway

16 to, you know, for one, just for me trying to get in and

17 out of this area is very difficult.  If there is any kind

18 of car accident on the I-10 to I-17, a lot of times those

19 state troopers or police will send traffic -- will end up

20 using our roads as traffic relievers, so our roads end up

21 getting congested every time something does happen and,

22 you know, that's not very fair to us.  We're trying to

23 live normal lives, but it'll happen at least once a week

24 that if there's a rollover by a truck or something else

25 of that nature, they will be using our surface streets to
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1 be moving east to west, which would not happen if we had

2 another reliever such as the Loop 202 around the

3 mountain.  With that, again, I strongly speak in support

4 of the South Mountain freeway and I hope that we can get

5 it done as soon as possible.  Thank you.

6          THE FACILITATOR:  Thank you.

7          Rohno Geppert.

8          Mr. Geppert, you have three minutes, here's the

9 timer.

10          MR. GEPPERT:  Hello.  Thank you for allowing

11 public comment.  I appreciate the opportunity to speak.

12 I am in favor of the alternative that connects to the

13 west 101, any of those three alternatives just from a

14 traffic flow perspective.  The preferred alternative goes

15 directly into where everything gridlocks at both rush

16 hours, so I would appreciate if it could be moved as far

17 west as possible so that trucks needing to bypass the

18 downtown area won't be a part of the congestion so much

19 as the ones that are currently going to bottleneck if it

20 goes through the 51 corridor.  Thank you for the time and

21 I appreciate you taking those thoughts into

22 consideration.

23          THE FACILITATOR:  Thank you, sir.

24          Arthur Bivvins.

25          Mr. Bivvins, you have three minutes, here's the



	 Comment Response Appendix  •  B97

LOCAL AGENCY AND ELECTED OFFICIALS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES



B98  •  Comment Response Appendix

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

1 Comment noted.

1



	 Comment Response Appendix  •  B99

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 



B100  •  Comment Response Appendix

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

1 Comment noted.
1



	 Comment Response Appendix  •  B101

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 



B102  •  Comment Response Appendix

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

1 Comment noted.

1



	 Comment Response Appendix  •  B103

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

1

2

3

1 Design Comments received that are specific to the South Mountain Freeway Location/
Design Concept Report have been forwarded to the design team for response 
in the South Mountain Freeway Location/Design Concept Report comment 
resolution process. As appropriate, responses to these comments are included in 
this document.
Draft Environmental Impact Statement comments are addressed below.

2 Design Page 3-51 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement includes information 
related to proposed traffic interchanges. Coordination with the City would 
continue through final design to ensure consistency between the proposed freeway 
and City road network.

3 Design Coordination with the City would continue through final design to ensure 
consistency between the proposed freeway and City road network. Enhancement 
opportunities are discussed on page 3-60 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.
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5

7

8

6

9

4 4 Design Coordination with the City would continue through final design to ensure 
consistency between the proposed freeway and City road network. Enhancement 
opportunities are discussed on page 3-60 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.

5 Design Coordination with the City would continue through final design to ensure 
consistency between the proposed freeway and City road network. Potential utility 
impacts are discussed beginning on page 4-175 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.

6 Design Yes, more information related to the system traffic interchange is provided 
beginning on page 3-48 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

7 Design Currently, no off-ramps are planned at Roosevelt Street. Coordination with 
the City and Valley Metro would continue through final design. Enhancement 
opportunities are discussed on page 3-60 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.

8 Design Currently, there are not plans for direct high-occupancy vehicle ramps connecting 
to the 40th Street park-and-ride lot due to right-of-way constraints. There is 
a planned connection from the westbound on-ramp to the south entrance. 
Coordination with the City and Valley Metro would continue through final 
design to identify opportunities for integrating transit facilities. Enhancement 
opportunities are discussed on page 3-60 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.

