— I-11 Corridor Final Tier 1 EIS
W Appendix F, Section 4(f) Evaluation Supporting Documents

‘—

State Agencies

ADOT July 2021

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S



— I-11 Corridor Final Tier 1 EIS
W Appendix F, Section 4(f) Evaluation Supporting Documents

‘—

This page intentionally left blank.

ADOT July 2021

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S



— I-11 Corridor Final Tier 1 EIS
W Appendix F, Section 4(f) Evaluation Supporting Documents

‘—

Arizona Game and Fish Department

ADOT July 2021

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S



— I-11 Corridor Final Tier 1 EIS
W Appendix F, Section 4(f) Evaluation Supporting Documents

‘—

This page intentionally left blank.

ADOT July 2021

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S



— I-11 Corridor Final Tier 1 EIS
W Appendix F, Section 4(f) Evaluation Supporting Documents

‘—

Email from Arizona Game and Fish Department, July 8, 2016

ADOT July 2021

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S



— I-11 Corridor Final Tier 1 EIS
W Appendix F, Section 4(f) Evaluation Supporting Documents

‘—

This page intentionally left blank.

ADOT July 2021

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S



From: Ives, Lisa

To: AMER-US-AZ Phoenix-illdoccontrol

Subject: FW: AGFD"s Initial Scoping Comments for I-11
Date: Friday, July 08, 2016 1:13:40 PM
Attachments: image001.png

AGFD Initial Scoping Comments for the I-11 Tier I EIS 07082016.pdf

From: Cheri Boucher [mailto:CBoucher@azgfd.gov]
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2016 4:01 PM

To: 'rebecca.yedlin@dot.gov'

Cc: 'Jay Van Echo'; Ives, Lisa

Subject: AGFD's Initial Scoping Comments for I-11

Hi Rebecca,

I've attached the Department’s scoping comments, as a follow up to the issues we verbally discussed
during our pre-scoping meeting.

We look forward to coordinating with you during the DEIS process.

Thank you, and have a great weekend,

Cheri A. Bouchér

Project Evaluation Program Specialist
Arizona Game & Fish Department- WMHB
5000 W Carefree Highway

Phoenix AZ 85086-5000

623-236-7615

cboucher@azgfd.gov
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July 8, 2016

Rebecca Yedlin

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

Re:  AGFD Initial Scoping Comments for the I-11 Alternatives Selection Report and Tier |
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Yedlin:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) reviewed the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) letter, dated May 26, 2016, requesting feedback as part of Arizona
Department of Transportation’s (ADOT’s) initial project scoping for the Tier | Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) process for the 1-11 Corridor. The Alternatives Selection Report (ASR)
and Tier 1 EIS will build upon the prior I-11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study (IWCS)
completed in 2014, which was a multimodal planning effort that involved ADOT, the Nevada
Department of Transportation (NDOT), FHWA, Federal Railroad Administration (FRA),
Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG), Regional Transportation Commission of
Southern Nevada (RTC), and other key stakeholders. The I-11 Corridor was identified as a
critical piece of multimodal infrastructure that would diversify, support, and connect the
economies of Arizona and Nevada. It also could be connected to a larger north-south
transportation corridor, linking Mexico and Canada.

The Department appreciates this opportunity to provide preliminary scoping comments regarding
the potential impacts to wildlife, wildlife habitat, and wildlife related recreation along the I-11
study corridor. In addition to identifying potential impacts to sensitive resources along the
corridor alternatives, we have also identified potential data needs and mitigation opportunities
for your consideration. Our comments below are in addition to comments previously provided at
the pre-scoping meeting on April 21, 2016, and comments provided during the prior 1-11 and
Intermountain West Corridor Study.

The Department, having jurisdictional authority and state trust responsibility under Title 17 of
the Arizona Revised Statutes for the management of Arizona’s wildlife resources, respectfully
requests Cooperating Agency status during the 1-11 Tier 1 NEPA process. As a Cooperating
Agency, the Department will provide expertise in identifying potentially affected resources,

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS AGENCY
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evaluating impacts, and developing alternatives and mitigation strategies for the Project.
Specifically, due to the Department’s expertise in, and understanding of, Arizona’s wildlife and
wildlife related issues such as habitat connectivity, the Department is in a unique position to
coordinate with the FHWA and the ADOT regarding potential effects, as well as avoidance and
minimization opportunities, for wildlife and habitat connectivity. In accordance with Title 40
Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) 1501.6 and 23 CFR 771.111(d), this unique expertise,
coupled with the Department’s regulatory authority over Arizona’s wildlife and wildlife
resources, meets the criteria for Cooperating Agency status.

Additionally, as soon as the alignments to be analyzed in the ASR and the Tier | EIS have been
identified, the Department requests shapefiles of the alignments, in order to provide additional
detail to FHWA and ADOT regarding wildlife, wildlife habitat, and wildlife-related recreation
resources along the alternative alignments.

GENERAL COMMENTS RELATING TO THE ENTIRE STUDY AREA

Wildlife Movement

Transportation infrastructure compromises the natural movement of mammals, reptiles, and
amphibians, and to some extent birds. The barrier effect on wildlife results from a combination
of disturbance and avoidance effects, physical hindrances, and traffic mortality that all reduce the
amount of movement across the barrier (Forman and Alexander 1998; Trombulak and Frissel
2000; Jaeger and Fahrig 2001; Carr et al. 2002). The I-11 corridor will be a significant part of a
larger transportation network that contributes to overall statewide fragmentation, degradation,
isolation, mortality and barrier effects on wildlife, wildlife populations and wildlife habitats.
Therefore, individual infrastructure projects, including the eventual 1-11 Segments of
Independent Utility (SIU), should be evaluated at a landscape scale, considering their
contributions to the cumulative impacts of a larger infrastructure network. This evaluation should
occur at both the Tier I and Tier Il levels of NEPA analysis for 1-11. Additionally, ensuring the
safe and effective movement of wildlife through the 1-11 Corridor also improves the safety of the
roadway itself, by reducing the likelihood of wildlife-vehicle interactions and accidents.

e Throughout the I-11 Corridor, the Department urges FHWA and ADOT to analyze and
employ existing transportation facilities to the greatest degree feasible, in order to limit
the significant impacts to resources along new transportation facilities.

e In order to adequately evaluate wildlife movement within the I-11 corridor, studies
should be conducted to gather empirical movement data of target wildlife species across
any proposed alignments that would be fully evaluated under NEPA. Ideally, the studies
should be conducted prior to any Tier 11 level evaluation, so the data can be incorporated
into the refined Tier Il analysis. In addition to pre-construction surveys, the Department
recommends collection of movement data for target species during and for at least four
years following construction, and considers this an essential component of any mitigation
strategy. Therefore, the Department seeks written commitment from the FHWA and
ADQOT, within the Tier | EIS, to conduct future wildlife movement and habitat use studies
in conjunction with any Tier Il level efforts. These studies should include at a minimum,
GPS telemetry studies of collared animals, wildlife mortality (i.e. roadkill) and tracking
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surveys, analysis of existing and collected movement data, and examination of traffic
data in conjunction with these studies. These studies should be used to help inform the
design and siting of comprehensive measures to mitigate and minimize barrier effects to
wildlife, including but not limited to crossing structures. Additional methods using
camera traps, scat surveys, various small mammal traps or herpetological arrays could be
used to examine biodiversity and local wildlife distribution patterns, in conjunction with
movement data.

A comprehensive network of crossing structures including overpasses, underpasses,
culverts, funnel fencing, and other components should be included from the initial design
stages. The Department seeks written commitment from the FHWA and ADOT, within
the Tier | EIS, to coordinate with AGFD on the overall siting and design of roadway
construction and/or expansions, including crossing structures, as the Tier 1l level efforts
progress.

Preliminary wildlife linkages were identified by the Department, in collaboration with
Northern Arizona University (NAU), in 2007-2008. Since the linkages were identified,
understanding of connectivity and methodologies to identify corridors have improved.
Therefore, these linkages are just starting points when looking at connectivity issues for a
specific area, and are not a substitute for coordinating with the Department regarding the
critical connectivity issues along the 1-11 Corridor. However, each linkage report
contains biological information related to that particular linkage area; the Department
recommends incorporating relevant information from the reports into the Tier | DEIS.
Reports can be found at:

http://corridordesign.org/linkages/arizona

In addition to maintaining and/or improving permeability for wildlife along any proposed
alignments, maintaining and/or improving permeability of nearby barriers, such as the
Central Arizona Project (CAP) canal system, is critical to addressing the I-11 Corridor’s
cumulative impacts to wildlife movement. The Department urges FHWA and ADOT to
work closely with Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) to identify opportunities for creating
new, and enhancing existing, wildlife crossing structures over the CAP and other canals
within and adjacent to the I-11 Corridor. Future mitigation structures on the CAP and
other adjacent barriers should trigger inclusion of complementary features in the design
of any I-11 alignments carried forward. This coordination is critical when examining
cumulative impacts of the 1-11 Corridor.

Wildlife

Several species that are federally listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), as well as their
proposed and designated critical habitats, occur within the I-11 Corridor Study Area, including
the jaguar (Panthera onca), ocelot (Leopardus pardalis), lesser long-nosed bat (Leptonycteris
curasoae yerbabuenae), southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), western
yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus), Mexican spotted owl (Strix occidentalis lucida),
Yuma Ridgeway’s rail (Rallus obsoletus yumanensis), Pima pineapple cactus (Coryphantha
scheeri var.robustispina), Chiricahua leopard frog (Lithobates chiricahuensis), Gila topminnow
(Poeciliopsis occidentalis occidentalis) and Northern Mexican gartersnake (Thamnophis eques
megalops). Additionally, the Sonoran desert tortoise (Gopherus morafkai), which is protected


http://corridordesign.org/linkages/arizona

Ms. Rebecca Yedlin

AGFD Initial Scoping Comments for the I-11 Tier | EIS
July 8, 2016

4

under a Candidate Conservation Agreement, of which ADOT is a signatory, occurs within much
of the study area.

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

e The Department recommends that potential impacts to, as well as appropriate avoidance
and minimization measures for federally listed and state trust species be addressed in the
upcoming NEPA analysis at an appropriate level of detail for a Tier | analysis, i.e.
focusing on the siting of the alignments. The Arizona Online Environmental Review Tool
Report (attached) identifies known occurrences of special status species in the project
vicinity, as well as SGCN and SERI predicted within the project vicinity based on species
range models.

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

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

In addition to the typical effects to wildlife movement discussed above, pollution by toxins,
nutrients, and noise from the transportation corridor can create edge effects on adjacent
hydrology and microclimate, reducing the suitability of the remaining habitats (Garland and
Bradley 1984; Thompson et al. 1986; Lytle et al. 1995; Murcia 1995; Reijnen et al. 1995;
Boarman and Sazaki 2006; Eigenbrod et al. 2009; Parris and Schneider 2009). These indirect
effects spread into the surrounding landscape and contribute to the loss and degradation of
natural habitat several times larger than the area of the road footprint itself. The indirect effects
are influenced by road and traffic characteristics, landscape topography and hydrology, wind,
and vegetation. In addition, the consequent impacts on wildlife and ecosystems also depend on
the sensitivity of the species in the vicinity.
e Opportunities exist to minimize new edge effects. These include:

o Constructing new or expanded roads along existing infrastructure, instead of creating
new infrastructure corridors. The Department urges FHWA and ADOT to consider
and exhaust these opportunities to minimize edge effects when identifying and
analyzing potential alignments.

o Building walls to deflect noise and light disturbances away from otherwise quality
habitat..

o Designing lighting to illuminate the roadway and not the night sky or adjacent habitat.
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Wildlife-Related Recreation

Several local, state, and federal parks/open space areas occur within the 1-11 Corridor study area,
such as Saguaro National Park, the Sonoran Desert National Monument (SDNM), the proposed
Vulture Mountains Cooperative Recreation Management Area (VMCRMA), the White Tank
Mountains Regional Park, Estrella Mountain Regional Park, and numerous Department
owned/managed Wildlife Areas. These designated areas, riparian corridors, and other large
undeveloped blocks of habitat within the 1-11 Corridor, provide high quality wildlife habitat and
related recreation opportunities (hiking, wildlife viewing, hunting, angling, etc.) for residents and
tourists alike. A large Interstate/Multi-Modal transportation corridor may fragment and degrade
these open space recreation areas, and also significantly restrict public access to adjacent
recreation. Maintaining access to wildlife recreation opportunities throughout the 1-11 Corridor is
imperative. Throughout the 1-11 Corridor:

e FHWA and ADOT should utilize transportation facilities to the greatest degree feasible
thereby minimizing impacts to resources along new transportation facilities.

e FHWA and ADOT should closely examine the effects of each alignment on recreation in
the vicinity, and identify opportunities to maintain and/or improve recreational access to
open spaces.

e As the potential alignments are identified, FHWA and ADOT should coordinate with the
Department to obtain greater detail on wildlife-related recreation. Additionally, the
Department seeks written commitment from the FHWA and ADOT, within the Tier |
EIS, to coordinate with the Department on potential impacts to wildlife-related recreation
and recreational access, during all Tier 11 analysis.

NORTH (BUCKEYE TO WICKENBURG):

The Department considers an Interstate/Multi-Modal corridor to be incompatible with a county,
state, or federal park/recreation area, including the proposed Vulture Mountains Cooperative
Recreation Management Area (VMCRMA). The VMCRMA provides habitat for stable
populations of Sonoran desert tortoise. The key objective for management of the Sonoran desert
tortoise is limiting any decline of tortoise habitat and populations (Maricopa County 2012). The
Vulture Mountains are also important habitat for nesting raptors, as reflected by the Bureau of
Land Management’s (BLM’s) Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC); the cliffs along
the crest of Vulture and Caballeros Peaks provide the only suitable nesting cliffs for many miles
(Maricopa County 2012). Nesting raptors are sensitive to noise and construction. If the cliffs and
surrounding area are not protected from these activities, cliff-nesting raptors could disappear
from much of the area (BLM 2010 as cited in Maricopa County 2012). Additionally, the Vulture
Mountains provide a critical stepping stone for wildlife to move between the adjacent
Wickenburg Mountains to the east, and the Big Horn and Harquahala Mountains to the west; this
linkage system is the Wickenburg-Hassayampa Linkage.

The Vulture Mountains are a popular area for outdoor recreation, including hunting and wildlife
viewing (Maricopa County 2012). It is expected that recreational use of the area will increase as
the population in the surrounding area grows. This recreational activity is not only important for
the quality of life of residents and visitors, but is also important to the local and regional
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economy. As a result, the value of the Vulture Mountains as a location for outdoor recreational
opportunities will increase. An interstate will significantly decrease recreational opportunities in
the proposed park and the region; a multi-modal corridor could substantially limit recreational
access even more if access is not considered in the design.

e Given the importance of the Vulture Mountains and the proposed VMCRMA to wildlife
and recreation, the Department urges FHWA and ADOT to avoid further fragmentation
of the Vulture Mountains. Although Vulture Mine Road bisects the mountains currently,
it is a two lane road that acts as a much smaller barrier to wildlife and recreation access
than an Interstate/Multi-Modal transportation corridor would. Additionally, the edge
effects from an Interstate/Multi-Modal corridor would extend much farther into the
adjacent habitat than the current roadside disturbance. Therefore, the Department
recommends that any routes passing through Vulture Mountain, such as Vulture Mine
Road, not be considered as a viable alignment for the Interstate/Multi-Modal 1-11
Corridor.

e Any alignment running west of the Vulture Mountains would further isolate these
Mountains from the nearby Big Horn and Harquahala ranges. As discussed in the General
Comments, studies should be conducted to gather empirical movement data of target
wildlife species across any proposed alignment running west of the Vulture Mountains.
Therefore, the Department seeks written commitment from the FHWA and ADOT,
within the Tier | EIS, to conduct future wildlife movement studies in conjunction with
any Tier Il level efforts.

e A comprehensive network of crossing structures including overpasses, underpasses,
culverts, funnel fencing, and other components should be included from the initial design
stages. The Department seeks written commitment from the FHWA and ADOT, within
the Tier | EIS, to coordinate with AGFD on the overall siting and design of roadway
construction and/or expansions as the Tier 11 level efforts progress.

