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2 Alternatives As noted in text on page 3-53 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the 
Arizona Department of Transportation began acquiring land for the original 
alignment in 1988. Between 1988 and 2001, the Arizona Department of 
Transportation acquired approximately 293 acres. Most of this land (258 acres) is 
located in the Eastern Section along Pecos Road. In 2006, the Arizona Department 
of Transportation began protective and hardship land acquisition in the alignment 
right-of-way footprint for the W59 and E1 Alternatives. Between 2006 and 
October 2013, the Arizona Department of Transportation purchased 326 acres 
(303 in the Western Section and 23 in the Eastern Section).
The comment suggests the environmental impact statement process was biased 
by a history of property acquisitions within the Study Area. More specifically, 
properties falling within the limits of the Preferred Alternative, as identified in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement, were targeted for acquisition. 
Land acquisition and relocation assistance services for the project are available 
to all individuals in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. The implementing 
regulations for federally funded highway projects are 49 Code of Federal 
Regulations Part 24. The process for hardship and advanced acquisitions is 
explained in text on page 4-50 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
The comment infers that by taking such action, the objective equal consideration 
of the alternatives studied in detail in the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements is tainted. Advanced acquisitions in parallel to a National 
Environmental Policy Act environmental determination process is not 
unprecedented and is common practice. In this case, property acquisitions by 
the Arizona Department of Transportation for purposes of implementing the 
freeway are done at risk as communicated to the agency by the Federal Highway 
Administration. If another action alternative had been ultimately selected, the 
agency would have to place the acquired properties on the market for sale and 
purchase. The Arizona Department of Transportation attempts to balance the 
risk against its mission of timely delivery of transportation infrastructure to the 
traveling public. Further, Federal Highway Administration regulations do not allow 
the ownership of right-of-way to be a factor in the decision regarding the selection 
of an alternative.

2
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3

4

3 Purpose and Need 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, and housing projections in June 2013, and the project team obtained 
new traffic projections based on the approved socioeconomic projections. The 
new data are presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning 
on page 1-11. The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated 
and reevaluated using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding 
projections related to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 
2010 Census showed a lower projected population and vehicle miles traveled 
in 2035 than the previous projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement were validated in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (see Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, and Chapter 3, Alternatives). 
The traffic analysis demonstrated that the project is needed today and will 
continue to be needed into the future (see Final Environmental Impact Statement 
beginning on page 1-13). The traffic analysis used the Maricopa Association of 
Governments travel demand model (TransCAD software platform), as certified 
by the Federal Highway Administration and reviewed by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency for air quality conformity (see Final Environmental Impact 
Statement page 3-27).

4 Alternatives, 
No‑Action 
Alternative

The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
appreciate the suggestion to use alternative methods to describe the No-Action 
Alternative and the possibility that future impacts could be different than those 
presented in the No‑Action Alternative analysis in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (if these alternative methods were used). The comment assumes land 
use patterns, growth rates, and induced travel patterns would be different (from 
what is described in the Final Environmental Impact Statement) if the freeway were 
not in place. In essence, the comment is suggesting that the description of the 
No‑Action Alternative (and its related impacts) in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement is misleading.
The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
agree that scenario planning methods have application in some instances; 
however, in this case, the Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal 
Highway Administration believe that the methods used to describe the No‑Action 
Alternative as presented in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements 
are appropriate. At a basic level, the National Environmental Policy Act requires 
consideration of reasonable alternatives—meaning the No‑Action Alternative 
should be reasonable as well. Speculation about what an alternative and the 
conditions surrounding the alternative in the future would look like is not 
appropriate; the effects of alternatives must be reasonably foreseeable. Under this 
premise, the description of the No‑Action Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement is appropriate. The description of this alternative is presented 
in the section, Alternatives Studied in Detail, in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement on page 3-40. Its features include: not extending State Route 202L west 
of Interstate 10 (Maricopa Freeway), assuming all other projects in the Regional

(Response 4 continues on next page)
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4 
(cont.)

Transportation Plan are completed, and using population, employment, and housing 
projections officially approved by the Maricopa Association of Governments.
The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
believe that the depiction of impacts caused by the No‑Action Alternative are, 
therefore, appropriate and correctly presented throughout the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. In defining the transportation problem in Chapter 1, Purpose 
and Need, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the analysis illustrates the 
severity of the breakdown in the transportation network if no action were taken in 
the area. This is further supported by the impact analyses presented throughout 
Chapter 4, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation, of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. To summarize, durations and physical 
lengths of congestion would worsen, travel times would become longer over the 
same distances, congestion would continue to spill over into the arterial street 
network, and monetary costs to the State and its residents would increase.
Further justification of why the No-Action Alternative description in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement is most appropriate includes:
•	At certain points in the Phoenix metropolitan area’s history, growth rates prior 

to planning for the region’s freeway system exceeded growth rates after planning 
for and construction of the regional freeway system began. Chapter 1, Purpose 
and Need, and the sections, Land Use and Economic Impacts, in Chapter 4, establish 
cost of living, livability, mild climate, technological advancement (affordable air 
conditioning), employment opportunities, a development-oriented regulatory 
environment, and key location for industry as primary growth drivers in the 
Phoenix metropolitan area. Therefore, transportation is not the sole driver of 
growth.

•	As established in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, “pre-freeway” 
land use planning mimics “post-freeway” land use planning. In 1979, the Phoenix 
Concept Plan 2000 was adopted by the City of Phoenix. The plan called for 
25 Phoenix urban villages. Of those, it established 9 villages with instructions for 
village planning committees to prepare 25-year concept plans. The Laveen and 
Estrella Villages were included in the list of 25 suggested villages, although they 
were not among the 9 villages adopted in the initial plan. However, the intent was 
that Laveen and Estrella Villages would be developed at a later point in time. The 
freeway system considered in the plan included only Interstate 10, Interstate 17, 
and U.S. Route 60—it did not include the regional freeway system.

  The Phoenix Concept Plan 2000 was replaced by the Phoenix General Plan, 1985–
2000. The resolution adopting the General Plan directed the village planning 
committees to continue in the City of Phoenix’s planning process. The resolution 
included Laveen and Estrella as villages. Planning for the Laveen and Estrella 
Villages was completed around the same time as the initial planning for the 
regional freeway system, including the South Mountain Freeway. Therefore, the 
land use planning and transportation planning were conducted in parallel, not 
with one effort depending on the other.

  To conclude that land use patterns would look different than they do today 
(as inferred in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s comment) is not 
consistent with past planning patterns. It is more reasonable to argue that the 
City of Phoenix would have continued to plan for the urban village core concept 
as has been envisioned since the late 1970s.
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In this case, scenario planning would be speculative for the following reasons:
• Factors affecting growth vary (see above), and to assume only transportation as 

a growth driver would be speculative. 
• Continuation of “pre-freeway” historical land use planning patterns is reasonable 

to expect. The section, Land Use, documents the growth scenario under the 
No‑Action Alternative and notes that the area would develop in a similar fashion 
with or without the project. This is supported by:
› The Study Area already has good connecting transportation infrastructure 

(although congested) to support continued development without the freeway. 
It is also close to downtown Phoenix. Existing infrastructure plus location 
would result in growth without the freeway as described in the Purpose and 
Need chapter. The freeway is not opening up the area to development because 
existing roads (for example, Pecos Road, Baseline Road, and 51st Avenue) 
provide access.

› To date, approximately 67 percent of the land in the Study Area has already 
been developed in accordance with the City of Phoenix’s General Plan and zoning 
ordinance. It is assumed that such development would not be torn down and 
land uses redistributed if the freeway were not built. 

  As documented in the section, Land Use, in Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, agricultural (22 percent) and open space (11 percent) land 
uses in the Study Area represent only 33 percent of land area (it should be noted 
the 11 percent of open space is mostly not developable because of topographic 
challenges and floodplain constraints), while the remainder of the area is in 
some form of “built” land use. Distribution of zoning further supports the 
conclusion—12 percent of the Study Area is zoned for agricultural and open 
space uses while 88 percent is zoned for other more intensive land uses.

› Factors contributing to historical and projected growth are well-documented in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, and 
in the Chapter 4 sections, Land Use and Economic Impacts. The freeway will be 
built in an area planned for urban growth as established in local jurisdictions’ 
land use planning activities for at least the last 25 years (see the section, Induced 
Growth, beginning on page 4-182 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

› The sections, Induced Travel and Induced Growth, beginning on pages 4-179 and 
4-182, respectively, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, establish 
that the freeway would contribute to minimal induced travel demand (which 
has, to a large degree, been accounted for in the Maricopa Association of 
Governments’ model).

› Section 93.110 of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s conformity 
rule requires that population and employment projections (which establish 
growth rates and distribution) used in a conformity analysis be the most recent 
estimates that have been officially approved by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments (as the metropolitan planning organization for the Maricopa 
County nonattainment and maintenance areas). In accordance with the 
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. To use 
projections other than the approved demographic trends would be inconsistent 
with the projections required for use in the transportation conformity 
assessment.

Even if one could argue the only reason the development has occurred as it has 
is because of the planned freeway (which is not the case—see above) for the last 
30 years (in other words, if the freeway had not been planned, development would 
somehow have been different), the argument is irrelevant. Existing development is
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now there and, therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the land use distribution 
and related development will be there in the future
The analysis documented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement leads to 
the conclusion that the No-Action Alternative and action alternative land uses 
would be similar, and thus, no “scenario planning” is required. Scenario planning 
could have application if the area was not developed, but the manner in which the 
No-Action Alternative was determined and presented in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement is “state-of-the-practice.” Defining the No‑Action Alternative as 
including all projected socioeconomic growth and planned transportation projects 
in the Regional Transportation Plan except the proposed action is common practice. 
The approach taken in the Final Environmental Impact Statement has standard 
application in the transportation industry. In Arizona, this method to describe 
the No-Action Alternative has been commonplace in National Environmental 
Policy Act documents dating back to at least 1990. Further, the environmental 
impact statements for Legacy Parkway and Mountain View Corridor in Utah had a 
similar approach of using local land use plans, growth projections, and interviews 
with City representatives to determine whether the No-Action Alternative land 
use would be different than with the proposed action. All of these projects were 
in similar high-growth regions, and the conclusions were that the areas would 
develop with or without the project, although the timing may change.
The No-Action Alternative as defined in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
is appropriate. It satisfies reasonableness, withstands a hard look, and was fully 
disclosed.

5 Purpose and Need The comparison of traffic operational characteristics between the action 
alternative and the No‑Action Alternative is presented in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, beginning on page 3-27. The analysis shows that the action 
alternative would:
• reduce overall traffic on the arterial street system (see Figures 3-12 and 3-13)
• optimize travel on the region’s freeway system (see Figure 3-12)
• reduce the capacity deficiency to levels better than experienced today (see 

Figures 1-12 and 3-14)
• reduce the duration of level of service E or F conditions in key areas of the 

region’s freeway system (see Figure 3-15)
• improve travel times on trips within the Study Area and across the region (see 

Figure 3-17 and Table 3-8)
• provide improved regional mobility for areas projected to experience growth in 

the next 25 years (see Figures 1-7 and 3-18)
When all of this is considered in the realm of travel time savings for motorists in 
the region, the user benefits approximate $200 million per year (see Table 4-27).

6 National 
Environmental 
Policy Act

The Federal Highway Administration and the Arizona Department of 
Transportation carefully considered all comments received on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and developed thoughtful and complete 
responses to those comments as documented in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement and Errata. Specific comments will be addressed in the later pages of 
responses.

7 National 
Environmental 
Policy Act

The Federal Highway Administration and the Arizona Department of 
Transportation went to great lengths to fulfill any and all requests for information 
received in a timely manner. Specific comments will be addressed in the later pages 
of responses.
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8 Alternatives In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, a range of reasonable 
action alternatives to carry forward for further analysis was determined through 
application of multidisciplinary criteria in a logical, step-wise progression. 
Alternatives were not disposed of or dismissed without a thorough evaluation 
using the multidisciplinary criteria outlined in the alternatives development and 
screening process presented in Chapter 3 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. This process, which occurred early in the environmental impact 
statement process, was revisited and validated in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (see Figure 3-2 on page 3-4).
Several action alternatives were subject to the alternatives development and 
screening process, not just the E1 Alternative and alternatives located on the Gila 
River Indian Community (Figure 3-6 on page 3-10 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement illustrates a representation of such alternatives). Alternatives 
that bisected Ahwatukee Foothills Village were eliminated because of their 
extraordinary community impacts. Alternatives located north of the mountains to 
avoid the protected resource would not meet the purpose and need of the project 
and would create impacts of extraordinary magnitude (see Table 3-5 on page 3-12 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). Alternatives located south of the 
mountains would pass through Gila River Indian Community land. Any alternative 
on Gila River Indian Community land must consider tribal sovereignty. Tribal 
sovereignty is based on 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 land. 
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. The 
Gila River Indian Community has not granted permission to develop alternatives 
on its land (see Final Environmental Impact Statement page 3-25). Placing an 
alternative even farther south of the Gila River Indian Community land would not 
satisfy the purpose and need of the project. Therefore, there is no prudent and 
feasible alternative to avoid use of the mountains, and the E1 Alternative is the 
only action alternative available.
The study has considered a variety of transportation modes: transportation 
system management/transportation demand management, mass transit 
(commuter rail, light rail, expanded bus service), arterial street improvements, 
land use controls, new freeways, and a No‑Action Alternative. These alternatives 
alone or in combination would have limited effectiveness in reducing overall 
traffic congestion in the Study Area and, therefore, would not meet the purpose 
and need criteria; specifically, they would not adequately address projected 
capacity and mobility needs of the region. Mass transit modes such as light rail 
and an expanded bus system were reexamined in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement and were eliminated from further study because even better-than-
planned performance of transit would not adequately address the projected 2035 
travel demand (see Final Environmental Impact Statement page 3-4). For example, 
the average daily ridership for the light rail system connecting downtown Phoenix 
and the Arizona State University campus was approximately 44,000 in 2014. This

(Response 8 continues on next page)
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is only approximately 25 percent of the total daily vehicles projected to use the 
freeway in 2035. Two high-capacity transit corridors are being considered near 
the western and eastern extents of the Study Area, but such extensions would 
not adequately address the projected 2035 travel demand. A freeway/light 
rail combination would integrate a freeway and light rail system into a single 
transportation corridor (see Final Environmental Impact Statement page 3-6). 
Such a freeway/light rail system is planned at two locations: along Interstate 10 
(Papago Freeway) and along State Route 51 (Piestewa Freeway). These two 
segments would connect to the light rail system currently in operation.
With these two freeway/light rail segments already in planning stages, members 
of the public identified a similar opportunity along the freeway. Most freeway/
light rail combinations, however, radiate from a central travel demand generator 
such as a business district or airport. No such systems are known to follow a 
circumferential route, as the South Mountain Freeway will. Furthermore, the 
additional right-of-way needed for light rail (generally, a 50-foot-wide corridor) 
would have substantial community impacts such as displaced residences and 
businesses and parkland impacts. Therefore, the light rail alternative and light rail 
and freeway combination would not be prudent and were eliminated from further 
study. The freeway mode was determined to be an appropriate response to the 
project’s purpose and need.
Based on the comment received from the Gila River Indian Community, the 
proposed alternative (U.S. Route 60 Extension to Interstate 10 [Papago 
Freeway]) was considered in the alternative screening process presented in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (see text beginning on page 3-7). The 
U.S. Route 60 Extension to Interstate 10 (Papago Freeway) would result in 
similar benefits and impacts as the U.S. Route 60 Extension to Interstate 17 and 
Interstate 10 Spur, which were presented in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. The project team subjected the U.S. Route 60 Extension to Interstate 10 
(Papago Freeway) to the screening process and criteria applied to other alternatives 
as described beginning on page 3-3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
The project team found the alternative would cause substantial traffic performance 
impacts on Interstate 10 (Maricopa Freeway) and U.S. 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 U.S. Route 60 Extension to Interstate 10 
(Papago Freeway) was eliminated from detailed study (see Table 3-5 on page 3-12 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement).
A partial freeway from Interstate 10 (Papago Freeway) to Laveen Village is not 
reasonable because it would not meet the freeway’s identified purpose and need. 
Construction of Carver Road between 59th and 51st avenues is included in the City 
of Phoenix General Plan transportation element. Improving 51st Avenue between 
Carver Road and Pecos Road would require permission of the Gila River Indian 
Community. Based on previous comments from the Gila River Indian Community 
related to pass-through traffic using 51st Avenue, the Gila River Indian Community 
would not support any activities that would increase unwanted traffic through its 
communities. Extending Pecos Road to 51st Avenue would not be feasible because
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a portion would be located on Gila River Indian Community land, and the Gila 
River Indian Community has not provided permission to construct a facility on 
its land. Based on previous comments from the Gila River Indian Community 
related to pass-through traffic using 51st Avenue, the Gila River Indian Community 
would not support any activities that would increase unwanted traffic through 
its communities. Improvements to the arterial street system in the southwestern 
area (Laveen and Estrella Villages) are planned in the City of Phoenix General Plan. 
For these reasons, alternatives similar to the hybrid alternative proposed in the 
comment were eliminated from detailed study. 
Depressing the Pecos Road sections would entail installation of pump stations 
to drain the main line freeway. A depressed freeway would also need a drainage 
channel to capture the off-site flows to prevent their entering the freeway. Pump 
stations were not used because of the high cost of construction and maintenance 
needed for their operation. The recommended freeway configuration would have 
the E1 Alternative aboveground and the existing culverts extending to pass the 
drainage under the freeway. Pecos Road currently has numerous existing culvert 
crossings. Depressing the freeway in this area would eliminate the existing culvert 
crossings and potentially have adverse flooding impacts on adjacent properties. 
Extending the existing culverts or upsizing the culverts would maintain or improve 
drainage flows. This would ensure that there would be no adverse flooding impacts 
on adjacent properties. (See Final Environmental Impact Statement pages 3-15 
and 3-18.) To reduce impacts by depressing the freeway in the Eastern Section, the 
Arizona Department of Transportation would: 
• need to spend an additional $400 million for right-of-way acquisition and 

construction 
• displace an additional 300 residences 
• maintain additional pump stations and detention basins for the life of the 

freeway 
• would still have noise-related impacts requiring mitigation (i.e., noise barriers 

and their associated costs and visual impacts)
Because the below-ground option would result in substantially greater costs and 
residential displacements, this option was eliminated from further study. 
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 freeway 
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. 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 (as impacts can result from choosing to do nothing). The impacts 
associated with the No‑Action Alternative are discussed in each section of 
Chapter 4, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation, in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. These impacts are also summarized in 
Table S-3 on page S-10 of the Summary chapter of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.
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9 Alternatives If feasible, avoidance of Section 4(f) resources 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; however, none of these alternatives are prudent and 
feasible. The Department of the Interior reviewed the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement and commented, “The Department agrees that the South Mountain 
Park and Preserve (SMPP) is a Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 
assisted site that will be directly impacted by the subject project. These documents 
assess the direct use of park land for freeway purposes to be 31.3 acres. We agree 
with the conclusions stated. We note that the “Measures to Minimize Harm” on the 
Section 4(f) Statement pages 5-23, 5-24, and 5-25 have annotated a commitment 
to provide replacement land for the converted park land. The Department 
concurs with the assessment of the impacts to the LWCF-assisted resource and 
acknowledges the mitigation commitment.” The complete letter can be found in 
page A5 of this Appendix A.

10 Health 
Assessment

The analyses for carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) indicated 
that concentrations for these pollutants will be in compliance with (or below) 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s health-based standards for these 
pollutants. As explained in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the Federal 
Highway Administration does not conduct comparable analysis for mobile source 
air toxic pollutants, in part because the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s 
health risk guidelines for these pollutants are based on 70-year exposure, and it 
is extremely unlikely that anyone would be at a fixed located near the project for 
70 continuous years. Instead, the Federal Highway Administration conducted a 
mobile source air toxic emissions analysis for the area affected by the project, and 
found that emissions in the project design year will be roughly 80 percent lower 
than current emissions, and that the difference between building and not building 
the project is only about 1 percent. Emissions will increase in the immediate 
vicinity of the project corridor if the project is built; to address this, the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement includes a summary of past health risk studies 
for similar projects, all of which identified very low health risk, well below the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s “Action Level” for addressing risk.
Responses to specific comments are provided on the following pages.

9
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11 Air Quality Since the release of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the Arizona 
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration have 
consulted extensively with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency on the 
air quality analytical approach and methods used in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. This consultation has resulted in agreement on the analysis 
methodologies and the results of these analyses. The carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the freeway will 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.

12 Cultural Resources Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires a government-to-
government relationship between the federal government and Native American 
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. 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, other tribal authorities, 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 the commitments in the Record of Decision are completed.
As noted in Table 4-47 on pages 4-151 through 4-153 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, the Programmatic Agreement for the project was executed 
in 2006 (see Appendix 4-6 on page A674 in Volume II of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement) by the signatories, the Federal Highway Administration and the 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer. The Tribes were invited to participate, 
but because the project is not located on tribal land, no Tribes are required to sign 
for the Programmatic Agreement to be executed in compliance with the National 
Historic Preservation Act or the National Environmental Policy Act. However, the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation, Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, and Tonto Apache Tribe 
signed the Programmatic Agreement in 2007. The Gila River Indian Community 
was offered several opportunities to sign the Programmatic Agreement as a 
concurring party, but elected not to do so. However, as noted above, the Gila 
River Indian Community and other Tribes have been consulted throughout the 
environmental impact statement process.

11

12
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13 Summary 
Information

Specific responses to comments on the Final Environmental Impact Statement will 
be addressed as they appear later in this submission. In summary, however, the 
Federal Highway Administration and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
have produced the comprehensive multidisciplinary analysis of the effects of the 
South Mountain Freeway required by the National Environmental Policy Act; 
therefore, the project is not an abuse of public trust or a waste of taxpayer money. 
Council on Environmental Quality regulations [40 Code of Federal Regulations 
Section 1505.2(b)] require the Record of Decision to identify the environmentally 
preferable alternative. The environmentally preferable alternative is defined 
as the alternative that causes the least damage to the biological and physical 
environment and best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and 
natural resources. Designation of the environmentally preferable alternative 
typically involves judgment and the balancing of some environmental values 
against others. The Council on Environmental Quality notes that comments 
on draft environmental documents (such as the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements for this project) can assist the lead agency in developing and 
determining environmentally preferable alternatives.
Although the No‑Action Alternative might have less environmental impact, this 
alternative does not meet the project’s purpose and need. Many mitigation 
measures have been added to the Record of Decision based on comments received 
on the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. The Selected Alternative 
is the environmentally preferable alternative that satisfies the project’s purpose 
and need. Although the Selected Alternative does not have the least impact in 
every environmental discipline, the Arizona Department of Transportation believes 
that this alternative best balances environmental effects and benefits. 
The Selected Alternative will meet the project needs as well as or better than the 
other alternatives, and, in the case of the E1 Alternative, was determined to be the 
only prudent and feasible alternative in the Eastern Section of the Study Area. The 
Selected Alternative will have similar environmental effects on natural resources, 
cultural resources, hazardous materials, and noise; will displace fewer residences; 
will have the lowest impact on total tax revenues of local governments; will have 
lower construction costs; will result in less construction disruption overall to 
Interstate 10 (Papago Freeway); will mitigate and provide measures to minimize 
harm; represents all possible planning to minimize harm to resources afforded 
protection under Section 4(f); is favored by the majority of local governments; and 
will meet regulatory permitting requirements.

13
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14 Summary 
Information

Specific responses to comments on the Final Environmental Impact Statement will 
be addressed as they appear later in this submission.
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15 Title page.
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16 Resolution reviewed.
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17

18

19

20

17 Air Quality Although carbon monoxide levels will increase in an area where there is presently no 
freeway, they will be well below the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s health-
based National Ambient Air Quality Standard. The carbon monoxide and particulate 
matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the freeway will 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. Potential ozone impacts are 
addressed through including the project in the Maricopa Association of Government’s 
long-range transportation plan and transportation improvement program, which 
meet all Clean Air Act requirements related to conformity for the ozone National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. As long as projects are included in a conforming 
plan, as is the case for the South Mountain Freeway, then they are considered to have 
complied with the Clean Air Act requirements applicable to ozone.

18 Acquisitions and 
Relocations

As noted on page 4-46 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, no businesses 
will be acquired along the E1 (Pecos Road) Alternative. The impact on existing 
homes from the project are disclosed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(see page 4-46).

19 Noise, Air Quality With regard to noise impacts, schools were included in the categories of activities 
considered in the noise pollution analysis for the project in keeping with 23 Code 
of Federal Regulations Part 772 (see page 4-88 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). As stated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, sensitive 
receivers, including schools, will be affected by implementation of the project. These 
impacts, however, will be mitigated as discussed beginning on page 4-91 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. These commitments are confirmed in Table 3, 
beginning on page 38, of the Record of Decision. The noise analysis was updated for 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement (beginning on page 4-88). No substantial 
differences between the analyses in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements resulted from the update. 
With regard to air quality, although carbon monoxide levels will increase in an area 
where there is presently no freeway, they will be well below the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standard. The carbon 
monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the freeway 
will 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. 
Potential ozone impacts are addressed through including the project in the Maricopa 
Association of Government’s long-range transportation plan and transportation 
improvement program, which meet all Clean Air Act requirements related to 
conformity for the ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards. As long as projects 
are included in a conforming plan, as is the case for the South Mountain Freeway, then 
they are considered to have complied with the Clean Air Act requirements applicable 
to ozone.
To address the fact that emissions will increase along the project corridor, the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement includes a summary of past health risk studies for 
similar projects. The Federal Highway Administration considers this information more 
relevant and meaningful for communicating likely health risk than simply reporting 
an emissions number for the corridor. As explained in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement and air quality technical report, all of these studies identified very low 
health risk, well below the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s “Action Level” for 
addressing risk.

20 Comment noted.
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21 Resolution reviewed.

22 Air Quality Although carbon monoxide levels will increase in an area where there is presently 
no freeway, they will be well below the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s 
health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standard. The carbon monoxide 
and particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the freeway will 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. Potential ozone impacts are addressed through including the project 
in the Maricopa Association of Government’s long-range transportation plan and 
transportation improvement program, which meet all Clean Air Act requirements 
related to conformity for the ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards. As 
long as projects are included in a conforming plan, as is the case for the South 
Mountain Freeway, then they are considered to have complied with the Clean Air 
Act requirements applicable to ozone.21

22
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23

24

25

26

23 Comment noted.

24 Acquisitions and 
Relocations

As noted on page 4-46 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, no 
businesses will be acquired along the E1 (Pecos Road) Alternative. The impact on 
existing homes from the project are disclosed in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (see page 4-46).

25 Noise, Air Quality With regard to noise impacts, schools were included in the categories of activities 
considered in the noise pollution analysis for the project in keeping with 23 Code 
of Federal Regulations Part 772 (see page 4-88 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). As stated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, sensitive 
receivers, including schools, will be affected by implementation of the project. 
These impacts, however, will be mitigated as discussed beginning on page 4-91 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement. These commitments are confirmed in 
Table 3, beginning on page 38, of the Record of Decision. The noise analysis was 
updated for the Final Environmental Impact Statement (beginning on page 4-88). 
No substantial differences between the analyses in the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements resulted from the update. 
With regard to air quality, although carbon monoxide levels will increase in an area 
where there is presently no freeway, they will be well below the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency’s health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standard. The 
carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the 
freeway will 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. Potential ozone impacts are addressed through including the 
project in the Maricopa Association of Government’s long-range transportation 
plan and transportation improvement program, which meet all Clean Air Act 
requirements related to conformity for the ozone National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. As long as projects are included in a conforming plan, as is the case for 
the South Mountain Freeway, then they are considered to have complied with the 
Clean Air Act requirements applicable to ozone.
To address the fact that emissions will increase along the project corridor, the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement includes a summary of past health risk 
studies for similar projects. The Federal Highway Administration considers this 
information more relevant and meaningful for communicating likely health risk 
than simply reporting an emissions number for the corridor. As explained in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement and air quality technical report, all of 
these studies identified very low health risk, well below the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency’s “Action Level” for addressing risk.

26 Comment noted.
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28 Title page.
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29 Introductory comments. Specific comments are addressed below.
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30 Title page.
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32 Section heading.
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33 Purpose and Need The 2007 Maricopa Association of Governments socioeconomic projections were 
based on the 2005 special Census survey and were approved in May 2007. This 
projection series was developed using Maricopa County and State control totals 
from the Arizona State Demographer’s Office. The projections incorporated the 
current known development projects, adopted land use plans, and assumptions 
based on conditions at that time, but growth patterns at all levels (state, county, 
and sub-county) were affected by the housing boom of the early 2000s. These 
projections were the current adopted projection series at the time of publication 
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The 2013 Maricopa Association 
of Governments socioeconomic projections were based on the 2010 Census and 
were approved in June 2013, after the Draft Environmental Impact Statement was 
published. This projection series reflected the impacts of the economic downturn 
and the housing market bust that started in 2008. The updated series took into 
account the housing foreclosure crisis and the numerous known development 
projects from the 2007 projection series that were canceled or altered, along with 
new development projects, updated land use plans, and assumptions, which were 
incorporated into the 2013 projections. Socioeconomic projections are updated 
every 3 to 5 years by the Arizona State Demographer’s Office. The projections by 
the Arizona State Demographer’s Office were produced at the county level and 
were approved in December 2012. The Maricopa Association of Governments is 
tasked with producing the sub-county level projections, and those were approved 
in June 2013 after the Draft Environmental Impact Statement was published but 
before the Final Environmental Impact Statement was issued.
The new data are presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
beginning on page 1-11. The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives 
were updated and reevaluated using these new socioeconomic projections and 
corresponding projections related to regional traffic. While new projections 
based on the 2010 Census showed a lower projected population and vehicle miles 
traveled in 2035 than the previous projections, the conclusions reached in the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement were validated in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (see Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, and Chapter 3, Alternatives). 
The traffic analysis demonstrated that the project is needed today and will 
continue to be needed into the future (see Final Environmental Impact Statement 
beginning on page 1-13). 

34 Traffic The point of the comment is understood; however, the point of the response 
is that the local conditions and setting of the Phoenix metropolitan area are 
not consistent with areas of high-density cities in other parts of the country. 
In Maricopa County, daily vehicle miles traveled levels increased by almost 
2 percent between 2011 and 2012, and the 2012 daily vehicle miles traveled are 
approaching the prerecession peak in 2007. (Source: the Arizona Department of 
Transportation’s Multimodal Planning Division’s Highway Performance Monitoring 
System Data for calendar years 2011 and 2012). 

35 Purpose and Need The actual need defined in Chapter 1 of the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements is based on both socioeconomic factors (see page 1-11) and 
on regional transportation demand and existing and projected transportation 
system deficiencies (see page 1-13). Geographic distribution of projected growth by 
subregion is presented on page 1-12 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

33

34

35
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36 Purpose and Need The original comment draws conclusions from summarized information. As 
pointed out on page S-1, in the sidebar, “What you will find in the Summary chapter,” 
the text in the Summary chapter is not the “final word,” and readers are urged to 
turn to the main text when questions about Summary chapter content arise.

37 Alternatives As stated in the response to comments, a range of reasonable action alternatives 
to carry forward for further analysis was determined through application of 
multidisciplinary criteria in a logical, step-wise progression in accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act. Alternatives were not disposed of or dismissed 
without a thorough evaluation using the multidisciplinary criteria outlined in the 
alternatives development and screening process presented in Chapter 3 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. This process, which occurred early in the 
environmental impact statement process, was revisited and validated in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (see page 3-2).

38 Traffic Comment noted.

39 Comment noted.

40 Purpose and Need The need for the project is based on socioeconomic factors and regional 
transportation demand and existing and projected transportation system capacity 
deficiencies (see text beginning on page 1-11 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). The analysis of the responsiveness of the freeway to the purpose and 
need criteria is presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, beginning 
on page 3-27. The analysis shows that the action alternative would:
• reduce overall traffic on the arterial street system (see Figures 3-12 and 3-13)
• optimize travel on the region’s freeway system (see Figure 3-12)
• reduce the capacity deficiency to levels better than experienced today (see 

Figures 1-12 and 3-14)
• reduce the duration of level of service E or F conditions in key areas of the 

region’s freeway system (see Figure 3-15)
• improve travel times on trips within the Study Area and across the region (see 

Figure 3-17 and Table 3-8)
• provide improved regional mobility for areas projected to experience growth in 

the next 25 years (see Figures 1-7 and 3-18)
When all of this is considered in the realm of travel time savings for motorists in 
the region, the user benefits approximate $200 million per year (see Table 4-27).

36

37

38

39

39
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41

42

43

44

45

41 Purpose and Need Information used in the completion of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
may be found in the Traffic Overview report. The traffic analysis zones were 
approved by the Maricopa Association of Governments.

42 Purpose and Need The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower projected population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 1, 
Purpose and Need, and Chapter 3, Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated 
that the project is needed today and will continue to be needed into the future (see 
Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-13).

43 Purpose and Need The point made was that the freeway, if constructed today, would result in 
reductions in congestion and traffic operational improvements. These reductions 
in congestion and traffic operational improvements will be even more pronounced 
in the future with additional regional population growth. Based on Maricopa 
Association of Governments traffic projections, the freeway will carry between 
70,000 and 129,000 vehicles per day in 2020 when operational. 
In Maricopa County, daily vehicle miles traveled levels increased by almost 
2 percent between 2011 and 2012 and the 2012 daily vehicle miles traveled is 
approaching the prerecession peak in 2007. (Source: Arizona Department of 
Transportation Multimodal Planning Division Highway Performance Monitoring 
System Data for calendar years 2011 and 2012). Even if the trend of vehicle miles 
traveled “per capita” decreasing continues, the total vehicle miles traveled in the 
region will still increase along with increases in total population.

44 Purpose and Need The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower projected population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 1, 
Purpose and Need, and Chapter 3, Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated 
that the project is needed today and will continue to be needed into the future (see 
Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-13). 

45 Purpose and Need The response is stating that the purpose and need for the project is not based only 
on the fact that the project is in the Regional Transportation Plan. The needs for the 
South Mountain Freeway are identified in Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement.
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46 Purpose and 
Need, Alternatives

The need for the project is based on socioeconomic factors and regional 
transportation demand and existing and projected transportation system capacity 
deficiencies (see text beginning on page 1-11 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). Socioeconomic forecasts show population, housing, and employment 
increasing at high rates. Projections for 2035 are of a population of 5.8 million, 
housing of 2.3 million dwelling units, and an employment level of 2.9 million jobs. 
Increases in vehicle miles traveled are expected to meet or exceed growth of the 
three socioeconomic trends. Almost 50 percent of the projected regional growth 
is expected to occur in areas that will be immediately served by the freeway. The 
identified Study Area is an appropriate area for assessing the need for a major new 
transportation infrastructure project when considering past and existing regional 
transportation planning and in the context of projected socioeconomic trends 
in the southwestern Maricopa Association of Governments region. Without a 
major transportation facility in the Study Area, the region will suffer even greater 
congestion, travel delays, and limited options for moving people and goods safely 
through the Phoenix metropolitan region.
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, a range of reasonable 
action alternatives to carry forward for further analysis was determined through 
application of multidisciplinary criteria in a logical, step-wise progression. 
Alternatives were not disposed of or dismissed without a thorough evaluation 
using the multidisciplinary criteria outlined in the systematic alternatives 
development and screening process presented in Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements. This process, which occurred early in the 
environmental impact statement process, was revisited and validated in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (see page 3-2).
The alternatives development and screening process considered the ability of 
an alternative to minimize impacts on the human and natural environments 
(see page 3-3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). Throughout the 
process described beginning on page 3-3, environmental impacts are used to 
eliminate alternatives. In the evaluation of action alternatives (see text beginning 
on page 3-62 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement), environmental 
and societal impacts play a substantial role in the identification of the W59 and 
E1 Alternatives as the Preferred Alternative. In comparison to the other action 
alternatives studied in detail, the Preferred Alternative is the least harmful 
alternative.
The Final Environmental Impact Statement considers all alternatives brought 
forward during the National Environmental Policy Act process. The comment 
suggests no alternatives that were not fully considered.

47 Alternatives As noted on page 3-1 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the document 
Validation of the Alternatives Screening Process at the FEIS Stage (2014) provided a 
reassessment and validation of the alternatives screening process for the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, including the revised traffic projections. This 
document was available for public review. Therefore, the information presented 
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement addressed the reconsideration and 
elimination of alternatives adequately, and no additional information is deemed 
necessary.

46
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48

49

50

48 Purpose and 
Need, Alternatives

As noted in the responses to comments, supporting data are presented in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement in Chapters 1 and 3. The document Validation of 
the Alternatives Screening Process at the FEIS Stage (2014) provided a reassessment and 
validation of the alternatives screening process for the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, including the revised traffic projections (see page 3-1 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement). This document was available for public review.

49 Comment noted.

50 Purpose and Need Because improving operational characteristics of the region’s transportation 
system was an identified need for the freeway, listing both the ability to satisfy 
purpose and need and improving operational characteristics implied that they 
were separate screening criteria. They were not separate screening criteria; 
therefore, combining them into the first criterion clarified that issue.
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51

52

53

51 Comment noted.

52 Alternatives 40 Code of Federal Regulations Section 1502.21 states that agencies shall 
incorporate material into an environmental impact statement by reference when 
the effect will be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency and public review 
of the action. The incorporated material shall be cited in the statement and its 
content briefly described. No material may be incorporated by reference unless it 
is reasonably available for inspection by potentially interested persons within the 
time allowed for comment. 
The individual alternatives screening documents were referenced throughout 
Chapter 3 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and these documents 
were provided when requested. In addition, as noted on page 3-1 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, the document Validation of the Alternatives 
Screening Process at the FEIS Stage (2014) provided a reassessment and validation of 
the alternatives screening process for the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
including the revised traffic projections. This document was also available for 
public review.

53 Alternatives As stated on page 3-19 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, lower-
capacity roadways (Arizona Parkway) were considered as alternatives to the full 
freeway. These lower-capacity roadways would lack sufficient capacity to meet 
the projected travel demand. Therefore, the combination of roadways mentioned 
using a partial freeway, Pecos Road, Carver Road, and 51st Avenue, would not 
meet the projected travel demand and would, therefore, not meet the project’s 
stated purpose and need.
The anticipated Gila River Indian Community objections to improvements of 
51st Avenue are not as speculative as the comment states. As stated on page 2-10 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the Gila River Indian Community 
expressed concerns about increasing traffic through residential areas along 
51st Avenue, such as increased traffic, noise, and safety issues related to speeding 
vehicles in pedestrian-oriented areas.
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54 Purpose and Need The improvements to the arterial street network as included in the Regional 
Transportation Plan are included in the travel demand modeling performed for 
the South Mountain Freeway. Despite this additional capacity, the capacity is 
insufficient for the projected demand.