9 Design Currently, there are not plans for direct high-occupancy vehicle ramps connecting 
to the future Baseline Road park-and-ride lot. Coordination with the City and 
Valley Metro would continue through final design to identify opportunities for 
coordinating land acquisition and integrating transit facilities. Enhancement 
opportunities are discussed on page 3-60 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.
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10 Design Currently, there are not plans for direct high-occupancy vehicle ramps connecting 
the South Mountain Freeway to Interstate 10 (Maricopa Freeway). There are 
direct ramps from the Santan Freeway to Interstate 10, as planned in the Regional 
Transportation Plan. Coordination with the City and Valley Metro would continue 
through final design to identify opportunities for integrating transit facilities. 
Enhancement opportunities are discussed on page 3-60 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement.

11 Agency 
Coordination

Coordination has included attendance at agency progress meetings, review and 
comment on planning documents, and sharing of design layouts. Coordination 
is ongoing and would continue through final design to identify opportunities for 
integrating transit facilities. However, no high occupancy vehicle lane connections 
are planned at 67th, 59th, and 51st avenues.

12 Agency 
Coordination

As design progresses, details such as these would be finalized in coordination with 
local and regional agencies. Information related to signs is provided on page 3-58 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

13 Trucks As pointed out on page 3-64 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements, in the section entitled, Trucking in the MAG Region, and supported 
by conclusions throughout Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, the proposed action 
is needed to address regional traffic congestion attributable to all vehicular 
types using the regional travel network. As noted on page 3-64 of the Draft and 
Final Environmental Impact Statements, it is recognized that trucks would use 
the proposed action to move the goods and services necessary for the region’s 
economy. As described, a truck bypass route of the metropolitan area is signed 
and posted using Interstate 8, State Route 85, and Interstate 10.

14 Alternatives Public comment pertinent to multimodal options as referenced on page 6-22 
of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements does not reference 
specific consideration of bus rapid transit (bus-only lane) and other options as 
implied in the comment. The text actually references light rail as a consideration. 
The reasons for elimination of this option as well as other modal alternatives 
are presented in Table 3-2, Nonfreeway Alternatives Considered and Reasons for their 
Elimination from Further Study, on page 3-5 of the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements, in related text on pages 3-5 and 3-6, and in supporting 
appendices. The transit alternatives accounted for expanded services beyond those 
provided under programmed funding in the Regional Transportation Plan to account 
for consideration of best-case transit scenarios. Alternative represented a range 
of reasonable alternatives that were the subject of detailed study in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and subsequent Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. 
The new Maricopa Association of Governments socioeconomic and traffic 
projections for Maricopa County were used to determine whether the proposed 
freeway was still the type and mode of transportation improvement that would 
best meet the purpose and need criteria for the proposed action. The modeling 
analysis conducted for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement was updated 
using 2013 Maricopa Association of Governments projections for 2035. Traffic 
volumes, traffic conditions, travel distribution, capacity deficiencies, and 
travel time were reanalyzed to evaluate the alternatives considered in terms of 
responsiveness to purpose and need criteria. The new socioeconomic and traffic 
projections, while generally lower than what was previously predicted, still support

10

11

11

9

12

13

14

(Response 14 continues on next page)
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15

16

14 
(cont.)

the overall conclusions of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement in terms 
of purpose and need, evaluation of lane and alignment changes, responsiveness 
of the proposed freeway to purpose and need, and traffic conditions with the 
action and No‑Action alternatives. The W59 Alternative in combination with 
the E1 Alternative was identified as the Preferred Alternative. The analyses and 
conclusions are reflected in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see 
Chapter 3, Alternatives).

15 Design As described in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements on 
page 3-23 in the section, Alignment Description, the frontage roads would allow 
direct access to properties, which would include business properties. The 
specifics of how access would be provided would be determined during the final 
design process on a property-by-property basis in collaboration with City of 
Phoenix staff, property owners, and other appropriate stakeholders. Generally, 
the description of alternatives must be developed to a sufficient level to allow 
for meaningful comparison of alternatives but not be so specific in design as to 
limit flexibility in minor changes in design after completion of the environmental 
impact statement process. In text beginning on pages 4-45 and page 4-51 of the 
Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, respectively, under the section, 
Displacements and Relocations, further information is provided describing the Arizona 
Department of Transportation responsibilities in providing access to adjacent 
properties. 

