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Comments noted. Responses to specific comments are provided in the following
pages.
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2

Alternatives,
No‑Action
Alternative

The No‑Action Alternative was included in the Draft and Final Environmental
Impact Statements for detailed study to compare impacts of the action
alternatives with the consequences of doing nothing (impacts can result from
choosing to do nothing). As stated on page 3-40 of the Final Environmental
Impact Statement, the No‑Action Alternative will not satisfy the purpose and need
of the proposed action because it will 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.

3

Environmental and
Cultural Impacts

The impacts of the E1 Alternative are disclosed in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement. Mitigation measures to minimize the impact of the freeway are
presented throughout Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement and
in the Record of Decision in Table 3, beginning on page 38.

4

Section 4(f) and
Section 6(f),
Traditional
Cultural
Properties

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.
The physical impact on land designated as part of the South Mountains has been
minimized through design, and much has already been done to minimize that
effect. Access to the mountain will be maintained and multiple other mitigation
measures will be implemented due in part to suggestions made by the Gila River
Indian Community itself. For example, 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. The proposed mitigation for the South
Mountains Traditional Cultural Property is discussed in the Final Environmental
Impact Statement on page 4-159, and measures to minimize harm to the South
Mountains Traditional Cultural Property are discussed on page 5-27. These
commitments are confirmed in the Record of Decision in Table 3, beginning
on page 38. Consultation with the Gila River Indian Community has been ongoing
and will continue until all commitments in the Record of Decision are completed.

5

Cultural Resources

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.
Consultation regarding the sites identified in the comment has occurred with Gila
River Indian Community government officials, the Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer, the Cultural Resource Management Program, many different tribal
authorities, and the State Historic Preservation Office. The consultation has
resulted in concurrence from the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic
Preservation Office and the State Historic Preservation Office on National Register
of Historic Places eligibility recommendations (including traditional cultural
properties), project effects, and proposed mitigation and measures to minimize
harm. This consultation has been ongoing and will continue until all commitments
in the Record of Decision are completed.

3
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6

Alternatives

Several 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 such alternatives). An analysis of avoidance alternatives was
completed in accordance with Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation
Act of 1966. The Federal Highway Administration’s analysis for the Selected
Alternative found that there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using the
South Mountains and that the project includes all possible planning to minimize
harm to the resource resulting from the use. The U.S. Department of the
Interior reviewed the Final Environmental Impact Statement and agreed with the
conclusions (see letter on page A5 of this Appendix A).

7

Environmental
Justice

With regard to impacts on places of spiritual importance to certain population
segments, such as the South Mountains Traditional Cultural Property, that raise
potential environmental justice concerns with respect to Native American Tribes,
in particular, the Gila River Indian Community, extensive consultation, avoidance
alternatives analyses, and mitigation measures are discussed throughout the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. These commitments are confirmed in Table 3,
beginning on page 38, of the Record of Decision. While impacts on the South
Mountains Traditional Cultural Property will be substantial and unique in context,
they will not prohibit ongoing access and the cultural and religious practices by
Native American Tribes.
Even if one were to reach a contrary conclusion and determine that
disproportionately high and adverse effects will occur as a result of the freeway,
there is substantial justification for the freeway. It is needed to serve projected
growth in population and accompanying transportation demand and to correct
existing and projected transportation system deficiencies (see Chapter 1, Purpose
and Need, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). There is no feasible and
prudent alternative to the use of the South Mountains, as discussed in Chapter 5,
Section 4(f) Evaluation, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
All populations will benefit from the freeway’s implementation through improved
regional mobility and reduced local arterial street traffic.
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8

National
Environmental
Policy Act Process

Comment noted. Responses to specific impacts are discussed in the following
rows.

9

Water Resources

The Pee Posh wetlands will not be directly or indirectly affected by the freeway.
The freeway will be constructed on a bridge to clear span the Laveen Area
Conveyance Channel (see Figure 3-20 on page 3-42 of the Final Environmental
Impact Statement).
The Arizona Department of Transportation has committed to coordinate with
appropriate governmental bodies such as flood control districts and the Gila River
Indian Community when designing drainage features, including the crossing of
the Laveen Area Conveyance Channel, for the freeway (see the section, Drainage,
on page 3-58) of the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Table 3 in the
Record of Decision, beginning on page 38.