54

53
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55

56

57

58

59

55 Alternatives Dismissal of all alternatives affecting Gila River Indian Community land is 
appropriate. The resolution by the Gila River Indian Community of not allowing 
alternatives on its land is sufficient evaluation. The Gila River Indian Community 
has consistently stated (beginning in 2000, with a Community Council resolution) 
that it is not interested in an alternative on its land. See Final Environmental 
Impact Statement Chapter 2, Gila River Indian Community Coordination.
As stated earlier, provision of alternatives without sufficient capacity would not 
meet the project’s stated purpose and need.

56 Alternatives The estimate assumes an eight-lane facility. The alternative analysis process is 
iterative. Although a depressed freeway was analyzed earlier, it was reexamined 
when consideration of an eight-lane facility was conducted (this reevaluation 
is documented in the memorandum, Validation of Alternatives Screening Process 
at the FEIS Stage [2014], available on the project Web site at <azdot.gov/
southmountainfreeway>).

57 Comment noted.

58 Alternatives The right-of-way needs for a depressed eight-lane freeway would be approximately 
150 acres greater than those for a rolling profile eight-lane freeway. 

59 Alternatives The comment is correct that this alternative was eliminated prior to the detailed 
analysis of alternatives as documented in Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. Potential displacements under the Ray Road and Chandler 
Boulevard alternatives would range between 500 and 1,000, depending on 
the alignment (see the document Validation of Alternatives Screening Process 
at the FEIS Stage [2014], available on the project Web site at <azdot.gov/
southmountainfreeway>).
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60 Alternatives 40 Code of Federal Regulations Section 1502.21 states that agencies shall 
incorporate material into an environmental impact statement by reference when 
the effect will be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency and public review 
of the action. The incorporated material shall be cited in the statement and its 
content briefly described. No material may be incorporated by reference unless it 
is reasonably available for inspection by potentially interested persons within the 
time allowed for comment.
The individual alternatives screening documents were referenced throughout 
Chapter 3 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and these documents 
were provided when requested. In addition, as noted on page 3-1 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, the document Validation of the Alternatives 
Screening Process at the FEIS Stage (2014) provided a reassessment and validation of 
the alternatives screening process for the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
including the revised traffic projections. This document was also available for 
public review on the project Web site at <azdot.gov/southmountainfreeway>.
The citation provided for these figures is the Maricopa Association of 
Governments regional travel demand model output. The nomenclature for 
referencing data obtained from the Maricopa Association of Governments is 
explained on page 1-4 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. For instances 
where “extrapolated analysis” is noted, the explanation is that the citation is used 
when analysis was performed using Maricopa Association of Governments data 
as input. Additional details related to the data inputs are provided in the Traffic 
Overview report available for public review on the project Web site at <azdot.gov/
southmountainfreeway>.

61 Purpose and Need The 2007 Maricopa Association of Governments socioeconomic projections were 
based on the 2005 special Census survey and were approved in May 2007. This 
projection series was developed using Maricopa County and State control totals 
from the Arizona State Demographer’s Office. The projections incorporated the 
current known development projects, adopted land use plans, and assumptions 
based on conditions at that time, but growth patterns at all levels (state, county, 
and sub-county) were affected by the housing boom of the early 2000s. These 
projections were the current adopted projection series at the time of publication 
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The 2013 Maricopa Association 
of Governments socioeconomic projections were based on the 2010 Census and 
were approved in June 2013, after the Draft Environmental Impact Statement was 
published. This projection series reflected the impacts of the economic downturn 
and the housing market bust that started in 2008. The updated series took into 
account the housing foreclosure crisis and the numerous known development 
projects from the 2007 projection series that were canceled or altered, along with 
new development projects, updated land use plans, and assumptions, which were 
incorporated into the 2013 projections. Socioeconomic projections are updated 
every 3 to 5 years by the Arizona State Demographer’s Office. The projections by 
the Arizona State Demographer’s Office were produced at the county level and 
were approved in December 2012. The Maricopa Association of Governments is 
tasked with producing the sub-county level projections, and those were approved 
in June 2013 after the Draft Environmental Impact Statement was published but 
before the Final Environmental Impact Statement was issued. 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 a lower projected 

60

61

(Response 61 continues on next page)



A136 •  Appendix A

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

61 
(cont.)

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 
project is needed today and will continue to be needed into the future (see Final 
Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-13).
As noted on page xi of the Prologue to the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, the purpose and need for the project was reevaluated using the new 
socioeconomic projections related to regional traffic and the conclusions reached 
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were reconfirmed in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement.
The road network in the Maricopa Association of Governments travel demand 
model includes the Interstate 8 and State Route 85 corridor. So, while the roads 
are not in the Study Area for the project, traffic and trip distributions along the 
corridor are included in the traffic analysis for the project. Any traffic, including 
trucks, that would shift from the Interstate 8 and State Route 85 corridor to 
the South Mountain Freeway were included in the vehicle mix considered in the 
analysis. 
Traffic projections, not counts, are provided throughout Chapters 1 and 3 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (see for example Figure 1-8) and vehicle 
miles traveled are noted in the Air Quality section of Chapter 4.
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62 Alternatives Socioeconomic projections are updated every 3 to 5 years by the Arizona State 
Demographer’s Office. The projections by the Arizona State Demographer’s 
Office are produced at the county level and were approved in December 2012. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments is tasked with producing the sub-
county level projections, and those were approved in June 2013 after the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement was published, but before the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement was issued.
The key model inputs of the TransCAD model are presented on page 1-5 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. The final bullet states that the model uses 
Regional Transportation Plan-planned projects and improvements and known arterial 
street network improvements.

63 Alternatives The information presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement addressed 
the lack of prudent and feasible alternatives to the use of the South Mountains 
adequately, and no additional information is deemed necessary.

64 Purpose and Need The information contained in the Summary chapter is concise, but not complete; 
otherwise, it would not be a summary. The summary follows the organization 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement; therefore, those seeking more 
information on any topic may refer to the appropriate chapter to find the detail 
missing from the Summary chapter.
The Summary chapter of the Final Environmental Impact Statement included a 
basic description of the Preferred Alternative including alignment location within 
the Study Area, cost, proposed service traffic interchange locations (see Figure S-8 
on page S-8), and typical freeway section including number of lanes and basic 
configuration (see Figure S-9 on page S-10).

65 Design The typical freeway section is presented in Figure 3-34 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. The lane widths are described in narrative on the same 
page (page 3-58).

66 Comment noted.

67 The information contained in the Summary chapter is concise, but not complete; 
otherwise, it would not be a summary. The summary follows the organization 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement; therefore, those seeking more 
information on any topic may refer to the appropriate chapter to find the detail 
missing from the Summary chapter.

62
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66

67
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68 The information contained in the Summary chapter is concise, but not complete; 
otherwise, it would not be a summary. The summary follows the organization 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement; therefore, those seeking more 
information on any topic may refer to the appropriate chapter to find the detail 
missing from the Summary chapter.

69 Design We agree that the No‑Action Alternative would not preclude the development of 
park-and-ride lots and implementation of bus routes on other high-occupancy 
vehicle facilities, arterials, or on dedicated rights-of-way. As stated on page 3-60 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, however, the project may produce 
excess right-of-way that may be suitable for other public infrastructure projects 
such as park-and-ride lots or bicycle/multiuse paths.

70 Design The statement is not a contradiction. The expansion of the park-and-ride lot 
occurred in 2010. The freeway footprint was adjusted so that it would not affect 
the expanded lot. There are no plans to expand the lot beyond its current limits. 
Figure 3-8 is intended to show that efforts were successfully made to avoid existing 
and planned infrastructure wherever possible. The caption on the figure states 
that adjustments were made to the action alternative in the Eastern Section to 
avoid or reduce impacts on residential areas and to avoid resources protected by 
Section 4(f).
Without the freeway, there would be no opportunity to provide high-occupancy 
vehicle lanes or other services adjacent to the freeway as stated. 
The earlier portion of the comment states that these facilities could be constructed 
on other high-occupancy vehicle facilities, arterials, or on dedicated rights-of-way. 
However, without the freeway, the need to construct these facilities in the project 
area would be reduced. To construct these facilities where they are not needed is 
not a wise use of public funds.

71 Alternatives The statement on page 3-40 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement means 
that if the No‑Action Alternative were the Selected Alternative, a project similar to 
the South Mountain Freeway could be proposed at a later time.
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72

73

74

75

72 Purpose and Need Socioeconomic projections are updated every 3 to 5 years by the Arizona State 
Demographer’s Office. The projections by the Arizona State Demographer’s 
Office are produced at the county level and were approved in December 2012. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments is tasked with producing the sub-
county level projections, and those were approved in June 2013 after the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement was published, but before the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement was issued. 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 a lower projected 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 
project is needed today and will continue to be needed into the future (see Final 
Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-13). 
As noted on page xi of the Prologue to the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, the purpose and need for the project was reevaluated using the new 
socioeconomic projections related to regional traffic, and the conclusions reached 
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were reconfirmed in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement.
Information used in the completion of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
may be found in the Traffic Overview report.
The Maricopa Association of Governments socioeconomic projections are 
reviewed with the Maricopa Association of Governments Population Technical 
Advisory Committee by traffic analysis zone. While the dataset for 2035 from the 
2013 Maricopa Association of Governments socioeconomic projections was not 
adopted, the dataset was produced using the AZ-SMART model, which operates 
on an annual basis, in line with the approved datasets for 2030 and 2040. The 
2035 dataset conforms to the population control totals contained in the Arizona 
State Demographer’s Office projections approved in December 2012. A detailed 
time line for the Maricopa Association of Governments 2013 socioeconomic 
projections can be found in the documentation available at <azmag.gov/
Documents/IS_2013-06-25_MAG-Socioeconomic-Projections-Documentation-
June-2013.pdf>.

73 Comment noted.

74 Traffic There is no reason to assume that traffic conditions have changed substantially 
since 2006 because no additional developments have been approved in the area. 
The City of Phoenix study found no adverse effects on the local street system from 
the freeway in the 2006 study. The comment is incorrect in that there is not a 
connection (on- and off-ramps) between 32nd Street and the freeway in the future 
traffic projection network considered by the City of Phoenix. In Figure 3 of the 
memorandum in Appendix 3-1 of the Final Environmental Statement, interchange 
connections are shown with diamonds representing the on- and off-ramps from 
the freeway to the local arterial street. No diamond is shown at 32nd Street and, 
therefore, no interchange will be located there.

75 Traffic The 27th Avenue interchange was evaluated but ultimately eliminated because of 
increased residential displacements and cost. The extension of Chandler Boulevard 
west of 19th Avenue is included in this project because reasonable access must be 
maintained to the neighborhoods at the west end of Pecos Road.



A140 •  Appendix A

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

76 Design Initially, two lanes will be provided on the extended segment of Chandler 
Boulevard.

77 Design No plans to develop this land have been submitted to plan approval authorities. 
Development of this land would not occur unless the approval authorities were 
satisfied that traffic impacts of the development were adequately addressed.

78 Design The Arizona Department of Transportation is required to provide reasonable 
access to developments.
As stated in the response, emergency response times should be approximately the 
same as before the change in access.

79 Design The cross section, or number of lanes, along the arterial streets in the interchange 
will match the current configuration or the City of Phoenix’s street classification 
designation for the arterial street. Because the freeway will go over the arterial 
streets, the profiles of the arterial streets will not need to be changed from their 
current elevation. As noted on page 3-51 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, the final configuration of the service traffic interchanges will be 
determined during the final design phase.

80 Comment noted.

81 Traffic There is no reason to assume that traffic conditions have changed substantially 
since 2006 because no additional developments have been approved in the area. 
Additionally, as previously noted by the commenter, the 2030 traffic projections 
used in the City of Phoenix analysis in 2006 are likely higher than the current traffic 
projections for 2035. The City of Phoenix study found no adverse effects on the 
local street system from the freeway in the 2006 study. 

82 Traffic The following response, although general, is appropriate at this level of preliminary 
design. Emergency responders will address the construction of the freeway by 
amending the local emergency response plan to include the facility. This will 
include emergency response on the freeway and alternative routes for diversion of 
traffic in the event that an incident occurred along the freeway. 
As concluded in the section, Social Conditions, in Chapter 4 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, response times for police, fire, and medical 
emergency services will be faster when compared with response times under the 
No‑Action Alternative. Circulation on major arterial streets will be improved 
through better distribution of traffic onto the overall transportation network, the 
provision of alternative routes, and through localized operational improvements 
such as grade separations and planned interchanges. 
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83

84

85

86

86

86

87

83 Traffic Figure 3-8 is intended to show that efforts were successfully made to avoid existing 
and planned infrastructure wherever possible. The expansion of the park-and-ride 
lot has occurred and was accommodated by the freeway design. 
The building of complete typical interchanges will provide the reasonable access 
the Arizona Department of Transportation is required to provide. Any plans to 
develop Gila River Indian Community land south of Pecos Road are unknown. 
Without additional information, existing traffic on 40th Street was used.

84 Comment noted.

85 Construction The Arizona Department of Transportation typically holds an information meeting 
at the beginning of construction activities regarding the upcoming improvements 
and work schedules. The contractor’s required activities are established by 
contractual documents with the Arizona Department of Transportation.

86 Comment noted.

87 Traffic The precision of the origins and destinations study does not allow a more finite 
detail of analysis than presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
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88 Purpose and Need The response presented the justification for the limits of the cut lines presented in 
the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. The detailed cut-line data 
are provided in the Traffic Overview report and can be subtotaled by the reviewer 
for any subsegment of the area.

89 Comment noted.

88

89
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90 Comment noted.

91 Traffic The response presented the justification for the limits of the cut lines presented in 
the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. The detailed cut-line data 
are provided in the Traffic Overview report and can be subtotaled by the reviewer 
for any desired area.

92 Traffic The response presented the justification for the limits of the cut lines presented in 
the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. The detailed cut-line data 
are provided in the Traffic Overview report and can be subtotaled by the reviewer 
for any desired area.

93 Traffic The reviewer is correct that the level of service information presented in the Draft 
and Final Environmental Impact Statements is based on volume-to-capacity 
ratios, which is appropriate at this level of design to support the planning phase. 
To clarify, the detailed analysis of the freeway operational characteristics will be 
completed during the final design phase of project development as the specific 
design elements, including weaving distances, are finalized. 

94 Comment noted.
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95 Traffic As stated on page 3-8 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the Eastern 
and Western Sections were developed to evaluate and compare action alternatives. 
The page further states that combining the Eastern and Western Sections is 
necessary to satisfy the project’s purpose and need. The commenter's conclusions 
are correct. However, the comment is regarding a criterion presented by the Gila 
River Indian Community, not the project team. The criterion is not a differentiator 
among action alternatives but is a differentiator between the No-Action 
Alternative and any of the action alternatives, as noted in the comment. 

96 Traffic Comment noted.

97 Traffic The Final Environmental Impact Statement notes that the Maricopa Association 
of Governments regional travel demand model projects that heavy truck traffic 
will represent approximately 10 percent of the total traffic on the freeway, similar 
to what is currently experienced on other regional freeways. It does not identify 
specifically what routes those heavy trucks are currently using.
As the comment notes, the time savings for using the freeway will only occur 
when there is no traffic congestion in the Phoenix metropolitan area. As shown in 
Figures 1-9 and 1-10 in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the duration of 
congested conditions is over 3 hours in the morning and evening. 

98 Trucks The 14,000 heavy vehicles per day on the freeway will represent approximately 
10 percent of the total daily traffic on the freeway, which is estimated at between 
117,000 and 190,000 vehicles per day (see page 3-63 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement).
Ultimately, the commenter was provided the requested travel demand model 
output files and responses to specific questions from the Maricopa Association of 
Governments two weeks prior to the original end of Final Environmental Impact 
Statement review period. The review period was later extended for an additional 
30 days.
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99 Comment noted.

100 Trucks The Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand model provides 
the number of trucks on each roadway link, but does not specifically identify 
the origin or destination of every vehicle on each roadway link. The select-link 
analysis presented in Figure 3-18, on page 3-36, notes that 9 percent of the total 
vehicles using the freeway would be pass-through, not stopping in the Maricopa 
Association of Governments’ region. Of the pass-through vehicles, approximately 
80 percent would be heavy trucks.

101 Trucks Agree, as stated on page 3-64 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
commercial trucks will use the freeway.

102 Trucks The conclusionary statement in the noted text says that “it is expected that these 
percentages would not vary with the proposed action.” “These percentages” 
refers to the 90 percent passenger car and nontruck vehicles and the remaining 
10 percent as heavy trucks.
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103 Traffic 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 vehicles 
using the proposed freeway would be automobiles. 
Increasing the use of the State Route 202L (Santan Freeway) by all vehicles is an 
intended outcome for the region’s freeway system.

104 Comment noted.

105 Traffic The Final Environmental Impact Statement included updated traffic projections 
and added some locations beyond what was presented in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. Additionally, the Traffic Overview report provided more 
details related to traffic data from the Maricopa Association of Governments' 
regional travel demand model. Finally, the raw model output was provided to the 
commenter by the Maricopa Association of Governments for review and use.
The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
believe the additional details provided in the Traffic Overview report and changes to 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement adequately address the comment.

106 Alternatives A side-by-side evaluation of the traffic-related aspects of the No‑Action 
Alternative and action alternative is presented beginning on page 3-27 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement.

107 Alternatives The commenter misquotes the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The 
text actually says, “The W59 Alternative would provide more direct access to 
downtown Phoenix.” The comparison is derived based not only on its location, but 
also considering its traffic operational benefits.
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108 Comment noted.

109 Alternatives All of the environmental impacts presented in Chapter 4 were considered in the 
evaluation of alternatives presented in Chapter 3. Text on page 3-69 presents a 
summary of the comparative evaluation. The impact of residential relocations on 
environmental justice and Title VI populations is discussed in the Environmental 
Justice and Title VI section beginning on page 4-29 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement

110 Comment noted.

111 Alternatives The agreement was with the first statement in the comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. In response to the second part of the comment, 
the information presented in that section of Chapter 3 identifies contrasting 
characteristics of the W59 and W101 Alternatives, so in all cases items in which 
they are identical are omitted.

112 Alternatives The observations presented in the comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement were noted, but no further changes were warranted.

113 Alternatives The State Route 30 project is in the Maricopa Association of Governments 
2035 Regional Transportation Plan, updated in January 2014. It is identified in 
Group 3, with implementation planned between fiscal years 2027 and 2035. As 
noted in the text box on page 1-5, the Regional Transportation Plan includes only 
projects for which funding is available or is reasonably expected. Therefore, there 
is an intent and expectation that the State Route 30 project will be implemented 
by 2035.
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114 Comment noted.

115 Comment noted.

116 Traffic The freeway is part of the Regional Transportation Plan for the Maricopa Association 
of Governments region. The Regional Transportation Plan, as described on pages 1-5 
and 1-10 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, addresses freeways, 
streets, transit, airports, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, freight, demand 
management, system management, and safety. The freeway is only one part of 
the overall multimodal transportation system planned to meet the travel demand 
needs of the Maricopa Association of Governments region. As noted on page 3-4 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, however, even better-than-planned 
performance of transit and other modes would not adequately address the 
projected 2035 travel demand.
The comparison of traffic operational characteristics between the action 
alternative and the No-Action Alternative is presented in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, beginning on page 3-27. The analysis shows that the action 
alternatives are responsive to the project's purpose and need and will:
· reduce overall traffic on the arterial street system (see Figures 3-12 and 3-13)
· optimize travel on the region's freeway system (see Figure 3-12)
· reduce the capacity deficiency to levels better than experienced today (see 

Figures 1-12 and 3-14)
· reduce the duration of level of service E or F conditions in key areas of the 

region's freeway system (see Figure 3-15)
· improve travel times on trips within the Study Area and across the region (see 

Figure 3-17 and Table 3-8)
· provide improved regional mobility for areas projected to experience growth in 

the next 25 years (see Figures 1-7 and 3-18)
When all of this is considered in the realm of travel time savings for motorists 
in the region, the user benefits total approximately $200 million per year (see 
Table 4-27).

117 Traffic The Highway Capacity Manual level of service thresholds for capacity and speed 
are based on a single peak hour. The analysis in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement used a longer period (3 hours) because congested conditions in the 
Phoenix metropolitan area typically last longer than just 1 hour. Therefore, the 
capacity and speed thresholds were adjusted slightly from the prevailing thresholds 
presented in the Highway Capacity Manual for the peak hour. Thus the comparison 
made by the commenter (such as speeds dropping from 65 mph to 60 mph) is not 
a true apples-to-apples comparison.

118 Traffic The identical arterial street network was used in the analysis of the No‑Action 
Alternative and action alternative. The same planned land use and socioeconomic 
projections were used in the analysis of the No‑Action Alternative and the action 
alternative. As noted in the Final Environmental Impact Statement Secondary and 
Cumulative Impact section on page 4-179, the area will develop in a similar way with 
or without the project.
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119 Traffic In each figure, note “b” states that the analysis is based on the 41st Street cut 
line. The analysis is aggregated based on daily traffic volumes. The details of the 
analysis are presented in the Traffic Overview report.

120 Traffic The volume-to-capacity thresholds for the duration of level of service E and F 
calculations were applied to the 3-hour peak period, not just the peak hour. 
Therefore, they were adjusted slightly from the prevailing thresholds presented in 
the Highway Capacity Manual for the peak hour. 

121 Comment noted.

122 Traffic Currently, no funding is programmed in the Regional Transportation Plan for 
corridor-wide improvements to State Route 85. The time line for these 
improvements is unknown.
As described on page 3-64, the route between Interstate 10 and Wickenburg 
would generally follow Wickenburg Road and Vulture Mine Road. 119
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123 Comment noted.

124 Purpose and Need The comment infers the transportation problem is congestion in the central 
metropolitan area. As presented in Chapter 1 of the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements, the purpose and need analysis demonstrated a transportation 
problem associated with east-west regional mobility in the southwestern region 
of the Phoenix metropolitan area. The Arizona Department of Transportation, 
with concurrence from the Federal Highway Administration, has determined that 
the South Mountain Freeway (as made up by the W59 and E1 Alternatives) is the 
appropriate solution to the described transportation problem. A contribution of 
the Preferred Alternative to alleviate congestion in the central metropolitan area 
would be an incidental benefit of the project and would support a goal of better 
distribution of regional traffic across the network.

125 Implementation Construction phasing of a project is not an indicator of “consistency.” The location 
and facility type are indicators of consistency. Nowhere in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement is it referenced that the proposed action is needed to comply 
with the Regional Transportation Plan.

126 Trucks The use of the word “generate” in the response was incorrect. The response should 
have stated that the study considered the amount of truck traffic that would 
use the proposed freeway if an action alternative were to become the Selected 
Alternative. As noted in the comment, the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements consistently describe the anticipated changes in the distribution of 
traffic with the freeway in operation. The basic premise of the response was 
that impacts associated with truck traffic were considered in the study and were 
disclosed in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. The response 
was not intended to introduce a new conclusion as inferred by the commenter.
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127 Traffic All analyses presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement used state-
of-the-practice, scientific community accepted methods, data and assumptions 
and were updated as appropriate as new data and/or regulatory requirements 
were disclosed. Updating analyses throughout an environmental impact statement 
process is common and expected. The Final Environmental Impact Statement 
reflects those updates.
The impacts analysis is presented in Table S-3 beginning on page S-10 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. In the Section 4(f) Resources portion of the 
table (see page S-17), it states that no use of Section 4(f) resources would occur 
for the No-Action Alternative. 
The exhibits were reviewed in the context of the corresponding comment and the 
information was considered in the development of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.

128 Ultimately, the commenter was provided the requested travel demand model 
output files and responses to specific questions from the Maricopa Association of 
Governments two weeks prior to the original end of Final Environmental Impact 
Statement review period. The review period was later extended for an additional 
30 days.
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129 Section heading.

129
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130 Alternatives The comment suggests the environmental impact statement process was biased 
by past planning efforts. Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit 
Administration guidance issued in February 2005 (Linking the Transportation 
Planning and National Environmental Policy Act Process) notes that statewide 
and metropolitan transportation planning should be the foundation for highway 
and transit projects. The transportation planning process and the environmental 
analysis required during project development by the National Environmental 
Policy Act should work in tandem, with the results of the transportation planning 
processing informing the National Environmental Policy Act process. Therefore, 
the Federal Highway Administration was following a standard process of 
incorporating the metropolitan planning organization transportation plan into 
the National Environmental Policy Act. However, as required by the National 
Environmental Policy Act, the Federal Highway Administration evaluated a 
reasonable range of alternatives to those identified during the planning process, 
including transit, existing roads, and various alignments for the preferred 
alternative. Many of the alternatives were those brought forward by the public 
during the National Environmental Policy Act process. Because the Federal 
Highway Administration evaluated numerous alternatives to those identified 
by the local metropolitan planning organization, which is clearly described 
beginning on page 4 of the Record of Decision,  it was not predecisional during the 
environmental impact statement process. 
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131 Implementation The comment suggests the environmental impact statement process was biased by 
the fact that the Arizona Department of Transportation plans to use federal funds 
to construct the project. The National Environmental Policy Act does not allow 
this to be a factor in the decision regarding the selection of an alternative. 
Additionally, the National Environmental Policy Act process can’t be started until 
an action is identified. One of the purposes of the National Environmental Policy 
Act is to evaluate alternatives to the action being brought forward by an agency.
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132 Implementation The comment suggests the environmental impact statement process was biased 
by the fact that the Arizona Department of Transportation constructed the 
eastern terminus in such a way that it could be expanded for a potential freeway 
connection. The National Environmental Policy Act does not allow this to be a 
factor in the decision regarding the selection of an alternative. 
The process of developing and screening alternatives was disclosed, robust, 
comprehensive, objective, and consistent with the National Environmental Policy 
Act’s intent to use a logical, sequential, interdisciplinary approach to establish 
a range of reasonable alternatives (as concluded in text beginning on page 3-26 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). In the case of Eastern Section 
action alternative, the study did consider alternatives that would not connect 
to the existing interchange at Interstate 10 (Maricopa Freeway) and Pecos Road 
(see text beginning on page 3-9 and Figure 3-6 in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). 
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133 Implementation The comment suggests the environmental impact statement process was biased 
by a history of property acquisitions within the Study Area. More specifically, 
properties falling within the limits of the Preferred Alternative, as identified in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement, were targeted for acquisition. The 
National Environmental Policy Act does not allow the ownership of right-of-way to 
be a factor in the decision regarding the selection of an alternative.
In this case, property acquisitions by the Arizona Department of Transportation 
for purposes of implementing the project are done at risk as communicated to 
the agency by the Federal Highway Administration. If another action alternative 
were to be ultimately selected, the agency would likely have to place the acquired 
properties on the market for sale and purchase. The Arizona Department of 
Transportation attempts to balance the risk against its mission of timely delivery 
of transportation infrastructure to the traveling public.
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134 Implementation The comment suggests the environmental impact statement process was biased 
by the Arizona Department of Transportation’s recent activity related to the 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative. The National Environmental Policy 
Act does not allow the procurement of designers and constructors to be a factor in 
the decision regarding the selection of an alternative.
In this case, procurement of designers and constructors by the Arizona 
Department of Transportation for purposes of implementing the project are done 
at risk as communicated to the agency by the Federal Highway Administration. 
The Arizona Department of Transportation attempts to balance the risk against its 
mission of timely delivery of transportation infrastructure to the traveling public.

135 Socioeconomic 
Projections

Socioeconomic projections are updated every 3 to 5 years by the Arizona State 
Demographer’s Office. The projections by the Arizona State Demographer’s 
Office are produced at the county level and were approved in December 2012. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments is tasked with producing the sub-
county level projections, and those were approved in June 2013 after the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement was published, but before the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement was issued.
Under the National Environmental Policy Act, it is common for new data to avail 
itself and to, therefore, update the environmental impact statement as new data 
become available. It is not a requirement, however, to stop the environmental 
impact statement process in its entirety to wait for new information to become 
available. Completing an environmental impact statement under those terms 
would be quite difficult and, arguably, the public would not receive benefits 
associated with a proposed public infrastructure action. In this case, the project 
team experts were aware that socioeconomic projections were to be made 
available but it was likely (based on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
content and processes and a qualitative understanding of what the updated 
information would show and reveal) that conclusions affected by such data would 
not substantially change. The team undertook a quite acceptable, common, and 
understood practice of publishing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
while new data were developing and then present the new information in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. The new information would not automatically 
assume the need for a supplemental document.
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136 Socioeconomic 
Projections

All socioeconomic and traffic projections used in the study were obtained from the 
Maricopa Association of Governments. The Maricopa Association of Governments 
2013 socioeconomic projections and detailed documentation are available at 
<azmag.gov/Projects/Project.asp?CMSID=1132&MID=Information%20Services> 
and were posted on June 25, 2013. The projections can also be accessed in an 
online viewer on the Maricopa Association of Governments Web site at <geo.
azmaq.gov/maps/projections2013/>.

137 Socioeconomic 
Projections

Socioeconomic projections are updated every 3 to 5 years by the Arizona State 
Demographer’s Office. The projections by the Arizona State Demographer’s 
Office are produced at the county level and were approved in December 2012. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments is tasked with producing the sub-
county level projections, and those were approved in June 2013 after the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement was published, but before the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement was issued. Use of the county-level projections 
without the more detailed regional analysis zone or traffic analysis zone 
information would have introduced inconsistencies in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. 
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138 Traffic Socioeconomic projections are updated every 3 to 5 years by the Arizona State 
Demographer’s Office. The projections by the Arizona State Demographer’s 
Office are produced at the county level and were approved in December 2012. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments is tasked with producing the sub-
county level projections, and those were approved in June 2013 after the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement was published, but before the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement was issued. As noted previously, the updated 
information was incorporated into the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

139 Socioeconomic 
and Traffic 
Projections

A data set for 2035 was provided by the Maricopa Association of Governments for 
use in the study. The traffic projections were provided after the adoption of the 
socioeconomic projections.
The Maricopa Association of Governments socioeconomic projections are 
reviewed with the Maricopa Association of Governments Population Technical 
Advisory Committee by traffic analysis zone. While the dataset for 2035 from the 
2013 Maricopa Association of Governments socioeconomic projections was not 
adopted, the dataset was produced using the AZ-SMART model, which operates 
on an annual basis, in line with the approved datasets for 2030 and 2040. The 
2035 dataset conforms to the population control totals contained in the Arizona 
State Demographer’s Office projections approved in December 2012. A detailed 
time line for the Maricopa Association of Governments 2013 socioeconomic 
projections can be found in the documentation available at <azmag.gov/
Documents/IS_2013-06-25_MAG-Socioeconomic-Projections-Documentation-
June-2013.pdf>.
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140 Socioeconomic 
and Traffic 
Projections

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. 
Socioeconomic projections are updated every 3 to 5 years by the Arizona State 
Demographer's Office. The projections by the Arizona State Demographer's 
Office are produced at the county level and were approved in December 2012. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments is tasked with producing the 
subcounty level projections, and those were approved in June 2013 after the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement was published, but before the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement was issued. As noted previously, the updated 
information was incorporated into the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
The Maricopa Association of Governments socioeconomic projections are 
reviewed with the Maricopa Association of Governments Population Technical 
Advisory Committee by traffic analysis zone. While the dataset for 2035 from the 
2013 Maricopa Association of Governments socioeconomic projections was not 
adopted, the dataset was produced using the AZ-SMART model, which operates 
on an annual basis, in line with the approved datasets for 2030 and 2040. The 
2035 dataset conforms to the population control totals contained in the Arizona 
State Demographer’s Office projections approved in December 2012. A detailed 
time line for the Maricopa Association of Governments 2013 socioeconomic 
projections can be found in the documentation available at <azmag.gov/
Documents/IS_2013-06-25_MAG-Socioeconomic-Projections-Documentation-
June-2013.pdf>.
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141 Socioeconomic 
Projections

Known development projects with varying degrees of investment and jurisdictional 
approval are input to AZ-SMART, the socioeconomic model used by the Maricopa 
Association of Governments to develop long-range projections. The datasets, 
methods, and assumptions used in the model are reviewed and approved by the 
Maricopa Association of Governments Population Technical Advisory Committee. 
Detailed documentation for the 2013 socioeconomic projections is available 
at <azmag.gov/Documents/IS_2013-06-25_MAG-Socioeconomic-Projections-
Documentation-June-2013.pdf>.
The observation reached by the commenter is correct. The reduction in total 
population is generally at the outer years of the horizon (2030 to 2035); most of 
the growth slated for the Study Area occurs in the earlier years of the horizon. 
Therefore, the Study Area experienced a lower percentage decrease in projected 
population in 2035 than the county as a whole. The values presented in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement are accurate.
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142 Socioeconomic 
Projections

Known development projects with varying degrees of investment and jurisdictional 
approval are input to AZ-SMART, the socioeconomic model used by the Maricopa 
Association of Governments to develop long-range projections. The datasets, 
methods, and assumptions used in the model are reviewed and approved by the 
Maricopa Association of Governments Population Technical Advisory Committee. 
Detailed documentation for the 2013 socioeconomic projections is available 
at <azmag.gov/Documents/IS_2013-06-25_MAG-Socioeconomic-Projections-
Documentation-June-2013.pdf>.
The observation reached by the commenter is correct. The reduction in total 
population is generally at the outer years of the horizon (2030 to 2035); most of 
the growth slated for the Study Area occurs in the earlier years of the horizon. 
Therefore, the Study Area experienced a lower percentage decrease in projected 
population in 2035 than the county as a whole. The values presented in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement are accurate.

143 The prologue to the Final Environmental Impact Statement provided details 
related to the changes between the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see page xi in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement).
As noted on page xi of the Prologue to the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, the purpose and need for the project was reevaluated using the 
new socioeconomic projections related to regional traffic, and the conclusions 
reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were reconfirmed in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. Similarly, it is noted on page xi that the 
alternatives development and screening process was validated using the updated 
socioeconomic and traffic projections.

142
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144 Planning Horizon The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
used a planning horizon of 2035 so that the study would be consistent with 
the planning horizon for the Regional Transportation Plan and regional air quality 
conformity analysis.

145 Temporary 
Construction 
Impacts

Potential temporary construction impacts are described beginning on page 4-173 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

144
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146 Trucks The total number of heavy trucks that will use the main line of the freeway will 
vary by location, but average out to approximately 10 percent. The percentage 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement is an approximation 
that generally represents the entire corridor. Similarly, other regional freeways 
experience varying levels of heavy truck usage, but the 10 percent level is the 
average.
It is not anticipated that a high number of heavy trucks will use the traffic 
interchanges serving primarily residential areas. Again, the percentage is 
approximate and varies and is presented for travel on the freeway main line.
The quotes presented in the comment are correct in that trucks will use the 
freeway for varying purposes. A detailed discussion of trucking in the region is 
presented on page 3-64 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
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147 Implementation The State Route 30 project is in the Maricopa Association of Governments 
2035 Regional Transportation Plan, updated in January 2014. It is identified in 
Group 3, with implementation planned between fiscal years 2027 and 2035. As 
noted in the text box on page 1-5, the Regional Transportation Plan includes only 
projects for which funding is available or is reasonably expected. Therefore, there 
is an intent and expectation that the State Route 30 project will be implemented 
by 2035.

148 Traffic The citation for most of the traffic-related figures and tables in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement is to Maricopa Association of 
Governments 2013c, extrapolated analysis. In the references and bibliography 
that citation refers to the Regional Travel Demand Model Output (TransCAD). As 
noted on page 1-4 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the reference to 
“extrapolated analysis” means that the analysis was performed using Maricopa 
Association of Governments data as inputs. In most instances the data was 
extracted directly from the travel demand model output and presented in the 
figures and tables. Additional details are presented in the Traffic Overview report. 
Ultimately, the commenter was provided the requested travel demand model 
output files and responses to specific questions from the Maricopa Association of 
Governments two weeks prior to the original end of Final Environmental Impact 
Statement review period. The review period was later extended for an additional 
30 days.
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149 Alternatives These alternatives and the combination of alternatives were evaluated in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. However, they did not satisfy the project 
purpose and need. A partial freeway from Interstate 10 (Papago Freeway) to 
Laveen Village is not reasonable because it would not meet the proposed freeway's 
identified purpose and need. 
Construction of Carver Road between 59th and 51st avenues is included in the 
City of Phoenix General Plan transportation element. 
Improving 51st Avenue between Carver and Pecos roads would require permission 
of the Gila River Indian Community. 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 land. 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. Based on previous comments from 
the Gila River Indian Community related to pass-through traffic using 51st Avenue, 
the Gila River Indian Community would not support any activities that would 
increase unwanted traffic through its communities. 
Extending Pecos Road to 51st Avenue would not be feasible because a portion 
would be located on Gila River Indian Community land, and the Gila River Indian 
Community has not provided permission to construct a facility on its land. 
Based on previous comments from the Gila River Indian Community related to 
pass-through traffic using 51st Avenue, the Gila River Indian Community would 
not support any activities that would increase unwanted traffic through its 
communities. 
Improvements to the arterial street system in the southwestern area (Laveen and 
Estrella Villages) are planned in the City of Phoenix General Plan. 
For these reasons, alternatives similar to the hybrid alternative proposed in the 
comment were eliminated from detailed study. 
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150 Alternatives The alternative submitted by the Gila River Indian Community is included in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (see page 3-10 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement) and Record of Decision (see page 14).
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151 Exhibit reviewed.
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152 Title page.
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153 Purpose and Need As presented in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, the Study Area was based on 
where transportation modeling indicated the transportation problem would be 
diminished by an additional facility. Through transportation modeling, analysis 
of socioeconomic data, and coordination with stakeholder agencies, the Study 
Area for the project was strategically positioned where a gap exists in the regional 
transportation system’s loop freeway network (see Chapter 3, page 3-3 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement). Even so, contrary to what the commenter 
states, alternatives outside the Study Area were rigorously and comprehensively 
evaluated during the alternatives development and screening process. Ultimately, 
none of the alternatives outside the Study Area could address the identified 
purpose and need (see text beginning on page 4 of the Record of Decision). 
Current transportation guidance (developed during the time frame of the South 
Mountain Freeway environmental impact statement) states that transportation 
objectives developed during the transportation planning process and identified 
in a statewide or metropolitan transportation plan can be the primary source of 
a project’s purpose and need statement. The transportation planning process 
enables State and local governments and metropolitan planning organizations, 
with the involvement of stakeholders and the public, to establish a vision for a 
region’s future transportation system, define a region’s transportation goals and 
objectives for realizing that vision, decide which needs to address, and determine 
the time frame for addressing these needs. Out of the process emerge proposed 
projects intended to meet the needs and achieve the objectives of the plan.