The Hassayampa River Preserve is situated immediately adjacent (and parallel to) the US 60,
between the Vulture and Wickenburg Mountains. It is host to a multitude of resident and
migratory avian species, including the federally endangered southwestern willow flycatcher and
the federally threatened yellow-billed cuckoo, as well as their designated and proposed critical
habitats, respectively. Expansion of the existing US 60 highway into an Interstate/Multi-Modal
corridor will increase edge effects to the Hassayampa River Preserve, and could result in long-
term hydrological impacts to the river channel and water quality, as well as riparian habitat loss,
depending on the siting and design of an Interstate highway through this area. It is the policy of
the Arizona Game and Fish Commission that the Department recognizes riparian habitats as
areas of critical environmental importance to wildlife and fisheries; and to maintain, restore and
protect riparian habitat and stream flows (Commission Policy A2.13).

e The Department urges FHWA and ADOT to avoid all impacts to this significant wildlife
habitat area and to protect existing functions and values. Any alignment along the US 60,
adjacent to the Hassayampa River Preserve, must expand northeast away from the
Preserve.
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As previously discussed, the area along the Hassayampa River Preserve has been identified as an
important wildlife linkage area (Wickenburg-Hassayampa Linkage).

e Itis imperative that no decrease in permeability for wildlife across the US 60 (connecting
the Vulture Mountains to the Wickenburg Mountains) occurs within this linkage. Instead,
design opportunities to improve movement for wildlife across the roadway/alignment
should be an integral component of the Interstate/Multi-Modal corridor design. A
comprehensive network of crossing structures including overpasses, underpasses,
culverts, funnel fencing, and other components should be included from the initial design
stages. The Department seeks written commitment from the FHWA and ADOT, within
the Tier | EIS, to coordinate with AGFD on the overall siting and design of roadway
construction and/or expansions as the Tier 11 level efforts progress.

The Department has been engaged with the cities of Buckeye and Surprise for several years on
urban development and open space planning. The overall goal of that coordination is to preserve
undeveloped linkages between the White Tank Mountains, Hassayampa River Corridor,
Belmont/Bighorn Mountains and Vulture Mountains; and to conserve the biodiversity and
ecological integrity of the White Tank Mountains. The White Tank Mountain Regional Park and
the Skyline Regional Park encompass the White Tanks mountain range and are important open
space and wildlife-related recreation destinations for west valley communities. The Department
has used mule deer telemetry data and linkage modeling to develop linkage design
recommendations and conceptual plans to inform land use planning in the area. The City of
Surprise has adopted a portion of the linkage design into their General Land Use plan as a
conservation element. More recently, the City of Buckeye has initiated work with the newly
established White Tank Mountain Conservancy (WTMC) to establish public/private partnerships
towards long-term conservation solutions for the White Tank Mountain connectivity goals.

e Any roadway in the Hassayampa River Valley (between the Belmont/Bighorn Mountains
and the White Tank Mountains) will result in the further isolation of the White Tank
Mountains and fragmentation of habitat. The Department urges FHWA and ADOT to
limit further habitat fragmentation by maximizing use of the existing roadways or
roadway segments such as Wickenburg Road or Sun Valley Parkway.

e West Valley governments and conservation partners have worked closely with the
Department to identify wildlife movement corridors and habitat linkages that are critical
to help minimize the isolation of the White Tank Mountains. The Department strongly
recommends FHWA and ADOT consider these movement corridors in the siting of
potential routes during the Tier | NEPA evaluation, as well as during the development
and design associated with Tier Il. We recommend additional coordination with the
Department, WTMC, Buckeye and Surprise to familiarize FHWA and ADOT with local
conservation efforts and alternative solutions that these organizations and their
stakeholders are pursuing.

e Asdiscussed in the General Comments above, the Department seeks written commitment
from the FHWA and ADOT, within the Tier | EIS, to conduct future wildlife studies in
conjunction with any Tier Il level efforts. The Department recommends Sonoran desert
tortoise, mule deer, and mountain lion as focal species of movement studies in this area.
In addition to the methodologies recommended in the General Comments section,
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incorporation and analysis of data the Department has collected is essential; this data
includes wildlife research/observation data through this area such as a reptile roadkill
study that encompassed Sun Valley Parkway, a mule deer telemetry study, a mountain
lion telemetry study.

CENTRAL (CASA GRANDE TO BUCKEYE):

The Gila River, as it passes through the Central Study Area, is host to large numbers of
waterfowl and other migratory bird species; so much so that this entire stretch of the Gila River
has been designated an Important Bird Area by the National Audubon Society. In addition to the
avian species that inhabit the area, other key wildlife species such as desert bighorn sheep,
javelina, mule deer, bobcat, Sonoran desert tortoise, and other common desert dwellers inhabit
the adjacent Buckeye Hills. These species and their local populations range west across the Gila
River into the Gila Bend Mountains, and east across Rainbow Valley into the Estrella and
Maricopa Mountains. The Department owns and/or manages multiple Wildlife Areas along the
Gila River, including but not limited to, the Arlington, Powers Butte, and Robbins Butte Wildlife
Areas. The Gila River is also an important wildlife linkage/movement area.

e The Department urges FHWA and ADOT to limit impacts to the Gila River and the
important habitats within and adjacent to the River, by utilizing/expanding existing
roadways such as the SR85, and avoiding new alignments.

e The Department has invested considerable resources into the Arlington, Powers Butte,
and Robbins Butte Wildlife Areas along the Gila River, and they represent significant
conservation values to the local community. The Department requests all efforts be made
to avoid impacts to these Wildlife Areas by expanding SR85 instead of creating new
alignments. As a local landowner and manager, we request close coordination with
FWHA and ADOT during evaluation of potential alternatives that run near/adjacent to
these Wildlife Areas. Impacts should be avoided and/or minimized, and appropriate
compensation of any potential impacts or loss in value of these significant conservation
investments should be identified in the Tier 1 planning. .

Wildlife species currently move freely back and forth between the Maricopa Mountains of the
Sonoran Desert National Monument (SDNM) and the Estrella Mountains to the northeast, and
throughout Rainbow and Little Rainbow Valleys. The SDNM has significant barriers to the west
(SR 85) and south (I - 8); a new alignment through Rainbow Valley and/or Vekol Valley would
create a new barrier to the north and east and result in complete isolation of the SDNM. Given
the existing and proposed develop to the west of the Estrella Mountains; the northern section of
SDNM would be surrounded by significant barriers, isolating the monument from other wildlife
habitats. This would be a significant impact to wildlife populations, wildlife habitats and
wildlife-dependent recreation.

The Department has been engaged in various land use planning efforts for several years with
local partners such as the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), City of Goodyear, ADOT and
the Maricopa County Flood Control District (MCFCD), and Maricopa County Parks &
Recreation Department (MCPRD), to develop strategies and commitments to conserve a
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proposed wildlife habitat linkage design across Rainbow Valley (Gila Bend — Sierra Estrella
Linkage Design; and 2008 Workshop Max-BLM alternative - unpublished data). These
stakeholders have begun to develop mitigation commitments related to future infrastructure and
urban development to preserve the wildlife linkage; some of the most relevant relate to the
proposed Sonoran Parkway.

The Department urges FHWA and ADOT to consider these local planning efforts when
evaluating alternatives and seek alignment with mitigation strategies to conserve the
linkage area. Some of these efforts include: Sonoran Valley Parkway Project DEIS
(BLM 2013), Rainbow Valley Area Drainage Master Plan (Maricopa County Flood
Control 2011), Lower Sonoran and Sonoran Desert National Monument Draft Resource
Management Plan and EIS (BLM 2011), and the Goodyear Parks, Recreation, Trails and
Open Space Master Plan (Goodyear 2014).

The Department requests FHWA and ADOT avoid impacts to the Rainbow Valley and its
surrounding mountains by utilizing/expanding the existing SR85 and 1-8.

The expansion of SR85 and 1-8 (the Department’s preferred route through the vicinity)
provides opportunities to improve permeability along these existing roadways; it is
critical that wildlife movement through these existing barriers not be further reduced.
Maintaining and improving wildlife movement within and through the 1-11 Corridor is
paramount to healthy, sustainable wildlife populations in the region. The Department
seeks written commitment from the FHWA and ADOT, within the Tier | EIS, to conduct
future wildlife movement studies in conjunction with any Tier Il level efforts. These
studies should include, but are not limited to, conducting GPS telemetry studies of
animals fitted with transmitters, wildlife mortality (i.e. roadkill), track/scat surveys,
and/or camera traps and various small mammal or herpetological arrays to examine
biodiversity and local wildlife movement patterns; in addition to analysis of existing and
collected movement data, and examination of traffic data in conjunction with these
studies.

If an alignment through Rainbow Valley is chosen to move forward into the Tier 1l
NEPA analysis, it is imperative that adequate permeability for wildlife be designed for
the roadway; and that solutions align with previous planning efforts. Design
considerations for all alignments should include a comprehensive network of
permeability features including overpasses, underpass, culverts, funnel fencing, and other
components. These design considerations should cover the extent of each alignment’s
intersection with non-urban areas with special attention given to areas identified as
important to wildlife connectivity. The Department seeks written commitment from the
FHWA and ADOT, within the Tier | EIS, to coordinate with AGFD on the siting and
design of roadway construction and/or expansions through this area as the Tier Il level
efforts progress.
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SOUTH (NOGALES TO CASA GRANDE):

The current Interstate-10 corridor between Casa Grande and Tucson poses a significant barrier to
east-west wildlife movement in the region. Consequently, maintaining existing movement
linkages between large habitat blocks west of 1-10 is paramount; any alignment west of 1-10
would result in further fragmentation, and thus would have significant impacts to wildlife
connectivity, including contributing to cumulative effects to wildlife movement in the region.

e The Department urges FHWA and ADOT to avoid impacts to habitat and wildlife
connectivity between Picacho Peak State Park and the Silver Bell Mountains (Ironwood-
Picacho Linkage Design) by utilizing/expanding the existing 1-10 Corridor.

e FHWA and ADOT should examine opportunities to offset impacts to wildlife movement
by improving permeability across 1-10. These opportunities are relevant to an 1-10
expansion, to maintain and improve permeability of the corridor. For I-11 alignments
being considered to the east or west of 1-10, these offsets are critical to the viability of
habitat persistence. The addition of crossing features/improvements on 1-10 in
conjunction with a comprehensive connectivity network on 1-11 would provide relief of
the cumulative reduced permeability effects to the habitat block otherwise isolated
between the two interstates., should an alignment east or west of 1-10 be selected.

In 2007, the Arizona Game and Fish Commission took a unanimous position of opposition to all
routes for the proposed 1-10 bypass, which included a route through the Avra Valley, as does the
[-11 Tier 1 EIS Study Corridor. The Department now reiterates what we included in a December
18, 2008 letter to the ADOT Director: “The cumulative impact of developing new transportation
infrastructure through rural lands will have the effect of a catalyst for urban, suburban, and
exurban development. The Department does not find the 1-10 bypass [which in part covered the
same area of the proposed I-11 Study Corridor through the Avra Valley] to be consistent with
smart growth and sustainable planning principles. The vastness of Arizona’s undeveloped
country, and its wildlife resources, must be recognized as one of our greatest assets for current
and future generations.”

As previously stated, the Department considers an Interstate/Multi-Modal corridor to be
incompatible with a county, state, or federal park/recreation area. Within the Avra Valley west of
Tucson, several such specially designated lands occur: Saguaro National Park, Ironwood Forest
National Monument, Tucson Mountain Park/Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area, and the Tucson
Mitigation Corridor. These designations demonstrate the significance of these lands to county,
state, and federal officials, as well as the public at large, for recreation and wildlife habitat. The
considerable public investment in these lands would be irreparably devalued by siting an
Interstate/Multi-Modal corridor west of Tucson within the Tier 1 EIS Study Corridor.

Over the past decade, biologists from Saguaro National Park have documented a marked
decrease in mesocarnivore diversity. Wildlife camera-trapping records of once common species
such as badger, raccoon, coati, and skunks have all decreased (S. Stonum, personal
communication, June 30, 2016). Increasing habitat fragmentation from expanding infrastructure
and suburban development is thought to be a major contributor to this diminishing faunal
assemblage. The Department, along with Pima County and numerous other partners, continues
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efforts throughout the area to identify important wildlife corridors to be conserved as well as
opportunities to improve previously degraded connectivity.

In combination with Saguaro National Park, Tucson Mountain Park (est. 1929) provides
protection for wildlife and habitat across the majority of the Tucson Mountains. However, this
mountain range is under increased pressure from surrounding development, habitat
fragmentation, and movement barriers. One especially significant barrier to wildlife movement is
the CAP canal. The 4.25 square miles of land known as the Tucson Mitigation Corridor (TMC)
was acquired by the BOR to partially mitigate biological impacts from the CAP. As the CAP
crosses the TMC, five sections of the canal are underground, allowing wildlife to freely pass
between the Tucson Mountains and the Tohono O’odham Nation, and maintain natural flow
patterns of a number of foothill washes. The mitigation value of the TMC would be severely
compromised by construction and operation of an Interstate/Multi-Modal corridor and could set a
severely damaging precedent for conservation and mitigation lands elsewhere.

e Maintaining and improving wildlife movement within and through the I-11 Corridor is
paramount to healthy, sustainable wildlife populations in the region. The Department
seeks written commitment from the FHWA and ADOT, within the Tier | EIS, to conduct
future wildlife movement studies in conjunction with any Tier Il level efforts. These
studies should include at a minimum, GPS telemetry studies of collared animals, wildlife
mortality (i.e. roadkill) and tracking surveys, analysis of existing and collected movement
data, and examination of traffic data in conjunction with these studies. The Department is
available to assist FHWA and ADOT in the gathering of existing wildlife movement data
housed with the Department and other wildlife-oriented entities in southern Arizona.

e From the initial design stages forward, any alignments chosen for further analysis must
include a rigorous consideration of a network of crossing structures including overpasses,
underpasses, culverts, funnel fencing, and other related components. The Department
seeks written commitment from the FHWA and ADOT, within the Tier | EIS, to
coordinate with AGFD on the siting and design of roadway construction and/or
expansions as the Tier Il level efforts progress.

e The Department urges FHWA and ADOT to work closely with BOR to preserve the
TMC, as well as identify opportunities for creating new, and enhancing existing, wildlife
crossing structures over the CAP within and adjacent to the 1-11 Corridor.

e The Department urges FHWA and ADOT to avoid impacts to habitat and wildlife
connectivity within and through the Avra Valley and the surrounding mountains (Tucson,
Roskruge, and Coyote Mountains; Coyote-lronwood-Tucson Linkage Design) by
utilizing/expanding the existing 1-10 and 1-19 Corridors.

e If a new alignment west of the Tucson Mountains, such as Sandario Road, is chosen to
move forward into the Tier Il NEPA analysis, it is imperative that adequate permeability
and mitigation for wildlife be designed for the roadway.

e Additionally, the expansion of 1-10 and I-19 (the Department’s preferred route through
the vicinity) provides opportunities to improve permeability along these existing
roadways; it is critical that wildlife movement through these existing barriers not be
further reduced.
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The Department has been engaged in various land use planning efforts for several years with
local partners such as the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), ADOT, the Pima Association of
Government’s Regional Transportation Authority (RTA), Pima County Regional Flood Control
District (PCRFCD), Pima County Natural Resources, Parks & Recreation (PCNRPR), Coalition
for Sonoran Desert Protection (CSDP), Tucson Audubon Society, Saguaro National Park,
Tohono O’odham Nation, and Sky Island Alliance (SIA) to develop strategies and commitments
to implement wildlife habitat linkage designs connecting the sky islands and desert valleys.

e We recommend additional coordination with the Department, RTC, CSDP, Audubon,
SNP, SIA, and Pima County to familiarize FHWA and ADOT with local conservation
efforts and alternative solutions that these organizations and their stakeholders are
pursuing.