16 Design Yes, there is a potential to examine the possibility of using excess lands for transit 
uses. Consideration of this possibility has been a common practice for other major 
transportation facilities in the metropolitan area. In text beginning on pages 4-45 
and page 4-51 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, 
respectively, under the section, Displacements and Relocations, mitigation is 
presented to coordinate with local jurisdictions to use excess lands for alternative 
public uses. The discussion of enhancement opportunities is further described in 
the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements on page 3-60 in the section, 
Enhancement Opportunities.
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17 Social Conditions The maps were created to represent environmental justice populations as defined 
by Arizona Department of Transportation policy (see page 4-29 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement). These populations include concentrations 
of minority, low-income, elderly, disabled, and female head-of-household 
populations. In addition, minority populations as defined by Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 are represented in the maps.

18 Alternatives Text repeated on pages S-36, 3-68, and 3-69 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement and pages S-35, 3-68 and 3-69 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement presents the logic supporting the identification of the 
W59 Alternative as the Preferred Alternative. Other points are made in support 
of the identification, specifically, “The W59 Alternative would better link the 
southern areas of the region with the central metropolitan area and would provide 
an alternative route to I-10 [Interstate 10] for regional connectivity” and “The 
W59 Alternative would be more consistent with local and regional transportation 
plans, including the RTP [Regional Transportation Plan].” Both points directly imply 
benefits for transit modes and routes. Further, discussion on pages 4-167 and 
4-179 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, respectively, under 
the section, Induced Travel, discusses cyclical benefits to transit modes resulting 
from the proposed action. 

19 Alternatives On page 3-38 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, Table 3-9, 
Implementation of the Proposed Freeway as the Appropriate Modal Alternative to 
Satisfy Purpose and need Criteria, 2035, concludes that the proposed freeway, 
“Would provide opportunities for freeway-dependent transit services.” This 
is an encompassing statement and addresses the comment sufficiently. The 
discussion of enhancement opportunities is further described on page 3-60 in the 
section, Enhancement Opportunities, in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements.

20 Purpose and Need The suggested language to be added is not consistent with the table subject matter 
of Regional Transportation Plan highlights.

21 Alternatives Right-of-way needed for the proposed action would be used for the purpose of 
placing a freeway through the Study Area. The acquisition of additional right-of-
way beyond that needed for the freeway for the purposes of transit use (beyond 
the high-occupancy lanes in the proposed action) as implied in the comment is 
beyond the scope of the proposed action.

22 Alternatives The comment refers to the Location/Design Concept Report prepared for the 
proposed freeway. The 2014 Maricopa Association of Governments Regional 
Transportation Plan 2035, pages 10 to 14, includes regional funding for the 
completion of five additional light rail transit segments on the system. The figure 
will be modified in the Location/Design Concept Report to show the planned 
improvement accordingly.

17
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23 Design Sufficient detail is provided in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements regarding the subject matter. The possibility of using excess lands 
for transit uses would be considered through the design process. Consideration 
of this possibility has been a common practice for other major transportation 
facilities in the metropolitan area. In text beginning on page 4-45 and page 4-51 
of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, respectively, under the 
section, Displacements and Relocations, mitigation is presented to coordinate with 
local jurisdictions to use excess lands for alternative public uses. The discussion 
of enhancement opportunities is further described on page 3-60 in the section, 
Enhancement Opportunities, in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. 

24 Design Compatibility of a public land use such as a park-and-ride facility with other land 
uses (both existing and planned) is a local jurisdictional issue associated with 
land use planning. The possibility of using excess lands for transit uses would be 
considered through the design process. Consideration of this possibility has been a 
common practice for other major transportation facilities in the metropolitan area. 
In text beginning on page 4-45 and page 4-51 of the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements, respectively, under the section, Displacements and Relocations, 
mitigation is presented to coordinate with local jurisdictions to use excess lands 
for alternative public uses. Also, text in the section, Enhancement Opportunities, 
on page 3-60 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, provides 
additional information regarding enhancement opportunities associated with the 
proposed action. 