15
3



	 Appendix A  •  A173

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

154 Purpose and 
Need, Alternatives

As presented in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, the Study Area was based on 
where transportation modeling indicated the transportation problem would be 
diminished by a major transportation facility. Through transportation modeling, 
analysis of socioeconomic data, and coordination with stakeholder agencies 
and the public, the Study Area for the project was strategically positioned where 
a gap exists in the regional transportation system’s loop freeway network (see 
Chapter 3, page 3-3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, and page 4 
of the Record of Decision). Even so, alternatives outside the Study Area were 
rigorously and comprehensively evaluated during the alternatives development 
and screening process. The Riggs Road Alternative (Final Environmental Impact 
Statement page 3-9 and Record of Decision page 7), which the commenter 
mentions specifically, is primarily on Gila River Indian Community land, and the 
Gila River Indian Community has not allowed detailed study of an alternative 
using its land. Furthermore, the Riggs Road Alternative would not complete the 
loop system, thereby causing substantial out-of-direction travel for motorists. 
Ultimately, none of the alternatives outside of the Study Area, including the 
Riggs Road Alternative, could address the identified purpose and need with regard 
to regional travel demand and existing and projected transportation system 
capacity deficiencies. Similar discussions are provided in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for the other alternatives outside the Study Area. 
Current transportation guidance (developed during the time frame of the 
South Mountain Freeway environmental impact statement process) states that 
transportation objectives developed during the transportation planning process 
and identified in a statewide or metropolitan transportation plan can be the 
primary source of a project’s purpose and need statement. The transportation 
planning process enables State and local governments and metropolitan planning 
organizations, with the involvement of stakeholders and the public, to establish a 
vision for a region’s future transportation system, define a region’s transportation 
goals and objectives for realizing that vision, decide which needs to address, and 
determine the time frame for addressing these needs. Out of the process emerge 
proposed projects intended to meet the needs and achieve the objectives of the 
plan.
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155 Air Quality The purpose of Figure 4-18 is to demonstrate that emissions of criteria pollutants 
are decreasing and continue to do so. More recent data confirm and strengthen 
the trend, but do not change the conclusion. Therefore, updating the figure would 
be of no substantive benefit. 
There is no substantive benefit to updating ambient monitoring data for the same 
reasons as mentioned previously—newer data strengthen the conclusions in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement, but do not change them. 
The core of the comment regarding the air quality study area seems to be 
the exclusion of nonattainment areas near the Study Area. The Pinal County 
particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10) nonattainment areas were not included in 
the air quality study area because they are far enough from the project (15 miles) 
that the emissions from the project would not impact those areas. The receptor 
diagrams in the air quality technical report demonstrate that concentrations drop 
to zero or near zero within a few hundred meters of the project. The air quality 
study area was determined through interagency consultation and neither of the 
air quality agencies involved in the interagency consultation process (Arizona 
Department of Environmental Quality or the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 9) requested that these areas be included in the analysis.
The current nonattainment and maintenance areas for particulate matter (PM10), 
carbon monoxide, and ozone in Maricopa County are presented in the Record of 
Decision, Figure 23, on page 69.
The main point of the remainder of the air quality comments is that they have not 
been incorporated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. These points are 
discussed at an appropriate and standard level of detail in the air quality technical 
report and are incorporated into the Final Environmental Impact Statement by 
reference. The air quality technical report, along with other technical appendices 
have always been available to the public. It should be noted that the commenter 
states that vehicle miles traveled and vehicle mix are critical and should be 
discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement—again, this information 
is incorporated by reference and was requested by a commenter earlier in project 
development. 
The commenter incorrectly states that a hot-spot analysis was conducted for 
mobile source air toxics. A hot-spot analysis was only conducted for carbon 
monoxide and particulate matter (PM10). The Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement analysis included a draft carbon monoxide dispersion modeling 
analysis and a qualitative particulate matter (PM10) analysis. However, the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement analysis had to meet transportation conformity 
requirements; conformity requires that the year of peak emissions be modeled, 
which was determined to be 2035 for both pollutants. The quantitative particulate 
matter (PM10) analysis only addressed 2035 because it was first completed for the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement and this is the only required year. Since 
the carbon monoxide analysis was an update of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement analysis, and since both years were modeled in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, both were presented in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for continuity, even though only 2035 was technically required.

(Response 155 continues on next page)
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155 
(cont.)

The Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand model projects 
that truck traffic will represent approximately 10 percent of the total traffic on 
the 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) will 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). 

156 Vibration-related 
Impacts

As stated in the response to comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, no federal requirements are directed specifically to highway traffic-
induced vibration. All studies completed by highway agencies to assess the impact 
of operational traffic-induced vibrations have shown that both measured and 
predicted vibration levels are less than any known criteria for structural damage to 
buildings. No mitigation is warranted.
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157 Noise The noise analysis presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement uses 
the most recent Arizona Department of Transportation Noise Abatement Policy 
(last updated in 2011), which was formally approved by the Federal Highway 
Administration, and traffic projections provided by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments in August 2013. Both the Noise Control Act of 1972 and the Quiet 
Communities Act of 1978 addressed emissions from transportation vehicles and 
equipment, machinery, appliances, aircraft, and other products in commerce. 
Based on this authority, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency developed 
noise emission standards and controls for vehicles, which are enforced by the 
U.S. Department of Transportation. The noise emissions of motor vehicles are 
used in the Federal Highway Administration’s noise prediction model (Traffic Noise 
Model), which was used on this project (see Final Environmental Impact Statement 
beginning on page 4-88). The noise regulations of other agencies have limited 
(U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and local noise ordinances) 
or no applicability (Federal Transit Administration—for federally funded transit 
projects) to the project. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
regulations consider noise in the acquisition of undeveloped land and noise 
exposure to existing developments. The Federal Highway Administration’s 
Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise 
specifies abatement criteria for undeveloped land and existing housing. These 
criteria were used to determine mitigation for the project (see Final Environmental 
Impact Statement beginning on page 4-88). Local noise regulations are intended 
to address nuisance noise. They address emissions from modified motor vehicle 
exhausts, loud performances, and nighttime activities. Page 4-174 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement discusses the mitigation measures to be used to 
address the noise generated during construction, including nighttime construction. 
These commitments are confirmed in Table 3, beginning on page 38, of the Record 
of Decision. The Occupational Safety and Health Administration Occupational 
Noise Exposure, Hearing Conservation Amendment applies to on-the-job worker 
exposure to noise. These exposure limits will apply to highway construction 
workers in compliance with the Arizona Department of Transportation’s safety 
policy.

158 Water Resources Groundwater data in other areas may be more current; however, this additional 
level of detail would not assist the environmental impact statement decision-
making process because groundwater levels are not a differentiating factor among 
action alternatives and because each action alternative is located in a similar area 
and follows a similar vertical profile.
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159 Water Resources Impacts from well/water acquisition will be mitigated through well or water 
replacement; therefore, there will be minimal impact to the golf course and the 
Foothills Community Association. This is clearly stated in the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements. The discussion in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (see page 4-108) indicates that reclaimed wastewater would 
not be available; however, the conclusion is appropriate, “In the event that well 
replacement were to be impossible, [the Arizona Department of Transportation] 
would still replace the water that would be lost through the acquisition.”
Secondary and cumulative impacts related to groundwater are discussed beginning 
on page 4-179 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Specific analysis of 
the indirect impacts from the loss of water to the noted facilities was not included 
because, if affected, the water will be replaced by the Arizona Department of 
Transportation. 



	 Appendix A  •  A179

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 



A180 •  Appendix A

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

160 Air Quality Mobile sources are not regulated for impacts on visibility in Class I areas 
(40 Code of Federal Regulations Section 51.307) and neither of the air quality 
agencies involved in the interagency consultation process (Arizona Department 
of Environmental Quality or the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9) 
requested that Class I areas be included in the analysis.
Qualitative discussions regarding construction activities are found under Mitigation 
on page 4-85 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Maintenance activities 
mentioned by the commenter (i.e., repaving, re-striping, landscaping maintenance) 
will be construction-like activities, although at a smaller scale, and will have similar, 
but more often less impact than construction activities.
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161 Air Quality Socioeconomic projections are updated every 3 to 5 years by the Arizona State 
Demographer’s Office. The projections by the Arizona State Demographer’s 
Office are produced at the county level and were approved in December 2012. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments is tasked with producing the sub-
county level projections, and those were approved in June 2013 after the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement was published, but before the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement was issued. The new data are presented in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. These new 
projections were used to update other sections, including Air Quality (beginning 
on page 4-68). 
Figure 4-18 was not updated because the comparison of national economic 
and demographic growth indicators and air emissions show the same trend 
of increasing vehicle miles traveled and decreasing emissions of principal air 
pollutants. Updating the figure would neither change the conclusions of the 
environmental document or aid in decision-making.

162 Comment noted.
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163 Comment noted.

164 Air Quality Particulate matter (PM10) emission rates (from vehicles and re-entrained road 
dust) were used in the CAL3QHCR dispersion model to generate particulate 
matter (PM10) concentrations at specific receptor locations at each of the three 
analysis locations. The particulate matter (PM10) concentrations (including a 
background concentration) were used to determine whether the vehicle emissions 
resulting from the project would cause the applicable National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards for particulate matter (PM10) to be exceeded. For each analysis 
location, particulate matter (PM10) emission rates for running exhaust, crankcase 
running exhaust, brake wear, and tire wear were developed using MOVES2010b.
The conformity regulations require hot-spot analyses to address the year or years 
of peak emissions. Through the interagency consultation process, 2035 was 
selected as the analysis year when traffic volumes and vehicle miles traveled would 
be the greatest. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency was consulted on the 
conformity methodology presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
The carbon monoxide analysis was updated for the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement similar to the particulate matter (PM10) analysis, using link-specific 
data and model inputs consistent with the inputs the Maricopa Association of 
Governments uses for regional carbon monoxide emissions analyses.
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement analysis included a draft carbon 
monoxide dispersion modeling analysis and a qualitative particulate matter (PM10) 
analysis. However, the Final Environmental Impact Statement analysis had to meet 
transportation conformity requirements; conformity requires that the year of peak 
emissions be modeled, which was determined to be 2035 for both pollutants. 
The quantitative particulate matter (PM10) analysis only addressed 2035 because 
it was first completed for the Final Environmental Impact Statement and this 
is the only required year. Since the carbon monoxide analysis was an update of 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement analysis, and since both years were 
modeled in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, both were presented in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement for continuity, even though only 2035 was 
technically required. While carbon monoxide consists only of exhaust emissions, 
particulate matter (PM10) consists of exhaust, brake wear, tire wear, and road 
dust. The trend in exhaust emissions is downward, due to the ongoing phase-
in of U.S. Environmental Protection Agency tailpipe emissions standards, but 
brake wear, tire wear, and road dust increase in direct proportion to vehicle miles 
traveled (there are no U.S. Environmental Protection Agency standards that reduce 
these sources of emissions).
The Final Environmental Impact Statement (page 4-75) states that the Maricopa 
Association of Governments most recent conformity analysis for its regional 
transportation plan shows regional emissions of carbon monoxide will be 
highest in 2035. This is from the regional model, whereas Table 4-32 in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement shows site-specific modeled results, hence the 
difference. Regardless, the conclusion remains the same that the project complies 
with the transportation conformity regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulation, 
Part 93 and with conformity provisions of Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act.
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165 Air Quality As indicated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the project complies 
with the transportation conformity regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 93 and with the conformity provisions of Section 176(c) of the Clean Air 
Act. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency was consulted on the conformity 
methodology presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
The Pinal County particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10) nonattainment areas were 
not included in the air quality study area because they are far enough from the 
project (15 miles) that the emissions from the project would not impact those 
areas. The air quality study area was determined through interagency consultation 
and neither of the air quality agencies involved in the interagency consultation 
process (Arizona Department of Environmental Quality or the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region 9) requested that these areas be included in the 
analysis.
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s guidance for hot-spot modeling 
for highway projects does not require such an extensive receptor grid. The 
geographic extent of the hot-spot modeling was agreed to through interagency 
consultation with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality and the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Concentrations comply with the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards at the roadside and decrease with distance 
away from the roadway. Extending the receptor network would simply produce 
additional model results that are even farther below the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards.

166 Air Quality The figure in question was based on emissions information that was out of date. 
In addition, it presented information on source contributions for all 188 air 
pollutants that are regulated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as 
air toxics, even though most of these pollutants are not mobile source air toxics. 
Pages 4-74 and 4-75 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement include three 
tables and one figure with local Maricopa County information about the sources 
of mobile source air toxic pollutants, which is more relevant to the Study Area.
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167 Air Quality The figure in question was based on emissions information that was out of date. 
In addition, it presented information on source contributions for all 188 air 
pollutants that are regulated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as 
air toxics, even though most of these pollutants are not mobile source air toxics. 
Pages 4-74 and 4-75 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement include three 
tables and one figure with local Maricopa County information about the sources 
of mobile source air toxic pollutants, which is more relevant to the Study Area.

168 Air Quality The Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project study is provided as background 
information in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, but the 
study itself is not relevant to the type of analysis done pursuant to the Federal 
Highway Administration’s interim mobile source air toxics guidance, which is an 
emissions analysis. Monitored ambient concentrations of mobile source air toxics, 
the focus of the Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project, do not inform this type of 
analysis. The discussions in the Air Quality section of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement are of sufficient detail to understand existing conditions without 
having to use the particular study the commenter mentions. It should be noted, 
however, that Tables 4-30 and 4-31 in the section, Air Quality, use this study to 
show existing conditions regarding mobile source air toxics. Also, the mobile 
source air toxics analysis showed that emissions will decline, and that reductions 
on the order of 57 to 92 percent will occur irrespective of whether the project is 
constructed.

169 Air Quality The table presents the findings of the Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project, which 
was completed in 2004. Updating these background data would not change the 
conclusions of the project-specific analysis. 
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170 Air Quality The conformity regulations require hot-spot analyses to address the year or years 
of peak emissions. Through the interagency consultation process, 2035 was 
selected as the analysis year when traffic volumes and vehicle miles traveled would 
be the greatest. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement analysis included a 
draft carbon monoxide dispersion modeling analysis and a qualitative particulate 
matter (PM10) analysis. However, the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
analysis had to meet transportation conformity requirements; conformity 
requires that the year of peak emissions be modeled, which was determined to 
be 2035 for both pollutants. The quantitative particulate matter (PM10) analysis 
only addressed 2035 because it was first completed for the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement and this is the only required year. Since the carbon monoxide 
analysis was an update of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement analysis, 
and since both years were modeled in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
both were presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for continuity, 
even though only 2035 was technically required. While carbon monoxide consists 
only of exhaust emissions, particulate matter (PM10) consists of exhaust, brake 
wear, tire wear, and road dust. The trend in exhaust emissions is downward, due to 
the ongoing phase-in of U.S. Environmental Protection Agency tailpipe emissions 
standards, but brake wear, tire wear, and road dust increase in direct proportion 
to vehicle miles traveled (there are no U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
standards that reduce these sources of emissions).
The Final Environmental Impact Statement (page 4-75) states that the Maricopa 
Association of Governments most recent conformity analysis for its regional 
transportation plan shows regional emissions of carbon monoxide will be 
highest in 2035. This is from the regional model, whereas Table 4-32 in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement shows site-specific modeled results, hence the 
difference. Regardless, the conclusion remains the same that the project complies 
with the transportation conformity regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulation, 
Part 93 and with conformity provisions of Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act.

171 Air Quality The background values used in the Final Environmental Impact Statement were 
updated from what was used in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (see 
Table 4-32 on page 4-76 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement) and were 
agreed to through interagency consultation with the Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
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172 Air Quality Ozone is a regional pollutant, and under the Clean Air Act conformity 
requirements, ozone precursor emissions are addressed at the regional level 
through emissions analysis of the Maricopa Association of Government’s long 
range transportation plan. As long as projects are included in a conforming plan, 
as is the case for the South Mountain Freeway, then they are considered to have 
complied with the Clean Air Act requirements applicable to ozone. Analysis of 
the alternatives for National Environmental Policy Act purposes is not necessary, 
because any alternative would have to meet this same conformity test in order 
to proceed (the Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway 
Administration could not approve any alternative that did not meet regional 
conformity requirements for demonstrating compliance with the ozone National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards). The question of whether one alternative is 
“better” than another from an ozone standpoint is moot, because all alternatives 
are required to be consistent with attainment of the ozone standard.

173 Air Quality The conformity regulations require hot-spot analyses to address the year or years 
of peak emissions. Through the interagency consultation process, 2035 was 
selected as the analysis year when traffic volumes and vehicle miles traveled would 
be the greatest. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement analysis included a 
draft carbon monoxide dispersion modeling analysis and a qualitative particulate 
matter (PM10) analysis. However, the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
analysis had to meet transportation conformity requirements; conformity requires 
that the year of peak emissions be modeled, which was determined to be 2035 
for both pollutants. The quantitative particulate matter (PM10) analysis only 
addressed 2035 because it was first completed for the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement and this is the only required year. Since the carbon monoxide analysis 
was an update of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement analysis, and since 
both years were modeled in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, both 
were presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for continuity, even 
though only 2035 was technically required. While carbon monoxide consists only 
of exhaust emissions, particulate matter (PM10) consists of exhaust, brake wear, 
tire wear, and road dust. The trend in exhaust emissions is downward, due to the 
ongoing phase-in of U.S. Environmental Protection Agency tailpipe emissions 
standards, but brake wear, tire wear, and road dust increase in direct proportion 
to vehicle miles traveled (there are no U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
standards that reduce these sources of emissions).
The Final Environmental Impact Statement (page 4-75) states that the Maricopa 
Association of Governments most recent conformity analysis for its regional 
transportation plan shows regional emissions of carbon monoxide will be 
highest in 2035. This is from the regional model, whereas Table 4-32 in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement shows site-specific modeled results, hence the 
difference. Regardless, the conclusion remains the same that the project complies 
with the transportation conformity regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulation, 
Part 93 and with conformity provisions of Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act.

17
2

17
3



	 Appendix A  •  A187

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

174 Air Quality MOVES2010b is the mobile-source emission factor model used in this analysis.
The main point of the comment appears to be that these critical data have not 
been incorporated into the Final Environmental Impact Statement. These data 
were incorporated into the air quality technical report, which is available to 
the public. These data were incorporated into the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement by reference (see page 4-78).

175 Air Quality The conformity regulations require hot-spot analyses to address the year or years 
of peak emissions. Through the interagency consultation process, 2035 was 
selected as the analysis year when traffic volumes and vehicle miles traveled would 
be the greatest. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement analysis included a 
draft carbon monoxide dispersion modeling analysis and a qualitative particulate 
matter (PM10) analysis. However, the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
analysis had to meet transportation conformity requirements; conformity 
requires that the year of peak emissions be modeled, which was determined to 
be 2035 for both pollutants. The quantitative particulate matter (PM10) analysis 
only addressed 2035 because it was first completed for the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement and this is the only required year. Since the carbon monoxide 
analysis was an update of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement analysis, 
and since both years were modeled in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
both were presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for continuity, 
even though only 2035 was technically required. While carbon monoxide consists 
only of exhaust emissions, particulate matter (PM10) consists of exhaust, brake 
wear, tire wear, and road dust. The trend in exhaust emissions is downward, due to 
the ongoing phase-in of U.S. Environmental Protection Agency tailpipe emissions 
standards, but brake wear, tire wear, and road dust increase in direct proportion 
to vehicle miles traveled (there are no U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
standards that reduce these sources of emissions).

176 Air Quality Conformity applies to the nonattainment or maintenance area(s) where the 
proposed project is located; therefore, modeling a nonattainment area 15 miles 
away from the project is neither necessary nor required.

177 Air Quality MOVES2010b is the mobile-source emission factor model used in this analysis.

17
4

17
5

17
6

17
7



A188 •  Appendix A

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

178 Air Quality The mobile source air toxics analyses as presented in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement were based on average daily traffic volumes over a 1-year 
period. Vehicle miles traveled are presented in the mobile source air toxics tables 
starting on page 4-80 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The Final 
Environmental Impact Statement indicates that local vehicle mix was a model input 
(page 4-79). Details on vehicle mix (heavy trucks versus all vehicles) are located in 
the appendix of the air quality technical report (page A-3), which is available to 
the public. Technical reports are designed to support the environmental impact 
statement, not to be reproduced in the environmental impact statement.
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179 Air Quality Figure 4-28 in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement was based on 
MOBILE6.2 national defaults, including the national default vehicle fleet mix. 
Because MOBILE6.2 has been replaced by MOVES, the graphic was no longer 
relevant and was deleted.

180 Air Quality, Trucks The Final Environmental Impact Statement indicates that local vehicle mix 
was a model input (page 4-79). Details on vehicle mix (heavy trucks versus all 
vehicles) are located in the appendix of the air quality technical report (page A-3), 
which is available to the public. Technical reports are designed to support the 
environmental impact statement, not to be reproduced in the environmental 
impact statement.
As with all other freeways in the region, trucks will use the project for the through-
transport of freight, for transport to and from distribution centers, and for 
transport to support local commerce. Nevertheless, the primary vehicles using the 
freeway will be automobiles. The Maricopa Association of Governments regional 
travel demand model projects that truck traffic will represent approximately 
10 percent of the total traffic on the 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) will 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). The vehicle mix and specifically the percentages of trucks using the 
facility is similar in vehicle mix ratios found throughout the region’s existing 
freeway system.
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181 Air Quality Similar to the Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project, the Phoenix, Arizona Air Toxics 
Assessment – Final Comprehensive Report is not relevant to the type of analysis 
done pursuant to the Federal Highway Administration’s interim mobile source 
air toxics guidance, which is an emissions analysis. The mobile source air toxics 
analysis presented beginning on page 4-78 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement is an estimated inventory of mobile source air toxics emissions for 
the entire Study Area for 2025 and 2035. This approach was used because the 
inventory estimate accounts for changes in traffic and emissions on all roadways 
affected by a proposed project and would, therefore, be a more reliable predictor 
of changes in exposure to mobile source air toxics.
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182 Air Quality The National Near Roadway Mobile Source Air Toxic Study is discussed 
on page 4-81 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, although not in 
detail. The National Near Roadway Mobile Source Air Toxic Study is provided as 
background information in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, 
but the study itself is not relevant to the type of analysis done pursuant to the 
Federal Highway Administration’s interim mobile source air toxics guidance, which 
is an emissions analysis. Monitored ambient concentrations of mobile source air 
toxics, the focus of the National Near Roadway Mobile Source Air Toxic Study, 
do not inform this type of analysis. The discussions in the Air Quality section of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement are of sufficient detail to understand 
existing conditions without having to use the particular study the commenter 
mentions.
The Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations for Implementing the 
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act state that 
environmental impact statements should be analytic rather than encyclopedic 
[40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 1502.2(a)]. The information presented in 
both the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements demonstrated mobile 
source air toxics emissions at the Study Area level will be much lower in the future. 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s MOVES model also predicts lower 
mobile source air toxics in the future; therefore, it can be logically assumed that 
these emissions will be lower at the schools as well.

183 Air Quality The mobile source air toxics analyses presented in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement were based on average daily traffic volumes over a 1-year 
period. Vehicle miles traveled are presented in the mobile source air toxics tables 
starting on page 4-80 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The Final 
Environmental Impact Statement indicates that local vehicle mix was a model input 
(page 4-79). Details on vehicle mix (heavy trucks versus all vehicles) are located in 
the appendix of the air quality technical report (page A-3), which is available to 
the public. Technical reports are designed to support the environmental impact 
statement, not to be reproduced in the environmental impact statement.
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184 Comment noted.

185 Noise Analysis of noise-related impacts from maintenance activities is not required 
under Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
noise policies. Noise generated by maintenance activities would be temporary in 
nature and would be similar to that generated during construction of the freeway 
(see page 4-173 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).
A discussion of induced growth can be found beginning on page 4-182 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. Cumulative impacts from noise are discussed 
on page 4-188 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Vehicle traffic mix 
projections were provided by the Maricopa Association of Governments and are 
consistent with the regional conformity analyses; they are discussed in greater 
detail in the noise technical report prepared for the project. The technical report 
is designed to support the environmental impact statement and is available to the 
public.

18
4

18
5



	 Appendix A  •  A193

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

186 Comment noted.

187 Noise The noise analysis presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement uses 
the most recent Arizona Department of Transportation Noise Abatement Policy 
(last updated in 2011), which was formally approved by the Federal Highway 
Administration, and traffic projections provided by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments in August 2013. Both the Noise Control Act of 1972 and the Quiet 
Communities Act of 1978 addressed emissions from transportation vehicles and 
equipment, machinery, appliances, aircraft, and other products in commerce. 
Based on this authority, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency developed 
noise emission standards and controls for vehicles, which are enforced by the 
U.S. Department of Transportation. The noise emissions of motor vehicles are 
used in the Federal Highway Administration’s noise prediction model (Traffic Noise 
Model), which was used on this project (see Final Environmental Impact Statement 
beginning on page 4-88). The noise regulations of other agencies have limited 
(U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and local noise ordinances) 
or no applicability (Federal Transit Administration—for federally funded transit 
projects) to the project. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
regulations consider noise in the acquisition of undeveloped land and noise 
exposure to existing developments. The Federal Highway Administration’s 
Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise 
specifies abatement criteria for undeveloped land and existing housing. These 
criteria were used to determine mitigation for the project (see Final Environmental 
Impact Statement beginning on page 4-88). Local noise regulations are intended 
to address nuisance noise. They address emissions from modified motor vehicle 
exhausts, loud performances, and nighttime activities. Page 4-174 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement discusses the mitigation measures to be used to 
address the noise generated during construction, including nighttime construction. 
These commitments are confirmed in Table 3, beginning on page 38, of the Record 
of Decision. The Occupational Safety and Health Administration Occupational 
Noise Exposure, Hearing Conservation Amendment applies to on-the-job worker 
exposure to noise. These exposure limits will apply to highway construction 
workers in compliance with the Arizona Department of Transportation’s safety 
policy.
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188 Comment noted.

189 Comment noted.
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190 Comment noted.

191 Water Resources The impacts to surface waters as a result of the project are discussed beginning 
on page 4-105 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement and include increased 
runoff, which can increase pollutant transport, attributable to the introduction of 
an impermeable surface (i.e., a freeway). As discussed on page 4-101 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, total dissolved solids are a major constituent 
associated with degraded water quality. Other constituents that cause impairment 
vary from year to year, therefore, are not noted in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. In Arizona the accepted mitigation associated with reducing impacts to 
surface waters (or impaired waters) is implementation of a stormwater pollution 
prevention plan (and best management practices) and the Arizona Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (see page 4-102). The Arizona Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System meets the requirements of Section 402 of the Clean Water Act.
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192 Comment noted.

193 Water Resources, 
Secondary and 
Cumulative 
Impacts

The Gila River Indian Community has not provided notice to the Arizona 
Department of Transportation regarding reasonably foreseeable development. 
As a result, development along the Gila River Indian Community boundary is 
speculative.
The Final Environmental Impact Statement’s Secondary and Cumulative Impacts 
section includes a discussion of water resources and the continued conversion 
of undisturbed land to human-based development. All reasonably foreseeable 
development plans are included as “human-based” development. The specifics the 
commenter requests can be found in “Development Plans” on page 4-7 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and in Figures 4-4 and 4-5 on pages 4-8 and 
4-10, respectively. In an effort to avoid being encyclopedic, the specific information 
is not repeated.
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194 Comment noted.
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195 Water Resources, 
Secondary and 
Cumulative 
Impacts

The City of Phoenix regularly evaluates a wide array of factors that will influence 
long-term (50 years) water availability and water demand. These assessments are 
documented in the city’s Water Resources Plan. The most recent document was 
published in 2011 (see <phoenix.gov/waterservicessite/Documents/wsd2011wrp.
pdf>). The study states, “Today, the City maintains a well diversified water supply 
portfolio which is sufficient to meet the needs of this growing community for 
decades to come.” Additionally, the City of Phoenix Water Services Department 
states in its Water Supplies frequently asked questions document (updated July 25, 
2014) that “Phoenix water supplies are in good condition.”
Based on information received from the City of Phoenix Water Services 
Department, the current breakdown of water sources is 41 percent from the 
Central Arizona Project (Colorado River) and 49 percent from the Salt River 
Project (Verde River and Salt River). The remaining water comes from groundwater 
and reclaimed water. Combining all water sources, the City of Phoenix’s current 
total capacity is approximately 555 million gallons per day. During the peak 
summer months, the total demand is approximately 380 million gallons per day. 
The Foothills Community Association well produces approximately 700 gallons per 
minute, which equals approximately 1 million gallons per day. In comparison to 
the current peak demand and the total capacity, the well represents 0.26 percent 
and 0.19 percent, respectively. The City of Phoenix provides water for several golf 
courses and has indicated that there is sufficient capacity to serve the Foothills 
golf course were that the only option left.
The procedure identified on page 4-108 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement defines the procedure that the Arizona Department of Transportation 
will use to replace adversely affected wells, and also identifies the general costs 
the Arizona Department of Transportation will incur to replace the lost water 
sources. As noted in this discussion, if it were necessary to provide replacement 
water instead of a new well, the Arizona Department of Transportation would, 
in negotiations with the well owner, include the difference between the costs of 
pumping the well and the costs of the new replacement water source.
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196 Water Resources The response was explaining that all wells and well owners will be treated the same 
and that the Arizona Department of Transportation understands that relocation of 
any well is a difficult activity. However, the Arizona Department of Transportation 
has effectively mitigated well impacts associated with its projects throughout the 
region and state.
In the specific case of the Lakewood wells, it is anticipated that because the wells 
are located south of Pecos Road, they may not be directly affected by the freeway 
and could remain in place. The pipes associated with the water delivery system 
would need to be protected as they pass under the freeway, but production would 
not be affected.
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197 Water Resources, 
Secondary and 
Cumulative 
Impacts

The City of Phoenix regularly evaluates a wide array of factors that will influence 
long-term (50 years) water availability and water demand. These assessments are 
documented in the city’s Water Resources Plan. The most recent document was 
published in 2011 (see <phoenix.gov/waterservicessite/Documents/wsd2011wrp.
pdf>). The study states, “Today, the City maintains a well diversified water supply 
portfolio which is sufficient to meet the needs of this growing community for 
decades to come.” Additionally, the City of Phoenix Water Services Department 
states in its Water Supplies frequently asked questions document (updated July 25, 
2014) that “Phoenix water supplies are in good condition.”
Based on information received from the City of Phoenix Water Services 
Department, the current breakdown of water sources is 41 percent from the 
Central Arizona Project (Colorado River) and 49 percent from the Salt River 
Project (Verde River and Salt River). The remaining water comes from groundwater 
and reclaimed water. Combining all water sources, the City of Phoenix’s current 
total capacity is approximately 555 million gallons per day. During the peak 
summer months, the total demand is approximately 380 million gallons per 
day. The Water Resources Plan notes that from the peak demand year of 2002, 
total demand has actually declined by more than 16 percent, while the service 
population increased by nearly 8 percent. The Foothills Community Association 
well produces approximately 700 gallons per minute, which equals approximately 
1 million gallons per day. In comparison to the current peak demand and the total 
capacity, the well represents 0.26 percent and 0.19 percent, respectively. The City 
of Phoenix provides water for several golf courses and has indicated that there is 
sufficient capacity to serve the long-term needs of the Foothills golf course were 
that the only option left.
The procedure identified on page 4-108 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement defines the procedure that the Arizona Department of Transportation 
will use to replace adversely affected wells, and also identifies the general costs 
the Arizona Department of Transportation will incur to replace the lost water 
sources. As noted in this discussion, if it were necessary to provide replacement 
water instead of a new well, the Arizona Department of Transportation would, 
in negotiations with the well owner, include the difference between the costs of 
pumping the well and the costs of the new replacement water source.
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198 Water Resources, 
Secondary and 
Cumulative 
Impacts

The City of Phoenix regularly evaluates a wide array of factors that will influence 
long-term (50 years) water availability and water demand. These assessments are 
documented in the city’s Water Resources Plan. The most recent document was 
published in 2011 (see <phoenix.gov/waterservicessite/Documents/wsd2011wrp.
pdf>). The study states, “Today, the City maintains a well diversified water supply 
portfolio which is sufficient to meet the needs of this growing community for 
decades to come.” Additionally, the City of Phoenix Water Services Department 
states in its Water Supplies frequently asked questions document (updated July 25, 
2014) that “Phoenix water supplies are in good condition.”
Based on information received from the City of Phoenix Water Services 
Department, the current breakdown of water sources is 41 percent from the 
Central Arizona Project (Colorado River) and 49 percent from the Salt River 
Project (Verde River and Salt River). The remaining water comes from groundwater 
and reclaimed water. Combining all water sources, the City of Phoenix’s current 
total capacity is approximately 555 million gallons per day. During the peak 
summer months, the total demand is approximately 380 million gallons per day. 
The Foothills Community Association well produces approximately 700 gallons per 
minute, which equals approximately 1 million gallons per day. In comparison to 
the current peak demand and the total capacity, the well represents 0.26 percent 
and 0.19 percent, respectively. The City of Phoenix provides water for several golf 
courses and has indicated that there is sufficient capacity to serve the Foothills 
golf course were that the only option left.
The procedure identified on page 4-108 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement defines the procedure that the Arizona Department of Transportation 
will use to replace adversely affected wells, and also identifies the general costs 
the Arizona Department of Transportation will incur to replace the lost water 
sources. As noted in this discussion, if it were necessary to provide replacement 
water instead of a new well, the Arizona Department of Transportation would, 
in negotiations with the well owner, include the difference between the costs of 
pumping the well and the costs of the new replacement water source.

199 Water Resources Groundwater data in other areas may be more current; however, this additional 
level of detail would not assist the environmental impact statement decision-
making process because groundwater levels are not a differentiating factor among 
action alternatives and because each action alternative is located in a similar area 
and follows a similar vertical profile.
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200 Comment noted.

201 Waters of the 
United States

As described on page 4-118 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, it is 
anticipated that the W59 (Preferred) Alternative will qualify for Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act Nationwide Permit #14, Linear Transportation Projects, because 
of the limited amount of fill that would be placed into jurisdictional waters. 
Generally, nationwide permits on non-tribal lands in Arizona have water quality 
certification conditions, which, when implemented, provide conditional water 
quality certification for the permit; however, if the activity affects an impaired 
water, an individual water quality certification is required.
If an individual Section 404 permit is required, a permit application will be 
submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers describing the proposed activity. 
Once the application is complete, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issues a 
public notice containing the information needed to evaluate the likely impacts 
of the activity. A notice is sent to all interested parties including adjacent 
property owners, government agencies, and others who have requested a 
notice. During the public notice period of the individual permit, the Arizona 
Department of Environmental Quality conducts its Clean Water Act Section 401 
certification review. As part of the application review, the Arizona Department 
of Environmental Quality may issue a public notice that provides an opportunity 
for the public to comment on the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
certification decision prior to providing a water quality certification.
Controlling and treating runoff is a normal function of Arizona Department of 
Transportation projects. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, as a cooperating 
agency, has participated and contributed in each step of the environmental 
process. The agency has found the logical sequence of decision making to be 
sound and in line with National Environmental Policy Act requirements. The 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality has also contributed to the process. 
Both agencies have oversight roles in project permitting as established in the Clean 
Water Act (Sections 401, 402, and 404). Extensive mitigation in accordance with 
the permitting requirements can be found in the Water Resources and Waters of the 
United States sections of Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
These commitments are confirmed in Table 3, beginning on page 38, of the 
Record of Decision. The Arizona Department of Transportation will comply with 
the conditions required in the Section 404 permit and Section 401 water quality 
certification.
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203 Alternatives Depressing the freeway is considered a design option of the associated alternative. 
Numerous design options were evaluated and documented during the alternatives 
development and screening process. It is not required within the National 
Environmental Policy Act process that every potential similar variation be carried 
forward and studied in detail. 
As noted beginning on page 3-15 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
depressing the Pecos Road sections would entail installation of pump stations 
to drain the main line freeway. A depressed freeway would also need a drainage 
channel to capture the off-site flows to prevent their entering the freeway. Pump 
stations were not used because of the high cost of construction and maintenance 
needed for their operation. The recommended freeway configuration has the 
E1 Alternative aboveground and the existing culverts extending to pass the 
drainage under the freeway. Pecos Road currently has numerous existing culvert 
crossings. Depressing the freeway in this area would eliminate the existing culvert 
crossings and potentially have adverse flooding impacts on adjacent properties. 
Extending the existing culverts or upsizing the culverts would maintain or improve 
drainage flows. This would ensure that there would be no adverse flooding impacts 
on adjacent properties. To reduce impacts by depressing the freeway in the Eastern 
Section, the Arizona Department of Transportation would: 
• need to spend an additional $400 million for right-of-way acquisition and 

construction 
• displace an additional 300 residences 
• maintain additional pump stations and detention basins for the life of the 

freeway 
• would still have noise-related impacts requiring mitigation (i.e., noise barriers 

and their associated costs and visual impacts)
Because the below-ground option would result in substantially greater costs and 
residential displacements, this option was eliminated from further study.
The individual alternatives screening documents were referenced throughout 
Chapter 3 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, including the 
E1 Alternative - Profile Variations along Pecos Road memorandum mentioned 
on page 3-18. This document and others were included as part of the Validation of 
the Alternatives Screening Process at the FEIS Stage (2014) document, which presented 
a reassessment and validation of the alternatives screening process for the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, including the revised traffic projections. This 
document was available for public review on the project Web site at <azdot.gov/
southmountainfreeway>.
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206 Comments noted. Responses to specific comments are provided in the following 
pages.
As noted on page xi of the Prologue to the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, the purpose and need for the project was reevaluated using the 
new socioeconomic projections related to regional traffic, and the conclusions 
reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were reconfirmed in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. Similarly, it is noted on page xi that the 
alternatives development and screening process was validated using the updated 
socioeconomic and traffic projections.