9

10

Water Resources

The status and condition of the Rio Salado Oeste project is disclosed in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. The Rio Salado Oeste Conceptual Design
Documentation Report (July 2010) shows the design of the river main channel
aligned with the channel that supports the Pee Posh Wetlands. The increased flows
and general improvement of the immediate upstream habitat are likely to increase
the size and value of the Pee Posh habitat.

10

11

Water Resources

From project initiation, the Arizona Department of Transportation and the Federal
Highway Administration have been working collaboratively with the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers regarding evaluation of waters of the United States to ensure
the project complies with the Clean Water Act. According to the Clean Water Act
Section 404(b)(1), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is required to select the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative after considering cost, existing
technology, and logistics in light of the overall project purpose in cases where an
individual permit is required. To ensure this process was considered, the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers has been involved in developing the purpose and need and
alternatives analysis for the project in accordance with Section 404(b)(1). As the
alternative analysis demonstrated, there were no practicable alternatives to avoid
impacts on waters of the United States and thus the Arizona Department of
Transportation has committed to minimization and mitigation of impacts.
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is the permitting agency for the Clean Water
Act. In a letter dated January 28, 2015 (see Appendix D), the agency defined the
permitting strategy for the South Mountain Freeway project. The U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers noted that “the eastern segment would be permitted as an individual
permit if those wash impacts exceed 0.5 acre and the western segment would be
permitted as a nationwide permit. Breaking the segment at the South Mountain
12‑digit HUC watershed makes the most sense in that the eastern segment is
mostly residential/commercial development with the most ephemeral washes. The
western segment is predominantly agricultural lands with minimal jurisdictional
washes. Each segment would still meet the definition of single and complete
and each segment would have independent utility based on 33 CFR § 330.6(d).”
The Arizona Department of Transportation will continue to coordinate with the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as the project moves forward.

8
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12

Drainage Design

The referenced comments were submitted during the review process for the
freeway’s design concept report. Through this review process, the project team
met with representatives of the Gila River Indian Community’s Department of
Transportation and Department of Land Use Planning and Zoning (the original
comments and notes from the comment resolution meeting are provided in
Appendix D). During the meeting, drainage concerns of the Gila River Indian
Community were discussed and the design elements of the freeway were explained
so that the concerns were resolved. In addition, the Arizona Department of
Transportation committed to coordinate with appropriate governmental bodies
such as flood control districts and the Gila River Indian Community when
designing drainage features, including the crossing of the Laveen Area Conveyance
Channel, for the freeway (see the section, Drainage, on page 3-58 of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement and Table 3 in the Record of Decision, beginning
on page 38).

13

Water Resources

The Gila River Indian Community facilities were included in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. Active groundwater wells, such as those
identified by the Arizona Department of Transportation Right-of-Way Group,
are depicted in Figure 4-33 on page 4-104 in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement. These facilities, as well as others within the Study Area, were
considered in the impacts analysis for the alternatives studied in detail. Mitigation
measures and details related to how wells will be addressed during later phases
of the project are described beginning on page 4-106 (these commitments are
confirmed in Table 3, beginning on page 38, of the Record of Decision).
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14

Biology, Plants,
and Wildlife

The comments submitted by the Gila River Indian Community were incorporated
into the final Biological Evaluation. The final Biological Evaluation and the Gila
River Indian Community comments are available for public review on the project
Web site at <azdot.gov/southmountainfreeway>.
The Arizona Department of Transportation has committed to continued
coordination with the Gila River Indian Community Department of Environmental
Quality during the design phase regarding the potential for locating and designing
wildlife-sensitive roadway structures.

15

Biology, Plants,
and Wildlife

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

16

Biology, Plants,
and Wildlife

The Acuna cactus was excluded from further analysis because no suitable
habitat is in the project area; that is, no well-drained knolls or gravel ridges
in the palo verde-saguaro association of the Arizona Upland subdivision of
the Sonoran Desert are found in the project area (see Table 1 on page 10
in the Biological Evaluation, available on the project Web site: <azdot.gov/
southmountainfreeway>).