25 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

The reference on page 5-1 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is correct. 
The reference to Section 4(f) is referring to the situation where a Section 4(f) 
resource, such as the Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve, received Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act assistance.

26 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

The Laveen Area Conveyance Channel’s primary purpose is not recreation, 
but flood control; therefore, the channel does not qualify for protection under 
Section 4(f). 

27 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

These undeveloped parks were added to Figure 5-7 on pages 5-12 and 5-13 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement. As noted on page 5-13 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, these parks would be avoided by the proposed 
freeway.

28 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

The trail information shown in Figure 5-8 on page 5-15 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement was digitized from a City of Phoenix pamphlet obtained at 
Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve. Information in Figure 5-8 on page 5-15 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement was obtained from a detailed Phoenix 
South Mountain Park/Preserve hiking map. On August 15, 2013, a Phoenix South 
Mountain Park/Preserve Ranger confirmed that this information reflects current 
conditions.

29 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

On page 5-20 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the sentence was 
changed from:
“The Tunnel Alternatives do no avoid direct use of a resource afforded protection 
under Section 4(f), the desired outcome of this alternative development.” to:
“The Tunnel Alternatives would not avoid direct use of a resource afforded 
protection under Section 4(f), the desired outcome of this alternative 
development.”

23
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30 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

On page 5-23 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the bullet was 
changed from:
“During the design phase, ADOT would consult directly with the Phoenix City 
Manager’s office to identify and implement other design measures, when possible, 
to further reduce land needed for the proposed action. The City Manager’s office 
represents its constituents, including the Sonoran Preserve Advisory Committee, 
Phoenix Mountains Preservation Council, Mountain Bike Association of America, 
and Arizona Horsemen’s Association.” to:
“During the design phase, ADOT would consult directly with the Phoenix City 
Manager’s office to identify and implement other design measures, when possible, 
to further reduce land needed for the proposed action. The City Manager’s office 
represents its constituents, including the Sonoran Preserve Advisory Committee, 
Phoenix Mountains Preservation Council, Mountain Bike Association of America, 
Phoenix Parks and Recreation Board, and Arizona Horsemen’s Association.”

31 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

On page 5-24 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the bullet was 
changed from:
“During this period, ADOT would consult directly with the Phoenix City Manager’s 
office in representing City of Phoenix interests and on behalf of the Sonoran 
Preserve Advisory Committee and Phoenix Mountains Preservation Council in 
establishing a slope treatment plan for cut slopes through the ridgelines, with the 
clear intent to blend as well as would be possible the cut slopes with the South 
Mountains’ natural setting.” to:
“During this period, ADOT would consult directly with the Phoenix City Manager’s 
office in representing City of Phoenix interests and on behalf of the Sonoran 
Preserve Advisory Committee, Phoenix Parks and Recreation Board, and Phoenix 
Mountains Preservation Council in establishing a slope treatment plan for cut 
slopes through the ridgelines, with the clear intent to blend as well as would be 
possible the cut slopes with the South Mountains’ natural setting.”

30

31
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32 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

On page 5-25 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the sentence was 
changed from:
“However, for the proposed action through SMPP, ADOT would consult directly 
with the Phoenix City Manager’s office in representing City of Phoenix interests 
and on behalf of the Sonoran Preserve Advisory Committee and the Phoenix 
Mountains Preservation Council and with Community representatives to develop 
the aesthetic treatment of landscaping and structures through the park/preserve.” 
to:
“However, for the proposed action through SMPP, ADOT would consult directly 
with the Phoenix City Manager’s office in representing City of Phoenix interests 
and on behalf of the Sonoran Preserve Advisory Committee, Phoenix Parks and 
Recreation Board, and the Phoenix Mountains Preservation Council and with 
Community representatives to develop the aesthetic treatment of landscaping and 
structures through the park/preserve.”
And the bullet was changed from:
“During the design phase, ADOT would consult directly with the Phoenix City 
Manager’s office (which represents its constituents, including the Sonoran Preserve 
Advisory Committee, Phoenix Mountains Preservation Council, Mountain Bike 
Association of America, and Arizona Horsemen’s Association), Community 
delegates, Maricopa County, and assigned staff from the Arizona Department 
of Public Safety and the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) to finalize 
design features and locations of the crossings.” to:
“During the design phase, ADOT would consult directly with the Phoenix City 
Manager’s office (which represents its constituents, including the Sonoran Preserve 
Advisory Committee, Phoenix Mountains Preservation Council, Mountain Bike 
Association of America, Phoenix Parks and Recreation Board, and Arizona 
Horsemen’s Association), Maricopa County, Arizona Department of Public Safety, 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Arizona Game and Fish Department 
(AGFD), and the Community’s Department of Environmental Quality to finalize 
design features and locations of the crossings designed to provide access to 
SMPP.”
On page 5-25 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the sentence was 
changed from:
“The cuts would be located in a remote portion of SMPP, not near any trails and 
barely visible from any of the more readily used trails.” to:
“The trails are more than ¼ mile from the alignment. In a remote portion of SMPP, 
the larger of the two SMPP road cuts would be visible—but not intrusively so—from 
two secondary trails and from San Juan Road and would be minimally discernible 
from one of the more heavily used trails.”