207 Socioeconomic 
Projections

The Maricopa Association of Governments continually updates databases 
containing known development projects and general plan land use amendments. 
The effects of changes to the known development projects and general plan 
land use updates, as well as the regional economic downturn and changes to 
population and employment control totals, are the main drivers of the differences 
between the socioeconomic data used in the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements.
While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a lower projected 
population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous projections, the 
conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were validated 
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, and 
Chapter 3, Alternatives). 
The need for the project is based on socioeconomic factors and regional 
transportation demand and existing and projected transportation system capacity 
deficiencies (see text beginning on page 1-11 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). Socioeconomic forecasts show population, housing, and employment 
increasing at high rates. Projections for 2035 are of a population of 5.8 million, 
housing of 2.3 million dwelling units, and an employment level of 2.9 million jobs. 
Increases in vehicle miles traveled are expected to meet or exceed growth of the 
three socioeconomic trends. Almost 50 percent of the projected regional growth is 
expected to occur in areas that will be immediately served by the freeway. 
The commenter is focused on the change in values from the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement to the Final Environmental Impact Statement instead of the 
more relevant comparison between 2010 and the new 2035 values presented in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. This comparison still shows an increase of 
almost 2 million people and over 1 million jobs in the next 25 years. The project is 
needed to serve that growth. Without a major transportation facility in the Study 
Area, the region will suffer even greater congestion, travel delays, and limited 
options for moving people and goods safely through the Phoenix metropolitan 
region.
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208 Purpose and Need An important point is that the purpose and need analysis presented in the 
Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements demonstrated that the 
project is needed today and will continue to be needed into the future (see Final 
Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-13). Even with the lower 
values for 2035, extensive growth is still projected for Maricopa County and 
the Study Area. As shown in the commenter’s table, the change between the 
projections presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement are lower for the Study Area when compared with 
the entire county. So the effects of the lower projections were of less consequence 
for the analysis of the project. 
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. The conclusions presented in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement were validated and presented in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (see Chapter 1, Purpose and Need). 

209 Socioeconomic 
Projections

In response to long-term trends, while the new projections for 2035 are lower than 
what was projected previously, the long-term trend still holds that those previously 
projected levels of population, housing, and employment will be reached, although 
they will be reached a few years later than originally projected.

210 Socioeconomic 
Projections

The new socioeconomic projections approved by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments in June 2013 were developed in close coordination with the local 
jurisdictions of Maricopa County. The assumptions related to land use, occupancy 
levels, residential and commercial development plans, job centers, and other 
factors are updated regularly and form the basis for any differences perceived in the 
modeling results. 
Once the Maricopa Association of Governments approved the new socioeconomic 
projections, they became the basis for the evaluation of purpose and need for 
the project. The Final Environmental Impact Statement presents the analysis of 
these new projections with respect to purpose and need and alternatives. While a 
general comparison between the values used in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Final Environmental Impact Statement is provided, a detailed 
side-by-side comparison is not presented because the values presented in the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement no longer represent the best information 
available; the values in the Final Environmental Impact Statement do. 

211 Socioeconomic 
Projections

While nearly built-out, developments are still planned in the Ahwatukee Foothills 
Village west of 17th Avenue (see Figure 4-4 on page 4-8 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement).

212 Socioeconomic 
Projections

The Maricopa Association of Governments continually updates databases 
containing known development projects and general plan land use amendments. 
The effects of changes to the known development projects and general plan land 
use updates, as well as the regional economic downturn and changes to population 
and employment control totals, are the main drivers of the differences between the 
socioeconomic data used in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements.
While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a lower projected 
population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous projections, the 
conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were validated 
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, and 
Chapter 3, Alternatives). 

208

209

210

211

210

212

(Response 212 continues on next page)



A214 •  Appendix A

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

212 
(cont.)

The need for the project is based on socioeconomic factors and regional 
transportation demand and existing and projected transportation system capacity 
deficiencies (see text beginning on page 1-11 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). Socioeconomic forecasts show population, housing, and employment 
increasing at high rates. Projections for 2035 are of a population of 5.8 million, 
housing of 2.3 million dwelling units, and an employment level of 2.9 million jobs. 
Increases in vehicle miles traveled are expected to meet or exceed growth of the 
three socioeconomic trends. Almost 50 percent of the projected regional growth is 
expected to occur in areas that will be immediately served by the freeway. 
The commenter is focused on the change in values from the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement to the Final Environmental Impact Statement instead of the more 
relevant comparison between 2010 and the new 2035 values presented in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. This comparison still shows an increase of almost 
2 million people and over 1 million jobs in the next 25 years. The project is needed 
to serve that growth. Without a major transportation facility in the Study Area, 
the region will suffer even greater congestion, travel delays, and limited options for 
moving people and goods safely through the Phoenix metropolitan region.

213 Socioeconomic 
Projections

The Maricopa Association of Governments continually updates databases 
containing known development projects and general plan land use amendments. 
The effects of changes to the known development projects and general plan 
land use updates, as well as the regional economic downturn and changes to 
population and employment control totals, are the main drivers of the differences 
between the socioeconomic data used in the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements.
Once the Maricopa Association of Governments approved the new socioeconomic 
projections, they became the basis for the evaluation of purpose and need for the 
project. The Final Environmental Impact Statement presents the analysis of these 
new projections with respect to purpose and need and alternatives (see Chapter 1, 
Purpose and Need, and Chapter 3, Alternatives). While a general comparison 
between the values used in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Final 
Environmental Impact Statement is provided, a detailed side-by-side comparison 
is not presented because the values presented in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement no longer represent the best information available; the values in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement do. 
The analysis of the new traffic projections based on the new socioeconomic 
projections and land use plans are presented in Chapter 1 (see page 1-13) and in 
Chapter 3 (see pages 3-27 and 3-60) of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
As noted on page xi of the Prologue to the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, the purpose and need for the project was reevaluated using the 
new socioeconomic projections related to regional traffic, and the conclusions 
reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were reconfirmed in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. Similarly, it is noted on page xi that the 
alternatives development and screening process was validated using the updated 
socioeconomic and traffic projections.

214 Socioeconomic 
Projections

The Maricopa Association of Governments socioeconomic projections are 
reviewed with the Maricopa Association of Governments Population Technical 
Advisory Committee by traffic analysis zone. While the dataset for 2035 from the 
2013 Maricopa Association of Governments socioeconomic projections was not 
adopted, the dataset was produced using the AZ-SMART model, which operates
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on an annual basis, in line with the approved datasets for 2030 and 2040. The 
2035 dataset conforms to the population control totals contained in the Arizona 
State Demographer’s Office projections approved in December 2012. A detailed 
time line for the Maricopa Association of Governments 2013 socioeconomic 
projections can be found in the documentation available at <azmag.gov/
Documents/IS_2013-06-25_MAG-Socioeconomic-Projections-Documentation-
June-2013.pdf>.
The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
elected to continue to use 2035 as its horizon year and not change it to 2040 to 
keep the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement consistent. Changing the planning horizon would not change the reason 
the project is needed.

215 Purpose and Need While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a lower projected 
population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous projections, 
the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were 
validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 1, Purpose 
and Need, and Chapter 3, Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that 
the project is needed today and will continue to be needed into the future (see 
Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-13). For example, 
in 2012, the regional transportation system's operating capacity was able to 
meet 84 percent of existing travel demand. Even with the major transportation 
improvements planned in the Regional Transportation Plan (except for the proposed 
action), the 2035 system would be able to meet only 69 percent of projected travel 
demand.
The commenter is focused on the change in values from the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement to the Final Environmental Impact Statement instead of the 
more relevant comparison between 2010 and the new 2035 values presented in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. This comparison still shows an increase of 
almost 2 million people and over 1 million jobs in the next 25 years. The project is 
needed to serve that growth.
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217 Specific responses are provided in the following pages.

218 Health Risk 
Assessment

Specific responses are provided in the following pages.
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219 Air Quality The response to code 12 was addressing the introductory information related to 
emissions. The response was noting where the analysis of mobile source air toxics 
could be found in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. A more detailed 
response related to the human health implications of these emissions was provided 
in subsequent responses (see page B325 in Volume III of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement) and in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
beginning on page 4-79. For more information, see the following responses to 
comments 220 and 222, as well as the responses to related comments made by the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency beginning on page A6 of this Appendix A of 
the Record of Decision.

220 Health Risk 
Assessment

As indicated in the response, given the uncertainty of a mobile source air toxics 
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).
The statement beginning, “Indeed, a small percentage change . . .” is incorrect in 
the context of highway air quality assessment; concentrations produced by the 
available dispersion models (CAL3QHCR and AERMOD) are directly proportional 
to emissions, so a “small percentage change” in emissions would produce an 
identical percentage change in concentrations, and resulting health impacts. Also 
note that “factor of 2 uncertainty” also means that the impacts could be half 
those predicted.
In any event, the Final Environmental Impact Statement does include a 
quantitative health-based assessment of likely mobile source air toxics impacts, 
using emissions in the project area as an indicator of likely health outcomes. While 
the comment takes issue with the Federal Highway Administration’s explanation of 
the shortcomings of health risk assessment as it applies in the context of highway 
projects, it does not contest the Federal Highway Administration’s statements that 
changes in emissions in the area affected by the project are a reasonable indicator 
of changes in 70-year health risk. The Final Environmental Impact Statement also 
includes a summary of recent health risk assessments conducted for other highway 
projects, all of which showed very low risk.

221 Noise, Air Quality The first part of the response to code 14 addresses the consideration of schools in 
the noise analysis. The second part, in relation to chemicals, should not have been 
included in that response because the comment did not discuss chemical exposure. 
The statements related to the risk of asthma development and exacerbation were 
addressed in the response to code 15.
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222 Health Effects Please see the response in the Final Environmental Impact Statement regarding the 
air quality health risk assessment. The Arizona Department of Transportation and 
Federal Highway Administration believe the response adequately addresses the 
comment.
The Clean Air Act framework requires the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency to adopt National Ambient Air Quality Standards that protect public 
health with an adequate margin of safety. In turn, the Clean Air Act requires 
the Federal Highway Administration to demonstrate that its projects do 
not cause violations of these standards, exacerbate existing violations of 
the standards, or delay attainment of the standards or any required interim 
milestones, which the Federal Highway Administration has accomplished for 
this project. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has determined that its 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards protect public health and the Federal 
Highway Administration has complied with those National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. The Federal Highway Administration does not have authority to 
address inadequacies with respect to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
themselves.
The Final Environmental Impact Statement accounts for the mobile source 
air toxic health risk impact of the project through the Study Area and subarea 
emissions analyses, which best represent the likely net change in 70-year health 
risk for the reasons described in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The 
information on other sources of exposure to mobile source air toxic pollutants was 
not provided to diminish the impact of project emissions, but to help illustrate 
the complexity of meaningfully quantifying the health risk attributable to just 
one source of these pollutants, a source that most people are likely to be exposed 
to for only a small portion of their nominal 70-year lifetime at a fixed location 
adjacent to the roadway.
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225 Air Quality The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency issued the transportation conformity 
regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations Section 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, now the Selected Alternative, has complied 
with project level conformity requirements and is included in the Maricopa 
Association of Government’s conforming plan and transportation improvement 
program, per the Clean Air Act and 40 Code of Federal Regulations Section 93.

226 Air Quality In the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the Arizona Department of 
Transportation and Federal Highway Administration presented a quantitative 
particulate matter (PM10) analysis to ensure that a state-of-the-art analysis was 
completed for the proposed action. 
The air quality technical report describes the various methodologies, model 
inputs, and modeled results for the particulate matter (PM10) 24-hour and 
carbon monoxide hot-spot analyses and the quantitative mobile source air toxics 
analysis. The determination of models and associated methods was made through 
an extensive interagency consultation process with local agencies (Arizona 
Department of Environmental Quality, Maricopa County Air Quality Department, 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Department of Transportation, and 
Maricopa Association of Governments) and the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway 
Administration specifically consulted with the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency on met data, and the analysis follows the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s recommendation for the source of these data.

227 Air Quality While the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's transportation conformity 
regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 93) require localized hot-spot 
analysis of carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) for some projects, no 
similar localized analysis is required for ozone. This is because ozone is a regional-
scale pollutant. Ozone impacts are accounted for in the regional emissions analysis 
associated with the regional transportation plan and transportation improvement 
program conformity determination. The transportation conformity rule requires 
projects such as the South Mountain Freeway to be included in the regional 
emissions analysis.  
The Maricopa Association of Governments is responsible for developing state 
implementation plans to reduce emissions of ozone precursors in the Maricopa 
area. The Selected Alternative is included in the regional emissions analysis 
associated with the Regional Transportation Plan, which was determined by the 
U.S. Department of Transportation to conform to the State Implementation Plan 
on February 12, 2014.
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228 Air Quality The project is included in the Maricopa Association of Governments’ Fiscal Year 
2014–2018 Transportation Improvement Program and 2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan, which were found to conform to the ozone, carbon monoxide, and 
particulate matter (PM10) State Implementation Plans by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation on February 12, 2014. 
The carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot analyses 
demonstrated that the freeway will 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 (see text beginning on page 4-74 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement).
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229 Air Quality The consultation requirements described in 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 93.105 are met by the Maricopa Association of Governments as part of the 
process of conducting regional transportation conformity analyses. Consultation 
with the Maricopa Association of Governments Management Committee 
and other public entities (Federal Transit Administration, Federal Highway 
Administration, Arizona Department of Transportation, Arizona Department 
of Environmental Quality, City of Phoenix Public Transit Department, Valley 
Metro, Maricopa County Air Quality Department, Central Arizona Governments, 
Pinal County Air Quality Control District, Sun Corridor Metropolitan Planning 
Organization, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and any other interested 
parties) occurs at the beginning of the conformity analysis process on the 
transportation projects to be assumed and the proposed models, associated 
methods, and assumptions for the upcoming analysis. Additional consultation, 
including a public hearing, occurs on the draft conformity analysis report before 
the final version is approved by the Maricopa Association of Governments 
Management Committee and Regional Council and then forwarded to the Federal 
Highway Administration for approval.
In addition to consultation, to be approved by the Federal Highway 
Administration, a regional conformity analysis must 1) pass an emissions test 
with a budget found to be adequate or approved by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (or must pass an interim emissions test), 2) use latest planning 
assumptions and emissions models in force at the time the conformity analysis 
begins, and 3) ensure that the Transportation Improvement Program and Regional 
Transportation Plan provide for the timely implementation of transportation control 
measures contained in the approved air quality plans. The most recent Maricopa 
Association of Governments conformity analysis, which included the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement Preferred Alternative in the Fiscal Year 2014–2018 
Transportation Improvement Program and 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, was 
approved by the Federal Highway Administration on February 12, 2014.
The Maricopa Association of Governments is also responsible for preparing 
the State Implementation Plan revisions that represent air quality plans for 
the Maricopa carbon monoxide, 8-hour ozone, and particulate matter (PM

10) 
nonattainment and maintenance areas. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
approved the Maricopa Association of Governments 2003 Carbon Monoxide 
Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan on March 9, 2005; the Maricopa 
Association of Governments 2009 Eight-Hour Ozone Redesignation Request 
and Maintenance Plan on September 17, 2014; and the Maricopa Association 
of Governments 2012 Five Percent Plan for PM-10 on May 30, 2014. Each of 
these plans, as well as the attainment plans for carbon monoxide (also approved 
on March 9, 2005) and 8-hour ozone (approved on June 13, 2012), established 
conformity budgets used by the Maricopa Association of Governments in 
performing regional conformity analyses.
Transportation control measures and other emission control and maintenance 
measures in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency-approved air quality plans 
continue to be implemented in the Maricopa area. The Maricopa Association of 
Governments also manages the distribution of Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality Improvement funds for the Maricopa area; this process includes evaluating 
the emission reductions and cost-effectiveness of proposed projects, preparing 
annual reports submitted to the Federal Highway Administration that assess the 
air quality benefits of projects that are being implemented, and ensuring that 
funded projects are being implemented in a timely manner.
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The Maricopa Association of Governments 2012 Five Percent Plan for 
PM‑10 did not include the Final Environmental Impact Statement Preferred 
Alternative because the attainment date in the plan was 2012, which is prior to 
implementation of the project. 
The mobile source air toxics analysis did not show the impact of mobile source 
air toxics on ozone concentrations because ozone and mobile source air toxics 
are different pollutants with different health effects. As discussed in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 4-72, the mobile source air 
toxics analysis is designed to present information on the trends in mobile source 
air toxics emissions with and without the project, providing an indication of likely 
change in health risks attributable to mobile source air toxics pollutants. Of the 
seven mobile source air toxics pollutants addressed in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, some are also considered volatile organic compounds, which 
are a precursor to ozone pollution. Volatile organic compounds are included by 
the Maricopa Association of Governments in the conformity regional emissions 
analyses for ozone, discussed above, and in the emissions inventories for the 
Maricopa Association of Governments ozone state implementation plans. Other 
mobile source air toxics, including diesel particulate matter, are not volatile 
organic compounds, but they do contribute to regional particulate matter (PM10) 
emissions. The mobile source air toxics emissions that exist in particulate form 
are included in the Maricopa Association of Governments conformity regional 
emissions analyses for particulate matter (PM10), and in the Maricopa Association 
of Governments particulate matter (PM10) state implementation plans listed 
above.

230 Air Quality The Selected Alternative meets all project level conformity requirements under 
the Clean Air Act and transportation conformity (40 Code of Federal Regulations 
Section 93). 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency was consulted on the conformity 
methodology presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Additional 
details of this methodology and analysis can be found in the air quality technical 
report available on the project Web site: <azdot.gov/southmountainfreeway>. 
Page 4-83 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement provides a summary of 
health effects from mobile source air toxics.
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232 Purpose and Need While the statement in the comment mentions Arizona, neither report cited in 
the footnotes to the Arizona PIRG comment presented any statistics specific to 
Arizona. Both reports presented statistics for the United States as a whole (see 
Transportation and the New Generation, Arizona PIRG Education Fund, April 2012, 
<arizonapirgedfund.org/reports/azf/transportation-new-generation> and A New 
Direction, Arizona PIRG Education Fund, May 2013, <arizonapirgedfund.org/
reports/azp/new-direction>).

233 Purpose and Need The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
did disclose that projections could change (see text box on page 4-1 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement). 
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234 Alternatives, 
No‑Action 
Alternative

The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
appreciate the suggestion to use alternative methods to describe the No-Action 
Alternative and the possibility that future impacts could be different than those 
presented in the No‑Action Alternative analysis in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (if these alternative methods were used). The comment assumes land 
use patterns, growth rates, and induced travel patterns would be different (from 
what is described in the Final Environmental Impact Statement) if the freeway were 
not in place. In essence, the comment is suggesting that the description of the 
No‑Action Alternative (and its related impacts) in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement is misleading.
The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
agree that scenario planning methods have application in some instances; 
however, in this case, the Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal 
Highway Administration believe that the methods used to describe the No‑Action 
Alternative as presented in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements 
are appropriate. At a basic level, the National Environmental Policy Act requires 
consideration of reasonable alternatives—meaning the No‑Action Alternative 
should be reasonable as well. Speculation about what an alternative and the 
conditions surrounding the alternative in the future would look like is not 
appropriate; the effects of alternatives must be reasonably foreseeable. Under this 
premise, the description of the No‑Action Alternative in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement is appropriate. The description of this alternative is presented 
in the section, Alternatives Studied in Detail, in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement on page 3-40. Its features include: not extending State Route 202L west 
of Interstate 10 (Maricopa Freeway), assuming all other projects in the Regional 
Transportation Plan are completed, and using population, employment, and housing 
projections officially approved by the Maricopa Association of Governments.
The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
believe that the depiction of impacts caused by the No‑Action Alternative are, 
therefore, appropriate and correctly presented throughout the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. In defining the transportation problem in Chapter 1, Purpose 
and Need, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the analysis illustrates the 
severity of the breakdown in the transportation network if no action were taken in 
the area. This is further supported by the impact analyses presented throughout 
Chapter 4, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation, of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. To summarize, durations and physical 
lengths of congestion would worsen, travel times would become longer over the 
same distances, congestion would continue to spill over into the arterial street 
network, and monetary costs to the State and its residents would increase.
Further justification of why the No-Action Alternative description in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement is most appropriate includes:
•	At certain points in the Phoenix metropolitan area’s history, growth rates prior 

to planning for the region’s freeway system exceeded growth rates after planning 
for and construction of the regional freeway system began. Chapter 1, Purpose 
and Need, and the sections, Land Use and Economic Impacts, in Chapter 4, establish 
cost of living, livability, mild climate, technological advancement (affordable air 
conditioning), employment opportunities, a development-oriented regulatory 
environment, and key location for industry as primary growth drivers in the 
Phoenix metropolitan area. Therefore, transportation is not the sole driver of 
growth.
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•	As established in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, “pre-freeway” 
land use planning mimics “post-freeway” land use planning. In 1979, the Phoenix 
Concept Plan 2000 was adopted by the City of Phoenix. The plan called for 
25 Phoenix urban villages. Of those, it established 9 villages with instructions for 
village planning committees to prepare 25-year concept plans. The Laveen and 
Estrella Villages were included in the list of 25 suggested villages, although they 
were not among the 9 villages adopted in the initial plan. However, the intent was 
that Laveen and Estrella Villages would be developed at a later point in time. The 
freeway system considered in the plan included only Interstate 10, Interstate 17, 
and U.S. Route 60—it did not include the regional freeway system.

  The Phoenix Concept Plan 2000 was replaced by the Phoenix General Plan, 1985–
2000. The resolution adopting the General Plan directed the village planning 
committees to continue in the City of Phoenix’s planning process. The resolution 
included Laveen and Estrella as villages. Planning for the Laveen and Estrella 
Villages was completed around the same time as the initial planning for the 
regional freeway system, including the South Mountain Freeway. Therefore, the 
land use planning and transportation planning were conducted in parallel, not 
with one effort depending on the other.

  To conclude that land use patterns would look different than they do today 
(as inferred in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s comment) is not 
consistent with past planning patterns. It is more reasonable to argue that the 
City of Phoenix would have continued to plan for the urban village core concept 
as has been envisioned since the late 1970s.

In this case, scenario planning would be speculative for the following reasons:
• Factors affecting growth vary (see above), and to assume only transportation as 

a growth driver would be speculative. 
• Continuation of “pre-freeway” historical land use planning patterns is reasonable 

to expect. The section, Land Use, documents the growth scenario under the 
No‑Action Alternative and notes that the area would develop in a similar fashion 
with or without the project. This is supported by:
› The Study Area already has good connecting transportation infrastructure 

(although congested) to support continued development without the freeway. 
It is also close to downtown Phoenix. Existing infrastructure plus location 
would result in growth without the freeway as described in the Purpose and 
Need chapter. The freeway is not opening up the area to development because 
existing roads (for example, Pecos Road, Baseline Road, and 51st Avenue) 
provide access.

› To date, approximately 67 percent of the land in the Study Area has already 
been developed in accordance with the City of Phoenix’s General Plan and zoning 
ordinance. It is assumed that such development would not be torn down and 
land uses redistributed if the freeway were not built. 

  As documented in the section, Land Use, in Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, agricultural (22 percent) and open space (11 percent) land 
uses in the Study Area represent only 33 percent of land area (it should be noted 
the 11 percent of open space is mostly not developable because of topographic 
challenges and floodplain constraints), while the remainder of the area is in 
some form of “built” land use. Distribution of zoning further supports the 
conclusion—12 percent of the Study Area is zoned for agricultural and open 
space uses while 88 percent is zoned for other more intensive land uses.

› Factors contributing to historical and projected growth are well-documented in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, and 
in the Chapter 4 sections, Land Use and Economic Impacts. The freeway will be 
built in an area planned for urban growth as established in local jurisdictions’ 
land use planning activities for at least the last 25 years (see the section, Induced 
Growth, beginning on page 4-182 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).
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› The sections, Induced Travel and Induced Growth, beginning on pages 4-179 and 
4-182, respectively, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, establish 
that the freeway would contribute to minimal induced travel demand (which 
has, to a large degree, been accounted for in the Maricopa Association of 
Governments’ model).

› Section 93.110 of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s conformity 
rule requires that population and employment projections (which establish 
growth rates and distribution) used in a conformity analysis be the most recent 
estimates that have been officially approved by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments (as the metropolitan planning organization for the Maricopa 
County nonattainment and maintenance areas). In accordance with the 
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. To use 
projections other than the approved demographic trends would be inconsistent 
with the projections required for use in the transportation conformity 
assessment.

Even if one could argue the only reason the development has occurred as it has 
is because of the planned freeway (which is not the case—see above) for the last 
30 years (in other words, if the freeway had not been planned, development would 
somehow have been different), the argument is irrelevant. Existing development is 
now there and, therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the land use distribution 
and related development will be there in the future
The analysis documented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement leads to 
the conclusion that the No-Action Alternative and action alternative land uses 
would be similar, and thus, no “scenario planning” is required. Scenario planning 
could have application if the area was not developed, but the manner in which the 
No-Action Alternative was determined and presented in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement is “state-of-the-practice.” Defining the No‑Action Alternative as 
including all projected socioeconomic growth and planned transportation projects 
in the Regional Transportation Plan except the proposed action is common practice. 
The approach taken in the Final Environmental Impact Statement has standard 
application in the transportation industry. In Arizona, this method to describe 
the No-Action Alternative has been commonplace in National Environmental 
Policy Act documents dating back to at least 1990. Further, the environmental 
impact statements for Legacy Parkway and Mountain View Corridor in Utah had a 
similar approach of using local land use plans, growth projections, and interviews 
with City representatives to determine whether the No-Action Alternative land 
use would be different than with the proposed action. All of these projects were 
in similar high-growth regions, and the conclusions were that the areas would 
develop with or without the project, although the timing may change.
The No-Action Alternative as defined in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
is appropriate. It satisfies reasonableness, withstands a hard look, and was fully 
disclosed.

235 Legal summary reviewed.
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239 Cultural Resources Consultation with Native American Tribes has been extensive and demonstrates a 
reasonable and good faith effort to include all interested Native American Tribes 
in the process to take their concerns seriously in the planning effort.
As discussed on page 4-159 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, a 
Programmatic Agreement was developed for the project to establish a process for 
consultation, review, and compliance with federal and State preservation laws as 
the effects of the project on historic properties become known.
As noted in Table 4-47 on pages 4-151 through 4-153 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, the Programmatic Agreement for the project was executed in 
2006 by the signatories, the Federal Highway Administration and the Arizona State 
Historic Preservation Officer. For the Programmatic Agreement to be executed, 
only the signatories and invited signatories need to sign the Programmatic 
Agreement. The executed Programmatic Agreement can be found in Appendix 4-6 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Other stakeholders were offered 
several opportunities to sign the Programmatic Agreement as a concurring party, 
but some elected not to do so. Concurring party signatures are not required for 
the Programmatic Agreement to be executed in compliance with the National 
Historic Preservation Act or the National Environmental Policy Act.
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240 Cultural Resources Consultation with Native American Tribes in compliance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act has been extensive and demonstrates a 
reasonable and good faith effort to include all interested Native American Tribes in 
the process to take their concerns seriously in the planning effort (see page 4-145 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).
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241 Cultural Resources The identification of unknown resources in the Study Area is part of the National 
Environmental Policy Act process and does not represent a failure. As information 
became known, additional stakeholders were identified and were added to the 
consultation process. 

242 Cultural Resources The survey was performed by the Gila River Indian Community’s Cultural 
Resource Management Program archaeologists that met the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 61; 48 Federal Regulations 44716). None of the consulting parties objected 
to the scope of the field work, specialized surveys, historic property surveys, or 
credentials of the field archaeologists in the responses to the consultation on the 
adequacy of the field survey report.

243 Cultural Resources As noted in Table 4-47 on pages 4-151 through 4-153 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, the Programmatic Agreement for the project was executed in 
2006 by the signatories, the Federal Highway Administration and the Arizona State 
Historic Preservation Officer (see Appendix 4-6 on page A674 in Volume II of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement). Other stakeholders were offered several 
opportunities to sign the Programmatic Agreement as a concurring party, but 
some elected not to do so. Concurring party signatures are not required for the 
Programmatic Agreement to be executed in compliance with the National Historic 
Preservation Act or the National Environmental Policy Act. 
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244 Cultural Resources The commenter has taken this statement out of context. The statement is from 
footnote ‘g’ of Table 4-46 on page 4-144 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. The table’s title is “NRHP-eligible Historic Sites (non-TCP), Action 
Alternatives.” Given the title of the table, this statement was not in reference to the 
South Mountains Traditional Cultural Property (TCP), but to the park itself and its 
eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places. 

245 Cultural Resources As noted in Table 4-47 on pages 4-151 through 4-153 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, the Programmatic Agreement for the project was executed in 
2006 by the signatories, the Federal Highway Administration and the Arizona State 
Historic Preservation Officer. For the Programmatic Agreement to be executed, 
only the signatories and invited signatories need to sign the Programmatic 
Agreement. The executed Programmatic Agreement can be found in Appendix 4-6 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Other stakeholders were offered 
several opportunities to sign the Programmatic Agreement as a concurring party, 
but some elected not to do so. Concurring party signatures are not required for 
the Programmatic Agreement to be executed in compliance with the National 
Historic Preservation Act or the National Environmental Policy Act. 

246 Cultural Resources The project will not preclude access to the South Mountains by any person 
from any Native American Tribe. Adverse effects on traditional cultural 
practices, including religious activities, will be mitigated by the development 
and implementation of the traditional cultural property mitigation program 
for the project through ongoing National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 
consultations and by mitigation identified in Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement that will avoid, reduce, minimize, or otherwise mitigate air, 
ground, and water-related impacts. These commitments are confirmed in Table 3, 
beginning on page 38, of the Record of Decision. This applies equally to any 
impacts during construction of the freeway. 
The Final Environmental Impact Statement describes a proposed action that, 
after consultation and coordination efforts, would accommodate and preserve 
(to the fullest extent possible from the available alternatives) access to the 
South Mountains for religious practices. 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 
Gila River Indian Community and other Native American Tribes.

247 Cultural Resources In cases where air, ground, or water attributes were considered important to their 
eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, this information 
would have been addressed during the consultation process. If the Federal 
Highway Administration had no information suggesting the significance of air, 
ground, or water attributes, and none of the consulting parties responded to 
consultation by saying those attributes were important and requesting they be 
considered, the Federal Highway Administration would have no reason to consider 
them, and further Section 106 consultation on these attributes would not have 
been required.
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248 Cultural Resources The area of impact presented is specific to the boundary of the Phoenix South 
Mountain Park/Preserve. 
As stated in the text box on page 4-141 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, “... the South Mountains are part of a continuum of life and not an 
individual entity that can be isolated and analyzed. The South Mountains TCP 
extends beyond SMPP” (Figure 5-8). The Arizona Department of Transportation 
has committed to funding a National Register of Historic Places eligibility report 
for the South Mountains Traditional Cultural Property to be prepared by the 
Gila River Indian Community (see page 4-159 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). 
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249 Cultural Resources The Section 106 process will continue beyond the Record of Decision to ensure 
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation of adverse effects to known historic 
properties and any historic properties identified during design and construction.
Cultural and religious places of importance, such as the South Mountains, are 
acknowledged in the Final Environmental Impact Statement in several locations, 
notably on pages 4-142 and 5-26. 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 and other Tribes regarding the identification and evaluation 
of places of religious and cultural importance to Native Americans that may be 
adversely affected by the freeway.
Specific to the South Mountains Traditional Cultural Property, the Arizona 
Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration will fund 
a traditional cultural property evaluation of the South Mountains Traditional 
Cultural Property to be prepared by the Gila River Indian Community. That and 
other mitigation are presented in Table 3, beginning on page 38, of the Record of 
Decision. 

250 Cultural Resources The Final Environmental Impact Statement on page 2-4 acknowledges that the 
Gila River Indian Community Council passed Resolution GR-64-96 that strongly 
opposed any future alignment of the South Mountain Freeway on Gila River 
Indian Community land. In addition, the comments received from Gila River 
Indian Community Governor Gregory Mendoza (see letter dated July 11, 2013, on 
page B38 in Appendix 7, Volume III, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
and letter dated December 15, 2014, on page A24 in this Appendix A) confirm 
the Gila River Indian Community’s position. In a coordinated referendum held 
in February 2012, and Gila River Indian Community members voted in favor of 
the no-build option. The environmental impact statement process allows these 
actions to be taken into account as one of many factors to consider in terms of 
the National Environmental Policy Act decision making intent to promote a more 
informed decision with regard to the proposed action.
In a letter dated July 3, 2012, the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer concurred with the determinations of eligibility for the 
traditional cultural properties and archaeological sites that would be affected 
by the project. While the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer maintained and 
reinforced the significance of the South Mountains Traditional Cultural Property, 
the mitigation treatment plan and its recommendations were accepted. In closing, 
the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Officer shared 
appreciation of “the Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department 
of Transportation for acknowledging and accepting the GRIC worldview” (see 
Volume II, page A389, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

251 Cultural Resources The commenter is inaccurate in her statements related to the status of the 
Programmatic Agreement. As stated in previous responses, the Programmatic 
Agreement for the project was executed in 2006 (see Appendix 4-6 on page A674 
in Volume II of the Final Environmental Impact Statement) by the signatories, 
the Federal Highway Administration and the Arizona State Historic Preservation 
Officer (see Table 4-47 on pages 4-151 through 4-153 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement). For the Programmatic Agreement to be executed, only the 
signatories and invited signatories need to sign the Programmatic Agreement.  
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(cont.)

Other stakeholders were offered several opportunities to sign the Programmatic 
Agreement as a concurring party, but some elected not to do so. Concurring 
party signatures are not required for the Programmatic Agreement to be executed 
in compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act or the National 
Environmental Policy Act.

252 Cultural Resources The commenter is inaccurate in her statements related to the status of the 
Programmatic Agreement. As stated in previous responses, the Programmatic 
Agreement for the project was executed in 2006 (see Appendix 4-6 on page A674 
in Volume II of the Final Environmental Impact Statement) by the signatories, 
the Federal Highway Administration and the Arizona State Historic Preservation 
Officer (see Table 4-47 on pages 4-151 through 4-153 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement). For the Programmatic Agreement to be executed, only the 
signatories and invited signatories need to sign the Programmatic Agreement. 
Other stakeholders were offered several opportunities to sign the Programmatic 
Agreement as a concurring party, but some elected not to do so. Concurring 
party signatures are not required for the Programmatic Agreement to be executed 
in compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act or the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 
The response text included a typo. The statement should have said that the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation “concurred” with the development of 
the Programmatic Agreement. The letter from the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation confirming their support for development of the Programmatic 
Agreement can be found on page A267 in Appendix 2-1 of Volume II of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
was invited to be a signatory to the Programmatic Agreement, but declined the 
invitation.

253 Cultural Resources The Final Environmental Impact Statement on page 2-4 acknowledges that the 
Gila River Indian Community Council passed Resolution GR-64-96 that strongly 
opposed any future alignment of the South Mountain Freeway on Gila River 
Indian Community land. In addition, the comments received from Gila River 
Indian Community Governor Gregory Mendoza (see letter dated July 11, 2013, on 
page B38 in Appendix 7, Volume III, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
and letter dated December 15, 2014, on page A24 in this Appendix A) confirm 
the Gila River Indian Community’s position. In a coordinated referendum held 
in February 2012, and Gila River Indian Community members voted in favor of 
the no-build option. The environmental impact statement process allows these 
actions to be taken into account as one of many factors to consider in terms of 
the National Environmental Policy Act decision making intent to promote a more 
informed decision with regard to the proposed action. 
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255 Introductory comments noted. Responses to specific comments are provided in 
the following rows.

256 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

The map and table in Figure 5-5 on pages 5-8 and 5-9 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement include only those trails that would be directly affected by 
an action alternative. In this case, the Bursera Trail is not included based on its 
distance from any of the action alternatives. Figure 5-8 on page 5-15 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement presents the prominent resources of the park, 
including the Bursera Trail in its alignment as shown in the City of Phoenix trail 
map (see <phoenix.gov/parkssite/Documents/062880.pdf>).

257,
258,
259

Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

Figure 5-8 on page 5-15 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement presents 
prominent resources of Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve (park), including 
the Bursera Trail in its alignment as shown on a City of Phoenix trail map (see 
<phoenix.gov/parkssite/Documents/062880.pdf>).  
The section, Public Parkland Resources (SMPP) Associated with the South Mountains, 
beginning on page 5-14 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
acknowledges:
• the high Section 4(f) value of the park in its entirety as the centerpiece of the 

Phoenix Sonoran Preserve System
• the important contribution of the park’s many attributes, like the Bursera Trail, 

as contributing to the park’s value as a Section 4(f) resource—pointing out 
that the park offers opportunities to over 3 million annual visitors for hiking, 
bicycling, horseback riding, and interacting with the natural Sonoran Desert 
adjacent to the metropolitan area, with each park user seeking his or her own 
benefits from visiting the park

The discussion of the park as a Section 4(f) resource recognizes that many 
prominent features of the park contribute to its value. These include its setting as 
one of the largest urban parks in the country, its function in the Phoenix Sonoran 
Preserve System, and many prominent features within the park, including its trails.  
As noted in the response to a comment on page B964 in Volume III of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, “These trails are typically used for high-intensity 
recreational activities such as running, hiking, and biking, not noise- or viewshed-
sensitive activities.” To clarify, amenities such as the park’s trail system are not the 
sole contributors to the park’s Section 4(f) value, and trails throughout the park 
are used for both active and passive activities. The Bursera Trail is located in a 
lesser-used area of the park. Points along the trail allow some trail users to enjoy 
expansive views to the south and away from the urban setting to the north. Other 
permitted uses of the trail include more active activities, such as biking. Some trail 
users seek peaceful solitude while others, perhaps to a lesser extent, seek physical 
activity. It is important to note that viewsheds are not contributing attributes to a 
determination of a resource as being afforded protection under Section 4(f).
While direct use of the park (the conversion of approximately 31.3 acres of the 
park for freeway use) is presented, the text also acknowledges the intrusion of 
the freeway section that would displace parkland, the proximity of other freeway 
sections that would alter views from certain park locations (see the Visual Resources 
section beginning on page 4-167 and page 5-14 in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement), the introduction of an intensive human-made use into an otherwise 
passive and natural setting (as evidenced by the remainder of the park to the north 
and the Gila River Indian Community to the south), and the alteration of biological 
resources associated with the park’s southwestern section. 
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Sections of the freeway will be visible from certain vantage points along the 
Bursera Trail. The figure below depicts the scale at which the freeway will likely 
be viewed. As part of the planning to minimize harm to the park, measures to 
minimize the effects of altering the views include: 
• reducing the freeway’s footprint from the original 40 acres as proposed in 1988 

to the 31.3 acres planned for under the current design
• skirting the park as much as possible to avoid bisecting the 16,000-acre park
• providing replacement lands to compensate for the use of 31.3 acres of the park
• using slope treatments, rock sculpting, native vegetation landscaping and 

buffering, and native vegetation transplanting to blend the appearance of the 
freeway and slope cuts with the surrounding natural environment, as feasible

• working with park stakeholders through the City of Phoenix in finalizing these 
improvements

View from the Bursera Trail southwest across the valley between Main Ridge North and 
Main Ridge South, with the Sierra Estrella in the background. The freeway passes through 
the far western end of the ridges and is represented by the dark shading next to the towers 
for the high-voltage overhead power lines.