17

Biology, Plants,
and Wildlife

The potential impacts on wildlife from the freeway are disclosed beginning
on page 4-136 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. During construction
activities, noise disturbance would represent a short-term impact on the
environment. The duration and level of construction noise would depend on the
activities, such as blasting, ground clearing, utility relocations, the placement
of roadbeds and foundations, and construction of structures. Noise may have
a temporary impact on nesting birds adjacent to construction. Operation of
the freeway would cause a long-term increase in noise levels that would vary in
intensity depending on factors such as time of day and day of the week. Nighttime
noise levels, excluding evening periods, would be less than daytime noise levels;
therefore, species active during daytime periods may be affected more than species
active at night. Some species rely on hearing to avoid predators, communicate,
and find food (Noise Pollution Clearinghouse 2004). An increase in traffic noise
may affect the ability of some animals to hear at a level necessary for survival when
near the proposed action. In addition, hearing loss resulting from vehicle noise has
been shown to occur in some desert animals (Bondello and Brattstrom 1979).
Light from the freeway would be produced from vehicle headlights and taillights
and from fixed light poles at interchanges along the freeway. Freeway lighting
will be provided along the median of the freeway and at interchanges to achieve
desired lighting levels for safety reasons. Any freeway lighting will be designed to
reduce illumination spillover onto sensitive light receptors (such as residential and
natural areas) (see page 3-58 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement and the
commitments in Table 3, beginning on page 38, of the Record of Decision).
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18

Biology, Plants,
and Wildlife

Many drainages occur along Pecos Road between 35th Avenue and 32nd Street
and will include culverts that could be used by medium and small mammals,
reptiles, and amphibians. Since the Broad Acres Agricultural Complex is
approximately 1 mile south of the proposed project, the effects on wildlife using
the Broad Acres Agricultural Complex are likely to be minimal. The Arizona
Department of Transportation has committed to continued coordination with the
Gila River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality during the
design phase regarding the potential for location and design of wildlife-sensitive
roadway structures.

19

Hazardous
Materials

The Arizona Department of Transportation has committed to continued
coordination with certified emergency responders, which will include the
referenced Gila River Indian Community commission/committee (see page 4-165 of
the Final Environmental Impact Statement and the list of commitments in Table 3,
beginning on page 38, of the Record of Decision).

20

Air Quality

The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements analyzed all potential
significant environmental impacts, and the Federal Highway Administration and
Arizona Department of Transportation do not believe additional analysis would
change the proposed action. Responses to specific comments in Table 1 are
provided in the following pages.
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Air Quality

The mobile source air toxics analysis included the entire Study Area, which does
include a large portion of the Gila River Indian Community (see Figure 4-25
on page 4-79 and Table 4-36 on page 4-81 of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement).
The air quality analysis for carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10)
assessed the worst-case conditions (locations immediately adjacent to the freeway,
including locations on Gila River Indian Community land in the vicinity of the
40th Street interchange [see Figure 4 of the air quality technical report]).
Emissions analysis and modeling for particulate matter (PM2.5), sulfur oxides, and
other pollutants were not conducted because the area is in attainment for these
pollutants. The Council on Environmental Quality’s National Environmental Policy
Act regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations 1500.1(b) directs National
Environmental Policy Act documents to “concentrate on the issues that are
truly significant to the action in question, rather than amassing needless detail.”
The Phoenix metropolitan area is attaining the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards for particulate matter (PM2.5), nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and lead,
even though the area is already home to several major existing freeways. If these
freeways are not contributing to violations of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards, there is no reason to believe that the South Mountain Freeway will
do so. In addition, analysis of pollutants for which an area is in attainment is not
required by the Clean Air Act conformity provisions.
For this project, a hot-spot analysis was required for carbon monoxide and
particulate matter (PM10). The hot-spot analysis shows that the freeway will not
cause new violations of the carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10)
National Ambient Air Quality Standards, exacerbate any existing violations of the
standard, or delay attainment of the standards or any required interim milestones
[40 Code of Federal Regulations Section 93.116(a)]. Transportation conformity
hot-spot analyses focus on the expected worst-case location along the project
corridor; if no violations of the applicable air quality standards are identified
at the worst-case location, it is presumed that no violations of the air quality
standards would occur anywhere along the corridor. Since no violations of the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards were identified immediately adjacent to
the roadway, no violations would be expected farther away from the roadway as
concentrations decrease further from the roadway. Transport modeling is not
required by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for highways.
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22