East of 1-10 are located several major investments in wildlife connectivity. Bridges and culverts
combined with exclusion fencing along rights-of-way have been designed and installed to
enhance wildlife movement and improve motorist safety (e.g., Tangerine Road, Twin Peaks
Road). These structures demonstrate the commitment of local municipalities, Pima County,
ADOT, and the Department to work together and fund wildlife crossing structures to maintain
movement corridors for wildlife between large intact blocks of undeveloped habitat.
e Any analysis of potential I-11 routes east of 1-10 in the greater Tucson area should
consider possible impacts to wildlife crossing structures and mitigation for those impacts.

South of Tucson along 1-19, a number of biologically diverse mountain ranges (i.e. “sky
islands™) and riparian habitats east and west of 1-19 are host to a number of endemic and/or rare
species, including neo-tropical avian migrants, and predators such as jaguar and ocelot in the
Santa Rita Mountains. Wildlife movement between these sky islands is critical to the unique
diversity in the region. Wildlife movement linkages have been identified in the region to
maintain movement across 1-19, including between the Santa Rita and Sierrita Mountains (Santa
Rita-Sierrita Linkage), and between the Santa Rita and Tumacacori Mountains (Santa Rita-
Tumacacori Linkage). Additionally, wildlife move north and south, parallel to 1-19, along the
Santa Cruz River.

e The Department urges FHWA and ADOT to avoid impacts to the Sierrita, Santa Rita,
Tumacacori, Atascosa, and Pajarito Mountains (Santa Rita-Tumacacori, Santa Rita-
Sierrita, and Mexico-Tumacacori-Baboquivari Linkage Designs) by utilizing/expanding
the existing 1-19 Corridor.

e Maintaining and improving wildlife movement within and through the 1-11 Corridor is
paramount to healthy, sustainable wildlife populations in the region. As detailed in the
General Comments, the Department seeks written commitment from the FHWA and
ADOT, within the Tier I EIS, to conduct future wildlife movement studies in conjunction
with any Tier Il level efforts. The Department is available to assist FHWA and ADOT in
the gathering of existing wildlife movement data housed with the Department and other
wildlife-oriented entities in southern Arizona.

e From the initial design stages forward, any alignments chosen for further analysis must
include a rigorous consideration of a network of crossing structures including overpasses,
underpasses, culverts, funnel fencing, and other related components. The Department
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seeks written commitment from the FHWA and ADOT, within the Tier 1 EIS, to
coordinate with AGFD on the siting and design of roadway construction and/or
expansions as the Tier II level efforts progress.

The Department owns and manages (jointly with Arizona State Parks) the Coal Mine Spring
property, situated east of I-19 in the Grosvenor Hills adjacent the Sonoita Creek State Natural
Area. The Coal Mine/Fresno Canyon population of Gila topminnow represents the second largest
population, both numerically and spatially, of Gila topminnow left in existence. Protection of the
Coal Mine Spring population is of paramount importance to the continued existence and
recovery of Gila topminnow in this area. The Revised Recovery Plan identifies the securing of
remaining natural populations and their habitats in the U.S. as the first survival criterion for this
species.

o The Department has invested considerable resources into the Coal Mine Springs property,
and it represents significant conservation values to the local community. The Department
requests all efforts be made to minimize impacts to this property by expanding I-19
instead of creating new alignments. As a local landowner and manager, we request close
coordination with FWHA and ADOT during evaluation of potential alternatives that run
near/adjacent to this Wildlife Area. Impacts should be avoided and/or minimized, and
appropriate compensation of any potential impacts or loss in value of these significant
conservation investments should be identified in the Tier 1 planning.

The Department trusts our scoping comments for the I-11 Tier I EIS will aid FHWA and ADOT
in your alternative selection and evaluation; we will provide additional information on future
data needs and mitigation opportunities as the study progresses. We continue to look forward to
collaborating with FHWA and ADOT on this important transportation project. If you have any
questions or wish to further discuss our comments and concerns, please contact Cheri Bouchér,

the Department’s Project Evaluation Program transportation coordinator, at cboucher@azgfd.gov
(623-236-7615). 7 :

Sincerely,

Sgyec ol D

Joyce Francis, PhD
Habitat, Evaluation, and LLands Branch Chief
Arizona Game and Fish Department

cc: Jay Van Echo, ADOT Project Manager
Lisa Ives, AECOM Consultant Team Project Manager
Clifton Meek, U.S. EPA Transportation Specialist
Robert Lehman, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Tab Bommarito, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

AGFD# M16-06032538


mailto:cboucher@azgfd.gov

Ms. Rebecca Yedlin

AGFD Initial Scoping Comments for the I-11 Tier | EIS
July 8, 2016

14

REFERENCES CITED

Boarman WI, Sazaki M (2006) A highway’s road-effect zone for desert tortoises (Gopherus
agassizii). Journal of Arid Environments, 65, 94-101.

Bureau of Land Management (2011). Lower Sonoran and Sonoran Desert National Monument
Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. August.
https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-
office/projects/lup/11856/23453/25053/default.jsp?projectName=Phoenix+South+and+S
onoran+Desert+National+Monument&projectDisplayName=Phoenix+South+and+Sonor
an+Desert+National+Monument

Bureau of Land Management (2013). Sonoran Valley Parkway Project Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. June.

Carr LW, Fahrig L, Pope SE (2002) Impacts of landscape transformation by roads. In: Applying
Landscape Ecology in Biological Conservation (ed. Gutzwiller KJ), pp. 225-243.
Springer, New York, NY.

Eigenbrod F, Hecnar SJ, Fahrig L (2009) Quantifying the road-effect zone: threshold effects of a
motorway on anuran populations in Ontario, Canada. Ecology and Society, 14, 24.
[online] URL:

Forman RTT, Alexander LE (1998). Roads and their major ecological effects. Annual Review of
Ecology Evolution and Systematics, 29, 207-231.

Garland T Jr, Bradley WG (1984) Effects of a highway on Mohave desert rodent populations.
American Midland Naturalist, 111, 47-56.

Goodyear (2014). Parks, Recreation, Trails and Open Space Master Plan. July.
http://www.goodyearaz.gov/about-us/major-projects/goodyear-2025-general-plan-
update/parks-recreation-master-plan

Jaeger JAG, Fahrig L (2001) Modelling the effects of road network patterns on population
persistence: relative importance of traffic mortality and “fence effect.” Pages In:
Proceedings of the 2001 International Conference on Ecology and Transportation (ed.
Evink G) pp. 298-312. North Carolina State University, Durham, NC.

Lytle CM, Smith BN, McKinnon CZ (1995) Manganese accumulation along Utah roadways: a
possible indicator of motor vehicle exhaust pollution. The Science of the Total Environment,
162, 105-1009.

Maricopa County Flood Control District (2011). Rainbow Valley Area Drainage Master Plan,
Maricopa County, Arizona.


https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-office/projects/lup/11856/23453/25053/default.jsp?projectName=Phoenix+South+and+Sonoran+Desert+National+Monument&projectDisplayName=Phoenix+South+and+Sonoran+Desert+National+Monument
https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-office/projects/lup/11856/23453/25053/default.jsp?projectName=Phoenix+South+and+Sonoran+Desert+National+Monument&projectDisplayName=Phoenix+South+and+Sonoran+Desert+National+Monument
https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-office/projects/lup/11856/23453/25053/default.jsp?projectName=Phoenix+South+and+Sonoran+Desert+National+Monument&projectDisplayName=Phoenix+South+and+Sonoran+Desert+National+Monument
https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-office/projects/lup/11856/23453/25053/default.jsp?projectName=Phoenix+South+and+Sonoran+Desert+National+Monument&projectDisplayName=Phoenix+South+and+Sonoran+Desert+National+Monument
http://www.goodyearaz.gov/about-us/major-projects/goodyear-2025-general-plan-update/parks-recreation-master-plan
http://www.goodyearaz.gov/about-us/major-projects/goodyear-2025-general-plan-update/parks-recreation-master-plan

Ms. Rebecca Yedlin

AGFD Initial Scoping Comments for the I-11 Tier | EIS
July 8, 2016

15

Maricopa County Parks and Recreation (2012). Vulture Mountains Cooperative Recreation
Management Areas Master Plan. September. Available at:
http://www.maricopacountyparks.net/park-locator/vulture-mountain-recreation-
area/master-plan/

Murcia C (1995) Edge effects in fragmented forests: implications for conservation. TREE, 10, 58-62.

Parris KM, Schneider A (2009) Impacts of traffic noise and traffic volume on birds of roadside
habitats. Ecology and Society, 14, 29. Available from:
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol14/iss1/art29.

Reijnen R, Foppen R, Braak CT, Thissen J (1995) The effects of car traffic on breeding bird
populations in woodland. I11. Reduction of density in relation to the proximity of main roads.
Journal of Applied Ecology, 32, 187-202.

Thompson JR, Rutter AJ, Ridout PS (1986) The salinity of motorway soils. 1l. Distance from the
carriageway and other sources of local variation in salinity. Journal of Applied Ecology, 23,
269-280.

Trombulak SC, Frissell CA (2000) Review of ecological effects of roads on terrestrial and
aquatic communities. Conservation Biology, 14, 18-30.


http://www.maricopacountyparks.net/park-locator/vulture-mountain-recreation-area/master-plan/
http://www.maricopacountyparks.net/park-locator/vulture-mountain-recreation-area/master-plan/
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol14/iss1/art29

Arizona Environmental Online Review Tool Report

Arizona Game and Fish Department Mission
To conserve Arizona's diverse wildlife resources and manage for safe, compatible outdoor recreation
opportunities for current and future generations.
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Disclaimer:
1. This Environmental Review is based on the project study area that was entered. The report must be

2.

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

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

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

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

Locations Accuracy Disclaimer:

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

=

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Project Evaluation Program, Habitat Branch

Arizona Game and Fish Department

5000 West Carefree Highway

Phoenix, Arizona 85086-5000

Phone Number: (623) 236-7600

Fax Number: (623) 236-7366

Or

PEP@azgfd.gov

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

Scientific Name

Abutilon parishii

Accipiter gentilis

Agave murpheyi

Agave parviflora ssp. parviflora
Agave schottii var. treleasei
Agosia chrysogaster chrysogaster
AK-Chin Indian Reservation
Amazilia violiceps

Ammodramus savannarum
ammolegus

Amoreuxia gonzalezii

Amsonia grandiflora

Anaxyrus microscaphus
Anaxyrus retiformis

Antilocapra americana sonoriensis
Antrostomus ridgwayi

Aquila chrysaetos

Argia sabino

Asclepias lemmonii

Aspidoscelis arizonae
Aspidoscelis stictogramma
Athene cunicularia hypugaea
Baiomys taylori

Bat Colony

Buteo plagiatus

CH for Empidonax traillii extimus

CH for Gila ditaenia

CH for Gila intermedia
CH for Lithobates chiricahuensis

CH for Panthera onca
CH for Strix occidentalis lucida

Calothorax lucifer
Camptostoma imberbe

Canis lupus baileyi

Capsicum annuum var.
glabriusculum

Common Name

Pima Indian Mallow

Northern Goshawk

Hohokam Agave

Santa Cruz Striped Agave
Trelease Agave

Gila Longfin Dace

AK-Chin Indian Reservation
Violet-crowned Hummingbird
Arizona grasshopper sparrow

Saiya

Large-flowered Blue Star
Arizona Toad

Sonoran Green Toad
10J area for Sonoran Pronghorn
Buff-collared Nightjar
Golden Eagle

Sabino Canyon Dancer
Lemmon Milkweed
Arizona Striped Whiptail
Giant Spotted Whiptail
Western Burrowing Owl
Northern Pygmy Mouse

Gray Hawk

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher
Designated Critical Habitat

Sonora Chub Designated Critical
Habitat

Gila Chub Designated Critical Habitat
Chiricahua Leopard Frog Designated

Critical Habitat
Jaguar Designated Critical Habitat

Mexican Spotted Owl Designated
Critical Habitat

Lucifer Hummingbird
Northern Beardless-Tyrannulet

10J area Zone 2 for Mexican gray
wolf

Chiltepin
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Scientific Name Common Name FWS USFS BLM NPL SGCN
Carex chihuahuensis Chihuahuan Sedge S

Carex ultra Arizona Giant Sedge S S

Catostomus clarkii Desert Sucker SC S S 1B
Catostomus insignis Sonora Sucker SC S S 1B
Chionactis occipitalis klauberi Tucson Shovel-nosed Snake SC 1A
Choeronycteris mexicana Mexican Long-tongued Bat SC S S 1C
Choisya mollis Santa Cruz Star Leaf SC S

Cicindela oregona maricopa Maricopa Tiger Beetle SC

Coccyzus americanus Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Western DPS) LT S 1A
Corynorhinus townsendii pallescens Pale Townsend's Big-eared Bat SC S S 1B
Coryphantha recurvata Santa Cruz Beehive Cactus S HS
Coryphantha scheeri var. Pima Pineapple Cactus LE HS
robustispina

Coyote - Ironwood - Tucson Linkage Wildlife Corridor

Design

Craugastor augusti cactorum Western Barking Frog S 1B
Crotalus lepidus klauberi Banded Rock Rattlesnake 1A
Crotalus pricei Twin-spotted Rattlesnake S 1A
Crotalus willardi willardi Arizona Ridge-nosed Rattlesnake S 1A
Cylindropuntia x kelvinensis Kelvin Cholla SR

Dalea tentaculoides Gentry's Indigo Bush SC S S HS
Dendrocygna bicolor Fulvous Whistling-Duck SC

Desmodium metcalfei Metcalfe's Tick-trefoil S

Echinocereus fasciculatus Magenta-flower Hedgehog-cactus SR
Echinomastus johnsonii Johnson's Fishhook Cactus SR
Empidonax traillii extimus Southwestern Willow Flycatcher LE 1A
Erigeron arisolius Arid Throne Fleabane S