The comment infers that the expansive views to the south and west are 
unencumbered open space. Where the Bursera Trail would be closest to the 
freeway (at a distance of approximately 4,000 feet), a private land developer has 
submitted plans to the City of Phoenix to construct over 100 homes in the area 
immediately south of the park limits between two ridgelines. As of February 2015, 
the developer had begun developing a road across the mountain ridgeline to the 
east to access the area for home development. This development, along with 
others such as the recent expansion of the Vee Quiva Casino on Gila River Indian 
Community land southwest of the park, illustrate the planned growth that is 
turning undeveloped lands into urbanizing areas in the Study Area. This

(Response 257, 258, 259 continues on next page)
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(cont.)

urbanization is discussed in the section, Land Use, in Chapter 4 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement.
The freeway will also generate noise that will be audible from certain points along 
the trail as acknowledged in the Final Environmental Impact Statement; however, 
based on the distance of the freeway to the closest trail points (for example, the 
National Trail is 2,000 feet away and the Bursera Trail is 4,000 feet away), noise 
levels are not likely to be above the noise abatement criteria levels for recreational 
activities. Trail users located 2,000 feet or more away from the freeway will hear 
an increased hum, but the decibel levels will not be above noise abatement criteria 
levels for recreational activities. While noise mitigation was evaluated to minimize 
harm, the use of mitigation, such as noise barriers, would have little effect for 
receptors 2,000 feet or more away from the freeway (and at elevated positions). 
Even if it were shown that noise levels are higher on the trail, noise impacts would 
be temporary because trail users would be moving along the trail and because only 
a short portion of the trail is in a direct line to the freeway. Although noise barriers 
were not feasible in this case, the Arizona Department of Transportation has 
decided to use quiet pavement on the South Mountain Freeway to minimize noise 
along the corridor.
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263 No-Action 
Alternative

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, a range of reasonable 
action alternatives to carry forward for further analysis was determined through 
application of multidisciplinary criteria in a logical, step-wise progression. 
Alternatives were not disposed of or dismissed without a thorough evaluation 
using the multidisciplinary criteria outlined in the systematic alternatives 
development and screening process presented in Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements. This process, which occurred early in the 
environmental impact statement process, was revisited and validated in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (see page 3-2).
As discussed on page 5-18 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, many 
alternatives were examined to avoid use of the South Mountains; however, none of 
these alternatives are feasible and prudent.
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 freeway 
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. 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 (as impacts can result from choosing to do 
nothing). The impacts associated with the No‑Action Alternative are discussed 
in each section of Chapter 4, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and 
Mitigation, in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. These impacts are also 
summarized in Table S-3 beginning on page S-10 of the Summary chapter of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement.
The comparison of traffic operational characteristics between the action 
alternative and the No‑Action Alternative is presented in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, beginning on page 3-27. The analysis shows that the action 
alternatives are responsive to the project's purpose and need and will:
· reduce overall traffic on the arterial street system (see Figures 3-12 and 3-13)
· optimize travel on the region's freeway system (see Figure 3-12)
· reduce the capacity deficiency to levels better than experienced today (see 

Figures 1-12 and 3-14)
· reduce the duration of level of service E or F conditions in key areas of the 

region's freeway system (see Figure 3-15)
· improve travel times on trips within the Study Area and across the region (see 

Figure 3-17 and Table 3-8)
· provide improved regional mobility for areas projected to experience growth in 

the next 25 years (see Figures 1-7 and 3-18)
When all of this is considered in the realm of travel time savings for motorists 
in the region, the user benefits total approximately $200 million per year (see 
Table 4-27).
Responses to specific comments follow. 
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264 Water Resources In the specific case of the Lakewood wells, it is anticipated that because the wells 
are located south of Pecos Road, they may not be directly affected by the freeway 
and could remain in place. The pipes associated with the water delivery system 
would need to be protected as they pass under the freeway, but production would 
not be affected.
Page 4-108 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement defines the procedure 
that the Arizona Department of Transportation will use to replace adversely 
affected wells, and also identifies the general costs the Arizona Department 
of Transportation will incur to replace the lost water sources. As noted in this 
discussion, if it were necessary to provide replacement water instead of a new well, 
the Arizona Department of Transportation would, in negotiations with the well 
owner, include the difference between the costs of pumping the well and the costs 
of the new replacement water source.

265 Property Values The Arizona Department of Transportation compensates only for properties that 
are within the project right-of-way and are acquired (see Final Environmental 
Impact Statement page 4-52).
A review of the literature revealed few detailed and comprehensive analyses of 
the relationship between transportation infrastructure and residential property 
values (Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research 
Board, No. 2174, Transportation Research Board of the National Academies, 
Washington, D.C., 2010, pp. 138-47; “Residential Property Values and the Build 
Environment; Empirical Study in the Boston Massachusetts Metropolitan Area”). 
A local case study from the U.S. Route 60 (Superstition Freeway) found that 
1) freeway construction may have an adverse impact on some properties but, 
in the aggregate, property values tend to increase with freeway development; 
2) freeways do not affect all properties’ values in the same way (proximity to the 
freeway was observed to have a negative effect on the value of detached single-
family homes in the corridor but a positive effect on multifamily residential 
developments and most commercial properties); 3) the most important factor in 
determining negative impact on property values appears to be the level of traffic 
on any major roads in the proximate area, which implies that regional traffic 
growth is more significant than the presence of a freeway per se (Journal of the 
Transportation Research Board, No. 1839, Transportation Research Board of the 
National Academies, Washington, D.C., 2003, pp. 128-135; “Impact of Highways 
on Property Values: Case Study of Superstition Freeway Corridor”). The California 
Department of Transportation has studied this subject for a number of years. 
Its Standard Environmental Reference Handbook, Volume 4, Appendix D, Transportation 
Effects on Property Value concludes that while a majority of studies found that 
properties abutting the freeway do not appreciate as rapidly as other properties 
a little farther away from the freeway, there is a net gain in value in the general 
vicinity of the freeway attributable to increased accessibility to the regional 
freeway system. In other words, houses in both the abutting and the nearby zones 
appreciated more than comparable properties a few miles away from the freeway.
Further clarification related to individual aspects identified in the comment follow.

266 Air Quality, Noise The Arizona Department of Transportation compensates only for properties that 
are within the project right-of-way and are acquired (see Final Environmental 
Impact Statement page 4-52).
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(cont.)

The results of the air quality and noise analyses are described in the representative 
sections in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see page 4-68 for Air 
Quality and page 4-88 for Noise). Mitigation for noise impacts and construction-
related air quality impacts will be provided in accordance with relevant federal 
and State laws, regulations, and policy. These commitments are confirmed in the 
Record of Decision in Table 3, beginning on page 38.
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267 Water Resources As stated previously, in the specific case of the Lakewood wells, it is anticipated 
that because the wells are located south of Pecos Road, they may not be directly 
affected by the freeway and could remain in place. The pipes associated with the 
water delivery system would need to be protected as they pass under the freeway, 
but production would not be affected.
However, in the extreme situation where avoidance is not possible, page 4-108 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement defines the procedure that the Arizona 
Department of Transportation will use to replace adversely affected wells, and also 
identifies the general costs the Arizona Department of Transportation will incur 
to replace the lost water sources. As noted in this discussion, if it were necessary 
to provide replacement water instead of a new well, the Arizona Department of 
Transportation would, in negotiations with the well owner, include the difference 
between the costs of pumping the well and the costs of the new replacement water 
source.

26
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268 Air Quality, Noise The Arizona Department of Transportation compensates only for properties that 
are within the project right-of-way and are acquired (see Final Environmental 
Impact Statement page 4-52).
The results of the air quality and noise analysis and the proposed mitigation 
measures to minimize harm from these impacts are described in the representative 
sections in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see page 4-68 for Air Quality 
and page 4-88 for Noise). Mitigation for each will be provided in accordance with 
relevant federal and State laws, regulations, and policy. These commitments are 
confirmed in the Record of Decision in Table 3, beginning on page 38.
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269 Acquisitions and 
Relocations

As stated in the response to the comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, there will be no home displacements in the Lakewood community. 
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270 Community 
Impacts

The Arizona Department of Transportation compensates only for properties that 
are within the project right-of-way and are acquired (see Final Environmental 
Impact Statement page 4-52).
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 Final Environmental Impact Statement pages 4-17 and 4-21). 
Where existing residential uses are adjacent to the freeway, noise mitigation will be 
implemented according to Arizona Department of Transportation policy (see Final 
Environmental Impact Statement page 4-91 and Table 3 in the Record of Decision, 
beginning on page 38).
The study has considered concepts for parallel multiuse paths; however, the main 
line of the freeway will not have a bicycle route as part of the design. While not 
currently included, enhancements such as pedestrian bridges or multiuse paths 
may be added as a separate project by the City of Phoenix (see page 3-60 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement). The cost and maintenance of these 
enhancements would be the responsibility of the City of Phoenix.
In 2006, the City of Phoenix conducted a traffic circulation study to evaluate the 
impacts of the freeway on the local street system. The City of Phoenix study found 
no adverse effects on the local street system from the freeway (see Appendix 3-1 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement).
Page 4-170 in the Final Environmental Impact Statement lists measures that 
should help to avoid, reduce, or mitigate aesthetic impacts. Larger saguaro cacti, 
mature trees, and large shrubs that would likely survive the transplanting and 
sitting-in period would help in visually sensitive or critical roadway areas. These 
commitments are confirmed in the Record of Decision in Table 3, beginning 
on page 38.
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271 Water Resources As stated previously, in the specific case of the Lakewood wells, it is anticipated 
that because the wells are located south of Pecos Road, they may not be directly 
affected by the freeway and could remain in place. The pipes associated with the 
water delivery system would need to be protected as they pass under the freeway, 
but production would not be affected.
The potential cumulative impacts on groundwater and water availability are 
described on page 4-186 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

272 Acquisitions and 
Relocations

As stated in the response to the comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, there will be no home displacements in the Lakewood community. 
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273 Acquisitions and 
Relocations

As stated in the response to the comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, there will be no home displacements in the Lakewood community.
The Arizona Department of Transportation compensates only for properties that 
are within the project right-of-way and are acquired (see Final Environmental 
Impact Statement page 4-52).
The homeowner association has legal authority to collect assessments. 
The references provided were in response to concerns expressed and reveal few 
clear conclusions related to the relationship between transportation infrastructure 
and residential vacancy rates.

274 Air Quality As explained in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and response to 
comments, Federal Highway Administration mobile source air toxics emissions 
assessments in the agency's National Environmental Policy Act documents 
are designed to evaluate emissions changes within a study area, including 
roadway segments where traffic volumes change as a result of the project. The 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's risk estimates for mobile source air 
toxics pollutants are based on 70-year lifetime exposure. As explained in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and response to comments, it is more likely that 
a person will be within a study area for 70 years than at a fixed location near the 
proposed corridor for 70 years. Thus, emissions changes in a study area are a more 
reliable indicator of potential changes in health risk. Emissions from Interstate 10 
and other roadway segments affected by the project are included because people 
will be exposed to changes in emissions from those roadway segments as well as 
those from the South Mountain Freeway.
The Final Environmental Impact Statement mobile source air toxics analysis covers 
a study area including all roadways affected by the project, which is standard 
practice for mobile source air toxics analysis for Federal Highway Administration 
projects. The analysis also presents results for two smaller subareas, given 
community interest in those areas. The commenter is correct in stating that if the 
analysis areas were made even smaller, the changes in emissions would become 
more pronounced. However, as the analysis areas become smaller, they also 
become less representative of changes in 70-year exposure (because the estimated 
changes in emissions would be meaningful only if a person stayed in that smaller 
area 24 hours a day for 70 years).
The most important health finding of the mobile source air toxics analysis is 
that mobile source air toxic emissions will decline by at least 80 percent between 
2012 and 2025 and between 2012 and 2035 under both the Preferred and 
No‑Action Alternatives. This is true for the Eastern Subarea as well as for the 
larger mobile source air toxics study area. 
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275 Traffic The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
position has not changed regarding how the analysis was performed and regarding 
our responses to similar comments made on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

276 Noise 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 statement made in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement related to the No-Action Alternative was generalized for the entire 
Study Area. The commenter is focused on only the Pecos Road area, which under 
the No-Action Alternative would continue to experience similar noise levels as 
today because the area is already relatively built-out.
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277 Comment noted.

278 Design The original comment did not mention a depressed freeway, only concerns with 
runoff concerns, which was addressed in the response. 
As noted beginning on page 3-15 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
depressing the Pecos Road sections would entail installation of pump stations 
to drain the main line freeway. A depressed freeway would also need a drainage 
channel to capture the off-site flows to prevent their entering the freeway. Pump 
stations were not used because of the high cost of construction and maintenance 
needed for their operation. The recommended freeway configuration has the 
E1 Alternative aboveground and the existing culverts extending to pass the 
drainage under the freeway. Pecos Road currently has numerous existing culvert 
crossings. Depressing the freeway in this area would eliminate the existing culvert 
crossings and potentially have adverse flooding impacts on adjacent properties. 
Extending the existing culverts or upsizing the culverts would maintain or improve 
drainage flows. This would ensure that there would be no adverse flooding impacts 
on adjacent properties. To reduce impacts by depressing the freeway in the Eastern 
Section, the Arizona Department of Transportation would: 
• need to spend an additional $400 million for right-of-way acquisition and 

construction 
• displace an additional 300 residences 
• maintain additional pump stations and detention basins for the life of the 

freeway 
• would still have noise-related impacts requiring mitigation (i.e., noise barriers 

and their associated costs and visual impacts)
Because the below-ground option would result in substantially greater costs and 
residential displacements, this option was eliminated from further study. 

279 Community 
Impacts

The study has considered concepts for parallel multiuse paths; however, the main 
line of the freeway will not have a bicycle route as part of the design. While not 
currently included, enhancements such as pedestrian bridges or multiuse paths 
may be added as a separate project by the City of Phoenix (see page 3-60 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement). The cost and maintenance of these 
enhancements would be the responsibility of the City of Phoenix.

280 Traffic The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
position has not changed regarding how the analysis was performed and regarding 
our responses to similar comments made on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. 
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282 Project Costs, 
Total Cost

The current level of engineering is used to determine the limits of environmental 
and construction impacts attributable to the freeway. The location and profile 
of the freeway are evaluated to minimize potential changes to the freeway as 
the design level would progress. The current level of engineering is an accepted 
industry standard for determining impacts. (See Final Environmental Impact 
Statement sidebar on page 3-40 for more discussion.)
As noted on page 3-59 and in the text box on page 3-60 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, planning-level cost estimates are used in the preparation of 
environmental documents. Figure 3-36 summarizes overall planning-level cost 
estimates for each action alternative. These estimates include design, right-of-
way acquisition, and construction. Costs will be updated during the design phase 
and will be reflected in the Regional Transportation Plan update process. Updating 
costs is critical to account for cost fluctuations for materials, land acquisition, and 
design refinements.
From October 28 through October 30, 2014, a formal cost estimate review was 
conducted in accordance with Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users guidelines. The official review determined a 
probability and range for the cost of the Selected Alternative in the expected year 
of expenditure and in current year dollars. The year of expenditure total cost was 
$1.9 billion. The costs associated with planned mitigation are included in the total 
project cost.

283 Trucks, Hazardous 
Materials

The Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand model projects 
that truck traffic will represent approximately 10 percent of the total traffic on 
the freeway. As with all other freeways in the region, trucks will 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 vehicles using 
the freeway will be automobiles. The purpose of the project is not to create a truck 
bypass and the freeway will not be part of the CANAMEX corridor.
Issues related to a severe accident exist for many portions of the Phoenix 
metropolitan area. A fast and effective response is critical in the emergency 
response plans prepared by emergency service providers and is discussed 
on page 4-166 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
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284 Trucks, Hazardous 
Materials

The Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand model projects 
that truck traffic will represent approximately 10 percent of the total traffic on 
the freeway. As with all other freeways in the region, trucks will 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 vehicles using 
the freeway will be automobiles. The analysis of potential freeway impacts, such as 
noise and air quality, included the influence from truck traffic.
The purpose of the project is not to create a truck bypass, and the freeway will not 
be part of the CANAMEX corridor.
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 South Mountain Freeway will operate under the same rules as other similar 
facilities in the state; truck traffic will be permissible (see text box on Final 
Environmental Impact Statement page 4-166).
Issues related to a severe accident exist for many portions of the Phoenix 
metropolitan area. A fast and effective response is critical in the emergency 
response plans prepared by emergency service providers and is discussed 
on page 4-166 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

285 Purpose and Need The comparison of traffic operational characteristics between the action 
alternative and the No‑Action Alternative is presented in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, beginning on page 3-27. The analysis shows that the action 
alternative would:
• reduce overall traffic on the arterial street system (see Figures 3-12 and 3-13)
• optimize travel on the region’s freeway system (see Figure 3-12)
• reduce the capacity deficiency to levels better than experienced today (see 

Figures 1-12 and 3-14)
• reduce the duration of level of service E or F conditions in key areas of the 

region’s freeway system (see Figure 3-15)
• improve travel times on trips within the Study Area and across the region (see 

Figure 3-17 and Table 3-8)
• provide improved regional mobility for areas projected to experience growth in 

the next 25 years (see Figures 1-7 and 3-18)
When all of this is considered in the realm of travel time savings for motorists in 
the region, the user benefits approximate $200 million per year (see Table 4-27).
The study has considered a variety of transportation modes: transportation 
system management/transportation demand management, mass transit 
(commuter rail, light rail, expanded bus service), arterial street improvements, 
land use controls, new freeways, and a No-Action Alternative. These alternatives 
alone or in combination would have limited effectiveness in reducing overall traffic 
congestion in the Study Area and, therefore, would not meet the purpose and need 
criteria; specifically, they would not adequately address projected capacity and 
mobility needs of the region.
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287

286 Community 
Impacts

Each of these topics is appropriately analyzed and disclosed in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. The topic of hazardous materials transport 
can be found on page 4-166, air quality beginning on page 4-68, noise beginning 
on page 4-88, crime and other community concerns beginning on page 4-20, and 
wells on page 4-108.

287 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

If feasible, avoidance of Section 4(f) resources 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; however, none of these alternatives are prudent and 
feasible. The Department of the Interior reviewed the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement and commented, “The Department agrees that the South Mountain 
Park and Preserve (SMPP) is a Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 
assisted site that will be directly impacted by the subject project. These documents 
assess the direct use of park land for freeway purposes to be 31.3 acres. We agree 
with the conclusions stated. We note that the “Measures to Minimize Harm” on the 
Section 4(f) Statement pages 5-23, 5-24, and 5-25 have annotated a commitment 
to provide replacement land for the converted park land. The Department 
concurs with the assessment of the impacts to the LWCF-assisted resource and 
acknowledges the mitigation commitment.” The complete letter can be found in 
page A5 of this Appendix A.
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288 Alternatives The study has considered a variety of transportation modes: transportation 
system management/transportation demand management, mass transit 
(commuter rail, light rail, expanded bus service), arterial street improvements, 
land use controls, new freeways, and a No‑Action Alternative. These alternatives 
alone or in combination would have limited effectiveness in reducing overall traffic 
congestion in the Study Area and, therefore, would not meet the purpose and need 
criteria; specifically, they would not adequately address projected capacity and 
mobility needs of the region.
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, a range of reasonable 
action alternatives to carry forward for further analysis was determined through 
application of multidisciplinary criteria in a logical, step-wise progression. 
Alternatives were not disposed of or dismissed without a thorough evaluation 
using the multidisciplinary criteria outlined in the systematic alternatives 
development and screening process presented in Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements. This process, which occurred early in the 
environmental impact statement process, was revisited and validated in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (see page 3-2).
As discussed on page 5-18 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, many 
alternatives were examined to avoid the use of the South Mountains; however, 
none of these alternatives are prudent and feasible.
The Federal Highway Administration has not identified any adverse health impacts 
associated with the project. For a detailed discussion, refer to the information on 
air quality impacts on pages 4-75 through 4-85 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, along with related summary information in the Responses to Frequently 
Submitted Public Comments beginning on page A371 of this Appendix A of the 
Record of Decision.
Land acquisition and relocation assistance services for the project shall be 
available to all individuals without discrimination in accordance with Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, which provides uniform, 
fair, and equitable treatment of people whose property is affected or who are 
displaced as a result of the project, including those with special needs. 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.

289 Purpose and Need The analysis of the purpose and need is based on today’s conditions, not the 
conditions of 1985. In June 2013, the Maricopa Association of Governments 
approved new socioeconomic projections for Maricopa County. The purpose and 
need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated using these new 
socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related to regional 
traffic. The conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives).
The road network for the Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel 
demand model includes all of Maricopa and Pinal counties as well as small 
portions of Yavapai and Gila counties. While a road may not be within the Study
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(cont.)

Area for the proposed action, because it is included in the Maricopa Association of 
Governments travel demand model road network, its influence is considered in the 
traffic analysis for the proposed action.
The South Mountain Freeway will be a commuter corridor, helping to move local 
traffic. As with all other freeways in the region, trucks will 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 vehicles using the 
freeway will be automobiles.
The comparison of traffic operational characteristics between the action 
alternative and the No‑Action Alternative is presented in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, beginning on page 3-27. The analysis shows that the action 
alternatives are responsive to the project's purpose and need and will:
• reduce overall traffic on the arterial street system (see Figures 3-12 and 3-13)
• optimize travel on the region’s freeway system (see Figure 3-12)
• reduce the capacity deficiency to levels better than experienced today (see 

Figures 1-12 and 3-14)
• reduce the duration of level of service E or F conditions in key areas of the 

region’s freeway system (see Figure 3-15)
• improve travel times on trips within the Study Area and across the region (see 

Figure 3-17 and Table 3-8)
• provide improved regional mobility for areas projected to experience growth in 

the next 25 years (see Figures 1-7 and 3-18)
When all of this is considered in the realm of travel time savings for motorists in 
the region, the user benefits approximate $200 million per year (see Table 4-27).

290 Air Quality Since the release of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the Arizona 
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration have 
consulted extensively with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency on the 
air quality analytical approach and methods used in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. This consultation has resulted in agreement on the analysis 
methodologies and the results of these analyses. The carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the freeway will 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.

290
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291 Children’s and 
Seniors’ Health

As noted throughout the Final 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 Final Environmental 
Impact Statement incorporates an assessment of the potential impacts of the 
project on all populations, including children, in the Chapter 4 environmental 
consequences analyses. A discussion addressing children’s health was added 
to page 4-83 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
The Final Environmental Impact Statement evaluates Clean Air Act criteria air 
pollutant concentrations in Maricopa County and the Phoenix area (see pages 4-75 
to 4-77). With regard to air quality impacts, the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement addresses children’s and seniors’ health impacts within the broader 
discussion regarding health impacts under the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. Clean Air Act Section 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 that 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 Section 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 Final Environmental Impact Statement’s National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards-based evaluation of criteria air pollutants includes a health-
based review of sensitive populations, including children and seniors, 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).
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293

294

292 Water Resources Page 4-108 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement provides details on the 
well acquisition, condition assessment, and replacement process used by the 
Arizona Department of Transportation. Costs at this point are unknown because 
an analysis will be performed later in the design process to determine whether 
it is possible to keep certain wells in their current location while moving the well 
controls and associated piping to outside of the right-of-way.

293 Hazardous 
Materials

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 probable, rather than those that are merely possible. There 
are no requirements in 23 Code of Federal Regulations Part 771, Environmental 
Impact and Related Procedures, or in the Federal Highway Administration’s 
Technical Advisory T 6640.8A, Guidance for Preparing and Processing 
Environmental and Section 4(f) Documents, to address releases of hazardous 
chemicals resulting from a transportation incident in National Environmental 
Policy Act documents for transportation projects such as the South Mountain 
Freeway. Reasonably foreseeable actions are those that are likely to occur or 
probable, rather than those that are merely possible. Planning for emergency 
situations will be initiated as the project moves into design.

294 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

The context and attributes of the South Mountains are described in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. Cultural and religious places of importance, 
such as the South Mountains, are acknowledged in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement in several locations, notably on pages 4-141 and 5-26. As discussed 
on page 5-18 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, many alternatives 
were examined to avoid the use of the South Mountains; however, none of these 
alternatives are prudent and feasible.
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295 Traffic The Maricopa Association of Governments is the local government agency 
responsible for traffic forecasting. The Maricopa Association of Government’s 
travel demand model is a state-of-the-practice model that predicts traffic 
movement and is used by the Maricopa Association of Governments and Arizona 
Department of Transportation to determine the need for transportation projects. 
The model is calibrated to actual, observed traffic conditions and meets an 
advanced practice guideline by the Federal Highway Administration for similarly 
sized areas. The Federal Highway Administration and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency approved the air quality conformity determination that 
includes the Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand model 
that produced the traffic projections used in the traffic analysis for the project 
(see page 3-27 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement).
The Final Environmental Impact Statement notes matters of uncertainty 
throughout the entire document. Examples include study findings in the sections 
Air Quality, Noise, Visual Resources, Land Use, Displacements and Relocations, and 
Cultural Resources in Chapter 4. In Chapter 3, Alternatives, reference is made 
to continued monitoring of design and cost to account for needed updates. 
On page 4-1, in the text box, “Can the Impacts Change and, If So, How?”, text is 
presented on how such dynamics are tracked.
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296 Socioeconomic 
Projections 

The comment suggests that the projected population of 5.8 million for Maricopa 
County in 2035 could be off by as much as 3 million, or as low as 2.8 million. 
This conclusion is not rational, because as noted previously in the comment, the 
2010 population was over 3.8 million.
While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a lower projected 
population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous projections, 
the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were 
validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 1, Purpose 
and Need, and Chapter 3, Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the 
project is needed today and will continue to be needed into the future (see Final 
Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-13). 
The commenter is focused on the change in values from the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement to the Final Environmental Impact Statement instead of the 
more relevant comparison between 2010 and the new 2035 values presented in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. This comparison still shows an increase of 
almost 2 million people and over 1 million jobs in the next 25 years. The project is 
needed to serve that growth.
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297 Socioeconomic 
Projections

The new socioeconomic projections approved by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments in June 2013 were developed in close coordination with the local 
jurisdictions of Maricopa County. The assumptions related to land use, occupancy 
levels, residential and commercial development plans, job centers, and other 
factors are updated regularly and form the basis for the model inputs. 

298 Purpose and Need The comparison of traffic operational characteristics between the action 
alternative and the No‑Action Alternative is presented in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, beginning on page 3-27. The analysis shows that the action 
alternative would:
• reduce overall traffic on the arterial street system (see Figures 3-12 and 3-13)
• optimize travel on the region’s freeway system (see Figure 3-12)
• reduce the capacity deficiency to levels better than experienced today (see 

Figures 1-12 and 3-14)
• reduce the duration of level of service E or F conditions in key areas of the 

region’s freeway system (see Figure 3-15)
• improve travel times on trips within the Study Area and across the region (see 

Figure 3-17 and Table 3-8)
• provide improved regional mobility for areas projected to experience growth in 

the next 25 years (see Figures 1-7 and 3-18)
When all of this is considered in the realm of travel time savings for motorists in 
the region, the user benefits approximate $200 million per year (see Table 4-27).

299 Air Quality The Maricopa Association of Governments is the local government agency 
responsible for traffic forecasting. The Maricopa Association of Government’s 
travel demand model is a state-of-the-practice model that predicts traffic 
movement and is used by the Maricopa Association of Governments and Arizona 
Department of Transportation to determine the need for transportation projects. 
The model is calibrated to actual, observed traffic conditions and meets an 
advanced practice guideline by the Federal Highway Administration for similarly 
sized areas. The Federal Highway Administration and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency approved the air quality conformity determination that 
includes the Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand model 
that produced the traffic projections used in the traffic analysis for the project 
(see page 3-27 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement).
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
agrees that there are uncertainties associated with air quality modeling, and 
many of these are discussed in the context of health risk assessment in the Draft 
and Final Environmental Impact Statements. The uncertainties are reduced 
somewhat in the context of National Ambient Air Quality Standards modeling, 
because of the shorter time-frames involved (8 hours for carbon monoxide, 
and 24 hours for particulate matter [PM10], as compared to 70 years for mobile 
source air toxic health risk assessments). Nevertheless, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency’s regulations and guidance require use of air quality models to 
predict carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) concentrations, and to 
demonstrate compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The 
project’s modeling complied with the applicable regulations and guidance.
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300 Air Quality The modeling for the project complied with specific recommendations from the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for sources of monitored background data 
and meteorological data. 
Data from various Maricopa County Air Quality Department monitoring sites 
were used in the air quality analyses. Siting, operation, and recording information 
from monitoring sites are the responsibility of the Maricopa County Air Quality 
Department. See <maricopa.gov/aq/>. The monitoring information used in the 
air quality analyses is discussed in greater detail in the air quality technical report 
prepared for the project, which is available on the project Web site at <azdot.gov/
southmountainfreeway>. The results of the analyses are summarized in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement.

301 Air Quality As indicated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the project complies 
with the transportation conformity regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 93 and with the conformity provisions of Section 176(c) of the Clean Air 
Act. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency was consulted on the conformity 
methodology presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
Additional details of the air quality analysis can be found in the air 
quality technical report, which is available to the public (see <azdot.gov/
southmountainfreeway>). The actual model files are also publicly available and 
have been provided to at least one reviewer upon request. Technical reports are 
designed to support the environmental impact statement, not to be reproduced in 
the environmental impact statement.

302 Traffic and Air 
Quality Modeling

Since the release of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the Arizona 
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration have 
consulted extensively with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency on the 
air quality analytical approach and methods used in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. This consultation has resulted in agreement on the analysis 
methodologies and the results of these analyses. The modeling has been reviewed 
by national experts in air quality modeling and was found to be consistent with the 
national state of the practice.

303 Traffic and Air 
Quality Modeling

As noted previously, the models being criticized throughout this comment are 
the same models that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency reviewed and 
subsequently has accepted in regional air quality conformity determinations. 
Also, the actual traffic model and air quality model files are publicly available 
and have been provided to at least one reviewer upon request. Based on the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s previous comments on the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements, it is clear this is not an agency with a bias or 
stake in building the South Mountain Freeway.
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303 
(cont.)

The comparison of traffic operational characteristics between the action 
alternative and the No‑Action Alternative is presented in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, beginning on page 3-27. The analysis shows that the action 
alternative would:
• reduce overall traffic on the arterial street system (see Figures 3-12 and 3-13)
• optimize travel on the region’s freeway system (see Figure 3-12)
• reduce the capacity deficiency to levels better than experienced today (see 

Figures 1-12 and 3-14)
• reduce the duration of level of service E or F conditions in key areas of the 

region’s freeway system (see Figure 3-15)
• improve travel times on trips within the Study Area and across the region (see 

Figure 3-17 and Table 3-8)
• provide improved regional mobility for areas projected to experience growth in 

the next 25 years (see Figures 1-7 and 3-18)
When all of this is considered in the realm of travel time savings for motorists in 
the region, the user benefits approximate $200 million per year (see Table 4-27).
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306 Hazardous 
Materials

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 probable, rather than those that are merely possible. There 
are no requirements in 23 Code of Federal Regulations Part 771, Environmental 
Impact and Related Procedures, or in the Federal Highway Administration’s 
Technical Advisory T 6640.8A, Guidance for Preparing and Processing 
Environmental and Section 4(f) Documents, to address releases of hazardous 
chemicals resulting from a transportation incident in National Environmental 
Policy Act documents for transportation projects such as the South Mountain 
Freeway. Reasonably foreseeable actions are those that are likely to occur or 
probable, rather than those that are merely possible. Planning for emergency 
situations will be initiated as the project moves into design.
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308 Air Quality The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency agreed with the Federal Highway 
Administration, Arizona Department of Transportation, and the other interagency 
consultation partners that construction-related emissions did not need to be 
analyzed as part of the particulate matter analysis. The section, Temporary 
Construction Impacts, on page 4-173 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
discusses potential air quality impacts during construction as well as mitigation 
measures that will be followed during construction. These commitments are 
confirmed in the Record of Decision in Table 3, beginning on page 38. The air 
pollution produced during any potential blasting activities would be covered in 
these mitigation measures.

309 Air Quality The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
specifically consulted with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regarding the 
meteorological data to use to represent air flow in the project area, and followed 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s recommendation. As indicated 
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the project complies with the 
transportation conformity regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 93 
and with the conformity provisions of Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act. 

310 Health Effects The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
acknowledge that there is disagreement about the conclusions of Health Effects 
Institute Special Report #16; however, the summary of this report is presented 
in the nature of background information, and does not have a bearing on the 
actual analysis of the project, or the other information provided in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement regarding likely mobile source air toxic health 
impacts. The mobile source air toxics emissions analysis for the project indicates 
that emissions will decline by over 80 percent in the mobile source air toxics study 
area irrespective of whether the project is constructed or not, and that the project 
only makes a very small difference in this decline; the summary of prior health risk 
assessments for other highway projects indicate that these projects were estimated 
to have a very small incremental health risk.
The information on other sources of exposure to mobile source air toxics 
pollutants was not provided to diminish the impact of mobile source emissions, 
but to help illustrate the complexity of meaningfully quantifying the health risk 
attributable to just one source of these pollutants, a source that most people are 
likely to be exposed to for only a small portion of their nominal 70-year lifetime at 
a fixed location adjacent to the roadway.
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311 Climate Change Table 4-37 on page 4-86 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement presents the 
statewide and project greenhouse gas emissions potential, relative to global totals. 
The climate change/greenhouse gas discussion in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement was an attempt to place the likely emissions burden from the 
project into context with the scope of the global problem. The Federal Highway 
Administration agrees that climate change is a serious problem, and has many 
activities underway to address this issue, as described in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement and on the Federal Highway Administration’s Web site. The 
energy analysis for the project (see page 4-172 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement) showed that the project would slightly reduce energy consumption, 
which also implies a slight reduction in greenhouse gas emissions compared to 
No‑Action Alternative.

312 Traffic Projections Two of the key model inputs used to forecast travel demand (see Final 
Environmental Impact Statement page 3-27) account for the trends identified 
in the comment and in the Arizona PIRG findings: 1) the anticipated average 
number of vehicle trips within the region (including those to and from the region’s 
households) on a daily basis (this number is tracked regularly by the Maricopa 
Association of Governments), and 2) the distribution of transportation modes 
used by travelers in the Maricopa Association of Governments region (also tracked 
regularly by the Maricopa Association of Governments). 
While per capita travel is decreasing or stagnant, total travel is still increasing as 
the population increases. 
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314 Comment noted. Responses to specific comments are provided in the following 
pages.
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315 Public Involvement No public vote was held as part of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
review process. Members of the public were encouraged to participate and submit 
their comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement during the 90‑day 
comment period. Based on the number of supportive comments received during 
the public comment period for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the 
Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
believe there is still broad regional support for the project.
The South Mountain Freeway has been a critical part of the Maricopa Association 
of Governments’ Regional Freeway and Highway System since it was first included 
in funding approved by Maricopa County voters in 1985. It was also part of the 
Regional Transportation Plan funding passed by Maricopa County voters in 2004 
through Proposition 400.
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316 Air Quality Since the release of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the Arizona 
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration have 
consulted extensively with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency on the 
air quality analytical approach and methods used in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, including the locations of monitors to be used in the analysis. 
This consultation has resulted in agreement on the analysis methodologies 
and the results of these analyses. While there are no air quality monitors in the 
Ahwatukee Foothills Village, the Federal Highway Administration followed the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s recommendations for other monitors to 
use for purposes of background concentrations and meteorological data.
As indicated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the project complies 
with the transportation conformity regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 93 and with the conformity provisions of Section 176(c) of the Clean Air 
Act. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency was consulted on the conformity 
methodology presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

317 Health Effects Ozone is a regional pollutant, and under the Clean Air Act conformity 
requirements, ozone precursor emissions are addressed at the regional level 
through emissions analysis of the Maricopa Association of Government’s long 
range transportation plan. As long as projects are included in a conforming plan, 
as is the case for the South Mountain Freeway, then they are considered to have 
complied with the Clean Air Act requirements applicable to ozone. Analysis of 
the alternatives for National Environmental Policy Act purposes is not necessary, 
because any alternative would have to meet this same conformity test in order 
to proceed (the Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway 
Administration could not approve any alternative that did not meet regional 
conformity requirements for demonstrating compliance with the ozone National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards). The question of whether one alternative is 
“better” than another from an ozone standpoint is moot, because all alternatives 
are required to be consistent with attainment of the ozone standard.

318 Air Quality Since the release of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the Arizona 
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration have 
consulted extensively with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency on the 
air quality analytical approach and methods used in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, including the locations of monitors to be used in the analysis. 
This consultation has resulted in agreement on the analysis methodologies 
and the results of these analyses. While there are no air quality monitors in the 
Ahwatukee Foothills Village, the Federal Highway Administration followed the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s recommendations for other monitors to 
use for purposes of background concentrations and meteorological data.
As indicated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the project complies 
with the transportation conformity regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 93 and with the conformity provisions of Section 176(c) of the Clean Air 
Act. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency was consulted on the conformity 
methodology presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
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319 Air Quality Since the release of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the Arizona 
Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration have 
consulted extensively with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency on the air 
quality analytical approach and methods described in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, including the locations of monitors to be used in the analysis. 
This consultation has resulted in agreement on the analysis methodologies and the 
results of these analyses. 
As shown in Table 4-33 on page 4-77 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, the contribution of particulate matter (PM10) emissions from the 
project to the overall total is less than 3 percent at the 40th Street traffic 
interchange. The project contribution would not change even if the background 
monitors were located in Ahwatukee Foothills Village. The air quality analysis 
for particulate matter (PM10) assessed the worst-case conditions (locations 
immediately adjacent to the freeway) and did not result in any violations of the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The receptor diagrams in the air quality 
technical report demonstrate that concentrations drop to zero or near zero within 
a few hundred meters of the project.