Air Quality

The mobile source air toxics analysis included the entire Study Area, which does
include a large portion of the Gila River Indian Community (see Figure 4-25
on page 4-79 and Table 4-36 on page 4-81 of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement).
The potential air quality impacts associated with construction of the project are
disclosed beginning on page 4-173 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
The criteria pollutant emissions from operation of the freeway are accounted for
as part of the Maricopa Association of Governments’ regional emissions analysis
for conformity, which has complied with all applicable Clean Air Act conformity
requirements. Construction emissions of criteria pollutants were not estimated
because the Clean Air Act and conformity implementing regulations do not require
this as long as construction activity lasts less than 5 years at a given location.
Hazardous air pollutant emissions during construction were not estimated because
these emissions are temporary, while hazardous air pollutant health risk impacts
are based on 70-year exposure, as explained in the Draft and Final Environmental
Impact Statements.

23

Air Quality

The air quality analysis for carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10)
assessed the worst-case conditions (locations immediately adjacent to the freeway,
including locations on Gila River Indian Community land in the vicinity of the
40th Street interchange [see Figure 4 of the air quality technical report]).
Emissions analysis and modeling for particulate matter (PM2.5) was not conducted
because the area is in attainment for particulate matter (PM2.5).
For this project, a hot-spot analysis was required for carbon monoxide and
particulate matter (PM10). The hot-spot analysis shows that the freeway will not
cause new violations of the carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10)
National Ambient Air Quality Standards, exacerbate any existing violations of the
standards, or delay attainment of the standards or any required interim milestones
[40 Code of Federal Regulations Section 93.116(a)]. Transportation conformity
hot-spot analyses focus on the expected worst-case location along the project
corridor; if no violations of the applicable air quality standards are identified
at the worst-case location, it is presumed that no violations of the air quality
standards would occur anywhere along the corridor. A preconstruction analysis is
not required by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency if the “build” analysis
demonstrates that the National Ambient Air Quality Standards are met. Since this
project will involve construction of a new roadway, concentrations in a “no-build”
scenario would be lower than those identified in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement.
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24

Air Quality

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 mobile source air toxics analysis included the entire Study Area, which does
include a large portion of the Gila River Indian Community (see Figure 4-25
on page 4-79 and Table 4-36 on page 4-81 of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement). The base year for the mobile source air toxics analysis in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement is 2012, not 2010, and the vehicle miles traveled
and emissions in Table 4-36 on page 4-81 represent the Study Area, which includes
the portion of the Gila River Indian Community that is closest to the project. The
base year for the greenhouse gas emissions analysis in the Final Environmental
Impact Statement is also 2012, not 2010, and the vehicle miles traveled and emissions
shown in Table 4-37 on page 4-86 represent the state of Arizona, which includes the
entire Gila River Indian Community.
Table 4-32 on page 4-76 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement shows that
the highest carbon monoxide emissions in both 2020 and 2035 will be no more than
20 percent higher than the 2012 existing conditions, not double as stated in the
comment. In addition, the maximum carbon monoxide concentrations in Table 4-32
are only 16 percent of the 1-hour standard and 51 percent of the 8-hour standard.
The worst case 2020 and 2035 concentrations are likely to be much lower than those
shown in Table 4-32 because of the replacement of older vehicles with newer, cleaner
vehicles each year after 2012 and because of the implementation of the new Tier 3
tailpipe emissions standards beginning in 2017.

25

Health Risk
Assessment

Criteria pollutant emissions inventories were not prepared for this project.
Emissions analysis and modeling for particulate matter (PM2.5), sulfur oxides, and
other pollutants were not conducted because the area is in attainment for these
pollutants. The Maricopa Association of Government’s regional emissions analysis
for conformity does consider these pollutants and the analysis includes the emissions
from the project. The Council on Environmental Quality’s National Environmental
Policy Act regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1500.1(b) directs National
Environmental Policy Act documents to “concentrate on the issues that are truly
significant to the action in question, rather than amassing needless detail.” The
Phoenix metropolitan area is attaining the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
for particulate matter (PM2.5), nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and lead, even
though the area is already home to several major existing freeways. If these
freeways are not contributing to violations of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards, there is no reason to believe that the South Mountain Freeway will
do so. In addition, analysis of pollutants for which an area is attainment is not
required by the Clean Air Act conformity provisions.
To address the fact that emissions will increase along the project corridor, the
Final Environmental Impact Statement includes a summary of past health risk

24
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(Response 25 continues on next page)
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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.