Erigeron piscaticus Fish Creek Fleabane SC S S SR

Falco peregrinus anatum American Peregrine Falcon SC S S 1A
Ferocactus cylindraceus Desert Barrel Cactus SR
Ferocactus emoryi Emory's Barrel-cactus SR
Gastrophryne olivacea Western Narrow-mouthed Toad S 1C
Gila Bend - Sierra Estrella Linkage  Wildlife Corridor

Design

Gila Bend Indian Reservation Gila Bend Indian Reservation

Gila River Indian Reservation Gila River Indian Reservation

Gila ditaenia Sonora Chub LT 1A
Gila intermedia Gila Chub LE 1A
Glaucidium brasilianum cactorum Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy-owl SC S S 1B
Gopherus morafkai Sonoran Desert Tortoise CCA S 1A
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Scientific Name Common Name FWS USFS BLM NPL SGCN

Graptopetalum bartramii Bartram Stonecrop SC S S SR

Gyalopion quadrangulare Thornscrub Hook-nosed Snake S 1B

Haliaeetus leucocephalus (wintering Bald Eagle - Winter Population SCBG S S 1A

pop.) A

Haliaeetus leucocephalus pop. 3 Bald Eagle - Sonoran Desert SCBG S S 1A
Population A

Heloderma suspectum suspectum  Reticulate Gila Monster 1A

Heterelmis stephani Stephan's Heterelmis Riffle Beetle C* S

Hexalectris arizonica Arizona Crested coral-root S SR

Hieracium pringlei Pringle Hawkweed SC

Ironwood - Picacho Linkage Design Wildlife Corridor

Lasiurus blossevillii Western Red Bat S 1B

Lasiurus xanthinus Western Yellow Bat S 1B

Leopardus pardalis Ocelot LE 1A

Leptonycteris curasoae Lesser Long-nosed Bat LE 1A

yerbabuenae

Lichanura trivirgata Rosy Boa SC 1B

Lilaeopsis schaffneriana ssp. Huachuca Water-umbel LE HS

recurva

Lilium parryi Lemon Lily SC S SR

Lithobates chiricahuensis Chiricahua Leopard Frog LT 1A

Lithobates tarahumarae Tarahumara Frog SC S 1A

Lithobates yavapaiensis Lowland Leopard Frog SC S S 1A

Lobelia laxiflora Mexican Lobelia SR

Lotus alamosanus Alamos Deer Vetch S

Lupinus huachucanus Huachuca Mountain Lupine S

Macroptilium supinum Supine Bean SC S SR

Macrotus californicus California Leaf-nosed Bat SC S 1B

Malaxis corymbosa Madrean Adder's Mouth SR

Mammillaria thornberi Thornber Fishhook Cactus SR

Mammillaria wrightii var. wilcoxii Wilcox Fishhook Cactus SR

Manihot davisiae Arizona Manihot S

Metastelma mexicanum Wiggins Milkweed Vine SC S

Mexico - Tumacacori - Baboquivari  Wildlife Corridor

Linkage Design

Muhlenbergia elongata Sycamore Muhly S

Myotis occultus Arizona Myotis SC S 1B

Myotis velifer Cave Myotis SC S 1B

Notholaena lemmonii Lemmon Cloak Fern SC

Nyctinomops macrotis Big Free-tailed Bat SC
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Special Status Species and Special Areas Documented within 3 Miles of Project Vicinity

Scientific Name

Opuntia engelmannii var. flavispina
Opuntia versicolor

Oxybelis aeneus

PCH for Coccyzus americanus

Pachyramphus aglaiae

Panthera onca

Panthera onca

Pascua Yaqui Indian Reservation
Passiflora arizonica

Patagonia - Santa Rita Linkage
Design

Pectis imberbis

Peniocereus greggii var.
transmontanus

Pennellia tricornuta
Penstemon discolor
Phrynosoma cornutum
Physalis latiphysa
Plestiodon callicephalus

Poeciliopsis occidentalis
occidentalis

Psilotum nudum
Rallus obsoletus yumanensis
Rhinichthys osculus

Sabino Creek and Lower Bear
Creek

Salt/Gila Riparian Ecosystem
Samolus vagans
San Xavier Indian Reservation

Santa Rita - Sierrita Linkage Design

Santa Rita - Tumacacori Linkage
Design

Santa Rita Mountains, Coronado
National Forest

Sauromalus ater
Sceloporus slevini

Senecio multidentatus var.
huachucanus

Senticolis triaspis intermedia
Sigmodon ochrognathus

Common Name

Stag-horn Cholla
Brown Vinesnake

Yellow-billed Cuckoo Proposed
Critical Habitat

Rose-throated Becard

Jaguar Area of Capture Concern
Jaguar

Pascua Yaqui Indian Reservation
Arizona Passionflower

Wildlife Corridor

Beardless Chinch Weed
Desert Night-blooming Cereus

Chiricahua Rock Cress
Catalina Beardtongue
Texas Horned Lizard
Broadleaf Groundcherry
Mountain Skink

Gila Topminnow

Whisk Fern

Yuma Ridgeway's Rail
Speckled Dace
Important Bird Area

Important Bird Area

Chiricahua Mountain Brookweed
San Xavier Indian Reservation
Wildlife Corridor

Wildlife Corridor

Important Bird Area

Common Chuckwalla
Slevin's Bunchgrass Lizard
Huachuca Groundsel

Northern Green Ratsnake
Yellow-nosed Cotton Rat
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Special Status Species and Special Areas Documented within 3 Miles of Project Vicinity
Scientific Name Common Name FWS USFS BLM NPL SGCN
Sisyrinchium cernuum Nodding Blue-eyed Grass S

Sonoita Creek State Natural Area/  Important Bird Area
Patagonia Lake

Sonorella eremita San Xavier Talussnalil CCA 1A
Sorex arizonae Arizona Shrew SC S 1B
Stenocereus thurberi Organ Pipe Cactus SR

Strix occidentalis lucida Mexican Spotted Owl LT 1A
Stygobromus arizonensis Arizona Cave Amphipod SC S 1B
Sycamore Canyon, Coronado Important Bird Area

National Forest

Tantilla wilcoxi Chihuahuan Black-headed Snake S 1B
Tantilla yaquia Yaqui Black-headed Snake S 1B
Terrapene ornata luteola Desert Box Turtle S 1A
Thamnophis eques megalops Northern Mexican Gartersnake LT S 1A
Tohono O'odham Nation Tohono O'odham Nation

Tragia laciniata Sonoran Noseburn S

Trogon elegans Elegant Trogon S 1B

Tucson - Tortolita - Santa Catalina  Wildlife Corridor
Mountains Linkage Design

Tumamoca macdougalii Tumamoc Globeberry S S SR
Tyrannus crassirostris Thick-billed Kingbird S 1B
Upper Santa Cruz River Important Bird Area

Viola umbraticola Shade Violet S

Wickenburg - Hassayampa Linkage Wildlife Corridor
Design

Note: Status code definitions can be found at https://www.azgfd.com/wildlife/planning/wildlifequidelines/statusdefinitions/

Species of Greatest Conservation Need
Predicted within Project Vicinity based on Predicted Range Models

Scientific Name Common Name FWS USFS BLM NPL SGCN
Agosia chrysogaster Longfin Dace SC S 1B
Aix sponsa Wood Duck 1B
Ammospermophilus harrisii Harris' Antelope Squirrel 1B
Anaxyrus microscaphus Arizona Toad SC 1B
Anaxyrus retiformis Sonoran Green Toad S 1B
Anthus spragueii Sprague's Pipit c* 1A
Aquila chrysaetos Golden Eagle BGA S 1B
Athene cunicularia hypugaea Western Burrowing Owl SC S S 1B
Botaurus lentiginosus American Bittern 1B
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Species of Greatest Conservation Need
Predicted within Project Vicinity based on Predicted Range Models

Scientific Name Common Name FWS USFS BLM NPL SGCN

Buteo regalis Ferruginous Hawk SC S 1B
Castor canadensis American Beaver 1B
Charadrius montanus Mountain Plover SC 1B
Charadrius nivosus nivosus Western Snowy Plover 1B
Chilomeniscus stramineus Variable Sandsnake 1B
Coccyzus americanus Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Western DPS) LT 1A
Colaptes chrysoides Gilded Flicker S 1B
Coluber bilineatus Sonoran Whipsnake 1B
Corynorhinus townsendii pallescens Pale Townsend's Big-eared Bat SC S 1B
Crotalus tigris Tiger Rattlesnake 1B
Crotaphytus nebrius Sonoran Collared Lizard 1B
Empidonax traillii extimus Southwestern Willow Flycatcher LE 1A
Euderma maculatum Spotted Bat SC S 1B
Eumops perotis californicus Greater Western Bonneted Bat SC S 1B
Gopherus morafkai Sonoran Desert Tortoise 2 1A
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald Eagle SC, S 1A
BGA

Heloderma suspectum Gila Monster 1A
Incilius alvarius Sonoran Desert Toad 1B
Kinosternon sonoriense sonoriense Desert Mud Turtle S 1B
Lasiurus blosseuvillii Western Red Bat 1B
Lasiurus xanthinus Western Yellow Bat 1B
Leptonycteris curasoae Lesser Long-nosed Bat LE 1A
yerbabuenae

Lepus alleni Antelope Jackrabbit 1B
Lichanura trivirgata Rosy Boa SC 1B
Lithobates yavapaiensis Lowland Leopard Frog SC S 1A
Macrotus californicus California Leaf-nosed Bat SC S 1B
Melanerpes uropygialis Gila Woodpecker 1B
Melospiza lincolnii Lincoln's Sparrow 1B
Melozone aberti Abert's Towhee 1B
Micruroides euryxanthus Sonoran Coralsnake 1B
Myotis velifer Cave Myotis SC S 1B
Myotis yumanensis Yuma Myotis SC 1B
Nyctinomops femorosaccus Pocketed Free-tailed Bat 1B
Ovis canadensis nelsoni Desert Bighorn Sheep 1B
Passerculus sandwichensis Savannah Sparrow 1B
Perognathus amplus Arizona Pocket Mouse 1B
Perognathus longimembris Little Pocket Mouse 1B
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Species of Greatest Conservation Need
Predicted within Project Vicinity based on Predicted Range Models

Scientific Name Common Name FWS USFS BLM NPL SGCN
Phrynosoma goodei Goode's Horned Lizard 1B
Phrynosoma solare Regal Horned Lizard 1B
Phyllorhynchus browni Saddled Leaf-nosed Snake 1B
Progne subis hesperia Desert Purple Martin S 1B
Rallus longirostris yumanensis Yuma Clapper Rail LE 1A
Setophaga petechia Yellow Warbler 1B
Tadarida brasiliensis Brazilian Free-tailed Bat 1B
Thomomys bottae subsimilis Harquahala Southern Pocket Gopher  SC 1B
Toxostoma lecontei Le Conte's Thrasher 1B
Troglodytes pacificus Pacific Wren 1B
Vireo bellii arizonae Arizona Bell's Vireo 1B
Vulpes macrotis Kit Fox 1B

Species of Economic and Recreation Importance Predicted within Project Vicinity

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

Callipepla squamata Scaled Quail 1C
Cyrtonyx montezumae Montezuma Qualil 1C
Meleagris gallopavo Wild Turkey

Odocoileus hemionus Mule Deer

Odocoileus virginianus White-tailed Deer 1B
Ovis canadensis mexicana Mexicana Desert Bighorn Sheep 1B

Patagioenas fasciata
Pecari tajacu

Puma concolor
Sciurus nayaritensis
Ursus americanus
Zenaida asiatica
Zenaida macroura

Band-tailed Pigeon
Javelina

Mountain Lion
Mexican Fox Squirrel
American Black Bear
White-winged Dove
Mourning Dove
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Project Type: Transportation & Infrastructure, Road construction (including staging areas), Realignment/new
roads

Project Type Recommendations:

Bridge Maintenance/Construction

Identify whether wildlife species use the structure for roosting or nesting during anticipated maintenance/construction
period. Plan the timing of maintenance/construction to minimize impacts to wildlife species. In addition to the species list
generated by the Arizona's On-line Environmental Review Tool, the Department recommends that surveys be conducted
at the bridge and in the vicinity of the bridge to identify additional or currently undocumented bat, bird, or aquatic species
in the project area. To minimize impacts to birds and bats, as well as aquatic species, consider conducting maintenance
and construction activities outside the breeding/maternity season (breeding seasons for birds and bats usually occur
spring - summer). Examining the crevices for the presence of bats prior to pouring new paving materials or that the top of
those crevices be sealed to prevent material from dripping or falling through the cracks and potentially onto bats. If bats
are present, maintenance and construction (including paving and milling) activities should be conducted during nighttime
hours, if possible, when the fewest number of bats will be roosting. Minimize impacts to the vegetation community.
Unavoidable impacts to vegetation should be mitigated on-site whenever possible. A revegetation plan should be
developed to replace impacted communities.

Consider design structures and construction plans that minimize impacts to channel geometry (i.e., width/depth ratio,
sinuosity, allow overflow channels), to avoid alteration of hydrological function. Consider incorporating roosting sites for
bats into bridge designs. During construction, erosion control structures and drainage features should be used to prevent
introduction of sediment laden runoff into the waterway. Minimize instream construction activity. If culverts are planned,
use wildlife friendly designs to mitigate impacts to wildlife and fish movement. Guidelines for bridge designs to facilitate
wildlife passage can be found on our Wildlife Friendly Guidelines web page under the Widilfe Planning button, at
https://www.azgfd.com/wildlife/planning/wildlifeguidelines!/.

Fence recommendations will be dependant upon the goals of the fence project and the wildlife species expected to be
impacted by the project. General guidelines for ensuring wildlife-friendly fences include: barbless wire on the top and
bottom with the maximum fence height 42", minimum height for bottom 16". Modifications to this design may be
considered for fencing anticipated to be routinely encountered by elk, bighorn sheep or pronghorn (e.g., Pronghorn
fencing would require 18" minimum height on the bottom). Please refer to the Department's Fencing Guidelines located
on Wildlife Friendly Guidelines page, which is part of the WIldlife Planning button at
https://www.azgfd.com/wildlife/planning/wildlifeguidelines/.

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

at: https://www.azgfd.com/wildlife/planning/wildlifeguidelines/.

Consider impacts of outdoor lighting on wildlife and develop measures or alternatives that can be taken to increase
human safety while minimizing potential impacts to wildlife. Conduct wildlife surveys to determine species within project
area, and evaluate proposed activities based on species biology and natural history to determine if artificial lighting may
disrupt behavior patterns or habitat use. Use only the minimum amount of light needed for safety. Narrow spectrum bulbs
should be used as often as possible to lower the range of species affected by lighting. All lighting should be shielded,
cantered, or cut to ensure that light reaches only areas needing illumination.
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Minimize potential introduction or spread of exotic invasive species. Invasive species can be plants, animals (exotic
snails), and other organisms (e.g., microbes), which may cause alteration to ecological functions or compete with or prey
upon native species and can cause social impacts (e.qg., livestock forage reduction, increase wildfire risk). The terms
noxious weed or invasive plants are often used interchangeably. Precautions should be taken to wash all equipment
utilized in the project activities before leaving the site. Arizona has noxious weed regulations (Arizona Revised Statutes,
Rules R3-4-244 and R3-4-245). See Arizona Department of Agriculture website for restricted plants,
https://agriculture.az.gov/. Additionally, the U.S. Department of Agriculture has information regarding pest and invasive
plant control methods including: pesticide, herbicide, biological control agents, and mechanical control,
http://www.usda.gov/wps/portal/usdahome. The Department regulates the importation, purchasing, and transportation of
wildlife and fish (Restricted Live Wildlife), please refer to the hunting regulations for further

information https://www.azgfd.com/hunting/regulations.