320 Health Effects The U.S. Office of Management and Budget’s Circular A-4 covers analysis of 
regulatory actions, while the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Guidelines 
for Preparing Economic Analyses covers policies and environmental regulations. 
While each is informative, neither represents requirements to fulfill the National 
Environmental Policy Act process. Treatment of uncertainty in the National 
Environmental Policy Act is governed by the Council of Environmental Quality 
regulation 40 Code of Federal Regulations 1502.22.
The Final Environmental Impact Statement notes matters of uncertainty 
throughout the entire document. Examples include study findings in the sections 
Air Quality, Noise, Visual Resources, Land Use, Displacements and Relocations, and 
Cultural Resources in Chapter 4. In Chapter 3, Alternatives, reference is made 
to continued monitoring of design and cost to account for needed updates. 
On page 4-1, in the text box, “Can the Impacts Change and, If So, How?”, text is 
presented on how such dynamics are tracked. 
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321 Health Effects The U.S. Office of Management and Budget’s Circular A-4 covers analysis of 
regulatory actions, while the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Guidelines 
for Preparing Economic Analyses covers policies and environmental regulations. 
The environmental impact statement process followed the National Environmental 
Policy Act and Federal Highway Administration’s implementing regulations 
for conducting social and economic evaluations. The proposed action is not a 
regulatory action or policy action and is not governed by the noted guidelines.
The Final Environmental Impact Statement provides a summary of health 
risk assessments for past highway projects, all of which show very low risk 
(see page 4-79), not “large negative health effects.”
Treatment of uncertainty in the National Environmental Policy Act is governed by 
the Council of Environmental Quality regulation 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
1502.22. The Final Environmental Impact Statement notes matters of uncertainty 
throughout the entire document. Examples include study findings in the sections 
Air Quality, Noise, Visual Resources, Land Use, Displacements and Relocations, and 
Cultural Resources in Chapter 4. In Chapter 3, Alternatives, reference is made 
to continued monitoring of design and cost to account for needed updates. 
On page 4-1, in the text box, “Can the Impacts Change and, If So, How?”, text is 
presented on how such dynamics are tracked.
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322 Traffic The Maricopa Association of Governments is constantly studying and monitoring 
trends in travel demand and incorporating this information into the regional travel 
demand (see page 3-27 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). 
The models, methods, and assumptions used throughout the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement account for reasonably foreseeable future conditions and 
dismiss speculative considerations.

323 Traffic The models, methods, and assumptions used throughout the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement account for reasonably foreseeable future conditions and 
rightfully dismiss speculative considerations. As an example, the Maricopa 
Association of Governments, as the federally designated regional transportation 
planning agency, is nationally recognized as a leader in air quality modeling and 
traffic modeling and forecasting. The models used account for the assumptions 
made in the comment.
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324 Traffic The Maricopa Association of Governments is constantly studying and monitoring 
trends in travel demand and incorporating this information into the regional travel 
demand (see page 3-27 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). 
The models, methods, and assumptions used throughout the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement account for reasonably foreseeable future conditions and 
dismiss speculative considerations.
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325 Community 
Impacts

The California Department of Transportation study referred to in the original 
comment was the Standard Environmental Reference Handbook, Volume 4, Appendix D, 
Transportation Effects on Property Value, which concludes that while a majority of 
studies found that properties abutting the freeway do not appreciate as rapidly 
as other properties a little farther away from the freeway, there is a net gain in 
value in the general vicinity of the freeway attributable to increased accessibility to 
the regional freeway system. In other words, houses in both the abutting and the 
nearby zones appreciated more than comparable properties a few miles away from 
the freeway.
The references provided were in response to concerns expressed and reveal 
few clear conclusions related to the relationship between the transportation 
infrastructure and residential property values. 
The environmental impact statement process followed the National Environmental 
Policy Act and Federal Highway Administration’s implementing regulations 
for conducting social and economic evaluations. The proposed action is not a 
regulatory action or policy action and is not governed by the noted guidelines. 
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326 Traffic The City of Phoenix regularly evaluates the need for traffic control and safety 
improvements. The noted section of Chandler Boulevard includes a striped bicycle 
lane and a meandering sidewalk. These types of facilities are used safely on arterial 
streets in other parts of the region that have very high traffic volumes.
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327 Children’s Health While the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has provided ample evidence 
that air pollution has the potential for greater adverse impacts on children 
compared with the population at large, this does not imply that the project will 
have disproportionate impacts on children. The project itself will affect all near-
road populations equally; it does not include elements that would lead to higher air 
pollutant concentrations near children compared with other receptors. For example, 
a review of the project maps at <smfonlinehearing.com/maps/> indicates that while 
some schools are near the project corridor, the proposed freeway is not located 
closer to schools than it is to other nearby receptors. 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s comment focuses entirely on children’s 
health impacts related to air pollution. The project study area is designated as 
attainment for the sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, lead, and particulate matter 
(PM

2.5) National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot analyses (developed in consultation with the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency) demonstrate that no violations of those 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards will occur, and the project is included in the 
regional emissions analysis of a conforming plan and transportation improvement 
program, meeting the conformity requirements related to the ozone National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and 
Federal Highway Administration agree that the project has met all applicable 
Clean Air Act and regulatory requirements related to compliance with the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards.
Clean Air Act Section 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 that 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 Section 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 Final Environmental 
Impact Statement’s National Ambient Air Quality Standards-based evaluation 
of criteria air pollutants includes a health-based review of sensitive populations, 
including children and seniors, 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). By definition, if a project 
demonstrates that all National Ambient Air Quality Standards are met, as this 
project has done, then there cannot be any adverse National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards-related effects on the health of children or any other segment of the 
population.
For mobile source air toxics, the net emissions impacts of the project affect 
children in the same manner that they affect the remainder of the population. 
Emissions will likely be higher along the project corridor and lower elsewhere in 
the Study Area. Regardless of the alternative selected, emissions are expected to 
decline by over 80 percent in the project study area over the life of the project. 
In addition, the summary of health risk assessments for past highway projects 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement suggests that the mobile
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source air toxics health risks for this project are negligible, especially for the 
very short exposure time frames (as a fraction of a 70-year lifetime) occurring at 
schools and day care centers.
The Federal Highway Administration also reviewed a recent sampling of the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's own National Environmental Policy Act 
documents to gain a better understanding of the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency's preferred approach for addressing children's health under the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 
The South Mountain Freeway Final Environmental Impact Statement includes 
a full page of discussion of impacts on children's health. An example document 
from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency with a more extensive discussion 
of children's health than what is provided in the South Mountain Freeway Final 
Environmental Impact Statement was not found. After a review of the approach 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency uses to address Executive Order 13045 
in its own National Environmental Policy Act documents, the Federal Highway 
Administration considers the Final Environmental Impact Statement discussion 
sufficient.
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329 Noise 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 0772. 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. Discussion of this updated analysis 
begins on page 4-88 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. No substantial 
differences between the analyses presented in the Draft and the Final 
Environmental Impact Statements resulted. The noise report may also be found on 
the project Web site at <azdot.gov/southmountainfreeway>.
Without noise mitigation, noise levels from the 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 page 4-93). Because of topography, local street traffic, or other 
engineering constraints in a few areas, estimated noise levels will not be reduced as 
much and will be as high as 64 A-weighted decibels to 70 A-weighted decibels (see 
Final Environmental Impact Statement page 4-93).

330 Air Quality Since the release of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the Arizona 
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration have 
consulted extensively with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency on the 
air quality analytical approach and methods used in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. This consultation has resulted in agreement on the analysis 
methodologies and the results of these analyses. The carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the freeway will 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 updated analysis showed that for the Study Area, 
constructing the freeway will 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 (see 
discussion beginning on page 4-78 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). 
Congestion relief resulting from the freeway will provide localized air quality 
emissions reductions on area freeways, arterial streets, and at interchanges, 
benefiting users of area highways and those living near or using congested roads.
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331 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

The context and attributes of the South Mountains are described in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. The acreage of parkland to be converted to a 
transportation use is reported on page 5-14 in the section, Direct Use. It is reported 
that 31.3 acres—or just less than 0.2 percent of the parkland—will be converted 
to a transportation use (this is a reduction in the amount of use planned for in 
1988). The text goes on to point out other concerns associated with the direct use 
reported, and text on page 5-14, in the sidebar, “The South Mountains in Phoenix’s 
Sonoran Preserve System,” describes the importance of Phoenix South Mountain 
Park/Preserve in the region. Beginning on page 5-23 in the section, Measures 
to Minimize Harm, measures are presented to be undertaken to address the use 
impacts, including land replacement, on properties adjacent to the park.
City of Phoenix planning efforts since the mid-1980s illustrate an awareness of 
the potential for the 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 Phoenix 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 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 page 5-14 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). The project 
team examined alternatives to avoid the park, but did not identify any feasible and 
prudent alternatives to avoid impacts. 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). These commitments are 
confirmed in Table 3, beginning on page 38, of the Record of Decision.
The U.S. Department of the Interior reviewed the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement and commented, “The Department agrees that the South Mountain 
Park and Preserve (SMPP) is a Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 
assisted site that will be directly impacted by the subject project These documents 
assess the direct use of park land for freeway purposes to be 31.3 acres. We agree 
with the conclusions stated. We note that the “Measures to Minimize Harm” on the 
Section 4(f) Statement pages 5-23, 5-24, and 5-25 have annotated a commitment 
to provide replacement land for the converted park land. The Department 
concurs with the assessment of the impacts to the LWCF-assisted resource and 
acknowledges the mitigation commitment.”

Alternatives The Interstate 8/State Route 85 Alternative is in place today and will be in place in 
the future as an alternative route for motorists to use to bypass the entire Phoenix 
metropolitan area. The alternative serves that purpose, but provides no benefits 
to support regional travel within the Phoenix metropolitan area. For this reason, it 
was eliminated from further study.

Alternatives,  
No-Action 
Alternative

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 
freeway 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-
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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. 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 (as impacts can result from choosing to do 
nothing). The impacts associated with the No‑Action Alternative are discussed 
in each section of Chapter 4, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Mitigation, in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. These impacts are 
also summarized in Table S-3 on page S-10 of the Summary chapter of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement.
The comparison of traffic operational characteristics between the action 
alternative and the No‑Action Alternative is presented in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, beginning on page 3-27. The analysis shows that the action 
alternative would:
• reduce overall traffic on the arterial street system (see Figures 3-12 and 3-13)
• optimize travel on the region’s freeway system (see Figure 3-12)
• reduce the capacity deficiency to levels better than experienced today (see 

Figures 1-12 and 3-14)
• reduce the duration of level of service E or F conditions in key areas of the 

region’s freeway system (see Figure 3-15)
• improve travel times on trips within the Study Area and across the region (see 

Figure 3-17 and Table 3-8)
• provide improved regional mobility for areas projected to experience growth in 

the next 25 years (see Figures 1-7 and 3-18)
When all of this is considered in the realm of travel time savings for motorists 
in the region, the user benefits total approximately $200 million per year (see 
Table 4-27).

332 Crime While the City of Phoenix Police Department reported in 2005 that it did not have 
any statistics specific to crime adjacent to freeways, it did note that based on its 
experience there does not appear to be a correlation between crime rates and 
freeways.
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333 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Within the context of overall vegetation, wildlife, and wildlife habitat, the freeway 
will result in a decrease in the amount of cover, nesting areas, and food resources 
for wildlife species caused by construction of the project. See the section, General 
Impacts on Vegetation, Wildlife, and Wildlife Habitat, beginning on page 4-136 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement, for additional details on potential effects 
on vegetation, wildlife, and wildlife habitat. 
The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
completed a Biological Evaluation containing an analysis of the project effects on 
listed and candidate species under the Endangered Species Act. The Biological 
Evaluation was completed in May 2014 following identification of the Preferred 
Alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The Biological 
Evaluation was sent to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Arizona Game 
and Fish Department, and the Gila River Indian Community Department of 
Environmental Quality. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was asked for technical 
assistance with minimizing impacts on candidate species prior to completion of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement. In a letter dated July 18, 2014, the 
Gila River Indian Community provided comments on the Biological Evaluation 
for the freeway and expressed that the Gila River Indian Community holds all 
animals in the highest regard and recognizes animals as culturally important. The 
letter included a list of plant and animal species that are culturally important to 
the Gila River Indian Community. The Biological Evaluation for the freeway was 
revised to incorporate an evaluation of the identified species (see page 4-127 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). The Arizona Department of 
Transportation and Federal Highway Administration have committed to continue 
coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish Department, the 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 implementation. The 
analysis of biological resources may be found beginning on page 4-125 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. The Federal Highway Administration made “no 
effect” findings for all listed and candidate species except for the Tucson shovel-
nosed snake and Sonoran desert tortoise, which could potentially be affected 
by the project. The Tucson shovel-nosed snake was subsequently removed from 
the candidate species list in a decision by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on 
September 23, 2014. Mitigation measures to conduct preconstruction surveys for 
the Sonoran desert tortoise, where appropriate and after consultation with the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department, are included in the Record of Decision in 
Table 3, beginning on page 38.

334 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 resource studies and engaging in an ongoing, open dialogue 
with the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office and 
other Tribes to understand the Native American’s way of life and to identify and 
evaluate places of religious, spiritual, and cultural importance to the Gila River 
Indian Community and other Tribes that may be adversely affected by the freeway. 
Such places may be 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 and 
other Tribes have identified traditional cultural properties that are eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places and that could be affected by 
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construction of the freeway. The religious, spiritual, and cultural importance 
of the South Mountains is acknowledged in the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements in several locations, notably on page 5-26. The project will 
accommodate and preserve (to the fullest extent possible from the available 
alternatives) access to the South Mountains for religious practices. 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 Native American 
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 State Historic Preservation Officers and 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 regarding all historic properties in the area of potential effects has 
resulted in concurrence from the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office, other tribal authorities, 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 commitments made in the Record of Decision are completed.
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335 Repeat of previous comment. See responses to previous document beginning on 
page A300.
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337 Alternatives The purpose and need identified in Chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement is based on socioeconomic factors and regional transportation demand 
and existing and projected transportation system capacity deficiencies. The 
Interstate 8/State Route 85 Alternative is in place today and will be in place in the 
future as an alternative route for motorists to use to bypass the entire Phoenix 
metropolitan area. The alternative serves that purpose, but does not address the 
need related to transportation demand and existing and projected transportation 
system capacity deficiencies in the Phoenix metropolitan area. For this reason, it 
was eliminated from further study.

338 Alternatives In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, a range of reasonable 
action alternatives to carry forward for further analysis was determined through 
application of multidisciplinary criteria in a logical, step-wise progression. 
Alternatives were not disposed of or dismissed without a thorough evaluation 
using the multidisciplinary criteria outlined in the systematic alternatives 
development and screening process presented in Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements. This process, which occurred early in the 
environmental impact statement process, was revisited and validated in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (see page 3-2).
The alternatives development and screening process considered the ability of 
an alternative to minimize impacts on the human and natural environments 
(see page 3-3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). Throughout the 
process described beginning on page 3-3, environmental impacts are used to 
eliminate alternatives. In the evaluation of action alternatives (see text beginning 
on page 3-62 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement), environmental 
and societal impacts play a substantial role in the identification of the W59 
and E1 Alternatives as the Preferred Alternative. In comparison with the other 
action alternatives studied in detail, the Preferred Alternative is the least harmful 
alternative.
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339 Purpose and Need The analysis of the purpose and need is based on today’s conditions, not the 
conditions of 1985. In June 2013, the Maricopa Association of Governments 
approved new socioeconomic projections for Maricopa County. The purpose and 
need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated using these new 
socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related to regional 
traffic. The conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives).
The road network for the Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel 
demand model includes all of Maricopa and Pinal counties as well as small 
portions of Yavapai and Gila counties. While a road may not be within the Study 
Area for the proposed action, because it is included in the Maricopa Association of 
Governments travel demand model road network, its influence is considered in the 
traffic analysis for the proposed action.
The South Mountain Freeway will be a commuter corridor, helping to move local 
traffic. As with all other freeways in the region, trucks will 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 vehicles using the 
freeway will be automobiles.

340 Traffic Projections The study has considered a variety of transportation modes: transportation 
system management/transportation demand management, mass transit 
(commuter rail, light rail, expanded bus service), arterial street improvements, 
land use controls, new freeways, and a No-Action Alternative. These alternatives 
alone or in combination would have limited effectiveness in reducing overall 
traffic congestion in the Study Area and, therefore, would not meet the purpose 
and need criteria; specifically, they would not adequately address projected 
capacity and mobility needs of the region. Mass transit modes such as light rail 
and an expanded bus system were reexamined in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement and were eliminated from further study because even better-than-
planned performance of transit would not adequately address the projected 
2035 travel demand (see Final Environmental Impact Statement page 3-4). For 
example, the average daily ridership for the light rail system connecting downtown 
Phoenix and the Arizona State University campus was approximately 44,000 in 
2014. This is only approximately 25 percent of the total daily vehicles projected to 
use the freeway in 2035. Two high-capacity transit corridors are being considered 
near the western and eastern extents of the Study Area, but such extensions 
would not adequately address the projected 2035 travel demand. A freeway/
light rail combination would integrate a freeway and light rail system into a single 
transportation corridor (see Final Environmental Impact Statement page 3-6). 
Such a freeway/light rail system is planned at two locations: along Interstate 10 
(Papago Freeway) and along State Route 51 (Piestewa Freeway). These two 
segments would connect to the light rail system currently in operation. With 
these two freeway/light rail segments already in planning stages, members of the 
public identified a similar opportunity along the freeway. Most freeway/light rail 
combinations, however, radiate from a central travel demand generator such as a 
business district or airport. No such systems are known to follow a circumferential 
route, as the freeway would. Furthermore, the additional right-of-way needed for 
light rail (generally, a 50-foot-wide corridor) would have substantial community 
impacts such as displaced residences and businesses and parkland impacts. 
Therefore, the light rail alternative and light rail and freeway combination would
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340

340 
(cont.)

not be prudent and were eliminated from further study. The freeway mode was 
determined to be an appropriate response to the project’s purpose and need.
The freeway is part of the Regional Transportation Plan for the Maricopa Association 
of Governments region. The Regional Transportation Plan, as described on pages 1-5 
and 1-10 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, addresses freeways, 
streets, transit, airports, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, freight, demand 
management, system management, and safety. The freeway is only one part of 
the overall multimodal transportation system planned to meet the travel demand 
needs of the Maricopa Association of Governments region. As noted on page 3-4 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, however, even better-than-planned 
performance of transit and other modes would not adequately address the 
projected 2035 travel demand.
Two of the key model inputs used to forecast travel demand (see Final 
Environmental Impact Statement page 3-27) account for the trends identified 
in the comment and in the Arizona PIRG findings: 1) the anticipated average 
number of vehicle trips within the region (including those to and from the region’s 
households) on a daily basis (this number is tracked regularly by the Maricopa 
Association of Governments), and 2) the distribution of transportation modes 
used by travelers in the Maricopa Association of Governments region (also tracked 
regularly by the Maricopa Association of Governments). 
While per capita travel is decreasing or stagnant, the total travel is still increasing 
as the population increases. 

341 Purpose and Need The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, and housing projections in June 2013, and the project team obtained 
new traffic projections based on the approved socioeconomic projections. The 
new data are presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning 
on page 1-11. The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated 
and reevaluated using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding 
projections related to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 
Census showed a lower projected population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 
than the previous projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(see Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, and Chapter 3, Alternatives). The traffic analysis 
demonstrated that the project is needed today and will continue to be needed into 
the future (see Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-13).
The Maricopa Association of Governments regularly updates its regional 
transportation planning studies that evaluate the travel demand across all modes 
of travel. The most recent study, the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, supports 
the need for the freeway along with other multimodal (freeway, light rail, bus, etc.) 
improvements to meet the region’s future travel needs. 
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342 Purpose and Need The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, and housing projections in June 2013, and the project team obtained 
new traffic projections based on the approved socioeconomic projections. The 
new data are presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning 
on page 1-11. The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated 
and reevaluated using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding 
projections related to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 
Census showed a lower projected population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 
than the previous projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(see Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, and  Chapter 3, Alternatives). The traffic analysis 
demonstrated that the project is needed today and will continue to be needed into 
the future (see Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-13).
The Maricopa Association of Governments regularly updates its regional 
transportation planning studies that evaluate the travel demand across all modes 
of travel. The most recent study, the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, supports 
the need for the freeway along with other multimodal (freeway, light rail, bus, etc.) 
improvements to meet the region’s future travel needs. 

343 Air Quality The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency agreed with the Federal Highway 
Administration, Arizona Department of Transportation, and the other interagency 
consultation partners that construction-related emissions did not need to be 
analyzed as part of the particulate matter analysis.
The section, Temporary Construction Impacts, on page 4-173 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, discusses potential air quality impacts 
during construction as well as mitigation measures that will be followed 
during construction, including pollution produced during blasting activities. 
These measures are confirmed in the Record of Decision in Table 3, beginning 
on page 38.

344 Health Effects The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
acknowledge that there is disagreement about the conclusions of Health Effects 
Institute Special Report #16; however, the summary of this report is presented 
in the nature of background information, and does not have a bearing on the 
actual analysis of the project, or the other information provided in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement regarding likely mobile source air toxic health 
impacts. The mobile source air toxics emissions analysis for the project indicates 
that emissions will decline by over 80 percent in the mobile source air toxics study 
area irrespective of whether the project is constructed or not, and that the project 
only makes a very small difference in this decline; the summary of prior health risk 
assessments for other highway projects indicate that these projects were estimated 
to have a very small incremental health risk.
The information on other sources of exposure to mobile source air toxics 
pollutants was not provided to diminish the impact of mobile source emissions, 
but to help illustrate the complexity of meaningfully quantifying the health risk 
attributable to just one source of these pollutants, a source that most people are 
likely to be exposed to for only a small portion of their nominal 70-year lifetime at 
a fixed location adjacent to the roadway.
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345 Hazardous 
Materials

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 probable, rather than those that are merely possible. There are no 
requirements in 23 Code of Federal Regulations Part 771, Environmental Impact 
and Related Procedures, or in the Federal Highway Administration’s Technical 
Advisory T 6640.8A, Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental and 
Section 4(f) Documents, to address releases of hazardous chemicals resulting 
from a transportation incident in National Environmental Policy Act documents 
for transportation projects such as the South Mountain Freeway. Reasonably 
foreseeable actions are those that are likely to occur or probable, rather than 
those that are merely possible. Planning for emergency situations will be initiated 
as the project moves into design. Issues related to a severe accident exist for many 
portions of the Phoenix metropolitan area. A fast and effective response is critical 
in the emergency response plans prepared by emergency service providers and is 
discussed on page 4-166 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
Arizona highways, as with 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 
is expected to operate under the same rules as other similar facilities in the state; 
transport of hazardous cargo would be expected to be allowed (see text box 
on page 4-166 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

346 Trucks Trucks crossing from Mexico to Arizona are restricted to the commercial zones 
within 25 miles of the border. The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
is administering a United States-Mexico cross-border, long-haul trucking pilot 
program. The program tests and demonstrates the ability of Mexico-based motor 
carriers to operate safely in the United States beyond the municipalities and 
commercial zones along the United States-Mexico border (see <fmcsa.dot.gov/intl-
programs/trucking/trucking-program.aspx>).
Petróleos Mexicanos (better known as Pemex), the Mexican state-owned 
petroleum company that serves all of Mexico, provides 15 parts per million 
in its sulfur diesel fuel in the border region, which is consistent with the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requirements for American diesel fuel (see 
<transportpolicy.net/index.php?title=Mexico:_Fuels:_Diesel_and_Gasoline>).
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 South Mountain Freeway will operate under the same rules as other similar 
facilities in the state; truck traffic will be permissible (see text box on Final 
Environmental Impact Statement page 4-166).
The CANAMEX and Phoenix truck bypass (Interstate 8/State Route 85) routes are 
not mandatory for truck traffic; they are recommended. The Arizona Department 
of Transportation does not enforce these routes. It is not anticipated that these 
routes would be enforced as mandatory in the future.
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Because Mexican trucks are currently restricted to the border region, they are not 
operating in the Study Area and were not included in the air quality analyses, but 
the analyses included projected truck traffic. The carbon monoxide and particulate 
matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the freeway will 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 (see discussions 
beginning on pages 4-75 and 4-76 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
respectively). Mobile source air toxics can also have adverse health impacts, but 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has not established National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards for these pollutants. As a result, the Federal Highway 
Administration analyzes these pollutants using emissions analyses. The mobile 
source air toxics emissions analysis for the Study Area found 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. With the Preferred Alternative in 2035, modeled mobile source air toxics 
emissions will 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 (see discussion beginning on page 4-78 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement).

347 Community 
Impacts

Mitigation measures to minimize the impact of the freeway on the remaining 
residents are presented throughout Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. These commitments are confirmed in Table 3, beginning on page 38, of 
the Record of Decision.
The impacts on community character and cohesion are presented in Table 4-9 
beginning on page 4-27 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

348 Alternatives Alternatives located south of the Gila River Indian Community, such as the 
Interstate 8/State Route 85 Alternative, were considered in the study. These 
alternatives would not meet the proposed action purpose and need as part of 
a regional transportation network and, therefore, was eliminated from further 
consideration (see page 3-9 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).
These far south alignments that would pass through Pinal County and western 
Maricopa County are similar to freeway alignments proposed for State Route 303L 
south of Interstate 10 and the Hassayampa Freeway (as described in the Maricopa 
Association of Governments Interstate 10/Hassayampa Valley Roadway Framework Study 
and the I-8/I-10 Hidden Valley Transportation Framework Study). These alternatives serve 
a different purpose than the proposed freeway. 

349 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

The context and attributes of the South Mountains are described in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. The acreage of parkland to be converted to a 
transportation use is reported on page 5-14 in the section, Direct Use. It is reported 
that 31.3 acres—or just less than 0.2 percent of the parkland—will be converted 
to a transportation use (this is a reduction in the amount of use planned for in 
1988). The text goes on to point out other concerns associated with the direct use 
reported, and text on page 5-14, in the sidebar, “The South Mountains in Phoenix’s 
Sonoran Preserve System,” describes the importance of Phoenix South Mountain Park/
Preserve in the region. Beginning on page 5-23 in the section, Measures to Minimize 
Harm, measures are presented to be undertaken to address the use impacts, 
including land replacement, on properties adjacent to the park. These commitments 
are confirmed in Table 3, beginning on page 38, of the Record of Decision.
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City of Phoenix planning efforts since the mid-1980s illustrate an awareness of 
the potential for the proposed 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 Phoenix 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 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 page 5-14 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). The project team 
examined alternatives to avoid the park, but did not identify any feasible and 
prudent alternatives to avoid impacts. 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 U.S. Department of the Interior reviewed the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement and commented, “The Department agrees that the South Mountain 
Park and Preserve (SMPP) is a Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 
assisted site that will be directly impacted by the subject project These documents 
assess the direct use of park land for freeway purposes to be 31.3 acres. We 
agree with the conclusions stated. We note that the “Measures to Minimize 
Harm” on the Section 4(f) Statement pages 5-23, 5-24, and 5-25 have annotated 
a commitment to provide replacement land for the converted park land. The 
Department concurs with the assessment of the impacts to the LWCF-assisted 
resource and acknowledges the mitigation commitment.”

350 Design As noted beginning on page 3-15 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
depressing the Pecos Road sections would entail installation of pump stations 
to drain the main line freeway. A depressed freeway would also need a drainage 
channel to capture the off-site flows to prevent their entering the freeway. Pump 
stations were not used because of the high cost of construction and maintenance 
needed for their operation. The recommended freeway configuration has the 
E1 Alternative aboveground and the existing culverts extending to pass the 
drainage under the freeway. Pecos Road currently has numerous existing culvert 
crossings. Depressing the freeway in this area would eliminate the existing culvert 
crossings and potentially have adverse flooding impacts on adjacent properties. 
Extending the existing culverts or upsizing the culverts would maintain or improve 
drainage flows. This would ensure that there would be no adverse flooding impacts 
on adjacent properties. To reduce impacts by depressing the freeway in the Eastern 
Section, the Arizona Department of Transportation would: 
• need to spend an additional $400 million for right-of-way acquisition and 

construction 
• displace an additional 300 residences
• maintain additional pump stations and detention basins for the life of the freeway 
• still have noise-related impacts requiring mitigation (i.e., noise barriers and their 

associated costs and visual impacts) 
Because the belowground option would result in substantially greater costs and 
residential displacements, this option was eliminated from further study.
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351 Design The determination to not include an interchange at 32nd Street was not dictated 
by the use of the rolling profile or the depressed profile. The interchange would 
have required the displacement of over 100 homes and would have been located 
near an existing high school. The City of Phoenix recommended that, based on 
these impacts, the interchange be removed from the study. The recommendation 
was made regardless of the freeway profile. 
There is no reason to assume that traffic conditions would have changed 
substantially since 2006 because no additional developments have been approved 
in the area.

352 Noise 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. Discussion of this updated 
analysis begins on page 4-88 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. No 
substantial differences between the analyses presented in the Draft and the Final 
Environmental Impact Statements resulted. The noise report may be found on the 
study Web site at <azdot.gov/southmountainfreeway>.
Without noise mitigation, noise levels from the 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 page 4-93). Because of topography, local street traffic, or other 
engineering constraints in a few areas, estimated noise levels will not be reduced as 
much and will be as high as 64 A-weighted decibels to 70 A-weighted decibels (see 
Final Environmental Impact Statement page 4-93).
Although not recognized by the Federal Highway Administration as mitigation, 
rubberized asphalt will be used as the top level of paving; it is discussed beginning 
on Final Environmental Impact Statement page 4-99.

353 Community 
Impacts

As noted on page 4-13 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the City 
of Phoenix first documented a future major transportation facility to serve the 
southwestern part of Phoenix in a 1980 planning report, Annexation Implications 
in the Area South of South Mountain Park. The City of Phoenix recommended 
constructing a six-lane freeway interchange on Pecos Road and a six-lane street 
from Interstate 10 (Maricopa Freeway) west on Pecos Road and continuing 
northwest to 51st Avenue (City of Phoenix 1980). In 1985, the Maricopa 
Association of Governments modified the proposal by proposing a future six-
lane freeway on a similar alignment (instead of the six-lane street). The Maricopa 
Association of Governments proposal was included in the 1985 Long-Range 
Transportation Plan, and the evolved South Mountain Freeway has been included in 
adopted long-range plans ever since.
With the Study Area subject to continued land development projects, the 
proposed action will require acquisition of developed properties and relocation 
of property owners for right-of-way where there was once mostly vacant land. 
Public comments received from potentially affected property owners as part of the 
environmental impact statement process suggest the City of Phoenix, land
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(cont.)

developers, and Arizona Department of Transportation did not disclose the 
future freeway project. Review of previously published Arizona Department of 
Transportation, City of Phoenix, Maricopa Association of Governments, and 
developer documents confirms freeway project and alignment disclosure has 
occurred since 1980, when the Study Area was still primarily vacant land. 
Since original adoption of the South Mountain Freeway alignment (an alignment 
similar to the W59 and E1 Alternatives) in 1984, the Arizona Department of 
Transportation has purchased some right-of-way in the Western and Eastern 
Sections (the original alignment and locations of property owned by the Arizona 
Department of Transportation in 2000 are shown in maps on pages 4-12 and 
4-13 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). In the same time period, the 
City of Phoenix has approved six planned community districts adjacent to the 
proposed eastern alignment. These developments are Lakewood, Foothills, Pecos 
Road, Goldman Ranch, Foothills Reserve, and South Mountain 620. Approvals 
for these require developers to inform potential buyers of conflicts with planned 
transportation projects such as the proposed action. These mechanisms include: 
City of Phoenix responsibility - Stipulations referring to the freeway alignment 
were included in the zoning cases for each of the developments, except for the 
Lakewood Planned Community District. The Circulation Master Plan for the 
Lakewood Planned Community District identifies the clean take line (the line where 
subdivisions are severed for the freeway and the remaining properties continue to 
function as intended) for the future freeway. The City of Phoenix makes available 
a published media guide disclosing the freeway awareness stipulations or plan 
reference for each planned community district. 
Developer responsibility - Arizona real estate law requires developers to disclose 
adverse conditions such as construction of a future freeway in a public document 
[5 Arizona Administrative Code 650, R4-28-A1203]. Additionally, Arizona State 
Law states that subsequent purchasers have the right to “receive a copy of 
the public report” and “any contract, agreement or lease which fails to make 
disclosures . . . shall not be enforceable against the purchaser” (5 Arizona Revised 
Statutes 32-2185.06). Developers typically disclose adverse conditions in the 
covenants, conditions, and restrictions document, which is provided to potential 
buyers who in turn are required to acknowledge they have received and read the 
covenants, conditions, and restrictions by signing documents provided during the 
closing period of the sale. 
Arizona Department of Transportation responsibility - The Arizona 
Department of Transportation uses the “Red Letter” process to coordinate 
planned transportation projects with proposed developments within local 
jurisdictions. Local jurisdictions are requested to notify the Arizona Department 
of Transportation of potential development plans within ¼ mile of established or 
proposed project corridors. The Arizona Department of Transportation assigns 
a Red Letter Coordinator to review the proposed development projects and to 
provide a written response explaining the transportation project’s potential effects 
on the proposed developments.
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354 Comment submitted on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement reviewed 
(see response on page B2392 of Volume III of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement).
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356 Design The map reflects the right-of-way footprint developed as part of the 1988 State-
level environmental assessment and design concept report prepared for what was 
then called the Southwest Loop Highway (see references on page 1-8 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement).
At the outset of the environmental impact statement’s alternatives development 
and screening process, the 1988 alignment was considered along with other modes 
and alignments (see text beginning on page 3-3 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). 
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From: Projects
To: ADOT
Cc: Spargo, Benjamin; Robert Samour; Carmelo Acevedo; Gruver, Terry
Subject: FW: Comments of the Phoenix Mountain Preservation Council Inc., to South Mountain Freeway
Date: Tuesday, November 25, 2014 12:36:33 PM
Attachments: PMPC 2011_11_25 Comments SR 202L.pdf

Adding some additional names to this forward as this looks to be a special interest group.

Brock J Barnhart
Assistant Communication Director
1655 W Jackson St. MD 126F
Phoenix, AZ 85007
602-712-4690
azdot.gov

From: Susan Montgomery [mailto:smontgomery@milawaz.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 25, 2014 11:27 AM
To: Projects
Cc: Robin; Patrick McMullen
Subject: Comments of the Phoenix Mountain Preservation Council Inc., to South Mountain Freeway

Dear ADOT Project Team:

Please find attached the comment letter of the Phoenix Mountain Preservation Council, Inc.
(PMPC) for your consideration with regard of to the Final Environmental Impact Statement and
Section 4(f) analysis regarding the SR 202L project being proposed by ADOT and FHWA. A
hard copy will follow in the mail.

Should you have any questions regarding these comments or have any technical concerns with
opening the attachment, please contact me immediately. Regards,

Susan B. Montgomery, Esq.
MONTGOMERY & INTERPRETER, PLC
?4835 E. Cactus Rd., Suite 210?
Scottsdale, AZ 85254
Ph (480) 513-6825
Fax (480) 513-6948

NOTICE: This message is for the designated recipient only and contains
confidential, attorney-client privileged information. If you have received it in
error, please notify the sender immediately and delete the original and any
copy or printout. Unintended recipients are prohibited from making
any other use of this e-mail. Although we have taken reasonable
precautions to ensure no viruses are present in this e-mail, we accept no

1

1 Comment noted. Responses to specific comments are provided on the following 
pages.
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liability for any loss or damage arising from the use of this e-mail or
attachments, or for any delay or errors or omissions in the contents which
result from e-mail transmission.

Confidentiality and Nondisclosure Notice: This email transmission and any attachments are intended for use by the
person(s)/entity(ies) named above and may contain confidential/privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or distribution
is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by email, and delete or destroy all  copies plus
attachments.
.
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2 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f), 
Phoenix South 
Mountain Park/
Preserve

The context and attributes of the South Mountains are described in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, beginning on page 5-14. The acreage of 
parkland to be converted to a transportation use is reported on page 5-14 in the 
section, Direct Use. It is reported that 31.3 acres—or just less than 0.2 percent of 
the parkland—will be converted to a transportation use (this is a reduction in the 
amount of use planned for in 1988). The text goes on to point out other concerns 
associated with the direct use reported, and text on page 5-14, in the sidebar, “The 
South Mountains in Phoenix’s Sonoran Preserve System,” describes the importance of 
Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve in the region. Beginning on page 5-23 in 
the section, Measures to Minimize Harm, measures are presented to be undertaken 
to address the use impacts, including land replacement, on properties adjacent to 
the park. 
City of Phoenix planning efforts since the mid-1980s illustrate an awareness of 
the potential for the proposed 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 Phoenix 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 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 page 5-14 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement). The project team examined alternatives to avoid the park, 
but did not identify any feasible and prudent alternatives to avoid impacts. 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 Department of the Interior reviewed the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement and commented, “The Department agrees that the South Mountain 
Park and Preserve (SMPP) is a Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 
assisted site that will be directly impacted by the subject project. These documents 
assess the direct use of park land for freeway purposes to be 31.3 acres. We agree 
with the conclusions stated. We note that the “Measures to Minimize Harm” on the 
Section 4(f) Statement pages 5-23, 5-24, and 5-25 have annotated a commitment 
to provide replacement land for the converted park land. The Department 
concurs with the assessment of the impacts to the LWCF-assisted resource and 
acknowledges the mitigation commitment.” The complete letter can be found in 
page A5 of this Appendix A.

2
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3 Comment noted. Responses to specific comments are provided on the following 
pages.

3
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4

4 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

The context and attributes of the South Mountains are described in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, beginning on page 5-14. Mitigation and 
measures to minimize harm to the South Mountains are presented in the Record of 
Decision in Table 3, beginning on page 38.
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5 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

Chapter 5 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements presents 
the Section 4(f) Evaluation for the South Mountains in terms of the resource’s 
protection as a Section 4(f) resource in terms of a regional park, historic property 
and traditional cultural property. The evaluation included examination of feasible 
and prudent avoidance alternatives which concluded no such alternatives were 
available to the direct use of the resource. 
As noted in response code 2, the Department of the Interior reviewed the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and agreed with the conclusions presented. The 
complete letter can be found in page A5 of this Appendix A.