32
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33 Design The list of projects will be updated in the Final Location/Design Concept Report 
to include the existing and planned Water Services Department projects. 
Coordination with the City would continue through final design to minimize 
impacts on City water and sewer facilities.

34 Design Coordination with the City would continue through final design to minimize 
impacts on City water and sewer facilities. The comments provided will be 
considered during the design of the proposed freeway. Information related to the 
design of the proposed freeway is discussed beginning on page 3-54 of the Draft 
and Final Environmental Impact Statements.

35 Agency 
Coordination

A copy of the requested document was provided to the City.

34
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36 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

In Figure 5-4 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, on page 5-7, the last 
bullet in the Description column has been changed from:
“Owned by FCDMCe” to: “Owned by the City of Phoenix”
In addition, the footnote “Flood Control District of Maricopa County” was removed 
and the footnote for “Arizona Department of Transportation” was changed from an 
“f” to an “e.”

37 Noise As noted on pages 4-161 and 4-173 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements, respectively, steps would be taken to minimize noise impacts from 
construction activities, if an action alternative were selected. These measures would 
include: 

· All equipment exhaust systems would be in good working order.
· Properly designed engine enclosures and intake silencers would be used. 
· Equipment would be maintained on a regular basis.
· New equipment would be subject to new product emission standards. 
· Stationary equipment would be located as far away from sensitive receivers as 

possible. 
· Construction-related noise generators would be shielded from noise receivers 

(e.g., use temporary enclosures to shield generators or crushers, take advantage 
of site conditions to provide topographic separation). 

· Construction alerts would be distributed to keep the public informed of 
construction activities and a toll-free number for construction-related 
complaints would be provided. 

· During the design phase, hours of operation would be evaluated to minimize 
disruptions during construction.

38 Public Involvement During construction, the Arizona Department of Transportation would hold 
information meetings at the beginning of construction activities regarding the 
upcoming improvements and work schedules. The public can be informed through 
construction updates/newsletters, project information hotlines, Web sites, periodic 
meetings, project offices, and radio and newspaper.

39 Visual The Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside Development Section is 
responsible for assigning a wide range of standard treatment applications and 
wall materials, including color, to noise barriers and other structures. Typically 
the community where the wall would be constructed would work closely with its 
City Architect or planning department to decide on a theme for the wall. Usually, 
this can be accomplished by using the Arizona Department of Transportation’s 
standard applications. As an example, for State Route 101 Loop (Pima Freeway) in 
Scottsdale, the City of Scottsdale chose to add public art to the noise barriers. The 
City’s intent went above and beyond the Arizona Department of Transportation’s 
guidelines of reasonable aesthetic treatment and, therefore, the Arizona Department 
of Transportation did not fund the aesthetic portion of the project. The Arizona 
Department of Transportation and the City of Scottsdale entered into an 
intergovernmental agreement for the purposes of allowing Scottsdale rights to design 
and construct artistic embellishment on the Arizona Department of Transportation-
supplied noise barrier. The Arizona Department of Transportation provided the 
funds for construction of the noise barriers themselves, but the City of Scottsdale 
provided the funds to cover the aesthetic portion of the walls. Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement pages 4-158 and 4-159 and pages 4-170 and 4-171 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement explain the process municipalities might take to 
achieve the desired aesthetic treatment for noise barriers or other structures. 