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

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

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

Trenches should be covered or back-filled as soon as possible. Incorporate escape ramps in ditches or fencing along the
perimeter to deter small mammals and herptefauna (snakes, lizards, tortoise) from entering ditches.

Design culverts to minimize impacts to channel geometry, or design channel geometry (low flow, overbank, floodplains)
and substrates to carry expected discharge using local drainages of appropriate size as templates. Reduce/minimize
barriers to allow movement of amphibians or fish (e.qg., eliminate falls). Also for terrestrial wildlife, washes and stream
corridors often provide important corridors for movement. Overall culvert width, height, and length should be optimized
for movement of the greatest number and diversity of species expected to utilize the passage. Culvert designs should
consider moisture, light, and noise, while providing clear views at both ends to maximize utilization. For many species,
fencing is an important design feature that can be utilized with culverts to funnel wildlife into these areas and minimize
the potential for roadway collisions. Guidelines for culvert designs to facilitate wildlife passage can be found on the home
page of this application at https://www.azgfd.com/wildlife/planning/wildlifeguidelines/.

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

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

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

Vegetation restoration projects (including treatments of invasive or exotic species) should have a completed site-
evaluation plan (identifying environmental conditions necessary to re-establish native vegetation), a revegetation plan
(species, density, method of establishment), a short and long-term monitoring plan, including adaptive management
guidelines to address needs for replacement vegetation.
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The Department requests further coordination to provide project/species specific recommendations, please
PEP@azgfd.gov

Project Location and/or Species Recommendations:

HDMS records indicate that one or more native plants listed on the Arizona Native Plant Law and Antiquities Act have
been documented within the vicinity of your project area. Please contact:

Arizona Department of Agriculture

1688 W Adams St.

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Phone: 602.542.4373

https://agriculture.az.gov/environmental-services/npl

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

Phoenix Main Office Tucson Sub-Office Flagstaff Sub-Office

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

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

Fax: 928-556-2121

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

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

HDMS records indicate that Chiricahua Leopard Frogs have been documented within the vicinity of your project area.
Please review the Chiricahua Leopard Frog Management Guidelines found
at: http://www.azgfd.gov/hgis/documents/FINALLithchirHabitatGdIns.pdf.

HDMS records indicate that Lesser Long-nosed Bats have been documented within the vicinity of your project area.
Please review the Lesser Long-nosed Bat Management Guidelines
at: http://www.azgfd.gov/hgis/documents/FINALlecuyeHabitatGdIn.pdf.

The analysis has detected one or more Important Bird Areas within your project vicinity. Please see
http://aziba.org/?page_id=38 for details about the Important Bird Area(s) identified in the report.

Your project site is within one or more defined Areas of Capture Concern. Please follow Department protocols while
working within an Area of Capture Concern at U:\Agency Directives\JaguarOcelot Directives 17AUG10.pdf.

Analysis indicates that your project is located in the vicinity of an identified wildlife habitat linkage corridor. Project
planning and implementation efforts should focus on maintaining adequate opportunities for wildlife permeability. For
information pertaining to the linkage assessment and wildlife species that may be affected, please refer to:
http://www.corridordesign.org/arizona. Please contact your local Arizona Game and Fish Department Regional Office for
specific project recommendations: http://www.azgfd.gov/inside_azgfd/agency_directory.shtml.
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Tribal Lands are within the vicinity of your project area and may require further coordination. Please contact:
Ak-Chin Indian Community Council

42507 W Peters & Nail Rd

Maricopa, AZ 85239

(520) 568-2618

(520) 568-4566 (fax)

Tribal Lands are within the vicinity of your project area and may require further coordination. Please contact:
Tohono O'odham Nation

PO Box 837

Sells, AZ 85634

(520) 383-2028

(520) 383-3379 (fax)

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

PO Box 97

Sacaton, AZ 85247

(520) 562-6000

(520) 562-6010 (fax)

Tribal Lands are within the vicinity of your project area and may require further coordination. Please contact:
Pascua Yaqui Tribe

7474 S Camino de Oeste

Tucson, AZ 85746

(520) 883-5000 ext. 5016

(520) 883-5014 (fax)
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February 1, 2017

Rebecca Yedlin

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

Re:  AGFD Properties within the I-11 Study Area
Dear Ms. Yedlin:

The Arizona Game & Fish Department (Department) owns or manages a number of properties
within the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)/Arizona Department of Transportation’s
(ADOT’s) study area for the 1-11 Tier | Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). This letter
presents a brief summary of these properties to provide a better understanding of their presence
and function on the landscape to FHWA/ADOT as you move through the alternative selection
process; a brief history, the acquisition purpose and funding, as well as restrictions associated
with the funding and/or conveyance of the property are included. In the event that one of the
Alternative Routes identified for the Tier 1 EIS fall within or adjacent to one of these properties
(such as the Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area), it is understood that a more in-depth discussion of
the property, and an evaluation of potential impacts to the property, would be necessary.

The Department’s properties with the 1-11 Tier 1 EIS Study Area (Wickenburg to Nogales) fall
largely within two regions: Lower Gila River (Map 1) and Tucson-Nogales Corridor (Map 2).

LOWER GILA RIVER PROPERTIES (AGFD REGION 6; MAP 1)

Arlington Wildlife Area

Arlington Wildlife Area, located on the west bank of the Gila River approximately 3-1/2 miles
south of Arlington and 15 miles southwest of Buckeye in Maricopa County, was selected for
development as a waterfowl wildlife area. In 1951, the Commission purchased the 160-acre
parcel from private landowners and developed food crops, water structures and impoundments
on the land. This portion of the property was purchased with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) - Sportfish and Wildlife Restoration Funds (WSFR) matched with Game and Fish
funds. The wildlife area includes a donated parcel and two parcels purchased with Heritage
funds, primarily to benefit Ridgeway’s rail and migratory waterfowl.
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The management emphasis at the Arlington Wildlife Area is to maintain habitat for waterfowl,
doves, Ridgeway’s rail and other wildlife; and to provide compatible hunting, wildlife viewing,
and other wildlife-oriented recreational opportunities. This involves maintaining appropriate
water levels and a mix of open water and marsh habitat in the ponds. In addition, the Arlington
Wildlife Area has been identified as one of the properties for development of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers In-Lieu Fee Mitigation Program Restoration Project. There is an existing
license agreement with Salt River Project, for the purpose of constructing, developing, and
operating a mitigation wetland basin. This agreement is in place through June 2056.

Restrictions - Funding

The Department is restricted in disposing of WSFR and Heritage funded properties. WSFR
funding is contingent upon the property continuing to serve the purpose for which it was
acquired. Per 50 CFR 80.135 cannot allow uses which interfere with the original purpose. If such
uses are allowed, 50 CFR 135 equivalent property must be secured with funding other than
federal and Game and Fish license revenue (if license revenue was used as match — also refer to
50 CFR 80.136 describing diversion and potential loss of all Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration

Green Tract

Green Tract, located approximately four miles southeast of Buckeye along the north side of the
Gila River in Maricopa County, is comprised of 150 acres of river bottomland and adds to the
Commission’s land holdings along the Gila River corridor. The property was purchased in 1967
with USFWS WSFR funds and state Game and Fish funds. The primary management emphasis
of the GSA Tracts land is to provide open space, wildlife habitat and locations for outdoor-
related recreation.

Restrictions - Funding

The Department is restricted from uses and impacts conflicting with WSFR-funding, which is
contingent upon the property continuing to serve the purpose for which it was acquired. Property
can only be utilized for purposes which do not interfere with the original purpose (50 CFR
80.135) or can only be disposed (50 CFR 80.137) with approval from USFWS if they concur that
the property is no longer useful or needed to meet its original purpose. The USFWS Regional
Director also must approve the method of disposal, and ensure that the purchasing funding
sources are appropriately compensated.

GSA Tract

GSA Tract, located two miles upstream from the Green Tracts property along the Gila River in
Maricopa County, is comprised of 8 acres of river bottomland, and adds to the Commission’s
land holdings along the Gila River corridor. The GSA Tract was acquired by the Commission in
1972 from the General Services Administration by quit claim deed of surplus property. The quit
claim deed specifies that the “premises herein conveyed are to be continuously used only as and
for the conservation of wildlife, other than migratory birds, and are conveyed upon the condition
that in the event they are no longer used for such purpose, the title thereto shall revert to the
Grantor,...”. The primary management emphasis of the GSA Tract is to provide open space,

wildlife habitat and locations for outdoor-related recreation.
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Restrictions - Conveyance
The Department can only convey the property back to the General Services Administration.

PLO 1015

The PLO 1015 Lands consist of approximately 6,900 acres located along the lower Gila River
corridor. The PLO 1015 Lands are interspersed with several other Commission owned
properties, included Powers Butte and Robbin Butte Wildlife Areas, State Sovereign Lands,
Green Tract, and GSA Tract. All of these properties lie within the floodway of the lower Gila
River corridor. Some of the properties contain significant upland zones, such as Powers Butte
and Robbins Butte Wildlife Areas and have habitats and wildlife values typical of the corridor.
The PLO 1015 Lands were withdrawn from the Bureau of Land Management’s jurisdiction in
1954 by the U.S. Congress under Public Land Order (PLO) 1015, and “reserved under the
jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for wildlife refuge purposes.” The
USFWS entered into a Cooperative Agreement with the Commission for management of the
lands in connection with the Gila River Waterfowl Project. The primary management emphasis
of the PLO 1015 Lands is to provide open space, wildlife habitat and locations for outdoor-
related recreation.

Powers Butte Wildlife Area

Powers Butte Wildlife Area is located adjacent to, and along the south and east side, of the Gila
River about 20 miles north of Gila Bend in Maricopa County. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(BOR) acquired the Mumme Farm in 1982 to mitigate for wildlife habitat losses along the
Colorado River from the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Project. BOR, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the Arizona Game & Fish Commission entered into a mitigation
agreement to develop, construct, operate and maintain fish and wildlife mitigation measures
associated with the salinity control efforts along the lower Colorado River. The BOR quitclaimed
the property to the Commission in 1982 with a reversionary interest held by BOR, and the
Powers Butte Wildlife Area was established.

The primary focus has been on habitat restoration and enhancement of the terraced lands
adjacent to the river corridor. There is a maintained pond and adjacent wet-soil units that are
actively managed at the southern end of the property. There are plantings of mesquite and palo-
verde trees established and the farm fields are periodically planted with wildlife food crops.
Wildlife values are typical of the Gila River corridor, with some enhancements of the marsh and
shore bird habitat and for migratory birds due to the pond and marsh areas. The wildlife area
provides abundant recreational hunting opportunity for migratory and upland birds. Operations
and Maintenance of this Wildlife Area is largely funded by the WSFR granting program.

Restrictions - Conveyance
BOR holds a reversionary interest in the property.
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Robbins Butte Wildlife Area

Robbins Butte Wildlife Area, located approximately seven miles southwest of Buckeye in
Maricopa County, is a conglomeration of fee simple parcels purchased by the Commission from
private entities in a series of transactions from 1951 to 1973, a Bureau of Land Management
Recreation & Public Purposes (R&PP) patent, and a land use agreement with Maricopa County
Flood Control District for habitat loss from flood control structures. In the 1950s, Robbins Butte
Wildlife Area was selected as an area along the Gila River with the greatest potential for
waterfowl and other migratory bird habitat enhancements. Operations and Maintenance of this
Wildlife Area is largely funded by the WSFR granting program.

Robbins Butte Wildlife Area contains terraced zones of deep fertile soils which are actively
managed with plantings of native vegetation and crops for wildlife use. Groundwater is pumped
to grow a variety of crops that, while targeted towards migratory game birds, such as doves,
upland game such as quail, and serves to enhance foraging opportunity for many other species of
wildlife, including mule deer, javelina, cottontail rabbits, and numerous other wildlife species.

Primary management emphasis at Robbins Butte Wildlife Area is active farming practices to
provide food crops for doves and other migratory birds, and to provide nesting habitat for
migratory and upland game birds. Secondary management emphasis includes conserving
riparian and riparian-desert habitats. Both of these management emphases also tier to the related
opportunities provided for wildlife-related recreation, such as hunting, fishing, wildlife watching
and hiking. The managed lands at the wildlife area offer some of the Department’s best
opportunities to support hunter recruitment and retention objectives.

Restrictions - Funding

The Department is restricted from uses and impacts conflicting with WSFR-funding, which is
contingent upon the property continuing to serve the purpose for which it was acquired. Property
can only be utilized for purposes which do not interfere with the original purpose (50 CFR
80.135) or can only be disposed (50 CFR 80.137) with approval from USFWS if they concur that
the property is no longer useful or needed to meet its original purpose. The USFWS Regional
Director also must approve the method of disposal, and ensure that the purchasing funding
sources are appropriately compensated.

Sovereign Land Transfer — Region 6

The Sovereign Lands parcel, located adjacent to Green Tract approximately 4 miles southeast of
Buckeye along the north side of the Gila River in Maricopa County, was acquired by the
Commission in 2005 through an Arizona Legislative bill conveying approximately 29 acres of
State Trust Land to the Commission. The Commission retains ownership of 10 acres.

The primary management emphasis of the Sovereign Lands parcel is to provide open space,
wildlife habitat and locations for outdoor-related recreation.
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TucsON-NOGALES CORRIDOR (AGFD REGION 5; MAP 2)

Agua Caliente Road

Agua Caliente Road, acquired in 2000, is a .25 mile road purchased to allow access to National
Forest lands in the Santa Rita Mountains. The right of way ensures important legal recreational
access to approximately 25,000 acres of National Forest lands containing several trailheads for
hiking, mountain biking, and hunting. The road is maintained for the Department by the
Coronado National Forest per an existing Agreement with the Forest Service. The property was
purchased with state Heritage Access funds.

Coal Mine Spring

Coal Mine Springs, located approximately 8 miles north of Rio Rico west of the Santa Rita
Mountains in Santa Cruz County, was purchase through a series of four acquisitions starting in
2004 to protect existing populations of special-status native wildlife and fish species, including
the Gila topminnow. Funding for three of the four phases was from state Heritage funds and
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 6 Recovery Land Acquisition Grants (Section 6).
Funding for the final phase was entirely from the Heritage fund.

Coal Mine Springs was acquired with the intent to remain in Commission title and be managed
in perpetuity for conservation of threatened and endangered species. The Sonoita Creek State
Natural Area, owned and managed by Arizona State Parks (ASP), is located directly south of the
property. The Commission and ASP have an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) to
cooperatively manage the Coal Mine Springs to conserve and protect the natural resources, to
maintain diverse and healthy populations of native wildlife, and to protect existing populations of
special-status native wildlife and fish species, including the Gila topminnow.