6 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f), 
Public Involvement

The National Environmental Policy Act 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 the National Environmental Policy Act. Most important, National 
Environmental Policy Act documents must concentrate on the issues that are truly 
significant. The South Mountain Freeway Final Environmental Impact Statement 
is a high quality, scientific analysis and included the involvement of agency experts 
and the public throughout the process.
Chapter 5 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements presents 
the Section 4(f) Evaluation for the South Mountains in terms of the resource’s 
protection as a Section 4(f) resource in terms of a regional park, historic property 
and traditional cultural property. The evaluation included examination of feasible 
and prudent avoidance alternatives which concluded no such alternatives were 
available to the direct use of the resource. 
As noted in response code 2, the Department of the Interior reviewed the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and agreed with the conclusions presented. The 
complete letter can be found in page A5 of this Appendix A.
The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
completed a Biological Evaluation containing analysis of the project effects on 
listed and candidate species under the Endangered Species Act. The Biological 
Evaluation was completed in May 2014 following identification of the Preferred 
Alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

5

6
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7 Environmental 
Impact Statement 
Process

Chapter 6 outlines the extensive public outreach undertaken throughout the 
environmental impact statement process to make environmental information 
available.
The Arizona Department of Transportation, the project sponsor, working in close 
consultation with the Federal Highway Administration, the lead federal agency for 
the project, and in cooperation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the Western Area Power Administration, prepared 
the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements and Section 4(f) Evaluations 
for the South Mountain Freeway in accordance with: the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 [42 United States Code Section 4332(2)(c)], Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 United States Code Section 303, 
as amended), and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 United States 
Code Section 1251). The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements and 
Section 4(f) Evaluations: 1) satisfy the Federal Highway Administration’s and 
Arizona Department of Transportation’s environmental analysis requirements; 
2) provide a comparison of the social, economic, and environmental impacts 
that may result from implementation of the proposed project—construction and 
operation of a major transportation facility; and 3) identify measures to avoid, 
reduce, or otherwise mitigate adverse impacts. The Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements include sufficient preliminary design information to compare 
alternatives. 

8 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

Figure 5-8 on page 5-15 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement presents 
prominent resources of Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve (park), including 
the Bursera Trail in its alignment as shown on a City of Phoenix trail map (see 
<phoenix.gov/parkssite/Documents/062880.pdf>).  
The section, Public Parkland Resources (SMPP) Associated with the South Mountains, 
beginning on page 5-14 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
acknowledges:
• the high Section 4(f) value of the park in its entirety as the centerpiece of the 

Phoenix Sonoran Preserve System
• the important contribution of the park’s many attributes, like the Bursera Trail, 

as contributing to the park’s value as a Section 4(f) resource—pointing out 
that the park offers opportunities to over 3 million annual visitors for hiking, 
bicycling, horseback riding, and interacting with the natural Sonoran Desert 
adjacent to the metropolitan area, with each park user seeking his or her own 
benefits from visiting the park

The discussion of the park as a Section 4(f) resource recognizes that many 
prominent features of the park contribute to its value. These include its setting as 
one of the largest urban parks in the country, its function in the Phoenix Sonoran 
Preserve System, and many prominent features within the park, including its trails.  
As noted in the response to a comment on page B964 in Volume III of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, “These trails are typically used for high-intensity 
recreational activities such as running, hiking, and biking, not noise- or viewshed-
sensitive activities.” To clarify, amenities such as the park’s trail system are not the 
sole contributors to the park’s Section 4(f) value, and trails throughout the park 
are used for both active and passive activities. The Bursera Trail is located in a 
lesser-used area of the park. Points along the trail allow some trail users to enjoy 
expansive views to the south and away from the urban setting to the north. Other 
permitted uses of the trail include more active activities, such as biking. Some trail 
users seek peaceful solitude while others, perhaps to a lesser extent, seek physical 

8

7

(Response 8 continues on next page)
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8 
(cont.)

activity. It is important to note that viewsheds are not contributing attributes to a 
determination of a resource as being afforded protection under Section 4(f).
While direct use of the park (the conversion of approximately 31.3 acres of the 
park for freeway use) is presented, the text also acknowledges the intrusion of 
the freeway section that would displace parkland, the proximity of other freeway 
sections that would alter views from certain park locations (see the Visual Resources 
section beginning on page 4-167 and page 5-14 in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement), the introduction of an intensive human-made use into an otherwise 
passive and natural setting (as evidenced by the remainder of the park to the north 
and the Gila River Indian Community to the south), and the alteration of biological 
resources associated with the park’s southwestern section.
Sections of the freeway will be visible from certain vantage points along the 
Bursera Trail. The figure below depicts the scale at which the freeway will likely 
be viewed. As part of the planning to minimize harm to the park, measures to 
minimize the effects of altering the views include: 
• reducing the freeway’s footprint from the original 40 acres as proposed in 1988 

to the 31.3 acres planned for under the current design
• skirting the park as much as possible to avoid bisecting the 16,000-acre park
• providing replacement lands to compensate for the use of 31.3 acres of the park
• using slope treatments, rock sculpting, native vegetation landscaping and 

buffering, and native vegetation transplanting to blend the appearance of the 
freeway and slope cuts with the surrounding natural environment, as feasible

• working with park stakeholders through the City of Phoenix in finalizing these 
improvements.

View from the Bursera Trail southwest across the valley between Main Ridge North and 
Main Ridge South, with the Sierra Estrella in the background. The freeway passes through 
the far western end of the ridges and is represented by the dark shading next to the towers 
for the high-voltage overhead power lines.

(Response 8 continues on next page)
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8 
(cont.)

The comment infers that the expansive views to the south and west are 
unencumbered open space. Where the Bursera Trail would be closest to the 
freeway (at a distance of approximately 4,000 feet), a private land developer has 
submitted plans to the City of Phoenix to construct over 100 homes in the area 
immediately south of the park limits between two ridgelines. As of February 
2015, the developer had begun developing a road across the mountain ridgeline 
to the east to access the area for home development. This development, along 
with others such as the recent expansion of the Vee Quiva Casino on Gila River 
Indian Community land southwest of the park, illustrate the planned growth 
that is turning undeveloped lands into urbanizing areas in the Study Area. This 
urbanization is discussed in the section, Land Use, in Chapter 4 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement.
The freeway will also generate noise that will be audible from certain points along 
the trail as acknowledged in the Final Environmental Impact Statement; however, 
based on the distance of the freeway to the closest trail points (for example, the 
National Trail is 2,000 feet away and the Bursera Trail is 4,000 feet away), noise 
levels are not likely to be above the noise abatement criteria levels for recreational 
activities. Trail users located 2,000 feet or more away from the freeway will hear 
an increased hum, but the decibel levels will not be above noise abatement criteria 
levels for recreational activities. While noise mitigation was evaluated to minimize 
harm, the use of mitigation, such as noise barriers, would have little effect for 
receptors 2,000 feet or more away from the freeway (and at elevated positions). 
Even if it were shown that noise levels are higher on the trail, noise impacts would 
be temporary because trail users would be moving along the trail and because only 
a short portion of the trail is in a direct line to the freeway. Although noise barriers 
were not feasible in this case, the Arizona Department of Transportation has 
decided to use quiet pavement on the South Mountain Freeway to minimize noise 
along the corridor.

9 Air Quality Since the release of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the Arizona 
Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration have 
consulted extensively with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency on the 
air quality analytical approach and methods used in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. This consultation has resulted in agreement on the analysis 
methodologies and the results of these analyses. The extensive air quality 
analyses for the project are documented in pages 4-75 through 4-85 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and in the air quality technical report. The 
Federal Highway Administration identified no adverse health impacts from the 
project related to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards or mobile source air 
toxic pollutants.
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8

10

11

10 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

As stated on page 5-3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the ¼ mile 
distance is used because it is the approximate maximum distance from which 
traffic noise would be disruptive to human or wildlife uses. All other proximity 
impacts, such as those to the viewshed, would be detected at distances less than 
¼ mile. 
In terms of noise analyses, several reasons support why the analysis did not 
extend beyond ¼ mile: noise impacts at 2,000 feet or greater from the freeway 
would be minimal (decibels would not be above minimum thresholds); the Federal 
Highway Administration Traffic Noise Model has limitations for predicting noise 
levels beyond approximately 500 feet;  mitigation, such as noise walls, would 
not be effective for receptors at 2,000 feet or greater (and at elevated positions) 
away from the freeway; and, even if it were shown that noise levels are higher on 
the trail, the impacts would be temporary in nature because trail users would be 
moving along the trail and because only a short portion of the trail is in a direct 
line to the freeway (no picnic areas appear to be located along this trail).

11 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

Figure 5-8 on page 5-15 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement presents 
prominent resources of Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve (park), including 
the Bursera Trail in its alignment as shown on a City of Phoenix trail map (see 
<phoenix.gov/parkssite/Documents/062880.pdf>).  
The section, Public Parkland Resources (SMPP) Associated with the South Mountains, 
beginning on page 5-14 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
acknowledges:
• the high Section 4(f) value of the park in its entirety as the centerpiece of the 

Phoenix Sonoran Preserve System
• the important contribution of the park’s many attributes, like the Bursera Trail, 

as contributing to the park’s value as a Section 4(f) resource—pointing out 
that the park offers opportunities to over 3 million annual visitors for hiking, 
bicycling, horseback riding, and interacting with the natural Sonoran Desert 
adjacent to the metropolitan area, with each park user seeking his or her own 
benefits from visiting the park

The discussion of the park as a Section 4(f) resource recognizes that many 
prominent features of the park contribute to its value. These include its setting as 
one of the largest urban parks in the country, its function in the Phoenix Sonoran 
Preserve System, and many prominent features within the park, including its trails.  
As noted in the response to a comment on page B964 in Volume III of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, “These trails are typically used for high-intensity 
recreational activities such as running, hiking, and biking, not noise- or viewshed-
sensitive activities.” To clarify, amenities such as the park’s trail system are not the 
sole contributors to the park’s Section 4(f) value, and trails throughout the park 
are used for both active and passive activities. The Bursera Trail is located in a 
lesser-used area of the park. Points along the trail allow some trail users to enjoy 
expansive views to the south and away from the urban setting to the north. Other 
permitted uses of the trail include more active activities, such as biking. Some trail 
users seek peaceful solitude while others, perhaps to a lesser extent, seek physical 
activity. It is important to note that viewsheds are not contributing attributes to a 
determination of a resource as being afforded protection under Section 4(f).
While direct use of the park (the conversion of approximately 31.3 acres of the 
park for freeway use) is presented, the text also acknowledges the intrusion of the 
freeway section that would displace parkland, the proximity of other freeway

(Response 11 continues on next page)
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11 
(cont.)

sections that would alter views from certain park locations (see the Visual Resources 
section beginning on page 4-167 and page 5-14 in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement), the introduction of an intensive human-made use into an otherwise 
passive and natural setting (as evidenced by the remainder of the park to the north 
and the Gila River Indian Community to the south), and the alteration of biological 
resources associated with the park’s southwestern section. 
Sections of the freeway will be visible from certain vantage points along the 
Bursera Trail. The figure below depicts the scale at which the freeway will likely 
be viewed. As part of the planning to minimize harm to the park, measures to 
minimize the effects of altering the views include: 
• reducing the freeway’s footprint from the original 40 acres as proposed in 1988 

to the 31.3 acres planned for under the current design
• skirting the park as much as possible to avoid bisecting the 16,000-acre park
• providing replacement lands to compensate for the use of 31.3 acres of the park
• using slope treatments, rock sculpting, native vegetation landscaping and 

buffering, and native vegetation transplanting to blend the appearance of the 
freeway and slope cuts with the surrounding natural environment, as feasible

• working with park stakeholders through the City of Phoenix in finalizing these 
improvements

View from the Bursera Trail southwest across the valley between Main Ridge North and 
Main Ridge South, with the Sierra Estrella in the background. The freeway passes through 
the far western end of the ridges and is represented by the dark shading next to the towers 
for the high-voltage overhead power lines.

The comment infers that the expansive views to the south and west are 
unencumbered open space. Where the Bursera Trail would be closest to the 
freeway (at a distance of approximately 4,000 feet), a private land developer has

(Response 11 continues on next page)
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11 
(cont.)

submitted plans to the City of Phoenix to construct over 100 homes in the area 
immediately south of the park limits between two ridgelines. As of February 2015, 
the developer had begun developing a road across the mountain ridgeline to the 
east to access the area for home development. This development, along with 
others such as the recent expansion of the Vee Quiva Casino on Gila River Indian 
Community land southwest of the park, illustrate the planned growth that is turning 
undeveloped lands into urbanizing areas in the Study Area. This urbanization is 
discussed in the section, Land Use, in Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.
The freeway will also generate noise that will be audible from certain points along 
the trail as acknowledged in the Final Environmental Impact Statement; however, 
based on the distance of the freeway to the closest trail points (for example, the 
National Trail is 2,000 feet away and the Bursera Trail is 4,000 feet away), noise 
levels are not likely to be above the noise abatement criteria levels for recreational 
activities. Trail users located 2,000 feet or more away from the freeway will hear an 
increased hum, but the decibel levels will not be above noise abatement criteria levels 
for recreational activities. While noise mitigation was evaluated to minimize harm, 
the use of mitigation, such as noise barriers, would have little effect for receptors 
2,000 feet or more away from the freeway (and at elevated positions). Even if it were 
shown that noise levels are higher on the trail, noise impacts would be temporary 
because trail users would be moving along the trail and because only a short portion 
of the trail is in a direct line to the freeway. Although noise barriers were not feasible 
in this case, the Arizona Department of Transportation has decided to use quiet 
pavement on the South Mountain Freeway to minimize noise along the corridor.

12 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

The portion of the park that will be used for the freeway will be 31.3 acres, or 
approximately 0.2 percent of the park’s approximately 16,600 acres (see Final 
Environmental Impact Statement pages S-39 and 5-31). The activities that make 
the park such a highly valued resource (recreational activities, interaction with the 
Sonoran Desert) will remain. 
As noted in response code 2, the Department of the Interior reviewed the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and agreed with the conclusions presented. The 
complete letter can be found in page A5 of this Appendix A.

13 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

The section, Public Parkland Resources (SMPP) Associated with the South Mountains, 
beginning on page 5-14 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
acknowledges:
• the high Section 4(f) value of the park in its entirety as the centerpiece of the 

Phoenix Sonoran Preserve System
• the important contribution of the park’s many attributes, like the Bursera Trail, 

as contributing to the park’s value as a Section 4(f) resource—pointing out 
that the park offers opportunities to over 3 million annual visitors for hiking, 
bicycling, horseback riding, and interacting with the natural Sonoran Desert 
adjacent to the metropolitan area, with each park user seeking his or her own 
benefits from visiting the park

The discussion of the park as a Section 4(f) resource recognizes that many 
prominent features of the park contribute to its value. These include its setting as 
one of the largest urban parks in the country, its function in the Phoenix Sonoran 
Preserve System, and many prominent features within the park, including its trails.  
As noted in the text of the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning 
on page 4-179 addressing secondary and cumulative impacts, the Section 4(f) 
evaluation for the park (beginning on page 5-14 of that same document) included 
consideration of direct and indirect impacts.

12

13
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(cont.)

While direct use of the park (the conversion of approximately 31.3 acres of the 
park for freeway use) is presented, the text also acknowledges the intrusion of 
the freeway section that would displace parkland, the proximity of other freeway 
sections that would alter views from certain park locations (see the Visual Resources 
section beginning on page 4-167 and page 5-14 in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement), the introduction of an intensive human-made use into an otherwise 
passive and natural setting (as evidenced by the remainder of the park to the north 
and the Gila River Indian Community to the south), and the alteration of biological 
resources associated with the park’s southwestern section.
For example, sections of the freeway will be visible from certain vantage points 
along some trails within the park. The figure below depicts the scale at which the 
freeway will likely be viewed. As part of the planning to minimize harm to the park, 
measures to minimize the effects of altering the views include: 
• reducing the freeway’s footprint from the original 40 acres as proposed in 1988 

to the 31.3 acres planned for under the current design
• skirting the park as much as possible to avoid bisecting the 16,000-acre park
• providing replacement lands to compensate for the use of 31.3 acres of the park
•	using slope treatments, rock sculpting, native vegetation landscaping and 

buffering, and native vegetation transplanting to blend the appearance of the 
freeway and slope cuts with the surrounding natural environment, as feasible

•	working with park stakeholders through the City of Phoenix in finalizing these 
improvements

View from the Bursera Trail southwest across the valley between Main Ridge North and 
Main Ridge South, with the Sierra Estrella in the background. The freeway passes through 
the far western end of the ridges and is represented by the dark shading next to the towers 
for the high-voltage overhead power lines.
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14 Trucks As with all other freeways in the region, trucks will 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 vehicles using the freeway 
will be automobiles. The Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel 
demand model projects that truck traffic will represent approximately 10 percent 
of the total traffic on the freeway.
The analysis of direct impacts, such as noise and air quality, presented in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement included the impacts associated with projected 
truck traffic on the freeway.
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15

15 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f), Noise

Figure 5-8 on page 5-15 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement presents 
prominent resources of Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve (park), including 
the Bursera Trail in its alignment as shown on a City of Phoenix trail map (see 
<phoenix.gov/parkssite/Documents/062880.pdf>).  
The section, Public Parkland Resources (SMPP) Associated with the South Mountains, 
beginning on page 5-14 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
acknowledges:
• the high Section 4(f) value of the park in its entirety as the centerpiece of the 

Phoenix Sonoran Preserve System
• the important contribution of the park’s many attributes, like the Bursera Trail, 

as contributing to the park’s value as a Section 4(f) resource—pointing out 
that the park offers opportunities to over 3 million annual visitors for hiking, 
bicycling, horseback riding, and interacting with the natural Sonoran Desert 
adjacent to the metropolitan area, with each park user seeking his or her own 
benefits from visiting the park

The discussion of the park as a Section 4(f) resource recognizes that many 
prominent features of the park contribute to its value. These include its setting as 
one of the largest urban parks in the country, its function in the Phoenix Sonoran 
Preserve System, and the many prominent features within the park, including its 
trails.
Amenities, such the park’s trail system, are not the sole contributors to the 
park’s Section 4(f) value, and trails throughout the park are used for both active 
and passive activities. The Bursera Trail is located in a lesser-used area of the 
park. Points along the trail allow some trail users to enjoy expansive views to 
the south and away from the urban setting to the north. Other permitted uses 
of the trail include more active activities, such as bicycling. Some trail users seek 
peaceful solitude while others, perhaps to a lesser extent, seek physical activity. 
It is important to note that viewsheds are not contributing attributes to a 
determination of a resource as being afforded protection under Section 4(f).
While direct use of the park (the conversion of approximately 31.3 acres of the 
park for freeway use) is presented, the text also acknowledges the intrusion of 
the freeway section that would displace parkland, the proximity of other freeway 
sections that would alter views from certain park locations (see the Visual Resources 
section beginning on page 4-167 and page 5-14 in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement), the introduction of an intensive human-made use into an otherwise 
passive and natural setting (as evidenced by the remainder of the park to the north 
and the Gila River Indian Community to the south), and the alteration of biological 
resources associated with the park’s southwestern section.  
Sections of the freeway will be visible from certain vantage points along some trails 
within the park. The figure below depicts the scale at which the freeway will likely 
be viewed. As part of the planning to minimize harm to the park, measures to 
minimize the effects of altering the views include: 
• reducing the freeway’s footprint from the original 40 acres as proposed in 1988 

to the 31.3 acres planned for under the current design
• skirting the park as much as possible to avoid bisecting the 16,000-acre park
• providing replacement lands to compensate for the use of 31.3 acres of the park

(Response 15 continues on next page)
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(cont.)

• using slope treatments, rock sculpting, native vegetation landscaping and 
buffering, and native vegetation transplanting  to blend the appearance of the 
freeway and slope cuts with the surrounding natural environment, as feasible

• working with park stakeholders through the City of Phoenix in finalizing these 
improvements

View from the Bursera Trail southwest across the valley between Main Ridge North and 
Main Ridge South, with the Sierra Estrella in the background. The freeway passes through 
the far western end of the ridges and is represented by the dark shading next to the towers 
for the high-voltage overhead power lines.

The freeway will also generate noise that will be audible from certain points along 
the trail as acknowledged in the Final Environmental Impact Statement; however, 
based on the distance of the freeway to the closest trail points (for example, the 
National Trail is 2,000 feet away and the Bursera Trail is 4,000 feet away), noise 
levels are not likely to be above the noise abatement criteria levels for recreational 
activities. Trail users located 2,000 feet or more away from the freeway will hear 
an increased hum, but the decibel levels will not be above noise abatement criteria 
levels for recreational activities. While noise mitigation was evaluated to minimize 
harm, the use of mitigation, such as noise barriers, would have little effect for 
receptors 2,000 feet or more away from the freeway (and at elevated positions). 
Even if it were shown that noise levels are higher on the trail, noise impacts would 
be temporary because trail users would be moving along the trail and because only 
a short portion of the trail is in a direct line to the freeway. 
The noise and visual resources analyses did consider the impacts from trails 
within the corridor, as applicable (see text beginning on pages 4-88 and 4-167, 
respectively, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).
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16 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

The map and table in Figure 5-5 on pages 5-8 and 5-9 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement disclose impacts on recreational trails outside of Phoenix South 
Mountain Park/Preserve (park) by an action alternative. The freeway will not have 
a direct impact on these trails because it will span the trails. The trails’ importance 
as Section 4(f) resources is based on their recreational value and is not based on 
any noise-sensitive activities or viewshed characteristics. As correctly noted in 
Figure 5-5, “These trails are typically used for high-intensity recreational activities 
such as running, hiking, and biking, not noise and viewshed-sensitive activities.”  
Within the park, the Final Environmental Impact Statement acknowledges the 
important contribution of the park’s many attributes, such as its trail system, as 
contributing to the park’s value as a Section 4(f) resource—pointing out that the 
park offers opportunities to over 3 million annual visitors for hiking, bicycling, 
horseback riding, and interacting with the natural Sonoran Desert adjacent to 
the metropolitan area, with each park user seeking his or her own benefits from 
visiting the park.
To clarify, the park is used for both active and passive activities. As an example, 
the Bursera Trail is located in a lesser-used area of the park. Points along the trail 
allow some trail users to enjoy expansive views to the south and away from the 
urban setting to the north. Other permitted uses of the trail include more active 
activities, such as bicycling. Some trail users seek peaceful solitude while others, 
perhaps to a lesser extent, seek physical activity. It is important to note that 
viewsheds are not contributing attributes to a determination of a resource as being 
afforded protection under Section 4(f).
While direct use of the park (the conversion of approximately 31.3 acres of the 
park for freeway use) is presented, the text also acknowledges the intrusion of 
the freeway section that would displace parkland, the proximity of other freeway 
sections that would alter views from certain park locations (see the Visual Resources 
section beginning on page 4-167 and page 5-14 in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement), the introduction of an intensive human-made use into an otherwise 
passive and natural setting (as evidenced by the remainder of the park to the north 
and the Gila River Indian Community to the south), and the alteration of biological 
resources associated with the park’s southwestern section.
Sections of the freeway will be visible from certain vantage points along some trails 
within the park. The figure below depicts the scale at which the freeway will likely 
be viewed. As part of the planning to minimize harm to the park, measures to 
minimize the effects of altering the views include: 
• reducing the freeway’s footprint from the original 40 acres as proposed in 1988 

to the 31.3 acres planned for under the current design
• skirting the park as much as possible to avoid bisecting the 16,000-acre park
• providing replacement lands to compensate for the use of 31.3 acres of the 

park •	using slope treatments, rock sculpting, native vegetation landscaping and 
buffering, and native vegetation transplanting  to blend the appearance of the 
freeway and slope cuts with the surrounding natural environment, as feasible

•	working with park stakeholders through the City of Phoenix in finalizing these 
improvements

16
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16 
(cont.)

View from the Bursera Trail southwest across the valley between Main Ridge North and 
Main Ridge South, with the Sierra Estrella in the background. The freeway passes through 
the far western end of the ridges and is represented by the dark shading next to the towers 
for the high-voltage overhead power lines.

Sensitive receivers for noise were included in the noise analyses 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. The existing trails within the park nearest the freeway are 
2,000 feet or more away (for example, the National Trail is 2,000 feet away and the 
Bursera Trail is 4,000 feet away). In terms of noise analyses, several reasons support 
why the analysis did not extend beyond ¼ mile: noise impacts at 2,000 feet or 
greater from the freeway would be minimal (decibels would not be above minimum 
thresholds); the Federal Highway Administration Traffic Noise Model has limitations 
for predicting noise levels beyond approximately 500 feet;  mitigation, such as noise 
walls, would not be effective for receptors at 2,000 feet or greater (and at elevated 
positions) away from the freeway; and, even if it were shown that noise levels are
higher on trails, such as the Bursera Trail, the impacts would be temporary in nature 
because trail users would be moving along the trail and because only a short portion 
of the trail is in a direct line to the freeway (no picnic areas appear to be located 
along this trail).
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17 Comment noted. Responses to specific comments are provided on the following 
pages.

18 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The Arizona Department of Transportation regularly implements mitigation 
measures to control and minimize the presence of invasive and noxious species 
on its facilities and would do the same for this project, in compliance with 
Executive Order 13112. This requirement is described on page 4-127 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and confirmed in the Record of Decision 
in Table 3, beginning on page 38. This includes identifying, controlling, and 
monitoring for invasive species as well as preventing their incidence in areas where 
they are not presently found. The Executive Order also includes restoration of 
native plant species where invasive plant species are found.

19 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The freeway will be designed to protect and maintain opportunities for wildlife 
movement between the South Mountains, Gila River, and Sierra Estrella. These 
opportunities will be located in the region where the South Mountain Freeway 
will intersect the southwestern portion of the South Mountains. Some drainage 
structures incorporated into the roadway plans will be designed to accommodate 
multifunctional crossings in appropriate locations that will allow limited use by the 
Gila River Indian Community and will also serve wildlife. These crossing structures 
and associated fences will be designed to reduce the incidence of vehicle-wildlife 
collisions and to reduce the impact of the freeway on wildlife connectivity between 
the South Mountains, Gila River, and Sierra Estrella. The Arizona Department of 
Transportation will coordinate with 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 regarding the potential for 
locating and designing wildlife-sensitive roadway structures.

20 Health Effects Lead is discussed on page 4-69 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Since 
the ban on the sale of leaded gasoline, lead emissions have declined significantly. 
Motor vehicles are no longer considered a significant source of lead, and lead is 
not regulated under the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's transportation 
conformity regulations.
Regarding the potential for cancer-causing emissions from asphalt, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency provided recommendations for mobile source 
air toxics analysis prior to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and also 
discussed air toxics in its comments on both the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements. At no time did the agency suggest or recommend that the 
Federal Highway Administration evaluate the impacts of emissions from asphalt.

21 Air Quality Under the Clean Air Act, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is responsible 
for establishing National Ambient Air Quality Standards to protect public 
health and the environment from adverse effects of air pollutants. As explained 
in the Responses to Frequently Submitted Public Comments (see page A371), the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
are required by law to protect public health with an adequate margin of safety. 
For the South Mountain Freeway project, modeling for carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter (PM10) was conducted using worst-case (most congested or 
highest traffic) modeling locations at discrete receptor locations around each 
analysis location (primarily residences near the interchanges). Black carbon 
emissions are a component of particulate matter (PM10) and were included in the 
particulate matter (PM10) analysis. The carbon monoxide and particulate matter 
(PM10) analyses demonstrated that the freeway will not contribute to any new
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21 
(cont.)

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 (see discussion 
beginning on pages 4-75 and 4-76 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
respectively).
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has also established National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards for nitrogen dioxide. The U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency has designated the entire state of Arizona as “unclassifiable/attainment” 
for nitrogen dioxide (77 Federal Register 9532, February 17, 2012) and, because of 
this, the transportation conformity regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 93 do not require analysis of nitrogen dioxide concentrations near the 
project area. The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of 
Transportation consulted extensively with the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency on the air quality analysis for the South Mountain Freeway project, and 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency did not suggest or recommend that 
the Federal Highway Administration evaluate nitrogen dioxide impacts from 
the project. There are no National Ambient Air Quality Standards for “nitrogen 
oxides,” a class of pollutants that includes nitrogen dioxide along with other oxides 
of nitrogen, but emissions of these pollutants are accounted for by the Maricopa 
Association of Governments in the regional emissions analyses for ozone as part 
of its conformity determination and in the emissions inventories for the Maricopa 
Association of Governments ozone state implementation plans.

22 Air Quality The carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated 
that the freeway will 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. All locations immediately adjacent to the modeled 
interchanges demonstrated compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards, and the receptor diagrams in Figures 2 through 4 of the air quality 
technical report show that concentrations decrease rapidly as distance from the 
roadway increases. Since the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards are required to protect public health with an 
adequate margin of safety, and since the project meets these National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards, there is no increased hazard to public health in the project area 
related to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.
For mobile source air toxics, the updated analysis showed that for the Study Area, 
constructing the freeway will 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 will 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 (see 
discussion beginning on page 4-78 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

23 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Within the context of overall vegetation, wildlife, and wildlife habitat, all action 
alternatives and options would decrease the amount of cover, nesting areas, 
and food resources for wildlife species caused by habitat loss, fragmentation, 
and traffic disturbance. See the section, General Impacts on Vegetation, Wildlife, 
and Wildlife Habitat, beginning on page 4-136 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, for additional details on potential effects on vegetation, wildlife, and 
wildlife habitat. The conclusion for diminished wildlife resources accounts for

22
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24

25 23

23 
(cont.)

general effects that would also apply to most species that occur along the 
action alternative corridors. Additional species with the potential to be affected 
by the project were summarized in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(see page 4-129 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

24 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The Arizona Department of Transportation has conducted studies on the best 
methods to use for transplanting desert species, particularly ironwood trees and 
saguaros, and was honored by the American Society of Landscape Architects in 
2012 for this work. The research results have been incorporated in the procedures 
for plant salvage for Arizona Department of Transportation projects and 
throughout the industry. Reports on the research findings are available from the 
Arizona Department of Transportation Research Center at <azdot.gov/planning/
researchcenter/research/research-reports>.

25 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Roads, development, or agricultural lands occur along almost the entire lengths 
(except for less than 2 miles) of the action alternatives, with nearly 1.3 miles of the 
2 miles on private property affected by dirt trails. Species composition has already 
changed along a majority of the action alternative corridors, and the conditions 
for affecting species composition currently exist.
Secondary and cumulative impacts of the freeway are disclosed beginning 
on page 4-179 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Specific comments 
from Attachment A are addressed in that section of the comment document.



	 Appendix A  •  A343

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

26 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Candidate species, the Arizona Native Plant Act, and other wildlife species of 
special concern, including those protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and 
the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, are described beginning on page 4-127 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the Arizona Department 
of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration completed a Biological 
Evaluation containing analysis of the project effects on listed and candidate 
species under the Endangered Species Act. The Biological Evaluation was 
completed in May 2014 following identification of the Preferred Alternative in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and is available for public review 
on the project Web site: <azdot.gov/southmountainfreeway>. The Biological 
Evaluation was sent 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 was asked for technical assistance 
with minimizing impacts on candidate species prior to completion of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. In a letter dated July 18, 2014, the Gila River 
Indian Community provided comments on the Biological Evaluation and included 
a list of plant and animal species that are culturally important to the Gila River 
Indian Community. The Biological Evaluation was revised to incorporate an 
evaluation of the identified species (see page 4-127 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement). The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal 
Highway Administration 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 implementation. Mitigation measures for 
biological resources are presented in Table 3, beginning on page 38, of the Record 
of Decision.

26
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27 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Mitigation measures and measures to minimize harm as the result of extensive 
consultation, avoidance alternatives analyses, and efforts in developing mitigation 
strategies are presented throughout the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
to sufficient detail to demonstrate actions leading to impact reduction. Some 
specifics remained unknown upon publication of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement because the design detail was not yet available or because it was 
procedurally necessary to do so. Table 3, beginning on page 38 of the Record of 
Decision, contains specific mitigation measures related to biological resources, 
including species afforded federal protection under the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act, for the Sonoran desert tortoise, for salvage of native plants, for prevention 
of introduction and spread of invasive plants, and for maintenance of habitat 
connectivity. Measures were included to coordinate with others following the 
Record of Decision regarding the potential for additional mitigation for sensitive 
species and for determining the location and design of wildlife crossings as 
the final design proceeds. The surveys for Sonoran desert tortoise are already 
underway and are being conducted by the Arizona Game and Fish Department. 
The resulting documentation will include recordings of all species observed. If 
other species are determined to exist in the project area and will be affected by 
the project, additional coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish Department 
will occur. The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway 
Administration, through signing the Record of Decision, commit to fulfill all 
commitments and mitigation measures in the Record of Decision.

27
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28 Environmental 
Impact Statement 
Process

The Arizona Department of Transportation, the project sponsor, working in close 
consultation with the Federal Highway Administration, the lead federal agency 
for the project, and in cooperation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the 
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the Western Area Power Administration, 
prepared the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements and Section 4(f) 
Evaluations for the South Mountain Freeway in accordance with: the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 [42 United States Code Section 4332(2)(c)], 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 United States 
Code Section 303, as amended), and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1977 
(33 United States Code Section 1251). The Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements and Section 4(f) Evaluations: 1) satisfy the Federal Highway 
Administration’s and Arizona Department of Transportation’s environmental 
analysis requirements; 2) provide a comparison of the social, economic, and 
environmental impacts that may result from implementation of the proposed 
project—construction and operation of a major transportation facility; and 3) 
identify measures to avoid, reduce, or otherwise mitigate adverse impacts. The 
Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements include sufficient preliminary 
design information to compare alternatives.
Mitigation measures and measures to minimize harm as the result of extensive 
consultation, avoidance alternatives analyses, and efforts in developing mitigation 
strategies are presented throughout the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
to sufficient detail to demonstrate actions leading to impact reduction. Some 
specifics remained unknown upon publication of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement because the design detail was not yet available or because it was 
procedurally necessary to do so. The final commitments are presented in the 
Record of Decision. The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal 
Highway Administration, by signing the Record of Decision, commit to fulfill all 
commitments and mitigation measures in the Record of Decision.
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29 Secondary and 
Cumulative 
Impacts

Secondary and cumulative impacts of the freeway are reported in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 4-179 as defined in 40 Code 
of Federal Regulations Sections 1508.7 and 1508.8.
The disclosure of secondary and cumulative impacts does not require the Arizona 
Department of Transportation to propose and implement mitigation measures to 
address such impacts. Project-specific mitigation measures as proposed to address 
direct impacts inherently address reduction in such overall impacts as well. The 
commitments and mitigation measures for the project are described in Table 3, 
beginning on page 38, of the Record of Decision.

29
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30 Secondary and 
Cumulative 
Impacts

Secondary and cumulative impacts of the freeway are reported in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 4-179 as defined in 40 Code 
of Federal Regulations Sections 1508.7 and 1508.8.

31 Alternatives In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, a range of reasonable 
action alternatives to carry forward for further analysis was determined through 
application of multidisciplinary criteria in a logical, step-wise progression. 
Alternatives were not disposed of or dismissed without a thorough evaluation 
using the multidisciplinary criteria outlined in the systematic alternatives 
development and screening process presented in Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements. This process, which occurred early in the 
environmental impact statement process, was revisited and validated in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (see page 3-2).
The alternatives development and screening process considered the ability of 
an alternative to minimize impacts on the human and natural environments 
(see page 3-3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). Throughout the 
process described beginning on page 3-3, environmental impacts are used to 
eliminate alternatives. In the evaluation of action alternatives (see text beginning 
on page 3-62 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement) environmental and 
societal impacts play a substantial role in the identification of the W59 and 
E1 Alternatives as the Preferred Alternative. In comparison with the other action 
alternatives studied in detail, the Preferred Alternative is the least harmful 
alternative.

32 Acquisitions and 
Relocations

Land acquisition and relocation assistance services for the project are available 
to all individuals in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. The implementing 
regulations for federally funded highway projects are 49 Code of Federal 
Regulations Part 24. The process for hardship and advanced acquisitions is 
explained in text on page 4-50 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
The comment infers that by taking such action, the objective equal consideration 
of the alternatives studied in detail in the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements is tainted. Advanced acquisitions in parallel to a National 
Environmental Policy Act environmental determination process are not 
unprecedented and are common practice. In this case, property acquisitions by 
the Arizona Department of Transportation for purposes of implementing the 
freeway are done at risk as communicated to the agency by the Federal Highway 
Administration. If another action alternative had been ultimately selected, the 
agency would have to place the acquired properties on the market for sale and 
purchase. The Arizona Department of Transportation attempts to balance the 
risk against its mission of timely delivery of transportation infrastructure to the 
traveling public. Further, Federal Highway Administration regulations do not allow 
the ownership of right-of-way to be a factor in the decision regarding the selection 
of an alternative.

33 Acquisitions and 
Relocations

Unplanned growth is often termed “urban sprawl.” Generally, this term is used in 
the context of rapid and uncontrolled urban growth onto previously undeveloped 
land, usually on the outskirts of an existing urban area. Projects like the freeway 
are often identified as contributors to urban sprawl. Freeway projects are often 
cited as making land at the urban fringe more accessible and, therefore, more 
attractive for development. However, examination of data comparing population 
and land use between 1975 and 2000 suggests major transportation projects like
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33 
(cont.)

the freeway do not induce growth in the region (see Final Environmental Impact 
Statement pages 4-179 through 4-183). The freeway will be implemented in a 
historically quickly urbanizing area (most noticeably in the Western Section of 
the Study Area, although the nationwide recession which began in 2007 slowed 
growth). In the Eastern Section of the Study Area, the freeway will abut public 
parkland, Native American land, and a near-fully developed area; therefore, 
any contribution to accelerated or induced growth will be constrained. The 
freeway will be built in an area planned for urban growth as established in local 
jurisdictions’ land use plans for at least the last 25 years.

34 Alternatives The proposed action was not wrongfully segmented. As discussed in text 
beginning on page 3-11 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the South 
Mountain Freeway has logical termini and independent utility.