36
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40 Neighborhoods/
Communities

The comment reflects a concern regarding possible impacts on neighborhood 
cohesion of the Rio Del Rey community in the vicinity of 62nd Avenue and 
Broadway Road. After passage of Proposition 300 in 1985 (information about 
Proposition 300 is presented on page 1-9 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement), local jurisdictions, through planning efforts, sought to preserve 
corridors where segments of the Regional Freeway and Highway System freeways 
were to be located. As shown in Detail B of Figure 3-32 on page 3-56 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement, Local Street Realignments, W59 Alternative 
(Preferred Alternative), Western Section, such a swath of land was set aside with 
the intention that a freeway would pass through the area. The land has been 
vacant for almost 30 years. The referenced community developed around the 
planned freeway corridor in phases between 2001 and 2005. This suggests in 
approving the subdivision, the developers were made aware of the future freeway 
development and should have disclosed this information to potential homebuyers. 
Text in the text box entitled Freeway Awareness, beginning on page 4-12 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement, describes the obligation of the local 
jurisdictions, land developers, and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
in disclosing information about planned transportation facilities near proposed 
developments. Therefore, through the phased development of the community 
on each side of a known, planned-for freeway location, the project developers 
created a basis for community separation. The corridor is fenced off between 61st 
and 62nd avenues, and the conversion to the freeway use would not occur until 
sometime after 2014, if an action alternative were the Selected Alternative.
There are two bus routes with stops at 60th Avenue and Elwood Street and 
60th Avenue and Warner Street. It is the policy of the school district to discourage 
children from walking to school (although it is reported that some children still do 
walk to school) and to bus all the children to school using routes along the major 
arterial streets.
Table 4-9, Impacts on Community Character and Cohesion, Action Alternatives, beginning 
on page 4-24 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, addresses community 
cohesion impacts. Criteria for determining such impacts are presented in the 
sidebar entitled, Cohesion and character of communities, on page 4-21 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. It is noted therein that one form of cohesion 
impact is the elimination of neighborhood access to commercial areas, schools, 
parks, or other community amenities. In this case, alternative pedestrian access 
would be provided at the service traffic interchanges and arterial street crossings 
at Broadway and Lower Buckeye roads (although children walking to school 
would be discouraged and bus routes provided). Pedestrian facilities provided 
at those crossings would be designed to meet applicable design standards 
established in part for the safe use of those facilities, and, therefore, access 
would not be eliminated. This alternative pedestrian access would be provided 
during construction and after the freeway were built, if an action alternative 
were to become the Selected Alternative; however, pedestrian facilities near 
potential freeway construction would be closed for limited periods of time for 
safety reasons. Such closures would be temporary and would occur only during 
construction activities.

40
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40 
(cont.)

Regardless of the subdivision development history and the alternative pedestrian 
access, additional text was added into Final Environmental Impact Statement 
Table 4-9 on page 4-24 for the W59 Alternative in the heading column, Effect on 
Community Cohesion, to read “Would displace residences within the Rio Del Rey 
subdivision, an area of census blocks that contain minority populations.” In the 
section, Mitigation, beginning on page 4-23 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, a measure was added to the text to read “ADOT would coordinate 
with appropriate City of Phoenix officials during the final design process to 
consider and identify, if appropriate, enhancements such as a pedestrian overpass 
to reduce possible pedestrian-related impacts. During that process, if mitigation 
is warranted, the operations, maintenance, and liabilities of the facilities would 
be passed on to the local jurisdictions.” The following was added to Table S-4 on 
page S-18 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement: “ADOT would coordinate 
with the City of Phoenix to consider and identify, if appropriate, measures to 
reduce possible pedestrian-related impacts.”
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1 Neighborhoods/
Communities

While the E1 Alternative is adjacent to the largely residential areas of Ahwatukee 
Foothills Village (to the north), a freeway has been planned in this location 
for many years (see pages 4-17 and 4-21 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). Where existing residential uses are adjacent to the proposed freeway, 
noise mitigation would be implemented according to the Arizona Department 
of Transportation policy (see page 4-88 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement).