The Gila topminnow, a Federally-listed species, occurs in Coal Mine Spring and adjacent waters
in Coal Mine Canyon. Commission ownership ensures protection of existing Gila topminnow
and Longfin dace populations. Gila Topminnow conservation continues on the property and
George Wise Spring has been identified as a potential reintroduction site. Sixteen sensitive
species exist on the property or in the general area, or could inhabit the wildlife area through
natural recolonization or Department reintroduction. Management goals and objectives include:

e Conservation of sensitive species including species listed under the Endangered Species
Act (ESA), Candidates for listing under the ESA, and species listed in the State Wildlife
Action Plan as Species of Greatest Conservation Need.

e Provide wildlife related recreational opportunities including wildlife watching, hunting, and
camping via foot access only.

e Habitat conservation through livestock exclusion, restored fire management, maintenance
and restoration of riparian areas and stream pools, and increased health of the overall
watershed.

Restrictions - Funding
The Department is restricted from uses and impacts conflicting with Section 6 and Heritage
funded properties. Per 2 CFR 200.311 (b), Section 6 funding is contingent upon the property
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continuing to serve the purpose for which it was acquired. Additionally, per A.R.S. 817-128.2
the Commission may only dispose of Heritage-funded properties when the species no longer
qualifies as an endangered, threatened or candidate species.

Peck Canyon

This is a perpetual public access easement that crosses private land and connects to the road
network on US Forest Service land in Peck Canyon. This access route provides access to over
500 hunters and an estimated 200 campers and bird watchers each year. This project was
purchased using Heritage Access funding and the Department holds this easement.

Santa Rita Wildlife Area

The Santa Rita Wildlife Area was originally property of the USDA Forest Service under the
Southwest Forest and Range Research Station. Wildlife Management was guided by two
separate agreements between the Arizona Game and Fish Commission and the USDA dated
1951 and 1974 respectively. The land was traded from the federal government to the Arizona
State Land Department via the Santa Rita Exchange -- Public Law 100-696, in order to create the
Central Arizona Project and Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge. Management authority for
Santa Rita was transferred to the University of Arizona in 1995. The Commission currently
manages wildlife on the Santa Rita Wildlife Area under Arizona Administrative Code R12-4-
802A.26. (The wildlife area is an administrative overlay of the Santa Rita Experimental Range
via Arizona Revised Statutes Title 17 8231 A.1., B.2., B.7, and Arizona Administrative Code
R12-4-801). Special regulations on the SRWA include restrictions on motorized travel, and
prohibition of firearm use from March 1 through August 31.

Sopori Ranch Access

This is a perpetual public access easement that crosses state trust land and connects to the road
network on US Forest Service. This access route provides access to over 300 hunters and an
estimated 100 campers and bird watchers each year. This project was purchased using Heritage
Access funding and the Department holds this easement.

Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area

The 73,000-acre Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area, located west of Tucson in Pima County, is one
of only 3 remaining of the state’s original “game refuges” established in the 1930’s. It is
managed as a subunit of Game Management Unit 38M within and surrounding the Tucson
Mountains. Land ownership within the wildlife area includes the 25,000 acre Tucson Mountain
District of the Saguaro National Park, the 18,000 acre Tucson Mountain Park and other smaller
parks owned and administered by Pima County’s Natural Resources, Parks, and Recreation
Department. The area also includes private land, Arizona State Trust Land, Bureau of Land
Management Land, and land owned by the Cities of Tucson and Marana, as well as the Bureau
of Reclamation. The Tucson Mitigation Corridor (TMC) is within the Tucson Mountain Wildlife
Area. It is owned by the Bureau of Reclamation, and managed as part of Tucson Mountain Park
under an agreement between U.S. Fish and Wildlife, Pima County, Reclamation, and the
Department as mitigation for impacts, especially fragmentation of habitat, from the Central
Arizona Project. The TMC agreement prohibits development except for wildlife management
purposes and connects wildlife habitat in the Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area, including Saguaro
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National Park and Tucson Mountain Park, with the Tohono O’Odham Nation and Ironwood
Forest National Monument.

In 1929 the Tucson Mountain Game Protective Association recommended that the Arizona
Game and Fish Commission make the Tucson Mountains a formal Game Refuge. The
Commission accepted it provided that Pima County take over management as a County Park.
The formal dedication of the Tucson Mountain Park in 1932 under the leadership of the Tucson
Game Protective Association in cooperation with the Tucson Chamber of Commerce, the Tucson
Natural History Society, and the Pima County Board of Supervisors. Today, Tucson Mountain
Wildlife Area continues to be managed to allow for hunting under regulations specific to the
area.

Given the likelihood that an Alternative Route will run through the Avra Valley; thereby
impacting the Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area, additional detailed information about this area
will be submitted to ADOT under separate cover.

Tucson Regional Office

The 60 acre Tucson Regional Office was acquired by Patent in 1969 from the Bureau of Land
Management through the Recreation and Public Purposes Act for an administrative site and
education center. Facilities on the property include a regional office, two warehouses, covered
parking for boat and RV storage, and a paved, lighted parking lot.

The purpose of the Tucson Regional Office is to provide a base of operations for Department
programmatic areas of responsibility in central Arizona, including law enforcement, information
and education, wildlife and fisheries management, and habitat evaluation. The office is intended
to be the primary customer interface for the public, including sale of Department products.

IN CONCLUSION

In the event that one of the Alternative Routes identified by the Tier 1 EIS fall within or adjacent
to one of these properties, it is understood that a more in-depth discussion of the property, and an
evaluation potential impacts to the property, would be necessary. We look forward to our
continuing collaborating with FHWA and ADOT on this important transportation project. If you
have any questions or wish to further discuss our comments and concerns, please contact me at
cboucher@azgfd.gov or 623-236-7615.

Sincerely,

=

Cheri A. Bouchér
Project Evaluation Program Specialist
Arizona Game and Fish Department
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cc: Aryan Lirange, FHWA
Jay Van Echo, ADOT Project Manager
Lisa Ives, AECOM Consultant Team Project Manager
Anita Richardson, AECOM

AGFD# M17-01304845
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Ms. Karla S. Petty

Arizona Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration

4000 North Central Avenue, Suite 1500
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500

Re: Arizona Game & Fish Department’s Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area

This letter is in response to your request for the a description of the nature and purpose of the
Arizona Game and Fish Commission’s Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area as described in Arizona
Administrative Code R12-4-802 (31). We understand that this request is in connection with the
Federal Highway Administration’s evaluation of potential Section 4(f) properties along the I-11
corridor study area. Thank you for the opportunity to provide this information to you.

Applicable laws. Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, now 23 U.S.C.
§ 138 and 49 U.S.C. § 303, provides that the Secretary of Transportation shall cooperate and
consult with the States in developing transportation plans and that the Secretary shall not approve
any project which requires the use of any publicly-owned land from a public park, recreation
area, or wildlife or waterfowl refuge of national, State or local significance as determined by the
Federal, State or local officials having jurisdiction (a “4(f) property”) unless (1) there is no
feasible or prudent alternative to the use of such land and (2) such program includes all possible
planning to minimize harm.

If the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) concludes that there is no feasible and prudent
avoidance alternative to the use of a 4(f) property, only the alternative that causes the least
overall harm may be selected. 23 C.F.R. 774.3.

According to the FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper at 26-27 (July 20, 2012), any significantly
publicly owned public property where the primary purpose of such land is the conservation,
restoration, or management of wildlife, such as a state wildlife management area, is considered
by FHWA to be a wildlife refuge for purposes of Section 4(f). This includes properties that
permit recreational activities that do not conflict with species preservation, such as wildlife
viewing and hunting, if the activity is consistent with the broader species conservation goals of
the property.

The Arizona Game and Fish Wildlife Areas, located across the state and described in Arizona
Administrative Code (A.A.C.) R12-4-801, (1) provide protective measures for wildlife and
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habitat; (2) allow for special management or research practices, and (3) enhance wildlife and
habitat conservation.! All Commission Wildlife Areas are open for public recreation (wildlife
watching and hunting), subject to the specific restrictions for each wildlife area as described in
A.A.C. R12-4-802.

The Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area and its legally-promulgated restrictions are found in A.A.C.
R12-4-802(A)(31). Only archery hunting is allowed, and motorized vehicle travel is restricted to
designated roads or areas. The legal description of the Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area is found
in R12-4-803(A)(31) and is depicted on Attachment A.

History of the Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area. The Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area is
distinguished from the majority of the Wildlife Areas in that the Commission does not have an
ownership or possessory interest in any lands within this WA. A review of its history provides
insight on how this Wildlife Area was created and why it remains a Wildlife Area despite
increasing urban encroachment.

By 1900, unregulated market hunting of big game species in Arizona was driving several species
to extinction. The use of game refuges to promote recovery of game animals first occurred in
1917, when the Arizona legislature created four game refuges of thousands of acres on national
forest lands and prohibited the hunting and trapping of deer, antelope, turkey and other game
animals. The AZ Game Code of 1928 gave the Arizona Game and Fish Commission the
authority to create and manage wildlife refuges®. The Commission grandfathered the seven
existing refuges and added 23 more, including the Tucson Mountain Game Refuge in 1931.

Prior to 1929 (when the Park was created), the area surrounding Tucson Mountain Park was
overgrazed by livestock and heavily hunted, resulting in the near-extirpation of native mule deer,
estimated at only 25 remaining animals.” The Commission created the Tucson Mountain
Wildlife Refuge in 1931 to serve as habitat for deer and to ensure the preservation of game for
“aesthetic purposes”. That year the Department transplanted two bucks and five does from the
Kaibab National Forest to the Tucson Mountain Park.’

Livestock were eliminated from the Park by 1934. A 1937 deer census by the Civilian
Conservations Corps tallied 153 mule deer in the refuge.® By 1949, the deer herd had increased
to the point that it would support a limited hunt for the management purpose of conserving native
grasses and forbs and protecting the carrying capacity of the Park. The first Commission-

" All wildlife in this State are managed and conserved by the Commission and Department as a state trust resource
for the citizens of Arizona. A.R.S. 17-102 (wildlife, both resident and migratory, are property of the State).

? David E. Brown, Bringing Back the Game, Arizona Wildlife Management 1912-1962 at 39-49 (Arizona Game and
Fish Department, 2012).

? Clark, Elmore. A Study of the Behavior and Movements of the Tucson Mountain Mule Deer (University of Arizona
Library, 1953) found at http://hdl.handle.net/10150/551203. This thesis was funded in part by the Arizona Game
and Fish Commission.

* 1d.

1d.at 11.

°1d. at 12.
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authorized hunt occurred in 1950, and the Commission established Game Management Unit
38M, which encompassed the Park, in 1951 N

With the improvement of game populations after WWII, support for game refuges and hunting
bans waned and the Commission began to abolish the wildlife refuges or to redesignate them as
wildlife areas.® The Commission voted to abolish the last six remaining refuges in Arizona in
1958, including Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area. However, the Commission’s June 1958
meeting minutes reflected local opposition, resulting in the Commission’s vote to retain the
Wildlife Area but to open it to archery-only hunting.

In 1968 the Arizona Game and Fish Department recommended the Commission abolish the
Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area due to increasing urban encroachment. The Pima County Board
of Supervisors, the City of Tucson, “thousands” of petition signers and 200 citizens in attendance
at the Commission’s public meeting objected to the loss of wildlife area status. Acknowledging
this outpouring of opposition, the Commission voted unanimously to retain the Tucson Mountain
Wildlife Area.”

Currently, archery-only hunting is allowed in certain portions of the Tucson Mountain Wildlife
Area. The entire Wildlife Area is closed to the discharge of all firearms. R12-4-802 (31)(b).
Archery deer and javelina hunters may hunt only in season (December and January) and must
first obtain a permit and a special stamp from the Department’s Region V office in Tucson. R18-
4-802(31)(c). Hunters are given an explanatory pamphlet on hunting within the Tucson
Mountain Wildlife Area (Attachment B). The Region V office issued 335 stamps/permits for the
Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area in 2016. Hunting does not occur in the BOR-owned Tucson
Mitigation Corridor, which is fenced. Commission Rule 12-4-802(31)(a) further prohibits off-
road motorized vehicle travel throughout the Wildlife Area. The rule’s purpose is to protect
wildlife and habitat.

Archery-only hunting in the Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area serves as an important wildlife and
habitat management tool as well as providing a recreational opportunity close to a major urban
center.

The CAP aqueduct and wildlife studies leading to mitigation measures.

The preferred route for the proposed CAP Tucson Aqueduct, the “West Side Plan” through the
Avra Valley, represented the alternative with the “highest biological losses”. These losses
primarily occur by interrupting wildlife movements in and out of the Tucson Mountains;
bisecting kit fox, desert tortoise and Gila monster habitat; and severing movement patterns for
mule deer, javelina and coyotes from the Tucson Mountains, Avra Valley, Ironwood Forest
National Monument, the Roskruge Mountains, and the Tohono O’odham Nation. 10

"1d. at 13-14.

¥ David E. Brown, Bringing Back the Game, Arizona Wildlife Management 1912-1962 at 47-48.

? Minutes of May 25, 1968 Commission meeting.

1 Final EIS, Tucson Aqueduct Phase B at 10-11; 46-47 (U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation,
August 14, 1985); Record of Decision, Central Arizona Project Tucson Aqueduct-Phase B at 7.
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This conclusion was based on extensive wildlife studies commissioned by BOR and conducted
by the Department. In February 1981 BOR contracted with the Department to conduct a
comprehensive three-year wildlife inventory of the entire Tucson Aqueduct Phase B project
area.'' The Department first conducted a three-year survey of all extant wildlife species in its
Biological Resource Inventory (1983). The Department’s Final Report for the Biological
Resources Inventory summarized the Department’s radio-telemetry investigations of deer,
coyote, bobcat and javelina movements throughout the Tucson Division-Phase B westside
aqueduct alignment. A principal function of these studies was to develop data for wildlife

mitigation measures and prime locations for wildlife crossing structures.

The Biological Resource Inventory estimated a population size of 200-400 mule deer; 400-600
javelina, coyotes, kit fox, gray fox, bobcats, 20 small mammal species; 19 raptor species; 143
songbirds and game birds and 39 reptile and amphibian species.'? Radio tracking of big game
animals and predators documented extensive animal movements between the Tucson Mountains,
Avra Valley agricultural fields and the Garcia Strip on the Tohono O’Odom Nation. FEIS at 34.
The mitigation measures identified by the Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(protective fencing, aqueduct crossings and wash siphons at migratory corridors, wildlife water
catchments, rough finish on canal lining) are designed to prevent wildlife losses. FEIS at 39.

The Department further identified in its Final Report a 4.25 square mile parcel which could serve
as a wildlife corridor to prevent the eventual genetic isolation (and potential extirpation) of
species within the Tucson Mountains. Report at 51- 53. As the FEIS states:
Wildlife movement across the aqueduct is necessary to permit bisected
populations to maintain gene flow and to allow use of habitat on both sides of the
aqueduct. . . [t]he most effective way to insure that wildlife movements would
continue after aqueduct construction would be to provide an open, undeveloped
corridor across the aqueduct in an existing wildlife movement path. . .

The four sections of Arizona State Trust Land at T.14 S. R.11 E. Sections 10, 11,
14 and 15 and the privately owned Section 2 SW-1/4 contain palo verde-mixed
cacti, mesquite and creosote-bursage habitat types which are extensively used by
wildlife, and provide a well-established wildlife movement corridor from the
Saguaro National Monument and Tucson Mountain Park to the Garcia Strip of the
Papago Indian Reservation and other points west and southwest of the Tucson
Mountains. The parcel borders on both the Park and the Reservation, insuring a
permanently open corridor in and out of the mountains regardless of future
development patterns in the Avra Valley'.