35 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

Chapter 5 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements presents 
the Section 4(f) evaluation for the South Mountains in terms of the resource’s 
protection as a Section 4(f) resource as a regional park, historic property, and 
traditional cultural property. 
The freeway will pass through the park’s southwestern edge. Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 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]. Such 
alternatives to avoid the Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve were identified, 
but were determined to not be feasible and prudent alternatives to avoid the use 
of the park. Use of a portion of the mountains for the purposes of the freeway 
represents two-tenths of one percent of the total mountain range (31.3 acres 
of the park’s approximately 16,600 acres; see Final Environmental Impact 
Statement pages S-39 and 5-31). Since 1988, and as part of this environmental 
impact statement process, several measures have been undertaken and will 
be undertaken to further reduce effects on the mountains. These measures, 
including narrowing the design footprint, acquiring replacement land immediately 
adjacent to the mountains, and providing highway crossings, are outlined in text 
beginning on page 5-23 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Phoenix 
South Mountain Park/Preserve will remain the largest municipally owned park 
in the United States. The activities that make the park a highly valued resource 
(recreational activities, interaction with the Sonoran Desert) will remain. 
Nine‑tenths of a mile of the freeway will pass through the park’s southwestern 
edge (see Final Environmental Impact Statement page 5-13). 
When there is a direct use (take) of a Section 4(f) property, such as Phoenix 
South Mountain Park/Preserve, analysis to determine whether proximity 
impacts would result in a constructive use is not applicable (23 Code of Federal 
Regulations § 774.15). As noted in response code 2, the Department of the 
Interior reviewed the Final Environmental Impact Statement and agreed with 
the conclusions presented. The complete letter can be found in page A5 of this 
Appendix A.
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36 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

 Chapter 5 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements presents the 
Section 4(f) evaluation; discussion of direct and constructive use is fully disclosed 
throughout the chapter.
As noted in response code 2, the Department of the Interior reviewed the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and agreed with the conclusions presented. The 
complete letter can be found in page A5 of this Appendix A.
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37 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

Chapter 5 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements presents the 
Section 4(f) evaluation; discussion of direct and constructive use is fully disclosed 
throughout the chapter.
As noted in response code 2, the Department of the Interior reviewed the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and agreed with the conclusions presented. The 
complete letter can be found in page A5 of this Appendix A.
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38 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

Chapter 5 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements presents the 
Section 4(f) evaluation. The freeway will not have a direct impact on these trails 
because it will span the trails. The trails’ importance as Section 4(f) resources is 
based on their recreational value and is not based on any noise-sensitive activities 
or viewshed characteristics. During construction, trails that will be spanned or will 
be near potential freeway construction will be closed for limited times for safety 
reasons. Closures will necessitate that trail users detour around construction sites 
to rejoin the trails farther along their length. These impacts would be defined as 
temporary occupancy under the exceptions of Section 4(f) identified in 23 Code of 
Federal Regulations § 774.13. Subsection (d) details that “temporary occupancies 
of land that are so minimal as to not constitute a use within the meaning of 
Section 4(f)” would be an exception if certain conditions are met. The project will 
meet those conditions (see Appendix 5-2 in Volume II of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement).
As noted in response code 2, the Department of the Interior reviewed the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and agreed with the conclusions presented. The 
complete letter can be found in page A5 of this Appendix A.
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39 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

Chapter 5 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements presents 
the Section 4(f) evaluation for the South Mountains in terms of the resource’s 
protection as a Section 4(f) resource as a regional park, historic property, and 
traditional cultural property. 
The freeway will pass through the park’s southwestern edge. Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 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]. Such 
alternatives to avoid the Phoenix South Mountain Park/Preserve were identified, 
but were determined to not be feasible and prudent alternatives to avoid the use 
of the park. Use of a portion of the mountains for the purposes of the freeway 
represents two-tenths of one percent of the total mountain range (31.3 acres 
of the park’s approximately 16,600 acres; see Final Environmental Impact 
Statement pages S-39 and 5-31). Since 1988, and as part of this environmental 
impact statement process, several measures have been undertaken and will be 
undertaken to further reduce effects on the mountains. These measures, including 
narrowing the design footprint, acquiring replacement land immediately adjacent 
to the mountains, and providing highway crossings, are outlined in text beginning 
on page 5-23 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. These commitments 
are confirmed in Table 3, beginning on page 38, of the Record of Decision. Phoenix 
South Mountain Park/Preserve will remain the largest municipally owned park 
in the United States. The activities that make the park a highly valued resource 
(recreational activities, interaction with the Sonoran Desert) will remain. 
Nine‑tenths of a mile of the freeway will pass through the park’s southwestern 
edge (see Final Environmental Impact Statement page 5-13). 
As noted in response code 2, the Department of the Interior reviewed the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and agreed with the conclusions presented. The 
complete letter can be found in page A5 of this Appendix A.
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40 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

Chapter 5 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements presents the 
Section 4(f) evaluation; measures to minimize harm are presented throughout the 
chapter and represent, as disclosed in the chapter, exhaustive efforts to establish 
reasonable measures to minimize harm or mitigate for adverse impacts. The 
Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration, by 
signing the Record of Decision, commit to fulfill all commitments and mitigation 
measures in the Record of Decision.
As noted in response code 2, the Department of the Interior reviewed the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and agreed with the conclusions presented. The 
complete letter can be found in page A5 of this Appendix A.
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41 Attachment.
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42 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, discloses by what 
means the proposed action and its alternatives would affect vegetation, wildlife, 
and wildlife habitat. The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department 
of Transportation have committed to avoiding and reducing impacts by including 
multifunctional crossing structures designed for wildlife and for limited human use 
as well as culverts designed for connectivity for smaller species. 

43 Invasive Species The Arizona Department of Transportation requires standard mitigation measures 
to prevent the spread of invasive plants on long-term ground disturbing projects. 
Invasive species surveys will be conducted during the design phase of the freeway 
(see page 4-127 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Table 3, 
beginning on page 38, of the Record of Decision). If noxious or invasive species 
are found to be present in the project footprint during that survey, a measure 
requiring the contractor to develop and implement an invasive and noxious species 
control plan would be included in the construction contract. Because the species 
and locations of invasive plants are likely to change in the period prior to initiation 
of construction of the freeway, delaying the survey until closer to that time will 
provide a more effective and efficient use of limited taxpayer funds. Mitigation 
measures to prevent the introduction of invasive species seeds are presented 
on page 4-139 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. These commitments 
are confirmed in Table 3, beginning on page 38, of the Record of Decision.

42

43
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44 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Comment noted. See response code 40 related to invasive species.

45 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

As stated in the Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations for Implementing 
the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, environmental 
impact statements should be analytic rather than encyclopedic [40 Code 
of Federal Regulations Part 1502.2(a)]. The discussion included in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement appropriately illustrates the plant communities 
present in the Study Area. 
The context and attributes of the South Mountains are described in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. The acreage of parkland to be converted to a 
transportation use is reported on page 5-14 in the section, Direct Use. It is reported 
that 31.3 acres, or just less than 0.2 percent of the parkland, will be converted to a 
transportation use (this is a reduction in the amount of use planned for in 1988). 
The text goes on to point out other concerns associated with the direct use 
reported, and text on page 5-14, in the sidebar, “The South Mountains in Phoenix’s 
Sonoran Preserve System,” describes the importance of Phoenix South Mountain 
Park/Preserve in the region. Beginning on page 5-23 in the section, Measures 
to Minimize Harm, measures are presented to be undertaken to address the use 
impacts, including land replacement, on properties adjacent to the park.
City of Phoenix planning efforts since the mid-1980s illustrate an awareness of 
the potential for the proposed 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 Phoenix 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 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 page 5-14 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement). The project team examined alternatives to avoid the park, 
but did not identify any feasible and prudent alternatives to avoid impacts. 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 U.S. Department of the Interior reviewed the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement and commented, “The Department agrees that the South Mountain 
Park and Preserve (SMPP) is a Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 
assisted site that will be directly impacted by the subject project. These documents 
assess the direct use of park land for freeway purposes to be 31.3 acres. We agree 
with the conclusions stated. We note that the “Measures to Minimize Harm” on the 
Section 4(f) Statement pages 5-23, 5-24, and 5-25 have annotated a commitment 
to provide replacement land for the converted park land. The Department 
concurs with the assessment of the impacts to the LWCF-assisted resource and 
acknowledges the mitigation commitment.”

44
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46 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Improved techniques and knowledge regarding the transplanting of salvaged 
native plants in Arizona have increased survival rates. The Arizona Department 
of Transportation has considerable experience transplanting native plants 
protected by the Arizona Native Plant Law and has experienced a high survival 
rate. The Arizona Department of Transportation has conducted studies on the 
best methods to use for transplanting desert species, particularly ironwood trees 
and saguaros, and was honored by the American Society of Landscape Architects 
in 2012 for this work. The research results have been incorporated in the 
procedures for plant salvage for Arizona Department of Transportation projects 
and throughout the industry. Reports on the research findings are available 
from the Arizona Department of Transportation Research Center at <azdot.gov/
planning/researchcenter/research/research-reports>.
There is a plan and budget for landscaping and maintenance along the project.
The specific questions are noted. These details will be determined during the final 
design, construction, and maintenance periods of the project.

46
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47

46

47 Water Resources Controlling and treating runoff is a normal function of Arizona Department of 
Transportation projects. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, as a cooperating 
agency, has participated and contributed in each step of the environmental 
process. The agency has found the logical sequence of decision making to be 
sound and in line with National Environmental Policy Act requirements. The 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality has also contributed to the process. 
Both agencies have oversight roles in project permitting as established in the Clean 
Water Act (Sections 401, 402, and 404). Extensive mitigation in accordance with 
the permitting requirements can be found in the Water Resources and Waters of the 
United States sections of Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
These commitments are confirmed in Table 3, beginning on page 38, of the Record 
of Decision. The Arizona Department of Transportation is fully obligated and 
committed to implementation and adherence to those mitigation strategies.
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Grand Canyon Chapter ● 202 E. McDowell Rd, Ste 277 ● Phoenix, AZ 85004 
Phone: (602) 253-8633 Fax: (602) 258-6533 Email: grand.canyon.chapter@sierraclub.org 

December 29, 2014

South Mountain Freeway Project Team
Arizona Department of Transportation
1655 West Jackson Street, MD 126F
Phoenix, AZ 85007
Submitted via electronic mail to projects@azdot.gov

Re: Comments on the South Mountain Freeway Final Environmental Impact Statement and 
Errata

Dear South Mountain Freeway Project Team:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) for the South Mountain Freeway (Loop 202). Please accept these comments on behalf of Sierra 
Club’s Grand Canyon Chapter and our more than 35,000 members and supporters.

The Sierra Club’s mission is “to explore, enjoy, and protect the wild places of the earth; to practice and 
promote the responsible use of the earth’s ecosystems and resources; and to educate and enlist humanity 
to protect and restore the quality of the natural and human environments.” Our members have a
significant interest in and are directly affected by the proposed South Mountain Freeway and its impacts 
on air quality, public health, native plants and animals, South Mountain Park, and other natural 
resources. Many of our members enjoy watching wildlife, hiking, and other outdoor and educational 
activities on the lands affected by this proposed project.

The information presented in the FEIS and associated Errata is disappointing, inadequate, and non-
responsive. Relatively few changes or clarifications were made from the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) to the FEIS. The fact that the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) failed to 
consider Sierra Club’s comments when preparing the FEIS and that an Errata had to be issued indicates 
quite clearly that our comments were not adequately considered or incorporated into the FEIS. In the 
Errata, responses to our comments focused primarily on justifying the project, rather than on responding 
to the issues that we raised. Additionally, the only changes that were made in the FEIS relative to our 
comments were due to the same points being raised in other people/organization’s comments. In some 
cases, clarification or a response to a specific point we made were included in the Errata, but these 
changes were not made in the FEIS. Further, a number of our questions and comments were not 
addressed in the responses in the Errata.

Sierra Club’s comments here will primarily address some of the information presented in the FEIS and 
Errata, but will also reiterate previous comments that were not adequately addressed in the FEIS and 
where ADOT was nonresponsive. Please refer to our comments on the DEIS for a complete list of our 
concerns. We incorporate by reference the Sierra Club comments on the DEIS dated July 24, 2013.

1 Comments noted. Responses to specific comments are provided in the following 
pages.

1
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As Sierra Club stated in its comments on the he National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires the 
lead agency, ADOT, to “[r]igorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives,” 
including those that are “not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency” (40 CFR 1502.14(a) and (c)).  
The Study Area for the proposed South Mountain Freeway was arbitrarily limited with no real 
justification for doing so as ADOT did not seriously consider addressing transportation issues via 
improving infrastructure outside the Study Area, how Highway 85 could address transportation needs, 
nor how improved mass transit both in and outside the Study Area could improve transportation. On the 
east end of the project, the Study Area was narrowed inappropriately to basically limit the freeway to the 
Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative. ADOT failed to meet this basic NEPA requirement as 
it did not rigorously explore and evaluate all reasonable alternatives. 

ADOT inappropriately excluded other alternatives from further and more detailed consideration in
violation of 40 CFR 1502.14. These alternatives should have included other locations and alignments.  
However, we agree that alignment on the Gila River Indian Community lands is inappropriate and 
would likely have many of the same negative impacts as the Preferred Alternative, so that alternative 
was appropriately excluded from further consideration. ADOT basically limited the analysis to the one 
type of development and the one area it wants to build the freeway,1 which was clearly predecisional. 
The agency evaded a response to this comment in the FEIS.

In the FEIS, ADOT also failed to adequately analyze an alternative or alternatives that would include 
increased funding for public transportation options such as fuel-efficient buses and light-rail or 
commuter rail projects to address transportation needs. ADOT failed to consider transit-oriented 
development to integrate public transit, land use (residential, commercial, industrial, open-space), and 
the environment or to encourage innovative incentive-based programs that encourage walking, biking, 
carpooling, or the use of public transportation.

Based on the information provided in the FEIS and the Errata, and as noted in our previous comments, 
the proposed freeway is inappropriate for this area. The proposed freeway will not meet the Purpose and 
Need of this project, will further exacerbate air quality and public health concerns, will further fragment 
the landscape, will negatively impact natural resources, will negatively affect cultural resources and 
practices, and more. These impacts were not adequately addressed the FEIS as required by NEPA. The 
information presented indicates that the No Action Alternative is the only reasonable alternative at this 
time.

Proposed Action and Alternatives

In the FEIS and in the response to Sierra Club comments in the Errata, ADOT continually points to the 
“benefits” of the Preferred Alternative, yet many of these presumed benefits are not justified by the 
information provided in the FEIS. This was one of our primary comments on the DEIS. For example, the 
notes in the Errata refer to Table 3-9 (FEIS, p. 3-38) for benefits of the proposed action compared to the 
No Action Alternative. However, many of the statements in this table are clearly slanted toward 
selection of an action alternative without adequate justification, use of the best available science, or 
current research provided in the text. Only a few of these “benefits” are backed up by numbers or by 

1 See question/answer 2a of “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulations”:  “In determining the 
scope of alternatives to be considered, the emphasis is on what is ‘reasonable’ rather than on whether the proponent or 
applicant likes or is itself capable of carrying out a particular alternative. Reasonable alternatives include those that are 
practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable from 
the standpoint of the applicant.”)

2

2

3

4

5

2 Alternatives The parameters for delineation of the Study Area are described in Chapter 1, 
Purpose and Need, of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements as 
the area defining the transportation problem. As presented in the chapter, 
transportation models were used to determine where the characteristics of the 
transportation problem would diminish, and, generally, it is at these locations 
where the definition of the Study Area took shape. This effort was coordinated 
with stakeholder agencies, including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 
The statement that the project team excluded alternatives outside of the Study 
Area is not supported by the facts presented in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. Alternatives considered in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
included many that were located outside of the Study Area. Examples include the 
Riggs Road Alternative (see page 3-9), the State Route 85/Interstate 8 Alternative 
(see page 3-9), the U.S. Route 60 Extension (see page 3-12), the Interstate 10 Spur 
(see page 3-12), and the Central Avenue Tunnel (see page 3-12). In accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act, a range of reasonable action alternatives 
to carry forward for further analysis was determined through application of 
multidisciplinary criteria in a logical, step-wise progression. Alternatives were not 
disposed of or dismissed without a thorough evaluation using the multidisciplinary 
criteria outlined in the alternatives development and screening process presented 
in Chapter 3 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. This process, which 
occurred early in the environmental impact statement process, was revisited and 
validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see page 3-2).

3 Alternatives The study has considered a variety of transportation modes: transportation 
system management/transportation demand management, mass transit 
(commuter rail, light rail, expanded bus service), arterial street improvements, 
land use controls, and a No‑Action Alternative. These alternatives alone or in 
combination would have limited effectiveness in reducing overall traffic congestion 
in the Study Area and, therefore, would not meet the purpose and need criteria; 
specifically, they would not adequately address projected capacity and mobility 
needs of the region. Mass transit modes such as light rail and an expanded bus 
system were reexamined in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and were 
eliminated from further study because even better-than planned performance 
of transit would not adequately address the projected 2035 travel demand (see 
Final Environmental Impact Statement page 3-4). For example, the average 
daily ridership for the light rail system connecting downtown Phoenix and the 
Arizona State University campus was approximately 44,000 in 2014. This is only 
approximately 25 percent of the total daily vehicles projected to use the freeway 
in 2035.

4 National 
Environmental 
Policy Act Process

The environmental impact statement process followed the National Environmental 
Policy Act and Federal Highway Administration’s implementing regulations for 
conducting social and economic evaluations. The impacts associated with the 
proposed action are appropriately disclosed in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.

5 Alternatives, 
Purpose and Need

The basis for the identification of the Preferred Alternative is presented beginning 
on page 3-62 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The identification 
was based on sound analytical methods such as the Maricopa Association of 
Governments regional travel demand model. In reaching its determination, the

(Response 5 continues on next page)
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(Response 8 continues on next page)

previous studies. Similarly, ADOT repeatedly states that the proposed freeway would decrease energy 
consumption and improve air quality in the region, but these statements are based on general 
information or assumptions, not on relevant research or by past experience with freeway construction in 
the Phoenix-metropolitan area. ADOT cannot justify a project based on inadequately grounded 
assumptions and without using the best available science.

As noted in our previous comments, an alternative that focuses on increased transit was not adequately 
considered. Although ADOT appears to have considered increased transit as part of its alternatives 
analysis in the FEIS, such an alternative was eliminated from further study because it “would not 
adequately address the projected 2035 travel demand” (Errata, p. C5). Related to this, ADOT notes that 
two high-capacity transit corridors are currently being considered but will not meet the 2035 travel 
demand. Certainly, these two corridors on their own could not meet the travel demand. However, if 
implemented appropriately, increased transit could provide significant congestion relief and meet other 
requirements described in the Purpose and Need, especially over the long term. However, because 
ADOT continually focuses on freeway development and has not begun to adequately implement transit 
within our region, transit-oriented alternatives are pushed to the back burner. If ADOT were to begin 
focusing more on transit and other alternative modes of transportation, transit could become a viable 
option. As noted in our previous comments, transit would also provide a long-term solution, far beyond 
the 2035 timeframe discussed in this proposal. ADOT must begin to focus more on alternative modes of 
transportation. This project provides an ideal opportunity to do so and ADOT should have considered 
such an alternative.

In many of its responses to Sierra Club comments, ADOT states that impacts do not need to be analyzed 
because the magnitude of these impacts would be similar across all action alternatives (e.g., Errata, p. 
C47). However, this is not the point of an EIS. The point of an EIS is to provide full disclosure of the 
potential impacts of a proposed project when compared to the baseline (No Action Alternative). ADOT 
failed to provide adequate information about potential impacts of selecting an action alternative.

Air Quality

The FEIS and Errata are nonresponsive to air quality concerns raised by Sierra Club in our comments on 
the DEIS. 

In the Errata, ADOT merely restated the same language that appeared in the DEIS in several of its 
responses to Sierra Club comments regarding air quality. These comments were nonresponsive and 
make it clear that ADOT did not take our comments into consideration in developing the FEIS and that 
it is not able to provide further information relative to the questions we asked and concerns we raised
and therefore has not done its due diligence relative to NEPA.

ADOT continually states that energy consumption and related air pollution would decrease if an action 
alternative were selected as congestion would be decreased in the region. However, as discussed in our 
previous comments, these statements neglect other projects currently occurring across the region, 
including transit projects, as well as planned or potential efforts to reduce congestion and to meet travel 
demands, and therefore do not address the indirect or cumulative impacts of the proposed action.
Additionally, anticipated “benefits” from this project, such as congestion relief, would be short-lived, at 
best. This is not recognized in the FEIS. Over the long-term, this freeway would increase energy 
consumption and associated air pollution.

3

6

7

8

5 
(cont.)

Arizona Department of Transportation sought to balance its responsibilities to 
address regional mobility needs while being fiscally responsible and sensitive to 
local communities.
As noted in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, when compared with 
the No‑Action Alternative, the Preferred Alternative would result in less energy 
consumption (page 4-172). Increased levels of congestion (greater inefficiency) 
under the No‑Action Alternative would result in higher energy consumption than 
with any of the action alternatives.
The Arizona Department of Transportation does not claim that the project will 
improve air quality in the region. The air quality assessment for the proposed 
freeway analyzed impacts from carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) 
and followed U.S. Environmental Protection Agency guidelines. The carbon 
monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the freeway 
will 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 updated 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 (see discussion beginning on page 4-78 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement).

6 Alternatives Mass transit modes such as light rail and an expanded bus system were 
reexamined in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and were eliminated 
from further study because even better-than planned performance of transit would 
not adequately address the projected 2035 travel demand (see Final Environmental 
Impact Statement page 3-4). For example, the average daily ridership for the 
light rail system connecting downtown Phoenix and the Arizona State University 
campus was approximately 44,000 in 2014. This is only approximately 25 percent 
of the total daily vehicles projected to use the freeway in 2035.

7 National 
Environmental 
Policy Act Process

The impacts of all alternatives, including the No-Action Alternative, are disclosed 
in Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

8 Air Quality The Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand model 
includes the planned multimodal projects as identified in the latest Regional 
Transportation Plan. Therefore, the benefits of these other projects are accounted 
for in the analysis of the No-Action Alternative and action alternatives. Within the 
2035 planning horizon for the project, the energy use will be less with the freeway 
in place when compared with the No-Action Alternative. The carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the freeway will 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 updated analysis showed that for the Study Area, 
constructing the freeway will have a marginal effect on annual emissions in 2025 and 
2035 (less than a 1 percent difference in total annual emissions between the
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Land Use

ADOT did not adequately address our comments related to induced traffic as a result of the proposed 
freeway. ADOT used aggressive growth projections and the assumption that these areas will be 
developed regardless of the freeway. Although it is true that development is likely to occur in some of 
these areas and that they are zoned for such development, development of the full area is not a certainty. 
As noted in our previous comments, the real estate market in Phoenix is highly speculative, and zoning 
changes are frequently made or development slated for an area is delayed or does not occur. Many of the 
growth projections are overly aggressive in the Study Area and are based on the assumption that a 
freeway will be built. If the freeway is not constructed, it is quite possible that these areas will not be 
developed.

ADOT claims that freeway projects such as this do not accelerate or induce growth (e.g., Errata, p. C8).
However, the discussion related to this in the FEIS provides a direct contradiction to this statement 
(FEIS, p. 4-182). ADOT is correct that the relationship between transportation and land use is 
“complex.” However, it then brushes this complexity aside by using aggressive growth models and 
assumptions of development. ADOT further contradicts itself by saying that accelerated or induced 
growth as a result of this freeway would be “constrained” (e.g., Errata, p. C8), which indicates that some 
induced growth is expected. Similarly, ADOT notes that not constructing the freeway would make it 
difficult to gain access to adjacent land uses (Errata, p. C14), which indicates that this freeway would 
make it easier to access and develop surrounding areas. ADOT also notes that a reasonably foreseeable 
impact from this project is “increased rate of land conversion” (FEIS, Table 4-55, p. 4-181).

ADOT also did not address our comment regarding its statements regarding compatibility of a 
transportation corridor with multifamily residential uses. Our comments noted that these statements 
were unfounded. In its response, ADOT merely restated the language yet did not provide any 
justification (Errata, p. C19) and therefore was nonresponsive to this concern.

Biological Resources

Habitat loss and degradation

The FEIS continues to underestimate potential habitat loss and degradation and also does not respond to 
our request for further discussion of potential impacts and associated analyses. For example, ADOT 
repeatedly asserts that impacts to wildlife habitat and to South Mountain Park will be minimal as the 
proposed freeway would only use 31.3 acres of the park or two-tenths of one percent (e.g., Errata, p. 
C9). Unfortunately, this statement is erroneous. By cutting through the park, the small fragment of 
habitat on that remains on the other side of the freeway would effectively be lost for most species as 
many cannot subsist in such a small area. The proposed crossing structures provide only limited 
mitigation for this problem (see further discussion below). By only focusing on the actual footprint of 
the freeway, ADOT vastly underestimates potential impacts of this project on wildlife, South Mountain 
Park, and other natural resources. Although several groups made this comment on the DEIS, ADOT 
failed to address it in the FEIS and therefore was nonresponsive.

ADOT also did not address our comment related to the accelerated rate of habitat loss. Its only response 
is that freeway projects do not induce growth (see discussion above) and that the freeway is planned for 
an area that is to be developed regardless (Errata, p. C42). However, our comment referred to specific 
language in the DEIS, which is also in the FEIS: a reasonably foreseeable impact of this project is 
“increased rate of land conversion” (FEIS, Table 4-55, p. 4-181). By not acknowledging the impacts of 

4

8 
(cont.)

Preferred Alternative and No‑Action Alternative). With the Preferred Alternative 
in 2035, modeled mobile source air toxics emissions will 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 (see 
discussion beginning on page 4-78 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).
To the best of the Federal Highway Administration’s knowledge, the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement does not claim that the project will reduce air 
pollution. At the Draft Environmental Impact Statement stage, the mobile source 
air toxics emissions analysis for the Study Area showed that the project would 
reduce mobile source air toxics emissions compared with the No-Action Alternative, 
supporting statements that the project would result in improvements in air quality; 
however, the updated analysis for the Final Environmental Impact Statement showed 
that the project would result in a slight increase in mobile source air toxics emissions 
compared with the No-Action Alternative, and statements that the project would 
result in improvements in air quality were removed from the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement and Record of Decision. The actual quantitative results of the 
air quality analyses themselves are presented in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement and air quality technical report.

9 Land Use Freeway projects are often cited as making land at the urban fringe more accessible 
and, therefore, more attractive for development. However, examination of data 
comparing population and land use between 1975 and 2000 suggests major 
transportation projects like the freeway do not induce growth in the region (see 
Final Environmental Impact Statement pages 4-179 through 4-183). The freeway will 
be built in an area planned for urban growth as established in local jurisdictions’ 
land use plans for at least the last 25 years. The reference made to the increased rate 
of land conversion deals with the specific timing of development in areas planned for 
development.

10 Land Use As stated on page 4-16 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, land use 
impacts caused by the freeway may extend beyond the proposed right-of-way 
and would include issues of access, community cohesion, economics, air quality, 
noise, cultural resources, visual impacts, and farmlands. The compatibility of land 
uses with the action alternatives and the No-Action Alternative was assessed by 
considering land uses within a ¼-mile buffer of the action alternatives’ proposed 
right-of-way. The compatibility of a major transportation facility with existing land 
uses may have positive and negative consequences. These factors were disclosed 
when considering land use compatibility with the freeway.

11 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The Final Environmental Impact Statement discloses that construction and 
operation of any of the action alternatives would involve vegetation removal; would 
diminish habitat, foraging, and nesting resources for wildlife; and would continue 
the trend of increasing habitat fragmentation as urbanization continues around the 
South Mountains. As described throughout Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, the study area for each environmental resource extends beyond 
the boundary of any single alternative’s footprint.

9

10

11

9
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accelerated habitat loss, ADOT greatly underestimates the impacts of this project and was again 
nonresponsive in the FEIS.

The Errata states that the project would not provide new public access points to South Mountain Park (p. 
C40). However, no justification for this statement is provided. Will the sides of the freeway be fenced to 
prohibit the public from leaving the roadway? As is evident on many of the freeways and other roads 
that cut through natural areas in Arizona, vehicle and on-foot travel frequently occurs off of these 
roadways. Similarly, the multiuse crossing structures may provide additional access to previously 
undisturbed areas (see further discussion below).

Limited knowledge of species in Study Area

ADOT did not adequately address Sierra Club concerns regarding its limited understanding of what 
species occur in the area. As we noted in our previous comments, information provided on potential 
impacts to species is misleading and inaccurate. We appreciate that additional surveys will be 
coordinated if design commences on this project, but further information should have been acquired 
prior to compilation of the EIS. Without this knowledge, much of the information provided in the FEIS 
regarding impacts to species is based on weak assumptions.

ADOT also inappropriately used HabiMap to determine species presence and potential impacts. In 
several of its responses to our comments regarding sensitive species, ADOT states that HabiMap 
indicates that the majority of the project area “has a moderate-to-low value for most” of these species 
(e.g., Errata, p. C42). However, this is an inaccurate statement and is also not the intent of HabiMap. 
These values are based on the number of Species of Greatest Conservation Need that may occur in an 
area. HabiMap does not rate the quality of habitat for those species, so the statement that the area has a 
certain value for “most” of the species is wholly erroneous. Related to this, HabiMap is not intended to 
justify or condemn a proposed project based on species richness in that area. By doing so, ADOT 
invalidates the purpose of and potential analyses related to HabiMap.

Related to the above, we also need to reiterate that the Heritage Data Management System (HDMS) is 
also not an appropriate tool to determine absence of species from an area. The HDMS is based on 
incidental observations or surveys results that have been reported to HDMS managers; it is in no way a 
complete list of species presence and cannot be used to ascertain species absence. In its responses to our 
comments, ADOT completely ignored these facts. We do appreciate that ADOT noted that incidental 
observations it recorded do not equate to absence of those species from the Study Area (Errata, p. C47), 
but it needs to recognize that about the HDMS as well.

In our comments, we requested that site-specific surveys be completed to more adequately determine 
what species may be present. In response, ADOT said that “delaying the survey until closer to [initiation 
of construction] will provide a more effective and efficient use of limited taxpayer funds” (Errata, p. 
C47). This does not address our comments related to this. The point of initial surveys is not to identify 
specific locations of individual animals but to, instead, understand species presence and the full 
implications of the project. Without this knowledge, only impacts to individual animals that are 
encountered could be mitigated, not population-wide impacts.

ADOT also did not respond to our question about whether or not any surveys have been conducted and, 
if so, what methods were used (Errata, p. C47). Related to this, however, we question the efficacy of 
planned surveys for some species. For example, ADOT says that if indications of bat roosting sites are 
found during surveys for Sonoran desert tortoises, additional surveys and mitigation measures may be 
implemented (Errata, p. C54). We question how surveys for tortoises can be used to determine presence 

5

12

13

14

15

13

16

12 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The freeway will be a completely access-controlled facility. Right-of-way fencing will 
prohibit motorists from leaving the freeway right-of-way to access adjacent land.
One multifunctional crossing will be located coincident with an existing Maricopa 
County trail. The other multifunctional crossings along the freeway will facilitate 
limited pedestrian access from the Gila River Indian Community to culturally 
important places and will also serve wildlife. These crossing structures and 
associated fences will be designed to reduce the incidence of vehicle-wildlife 
collisions and to reduce the impact of the freeway on wildlife connectivity 
between the South Mountains, the Gila River, and the Sierra Estrella. The 
Arizona Department of Transportation will coordinate with 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 
regarding the potential for locating and designing wildlife-sensitive roadway 
structures.

13 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The analysis presented in the Biological Resources section of Chapter 4 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and the Biological Evaluation completed in 2014 
represent an appropriate analysis of existing conditions and potential impacts 
based on field surveys and available literature.

14 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

While the HabiMap data were used to make a general observation of the quality 
of habitat in the Study Area, the determination of occurrence (known, likely, and 
unknown) was made based on field surveys of habitat and the review of available 
data by a qualified wildlife biologist. The determination was not made based on 
the HabiMap layers or scores as perceived by the commenter.

15 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Comment related to the Heritage Data Management System is noted. The system 
is only one source, of many, used to determine the occurrence of species.

16 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

Field surveys were conducted by a qualified biologist to characterize habitat and 
the potential presence of species. 
The statement referenced on page C54 states that the surveys for bat roosting 
sites would occur during surveys for the tortoise “and other sensitive species.”
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of bats as these species occupy very different niches and microhabitats. Again, we urge ADOT to 
conduct surveys specific to the species that may occur in the area. 

As noted in our previous comments, ADOT needs to identify impacts to individual species, including 
the Species of Greatest Conservation Need that are identified through HabiMap and HDMS 
examination. These tools are starting points to indicate potential species that may occur in an area. Site-
specific surveys and analyses are then needed to assess presence, distribution, potential impacts, and 
suitable mitigation measures. ADOT failed to do so and failed to address our comments related to this
and therefore was nonresponsive.

Habitat connectivity/wildlife crossing structures

Sierra Club continues to have significant concerns that the proposed multifunctional crossings will not 
facilitate habitat connectivity and wildlife movement across the roadway. Language in the Errata 
indicates that use of these structures is intended to be limited to wildlife and tribal members (e.g., Errata, 
p. C43); however, such restrictions are not adequately noted in the FEIS. If such restrictions are 
intended, how does ADOT plan to ensure that other people, including the public, do not use these areas? 
Will they be gated and locked? If so, how would that permit wildlife movement? As is evidenced in 
other structures in the Phoenix area (e.g., Dreamy Draw), the public frequently uses such crossing 
structures. In fact, some of these areas have become popular with homeless persons and teenagers. Such 
activities would dissuade and may, in fact, prevent wildlife movement.

In order to maintain habitat connectivity, we strongly urge ADOT to separate crossing structures 
intended for human use from those intended for wildlife use. Although ADOT points to some situations 
in which multiuse crossings may be effective, numerous other studies indicate that such structures may 
not be effective (see our previous comments as well as those submitted by the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department [AGFD]).

ADOT also did not adequately address our comment related to the need for funnel fencing in 
conjunction with wildlife crossings. Instead, it states that “potential fencing” may be used to funnel 
wildlife to the crossing structures (e.g., Errata, p. C44). Why is such fencing only “potential”? As noted 
in our previous comments and by AGFD, such fencing is essential in order to minimize road mortality 
and maintain habitat connectivity.

Finally, ADOT did not address our comment that construction of these crossing structures may not 
maintain connectivity if the surrounding landscape is developed, as is assumed in the FEIS. Our 
comment related to this is that, although it is not within ADOT’s purview to maintain connectivity in 
areas outside of its jurisdiction, it must be realistic in its discussion of impacts from the proposed action 
versus the No Action Alternative. By stating that this project will maintain connectivity (even though it 
assumes that the surrounding area will be developed), it artificially bolsters the proposed action and 
negates the No Action Alternative.

Coordination/Outdated information

ADOT did not address our concerns regarding the lack of coordination with AGFD and other agencies 
when preparing the DEIS. In addition, much of the information it provides in its responses to our 
comments are from outdated information. For example, it uses communications from AGFD from 2006 
in order to justify the lack of wildlife surveys that have been completed in the area (e.g., Errata, p. C45). 
As AGFD noted in its comments, additional data and information have become available since this time, 

6

17 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The analysis presented in the Biological Resources section of Chapter 4 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and the Biological Evaluation completed in 2014 
represent an appropriate analysis of existing conditions and potential impacts 
based on field surveys and available literature.

18 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

One multifunctional crossing will be located coincident with a Maricopa County 
trail. The other multifunctional crossings along the freeway will facilitate limited 
pedestrian access from the Gila River Indian Community to culturally important 
places and will also serve wildlife. The crossings will not be gated or locked to 
restrict human use; however, there are no specific trails or paths associated with 
the crossings. Even if the crossings for wildlife were separated and designed 
specifically for wildlife, there is no guarantee that humans would not use the 
crossings, similar to the Dreamy Draw example included in the comment. These 
crossing structures and associated fences, such as funnel fencing, will be designed 
to reduce the incidence of vehicle-wildlife collisions and to reduce the impact of the 
freeway on wildlife connectivity between the South Mountains, the Gila River, and 
the Sierra Estrella. The Arizona Department of Transportation will coordinate with 
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 regarding the potential for location and design of wildlife-sensitive 
roadway structures.
The comment assumes that development patterns would be different if the 
freeway were not in place. The freeway will be implemented in a historically quickly 
urbanizing area (most noticeably in the Western Section of the Study Area). 
Historical and projected growth and the factors contributing to such growth 
are well-documented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement in Chapter 1, 
Purpose and Need, and in the Chapter 4 sections, Land Use and Economic Impacts, 
beginning on pages 4-3 and 4-56, respectively. The freeway will be built in an area 
planned for urban growth as established in local jurisdictions’ land use planning 
activities for at least the last 25 years (see the section, Induced Growth, beginning 
on page 4-182 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). Additionally, the 
area in question has become much more fragmented during the environmental 
impact statement process and continues to experience fragmentation, 
independent of the project. It is not reasonable to assume this will not continue 
or that concerned entities will prevent further fragmentation because that has not 
occurred to date.

19 Biology, Plants, 
and Wildlife

The information provided by the Arizona Game and Fish Department was reviewed 
and considered in the analysis presented in the section, Biological Resources, in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement. An example includes the addition of 
movement areas to Figure 4-38 on page 4-126 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. The updated information provided by the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department did not change the conclusions for biological resources. Based on the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department comments, changes were included in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement to provide clarification.

17

18

19
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and it is important to use the most recent and best available data to make decisions. ADOT has failed to 
do so.

Noise

ADOT did not adequately address our comments regarding the impacts of noise. Specifically, it did not 
address potential impacts to recreationists and to wildlife in South Mountain Park. We again note that 
the mitigation measures proposed – namely, the noise walls – may have little impact in reducing the 
amount of noise experienced by recreationists and wildlife in the park. The noise walls will help reduce 
noise heard on the other side of the wall but may disperse that noise to higher levels, such as the 
hillsides where recreationists and wildlife will be. This is an important omission from the FEIS.

Summary

ADOT has not justified the need for this proposed freeway and has inaccurately and inadequately
assessed and analyzed the potential impacts (direct, indirect, and cumulative) from selecting its action 
alternative. This project would have irreversible and irretrievable impacts on air quality, public health, 
wild lands, wildlife, and more. Further, ADOT has not analyzed the full range of reasonable alternatives 
for this project, as the law dictates. We strongly encourage ADOT to withdraw the proposed action, to 
select the No Action Alternative, and to, instead, invest in solutions that make sense for our region and 
our state.

Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

Sandy Bahr
Chapter Director
Sierra Club – Grand Canyon Chapter

7

20

21

20 Noise With regard to wildlife, noise impacts are disclosed on page 4-136 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement.
As stated on page 5-3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, ¼ mile is the 
approximate maximum distance from which traffic noise would be disruptive to 
human or wildlife uses. 
In terms of noise analyses, several reasons support why the analysis did not 
extend beyond ¼ mile: noise impacts at 2,000 feet or greater from the freeway 
would be minimal (decibels would not be above minimum thresholds); the Federal 
Highway Administration Traffic Noise Model has limitations for predicting noise 
levels beyond approximately 500 feet; mitigation, such as noise walls, would 
not be effective for receptors at 2,000 feet or greater (and at elevated positions) 
away from the freeway; and, even if it were shown that noise levels are higher on 
the trail, the impacts would be temporary in nature because trail users would be 
moving along the trail and because only a short portion of the trail is in a direct 
line to the freeway (no picnic areas appear to be located along this trail). The 
existing trails within the park nearest the freeway are 2,000 feet or more away (for 
example, the National Trail is 2,000 feet away and the Bursera Trail is 4,000 feet 
away).

21 Comments noted. Responses to specific comments are provided in the following 
pages.