25
(cont.)

26

Health Risk
Assessment

The underlying comment from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency was
to complete a health risk assessment for the project. While the Federal Highway
Administration did not complete a project-specific health risk assessment, the
Final Environmental Impact Statement does include a summary of previous health
risk assessments for other projects. While the purpose of the document is not for
land use planning, we believe that the analysis discussed in the Final Environmental
Impact Statement can be used by jurisdictions wanting to make land use planning
decisions. For example, while noise impacts are being mitigated for receptors as
part of the project, a jurisdiction should be aware in its land use planning efforts
that if it were to decide to put a noise-sensitive facility adjacent to the freeway,
noise impacts would occur. Further, with air quality, the hot-spot analysis showed
that at the 40th Street interchange (the nearest hot spot location to the Gila
River Indian Community), particulate matter (PM10) emissions will increase by
3.8 micrograms per cubic meter attributable to the freeway. While this increase
is small and, combined with the existing particulate matter (PM10) levels in the
area, is below the National Ambient Air Quality Standard of 150 micrograms,
the jurisdiction may still choose to not place receptors sensitive to dust adjacent
to the freeway. Overall, nothing in the analysis indicated that land use plans by
jurisdictions should be altered because of the freeway. However, information in
the Final Environmental Impact Statement could be used by jurisdictions to inform
their planning process, if they so choose.

27

National
Environmental
Policy Act Process

The Federal Highway Administration determined that a supplemental
environmental impact statement is not required at this time because there were
no changes to the proposed action that will result in significant environmental
impacts not evaluated in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements
nor is there new information relevant to environmental concerns and bearings
on the proposed action or its impacts that will result in significant environmental
impacts not evaluated in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements.

26

27

Appendix A

Code

Comment Document

Code
1

1

•

A35

Issue

Response

Section 4(f) and
Section 6(f),
Traditional
Cultural
Properties

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. 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 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 Native American Tribes,
including the Tohono O’odham Nation, participated in consultation to identify
traditional cultural properties that are eligible for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places and that could be affected by construction of the freeway. For
a 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.
While impacts on the South Mountains Traditional Cultural Property will be
substantial and unique in context, they will not prohibit ongoing access and
the cultural and religious practices by Native American Tribes. Mitigation
measures and measures to minimize harm as the result of extensive consultation,
avoidance alternatives analyses, and efforts in developing mitigation strategies
will accommodate and preserve (to the fullest extent possible from the available
alternatives) access to the South Mountains for religious purposes. Text relating
to this mitigation can be found on pages 4-38, 4-42, and 4-44 of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. Additionally, the section, Mitigation, beginning
on page 4-158, presents several measures (e.g., multifunctional crossings,
contributing element avoidance) to mitigate effects on cultural resources. The
section, Measures to Minimize Harm, beginning on page 5-27, presents several
measures to reduce effects on the South Mountains Traditional Cultural Property
and other cultural resources. These commitments are confirmed in the Record
of Decision in Table 3, beginning on page 38. Consultation with Native American
Tribes has been ongoing and will continue until all commitments in the Record of
Decision are completed.
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Cultural Resources

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.
Consultation has occurred with Gila River Indian Community government officials,
the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, the Cultural Resource Management
Program, many different tribal authorities, including the Tohono O’odham Nation,
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, including the Tohono O’odham Nation, 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 all commitments in the Record of Decision are
completed.
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3

Alternatives,
No‑Action
Alternative

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

4

Alternatives

Several 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 such alternatives). Ultimately, the other alternatives (besides
the E1 Alternative) were eliminated from further study in the screening process
and the Gila River Indian Community decided not to give permission to develop
alternatives on its land (see Final Environmental Impact Statement page 3-25). The
E1 Alternative, when combined with the W59, W71, and W101 (and its Options)
Alternatives in the Western Section, represents three distinct action alternatives
from project terminus to project terminus and, therefore, represents a full range
of reasonable alternatives for detailed study in the Draft and Final Environmental
Impact Statements.
The analysis of avoidance alternatives was completed in accordance with
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966. The U.S.
Department of the Interior reviewed the Final Environmental Impact Statement
and agreed with the conclusions (see letter on page A5 of this Appendix A).
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4
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