" deVos, et al., 1983. Biological Resource Inventory, Tucson Division, Phase B Central Arizona Project. 470 pp.
deVos, et al., 1985. Final Report for the Biological Resources Inventory, Tucson Division, Phase B Central Arizona
Project. 125 pages.

> Because no federally-listed candidate, threatened or endangered wildlife species were identified as present at the
project site, the mitigations for the CAP aqueduct are entirely concerned with mammals, songbirds, game birds,
raptors, reptiles and amphibians managed by the Department as trust resources for the citizens of Arizona.

13 Final EIS at 42.
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The key commitment of BOR as mitigation for the CAP aqueduct severing wildlife movement
was the acquisition of the 4.25 square miles to serve as a wildlife corridor between the Tucson
Mountains and points west. As stated by the Fish and Wildlife Service, without the acquisition
of the Tucson Mitigation Corridor, the other mitigation measures were “grossly inadequate” and
would have likely resulted in FWS withdrawal of support for BOR’s preferred West Side Plan.'*

Both the biological resource inventory and the wildlife mitigation measures for the Phase B CAP
aqueduct were developed under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) as well as the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).">  The wildlife mitigation commitments are
described in Appendix F of the ROD, also referred to in the FEIS as the “Fish and Wildlife

Coordination Report”."°

Following acquisition of the tract, and pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the
Secretary of the Interior entered into a Cooperative Agreement For the Use of Project Lands for
Wildife and Plant Conservation and Management, Tucson Mitigation Corridor, Central Arizona
Project (1990) with the Arizona Game and Fish Department and the Pima County Board of
Supervisors as parties. The Cooperative Agreement provides that Pima County will manage
TMC as part of the Tucson Mountain park system for the conservation and management of
wildlife and plants with funding from BOR. Prohibited activities include, inter alia, any future
development other than existing wildlife habitat improvements or developments agreed to by
BOR, the Arizona Game and Fish Department, FWS and Pima County. Also prohibited are the
discharge of firearms, trapping, and off-road vehicles (Cooperative Agreement at Sec. I1.2),
which in effect incorporate the restrictions set forth in Arizona Game and Fish Commission Rule
R12-4-802(A)(31) for the Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area.

Wildlife are using the TMC. The efficacy of the TMC and the other mitigations as wildlife
landscape linkages was confirmed in subsequent reports funded by BOR and the U.S. Geological
Survey. Populations of desert mule deer and javelina use all crossings throughout the year.!’
Numerous species were identified in the Tucson Mountains in a University of Arizona infrared-
triggered trail camera study, including mountain lions, which require biological corridors as
linkages to large core habitats and are most likely entering and leaving the Tucson Mountains to
the west. Ten infrared cameras located at the CAP canal documented bobcats, coyotes, collared
peccaries, mule deer, and a badger, evidence that “the CAP wildlife mitigation corridors are

4 Comments of the Fish and Wildlife Service to Draft EIS for the Central Arizona Project, Tucson Aqueduct Phase
B at 3.

" Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report for Phase B of the Tucson Aqueduct, Central Arizona Project,
Tucson Division, Arizona (USFWS 1983). See Central Arizona Project Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report
on Tucson Aqueduct Phase B for U.S.Bureau of Reclamation (Fish and Wildlife Service, March 1984 (wildlife
report prepared pursuant to Section 2(b) of FWCA and in coordination with AGFD); Comments of the Fish and
Wildlife Service to Draft EIS for the Central Arizona Project, Tucson Aqueduct Phase B, page 1 (February 14,
1985).

' Final EIS at Table 38.

' Tull, J.C. and P. R. Krausman, 2001. Use of a Wildlife Corridor by Desert Mule Deer. The Southwest
Naturalist 46(1):81-86; Popowski, R. and P. R. Krausman, 2002. Use of Crossings Over the Tucson Aqueduct by
Selected Mammals. The Southwest Naturalist 47(3):363-371.
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functioning” as designed.'®

In an effort to maintain wildlife habitat connectivity in southern Arizona, the Arizona Game and
Fish Department, in collaboration with the Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) of Pima
County and many other partner organizations, held a series of workshops to identify wildlife
connectivity areas in Pima County. Once the County-level workshop was completed and
associated data was compiled into a report'’, AGFD and the RTA chose a set of priority linkages
from those identified at the workshops to model with the ultimate goal of having a linkage design
with sufficient detail that could serve as a guideline for future land use, conservation and
transportation planning in the region. One of the five priority areas focuses on supporting the
daily and seasonal movement and habitat needs of wildlife between the Coyote Mountains,
Ironwood Forest, and the Tucson Mountains. This Linkages study was published in August 2012,
and is a GIS-based linkage design based on fourteen focal wildlife species (eight mammals,
including mule deer and desert bighorn sheep, five reptiles, and one amphibian).*

The Linkages study identifies wildland blocks which are relatively undeveloped lands with
existing conservation protections that currently serve as habitat blocks for various wildlife
species. Three wildland blocks were used in the Linkages study: the Coyote Mountains;
Ironwood Forest National Monument, including part of the Roskruge, Silver Bell, and Sawtooth
Mountains; and the Tucson Mountains, including the Tucson Mitigation Corridor, Saguaro
National Park, and Tucson Mountain Park. These wildland blocks are separated by various
topographic features, including the steep terrain of the Roskruge Mountains between the Coyote
and Ironwood wildland blocks, and the flat lands of Avra Valley between the Ironwood and
Tucson wildland blocks. The Linkages study features habitat suitability maps and “biologically
best corridors” for species to travel from a potential population core in one wildland block to
another wildland block, and identifies Saguaro National Park, Tucson Mountain Park and the
TMC as a wildland block, linking species to the Ironwood Wildland Block and the Silverbell and
Roskruge Mountains. Refer to Attachment C for a map of the Coyote-Ironwood-Tucson Linkage
Design.

The Linkages study concludes that establishment of the Tucson Mitigation Corridor and the
numerous CAP canal siphons have greatly increased the permeability of the CAP canal and
wildlife connectivity within the Tucson Mitigation Corridor, allowing the movement of various
wildlife species.?!

Desert bighorn sheep recently documented in the Tucson Mountains. The Linkages study
noted the “massive declines” of bighorn sheep populations caused in part by barriers to
movement such as roads and range fences. Small, isolated groups of desert bighorn sheep
experience highly fragmented distribution and are susceptible to extirpation.”

'8 Haynes, et. al., 2010. Mountain Lions and Bobcats of the Tucson Mountains: Monitoring Population Status and
Landscape Connectivity at 13 and Tables 1 and 2. University of Arizona Wild Cat Research and Conservation
School, University of Arizona.

" http://www.azgfd.gov/w_c/documents/PimaCountyWildlifeConnectivity Assessment.pdf

i http://www.azgfd.gov/w_c/documents/CoyotelronwoodTucson_LinkageDesign_lowres.pdf

*' Id. at 38.

*1d. at 85.
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As stated in the Linkages study, desert bighorn sheep historically used both the Coyote and
Tucson wildland blocks, but did not have population distributions within these blocks as of 1960.
The desert bighorn sheep population that exists primarily in the West Silver Bell and Silver Bell
Mountains within the Ironwood wildland block today represent “one of the last viable desert
bighorn sheep populations indigenous to the mountains surrounding Tucson”. Restoration of
habitat and permeability offers an opportunity for desert bighorn sheep populations m the
Tronwood Wildland Block to achieve landscape connectivity with historical former habitats.?

As seen in Attachment D, documented bighorn sheep sightings occurred in 2016 in Saguaro
National Park and Tucson Mountain Park and to the west toward the Silver Bell Mountains.
Department biologists believe these sheep are dispersing from the Silver Bell and Waterman
Mountains (directly south of Silver Bell Mountain Range) sheep populations. Because of the
close proximity of these ranges and the isolation of the area due to multiple interstates, state
highways, and the city of Tucson, it is unlikely that the sheep in the Tucson Mountains dispersed
from another population, such as the population in the Santa Catalina Mountains to the east.

Conclusion. The primary and original purpose of the Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area was to
restore and conserve sustainable desert mule deer populations in the Tucson Mountains. The
publicly owned lands within the Wildlife Area continue to serve that purpose today for many
species of wildlife, as well as providing recreational hunting and wildlife viewing opportunities.

The Department’s position is that the publicly-owned portions of the Tucson Mountain Wildlife
Area, comprising the Tucson Mountain District of Saguaro National Park, Tucson Mountain
Park, and the Tucson Mitigation Corridor, qualify as a Section 4(f) property in the category of a
significant state recreation area and state wildlife refuge pursuant to 23 U.S.C. § 138, 49 U.S.C.
§ 303 and 23 CFR 774.11.

The Department values FHWA’s and ADOT’s coordination with us on this important
transportation project. If you have any questions or wish to further discuss this information,
please contact Cheri Bouchér, the Department’s Project Evaluation Program transportation
coordinator, at cboucher @azgfd.gov (623-236-7615).

Sincerely,

La-

Jim deVos
Wildlife Management Assistant Director
cc: Rebecca Yedlin, FHWA
Aryan Lirange, FHWA
Jay VanEcho, ADOT Project Manager
Lisa Ives, AECOM Consultant Team Project Manager
Tab Bommarito, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

» Id. at 86.
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Attachment A

Map of the Tucson Mountain
Wildlife Area
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Attachment B
Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area
Hunting Pamphlet
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Dear Sportsman:

The Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area, which includes Tucson Mountain Park, has been open to hunting for decades. it is
the responsibility of hunters to ensure that this remains true for decades to come, Every year the Arizona Game and
Fish Department receives several complaints from landowners about the actions of unethical hunters. Some of those
landowners intend to contact their City Council Representatives, County Supervisors, and the Arizona Game and Fish
Commission to further restrict or eliminate hunting in the area. Your behavior reflects on all hunters and we need your
help.

Areas open to hunting do not include areas within municipal parks, municipal preserves, county parks, county preserves,
airports, golf courses, or posted water treatment facilities {except as specifically opened by the Arizona Game and Fish
Department Commission} or areas closed to hunting under Arizona Revised Statutes 17-303 and 17-304 or Commission
Rules R12-4-321, R12-4-801, and R12-4-802 and R12-4-803. Saguaro National Park is also closed to hunting.

Tucson Mountain Park is opened to hunting for archery-only (see regulations for open seasons). Hunting in County
parks, opened by the Commission, is not permitted within 1/4 of any developed picnic area, developed campground,
shooting range, occupied building, or golf course {developed areas do not include trails). A copy of the Tucson Mountain
Park closure areas map is available at the Pima County Parks and Recreation Office, the Arizona Game and Fish
Department Tucson Regional Office, and online at http://www.pima.gov/nrpr/parks/tmp/index.htm. Sweetwater
Preserve, Robles Pass, Feliz Paseos Park, and any other county owned land within the Tucsan Mountain Wildlife Area is
closed to hunting by Commission Order. The land ownership of many Tucson metropolitan areas has changed in recent
months and what was open to hunting in past years may no longer be available for hunting. Don’t assume the areas are
open and consult the map often.

Avoid any roads or parking areas that indicate the property is privately owned and/or closed to hunting, especially
Sweetwater Drive, Trails End Road, or Tucson Estates Parkway. Hunters who cruise up and down residential roads
looking for game refiect poorly on hunters who rightfully avoid using motor vehicles as hunting aids. Do not park near
‘No Parking’ or ‘No Trespassing’ signs.

Be respectful and do not enter land posted with ‘No Trespassing’ or ‘No Hunting’ signage, regardless of whether it is
posted in accordance with Title 17 {Game and Fish laws) or Title 13 {Criminal laws). Hunters must also leave private
unposted land if asked to do so by the owner or any other person having lawful control over the property. Hunters who
walk down driveways, alongside homes, and enter backyards of unposted private property or undeveloped lands
without asking for permission aggravate local sensitivities and increase anti-hunting sentiments by landowners.

Every time you take to the field you represent the hunting community. Be aware of your actions and keep in mind that
common sense, courtesy and responsible behavior will help maintain urban hunting opportunities into the future, Help
us keep opportunities open by using the OGT Hotline [1-800-352-0700) to report wildlife violations.

THIS MESSAGE IS BROUGHT TO YOU IN PARTNERSHIP BY THE ARIZONA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT AND PIMA
COUNTY NATURAL RESOURCES, PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT
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Attachment C
Map of the
Coyote-Ironwood-Tucson
Linkage Design
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Attachment D

2016 Tucson Mountain Bighorn
Sheep Observations




Bighorn sheep - Tucson Mountain
District of Saguaro National Park -
Summary 2016

In 2016, bighorn sheep were sighted in the Tucson Mountains for the first time in decades,
including in the Tucson Mountain District (TMD) of Saguaro National Park (SNP). This
document is a summary of these records in and near the park.

1. March 13, 2016- A Tucson Mountain resident emailed SNP with pictures attached. The
resident saw two young bighorn sheep next to the fence that separates Camino Del Sapo
from the Central Arizona Project (CAP) canal property, approximately 2 mile away from
Mile Wide Rd.
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Bihom south of Mile Wide Road, March 13, 2016.

2. March 15, 2016- A Park volunteer identified a picture taken by a visitor as two bighorn
sheep on Wasson Peak.



. March 17, 2016- A wildlife camera EE6, which was located in the north fork wash, just
NE of the TMD Visitor on Kinney Road, recorded a bighorn sheep photograph on March
13, 2016. The location is about one mile from where a Tucson Mountain resident saw the
sheep (Record #1 above). The camera was set by middle schoolers as part of an
environmental education program called the “Lost Carnivores.”
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Photo taken by wildlife camera near Visitor Center at TMD, March 13, 2016.

An article entitled “Pair of bighorn sheep spotted in Saguaro West; first since ‘50’s” was
published in The Arizona Daily Star by Doug Kreutz on March 17, 2016. This article
covered the first sighting of two young rams (#1 above), and published the wildlife
camera photo from the TMD Visitor Center (#3 above). This news was picked up by a
number of outlets.

. March 22, 2016- A bighorn sheep picture was posted on the National Park traveler
Facebook page. The ram was seen about 4 miles from Hugh Norris trailhead.



5. March 25, 2016- Photo by a Park intern of sheep crossing Ajo Way near Cat Mountain.

i o B

Photo taken of 2 bighorn that crossed Ajo Road near Cat Mountain on March 25.

Pima County published an article on April 1, 2016 about this sighting; the two rams are
assumed to have come from the Ironwood Forest National Monument.



6. April 3, 2016- Park intern identified bighorn sheep scat at TMD. The intern estimated
that the scat was approximately 3 weeks old.

W

7. April 24, 2016- A visitor emailed the Park to inform them that he had seen a young male
bighorn sheep at the north end of the Tucson Mountains at the El Rio Open Space
Preserve.
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On April 27, 2016 The Arizona Daily Star published an article written by Doug Kreutz
titled “Tucson’s travelin’ ram seen again, spotted in Continental Ranch area”. A picture
by the Park visitor is in the paper. The bighorn sheep were spotted at the EI Rio Open
Space site which is at the north end of Continental Ranch.



8.

10.

July 12, 2016- A local conservationist contacted the Arizona Game & Fish Department
(AGFD) and stated two bighorn sheep were spotted at the west end of Tucker Rd in a
cotton field. It was reported that they have been around for about 3 weeks at this time.