2 Neighborhoods/
Communities

Prospective home buyers and members of the church built after the freeway was 
conceived, according to State law, should have been informed of the proposed 
facility. (Sellers are obligated by Arizona common law to disclose all known 
material facts about a property to the buyer.)

3 Groundwater If a well were adversely affected by construction activities, the well might need 
to be abandoned or the well owner would be compensated by drilling a new well 
according to State regulations/standards. (See text box on page 4-108 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement.) The well replacement program as outlined by 
State law would be implemented by the Arizona Department of Transportation 
to effectively mitigate well impacts associated with its projects throughout the 
region.

4 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

The proposed South Mountain Freeway would pass through the park’s 
southwestern edge. Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act extends 
protection to significant publicly owned public parks, recreation areas, and 
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, as well as significant historic sites, whether they 
are publicly or privately owned. This protection stipulates that those facilities 
can be used for transportation projects only if there is no prudent and feasible 
alternative to using the land and the project includes all possible planning to 
minimize harm to the land [see Final Environmental Impact Statement, Chapter 5, 
Section 4(f) Evaluation]. The project team examined alternatives to avoid the 
Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve, but did not identify any feasible and 
prudent alternatives to avoid impacts on the park. The Arizona Department of 
Transportation continues to work with park stakeholders to minimize impacts 
and address concerns. Measures to minimize harm to the park were developed 
(see Final Environmental Impact Statement, starting on page 5-23). The portion 
of the park that would be used for the proposed freeway would be 31.3 acres, or 
approximately 0.2 percent of the park’s approximately 16,600 acres (see Draft 
and Final Environmental Impact Statements page 5-31). Phoenix South Mountain 
Park/Preserve would remain the largest municipally owned park in the United 
States. Nine-tenths of a mile of the proposed freeway would pass through the 
park’s southwestern edge (see page 5-14 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). The activities that make the park a highly valued resource (recreational 
activities, interaction with the Sonoran Desert) would remain.

1

2

3

4



	 Comment Response Appendix  •  B121

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

www.drivernix.com
Driver and Nix Court Reporters - (602) 266-6525

Page 8

1 me because I'm over on 74th Avenue.  That's pretty much

2 all I have.

3                       *     *     *

4               UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I think they're a

5 little late in doing this, but I hope they do do this at

6 some point.  I don't see any reason not to do this.  I

7 think in Phoenix, in general, they wait until it's too

8 late to do some of this planning.  So I think with all

9 the information available, it's very overwhelming.  But

10 this project is definitely needed and just to alleviate

11 some of the stress downtown with traffic and help have

12 alternative ways of getting to West Phoenix other than

13 driving through Central Phoenix.

14               So I'm a native to Ahwatukee, and this has

15 been something on the burner for a while now and hasn't

16 come to fruition, so I think that's my statement.

17               I don't see any reason why they haven't

18 built it around.  I think of all the new opportunities,

19 it will -- housing and jobs and stuff, just "build it and

20 they will come" kind of thing.  If they build a freeway,

21 there might not be anything there now, but why wait until

22 everything is there and then build it -- not aggressive

23 or proactive, but that's basically it.

24                       *     *     *

25               MR. NOWAKOWSKI:  Michael Nowakowski.  I am

4318
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1 a city councilman for the City of Phoenix for District 7,

2 which happens to be in the location of the South Mountain

3 Freeway.  And one of the concerns I have here is that the

4 Valley commuters have to wait a long time in traffic

5 jams; that the I-10 is hours and hours of waiting, and

6 coming in and out of town, that we're going to end up

7 being another Los Angeles and that we need to complete

8 the 202; that putting in the so-called South Mountain

9 Freeway will relieve all of that; that we need to make

10 sure that traffic moves smoothly and that it's not

11 congested.

12               We're also looking at two different votes.

13 People voted back in, I think it was 1985 and in 2004, to

14 build the freeway, and it's about time that we do so;

15 that people were promised in 2001 that it was -- the

16 freeway, that they would break ground on the freeway.

17 Now we're at 2013 and it hasn't broken ground, and it's

18 impacting in the City of Phoenix because of our

19 infrastructure.  Our infrastructure is all based on the

20 freeway itself, so we can't complete all of our streets

21 and sidewalks and connect the west to east boundaries.

22               It was completed in the Laveen area, the

23 north to south; but there is a delay on the east to west

24 because we're not sure if the freeway is going in.  If it

25 does go in, we want to make sure we're not building

1
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1 recommending -- or that's why I as a city council member

2 are recommending to build it on city property.

3               Pecos Road has already been cleared for

4 that, the majority has already been bought.  If you drive

5 down the I-10, you will see the stack for the Pecos Road

6 and the rest of the 202.  The 202 will -- this portion of

7 the South Mountain Freeway will connect what is the

8 missing link between the East Valley and the West Valley.

9 It will complete the whole 202.

10               We're the 6th largest city in the country

11 and not having a freeway that's connected creates this

12 congestion and has motorists on freeways for hours just

13 idling, and I think that's worse for our environment than

14 not building a freeway.

15               On top of all of that, we're looking at

16 30,000 jobs, and it'll probably be the biggest stimulus

17 project in the state of Arizona that we're going to have,

18 close to almost $2 billion.  So it's something that's

19 going to bring revenues for the state, something that's

20 going to bring jobs for the state, and the other thing is

21 it's going to basically relieve the traffic that we have

22 and reduce the air pollution and that's one of the things

23 that we need.

24               Also, if you look in the Laveen and South

25 Phoenix areas, we have low income individuals that have
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1 streets in the wrong area.

2               The other thing is that the residents out

3 in the Laveen area are still waiting for all the

4 different amenities, like restaurants, hospitals, things

5 for families, just movie theaters and all of that.  And

6 every time we try to advocate for businesses to move to

7 Laveen, they're saying that once the freeway is decided

8 that's when they'll make the decision to bring in those

9 types of businesses, hospitals, and other things that are

10 needed.

11               If you look at the City of Phoenix, south

12 of the Rio Salado, there's not a hospital.  And shame on

13 us that we don't have a hospital south of the river.  And

14 this freeway will bring a hospital south of the river, if

15 it's built.

16               The other concerns we're hearing out there

17 is the whole concern of the residency, that they don't

18 want the freeway to be built on the reservation, so that

19 means that we have to build it on the foothills of the

20 South Mountain.  And basically we're looking at about a

21 17,000-acre park, and we're going to probably touch about

22 30 acres of that park or of the mountain, because we

23 can't build it on the reservation.

24               They have taken some of the votes and they

25 have been voted down.  That's why the City of Phoenix is
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1 no ways to get to a hospital if there's a emergency.  So

2 having a freeway will bring a hospital closer to

3 individuals.  Instead of driving at least 20 minutes

4 away, you'll have a hospital within five to ten minutes.

5 You'll just have people with disabilities that have no

6 way of getting to a hospital also, and this will bring a

7 hospital for that.  So for low income people, people from

8 disability, and for minorities, it'll bring not only a

9 hospital but good paying jobs also.  That's it.  Just

10 build that damn freeway.

11                       *     *     *

12               PAULA FLECK:  Paula Fleck.  I just wanted

13 to add that I heard a woman get up and speak and mention

14 that she believed that adding the 202 would cause

15 emphysema.  And I'm a respiratory therapist, and I can

16 tell you that emphysema is not caused by pollution from

17 the 202.  Over 90 percent of it is caused by smoke like

18 cigarettes or any kind of thing you would smoke.  About,

19 I'd say, five percent would be from secondhand smoke or

20 working in a job where you're around a lot of chemicals,

21 directly exposed and not protecting yourself with the

22 mask, and about one percent of it is caused by alpha

23 1-antitrypsin.  Those are rough numbers.

24               But I'll tell you this is from my

25 schooling, as well as what I've seen working in a
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