September 2, 2016- A newspaper article in the Arizona Daily Star, written by Doug
Kreutz, titled “Another bighorn spotted in Tucson Mountains” was published online. The
sheep was spotted and photographed in the Picture Rocks area. The article goes on to
state that it is possible that the individual was from the Ironwood Forest herd since earlier
this year two ram had been confirmed to have come into the area from the Ironwood
Forest National Monument. This herd of individuals is different than that of the
individuals in the Catalina Mountains that have been re-established.
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On September 16, 2016 SNP received an email from a local biologist who saw a bighorn
sheep ram at 6:30 A.M. that looked to be in good shape with full horns. The location is a
bit uncertain but it was a small bump on the road on Picture Rocks near Sandario as he
was traveling to Ajo.



Historic Sighting

Oct. 17, 2016 a letter was written to the park from a local about a bighorn sighting in the Tucson
Mountains in 1947. He said he had hiked up the entrance road for Trails End Ranch and hiked
up beyond it past one or two large check dams that had been filled with sand and gravel. On the
first day he saw a ram looking over a cliff edge and a ewe and lamb running across the cliff face,
he did not however have a camera on him. So, he returned the next day and was able to
photograph a ram; he did not see the ewe or lamb on the second day. The picture, which he
included, was taken on January 31, 1947. He was writing to the park out of curiosity if the park
still had bighorn sheep today.
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Meeting with Arizona Game and Fish Department to discuss GIS data provided for I-11, March
7,2017
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Lyles, Judy

Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Hello,

Attached is a summary of our conversation on March 7 to discuss the I-11 ASR and Tier 1 EIS. Please let us know any
comments, corrections, or additions you would like to make to the meeting summary.

Thank you!

Jennifer Pyne, AICP

Associate Vice President

D 602-648-2335 C 480-266-0645
jennifer.pyne@aecom.com

AECOM

7720 North 16" Street, Suite 100, Phoenix, Arizona 85020
T 602-371-1100 F 602-371-1615

Www.aecom.com

Twitter | Facebook | LinkedIn | Google+
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TUESDAY, MARCH 7, 2017
1:00 PM (AZ TIME)

OR

SEE WEBEX EMAIL FOR LINK AND CALL-IN INFORMATION
**x * AGENDA * * *

1. Introductions
2. Review AGFD Data (Julie)
3. Discuss Evaluation of Habitat Fragmentation

4. Other Issues or ltems
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MEETING PURPOSE: Meeting with AGFD to discuss GIS date provided for I-11
DATE & TIME: March 7, 2017, 1:00 — 2:30
LOCATION: AGFD Headquarters

5000 W Carefree Hwy, Phoenix, AZ 85086

ATTENDEES: Cheri Boucher, AGFD; Julie Mikolajczyk, AGFD, Anita Richardson,
AECOM,; Jennifer Pyne, AECOM (via WebEX); Jaclyn
Kuechenmeister, CH2M Hill (via WebEx); Doug Smith (AECOM)

MEETING NOTES

Purpose: Discussion of AGFD GIS data that was provided for the Alternatives Selection and
Environmental Impact Statement evaluations.

After brief introductions and overview, Julie M. took the lead in going through the GIS data layers that
AGFD had provided to the I-11 Team. Two of the primary GIS files were the Avoid 1 and Avoid 2.
There was also an Avoid 3, which included areas of lesser concern than Avoid 1 or 2.

Avoid 1 areas should be avoided if at all possible and represent the most critical areas from a wildlife
perspective. The Avoid 1 areas include wildlife management areas, large intact blocks, and high-
value habitat. The wildlife management areas include land owned by AGFD (deeded) and areas
owned by other governmental agencies but managed by AGFD (managed). Included within these
are PLO 1015 lands. These lands were withdrawn from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
jurisdiction in 1954 and “reserved under the jurisdiction of United States Fish and Wildlife Service
[USFWS] for wildlife refuge purposes”. The USFWS has a cooperative agreement with AGFD under
Section 6 of the Endangered Species Act to manage the lands in connection with the Gila River
Waterfowl Project. Within the Gila River area, along SR 85, the wildlife refuges are immediately
adjacent to the road right-of-way. Cheri thought that the road existed prior to establishment of the
refuges and was widened subsequent to the establishment of the refuges.

“Areas with high landscape integrity” refers to the intact blocks. This data layer categorizes the
degree of human madification to the landscape, such as roads, population clusters, airports, large
impervious surfaces, etc., with the intent to preserve areas with minimal modification. Typically, large
intact blocks tracts of land are 5,000 acres or larger. Category 1 tracts have essentially no human
modification. Category 2 areas have limited human modification. The degree of modification was
established on a scale of 0 to 3 with 0 being areas with dirt roads or power lines and 3 being areas
with some development, such as houses and paved roads.

From a wildlife perspective, AGFD is concerned with fragmenting and isolating large intact blocks.
For example, one area of concern is in the Avra Valley area where the proposed alternatives have
been placed between the Tohono O’'odham Nation and a large Wildlife Management Area. The
Wildlife Management Area includes Saguaro National Park, Tucson Mountain Park, and the Tucson
Mitigation Corridor. In this area, the Bureau of Reclamation has invested in wildlife bridge crossings

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P/ Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S Page 1 of 3



of the Central Arizona Project (CAP) Canal at considerable cost. Based upon the GIS layers of the
preliminary alternatives, a proposed corridor overlaps the Wildlife Management Area. All of this area
is important in the movement of wildlife between the Wildlife Management Area and the mountains to
the west. AGFD is working on identifying what mitigation could look like if I-11 were to go through
this area.

The Tucson Mitigation Corridor (TMC) and the Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area are owned by a variety
of parties, and although a management agreement is not in place for the full area, AGFD has
signatory authority for changes to the TMC. The intended outcomes from establishing the TMC
include keeping certain threatened species from being listed, and to implement crossings along the
CAP canal. The concern is that I-11 in this area could cause these crossings to lose their
functionality. A mitigation package would be identified as part of any alternative in the vicinity of TMC,
and AGFD noted that the cost of mitigation should be accounted for.

A second area of concern is the Rainbow Valley Area connecting the Sierra Estrella Mountains with
areas to the west such as Margies Peak — Sheep Mountain and the Gila Bend — North Maricopa
Mountains. Cheri stated that generally, AGFD would view road widening as less impactful with regard
to habitat fragmentation than new roadways. AGFD raised concerns about the options P, O, and L.

There was also discussion of the area north of 1-10 within the study area. This area is largely
undeveloped with the White Tank Mountains to the east, the Hassayampa River corridor, and the
proposed Vulture Mountain Recreation Management Area to the west. As part of the general
discussion, AGFD suggested that the alternatives west of the Vulture Mountain Recreation Area
would be preferred by the agency, versus the alternative that uses US 60/US 93. While the
alternative located closer to the White Tank Mountains would be closer to the edge of the large tract
of undeveloped or minimally impacted land, it would put the corridor within the Hassayampa River
area, which is of high wildlife value.

AGFD stressed that research prior to preparing the Tier 2 documents to determine population levels
and wildlife movements across the selected Tier 1 corridors would be appropriate mitigation at the
Tier 1 stage, so that the best mitigation could be determined at the more detailed Tier 2 level.
Another potential mitigation approach would be to identify easements to protect sensitive areas from
indirect impacts.

Additional discussion points are listed below.

Responsible Party /

Key Discussion Points/Action ltems: .
Action ltem

1. Wildlife areas along the Gila River include deeded and managed lands,
with managed lands owned by other federal and state agencies. Within
some of the broader land areas are parcels of private land not
managed by AGFD. The wildlife areas would be considered Section
4(f) properties, and many were purchased using Section 6(f) funds.

2. Quality of habitat is included within the Landscape Integrity data
provided by AGFD. The quality has been determined either through
modeling or expert opinion. Both methods of determination are given
equal weight.

3. Indirect impacts are of equal concern as direct impacts and need to be
addressed.

4. AGFD has concern over habitat isolation, as well as fragmentation.
The isolation may take place if a corridor cuts off key linkages between
large habitats.

5. Mitigation for wildlife identified in this Tier 1 EIS may include research

Page 2 of 3



Key Discussion Points/Action Items:

Responsible Party /
Action Item

prior to the Tier 2 process. This research would provide the basis for
road design mitigation identified as part of the Tier 2 phase.

6. Scott Sprague is the liaison with ADOT and plays a key role in wildlife
mitigation design.

7. AGFD will forward information previously provided to FHWA regarding
AGFD properties within the I-11 Corridor and a description of the
Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area.

Cheri Boucher
(received 3/8/17)

8. AGFD intends to comment on the ASR Methodology Report with a
request for an additional evaluation criterion for habitat
fragmentation/isolation.

¢ Document Control

Page 3 of 3
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Letter from Arizona Game and Fish Department, June 1, 2017
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Lyles, Judy

From: Pyne, Jennifer

Sent: Thursday, June 01, 2017 4:20 PM

To: AMER-US-AZ Phoenix-il1doccontrol

Subject: FW: AGFD Comments for ASR Public Scoping
Attachments: ASR Public Open-house- AGFD Response.pdf

For Admin record

Jennifer Pyne, AICP

Associate Vice President

D 602-648-2335 C 480-266-0645
jennifer.pyne@aecom.com

AECOM

7720 North 16" Street, Suite 100, Phoenix, Arizona 85020
T 602-371-1100 F 602-371-1615

WWW.aecom.com

Twitter | Facebook | LinkedIn | Google+

From: Cheri Boucher [mailto:CBoucher@azgfd.gov]

Sent: Thursday, June 01, 2017 3:58 PM

To: 'I-11ADOTStudy@hdrinc.com'; 'Yedlin, Rebecca (FHWA)'; 'Lirange, Aryan (FHWA)'; lves, Lisa; Pyne, Jennifer; "Jay Van Echo
(JVanEcho@azdot.gov)'

Subject: AGFD Comments for ASR Public Scoping

Hi all,
AGFD Comments for the ASR scoping period are attached.

Thanks and have a great weekend,

Cheri A. Bouchér

Project Evaluation Program Specialist
Arizona Game & Fish Department- WMHB
5000 W Carefree Highway

Phoenix AZ 85086-5000

623-236-7615

cboucher@azgfd.gov
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June 1, 2017

Rebecca Yedlin

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

Re:  AGFD Comments for the I-11 Tier 1 EIS Alternatives Selection Report Public Open
House

Dear Ms. Yedlin:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) recently attended the May 2017 Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT)
Cooperating/Participating Agency Meetings and Public Information Meetings that provided
preliminary information on the Alternatives Selection Report (ASR) for the Tier | Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) process for the 1-11 Corridor.

The Department appreciated this opportunity to participate in the meetings, and has the following
comments regarding the preliminary ASR information:

e The Department was pleased to see ADOT’s recommendation that Segments V (Vulture
Mountains), O and P (Arlington Valley), and J (Vekol Valley), not move forward into the
EIS for further analysis. These segments all traverse areas of high quality habitat and
very sensitive biological resources.

e The portion of Interstate 10 (1-10) between S/T/U and Q should be considered a segment
for evaluation. This allows more for more flexibility in identifying connections between
the North and Central Study Areas.

e The Department was pleased to see ADOT’s recommendation to evaluate a connection
between Segments E/F (Santa Cruz Valley) and B (I-10). This allows more for more
flexibility in identifying connections through the South Study Areas.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS AGENCY




Ms. Rebecca Yedlin

AGFD Comments- Alternatives Selection Report Public Open House
June 1, 2017

2

It is noted that ADOT did not incorporate the Department’s criteria recommendations into the
May 2017 Alternative Selection Report Methodology and Criteria Report. Additionally, only
one of the Department’s many comments was acknowledged in the May 2017 Comment
Response Summary for the Alternative Selection Report Methodology and Criteria Report. Had
the ASR Methodology and Criteria included habitat fragmentation and loss, it is likely that one
or more of the Segments would have been ranked differently. For example, Segment M bisects a
large block of primarily intact habitat; the parameters used by ADOT did not capture the
significant habitat fragmentation and loss that would occur due to this segment bisecting the East
Buckeye Hills and the Maricopa Mountains.

e The Comment Response Summary for the Alternative Selection Report Methodology and
Criteria Report should be revised to include the Department comments that were
submitted to ADOT/FHWA on March 17, 2017. The comments were submitted exactly
30 days from receipt of the Draft report for review.

e Moving forward, the criteria suggested in the Department’s March 17, 2017 letter should
be included as criteria for analysis of the Alternatives in the Tier 1 EIS. Additionally,
indirect impacts to all of the Sensitive Environmental Resources criteria should be
analyzed, as the direct impacts alone do not capture the landscape level effects that
roadways have to an area.

The Department is currently preparing an extensive report that details wildlife and habitat
resources within the I-11 Tier 1 EIS (Wickenburg to Nogales) Study Area. This document will
provide expert knowledge of resources within the study area. In the coming weeks, the
Department will submit this to ADOT/FHWA for inclusion into the Draft EIS.

The Department trusts our comments and recommendations for Alternative Selection Report and
its associated Criteria and Methodology Report will aid in your alternative selection and
evaluation. We continue to look forward to collaborating with FHWA and ADOT on this
important transportation project. If you have any questions or wish to further discuss our
comments and concerns, please contact me at choucher@azgfd.gov (623-236-7615).

Sincerely,

s

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

cc: Aryan Lirange, FHWA
Jay Van Echo, ADOT Project Manager
Lisa Ives, AECOM Consultant Team Project Manager
Jennifer Pyne, AECOM Associate Vice President
Clifton Meek, EPA
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August 6, 2018

Rebecca Yedlin

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

Re: AGFD Comments on the I-11 Tier 1 Administrative Draft EIS
Dear Ms. Yedlin:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) has reviewed the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA)/Arizona Department of Transportation’s (ADOT’s) Administrative
Draft Tier I Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Interstate 11 (I-11) Corridor
(Wickenburg to Nogales). As a Cooperating Agency, the Department received the
Administrative Draft Tier 1 EIS (ADEIS) for review on July 3, 2018.

While section-specific comments on the ADEIS are provided in the attached Comment Matrix as
requested by ADOT/FHWA, the Department wanted to highlight a few overarching concerns in
the analysis of effects and recommended mitigation measures:

1. The Department has provided extensive information to FHWA/ADOT throughout this Tier 1

NEPA process:

e Geographical Information Systems (GIS) data in May of 2016 to inform the Alternative
Selection modeling; this included Heritage Data Management System (HDMS) data,
wildlife corridor and linkage data from numerous mapping efforts, Large Intact Blocks to
aid in identifying where fragmentation would occur, and properties owned by the Arizona
Game and Fish Commission and/or managed by the Arizona Game and Fish Department.

e Additional information was submitted to FHWA/ADOT in the form of biological
resources report titled Wildlife and Habitat Resources within the I-11 Study Area
(attached). The entire Existing Conditions chapter, which detailed wildlife and wildlife
habitat within the Study Area, was sent to ADOT early on in their preparation of the EIS
(September 1, 2017). Additional sections (3.4 and 3.5.1) detailing potential impacts to
wildlife and mitigation recommendations to avoid, minimize, and mitigate those impacts,
including extensive landscape connectivity recommendations, were sent to ADOT in the
fall/winter of 2017. The Department submits the remaining information as a completed
report to ADOT for inclusion into the DEIS.
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While select portions of the information already provided to ADOT appear to have been used
in the ADEIS, there are numerous sections throughout the ADEIS and its appendices that
would benefit greatly from inclusion of the AGFD information provided. Suggestions for
data inclusion are incorporated into the comments in this ADEIS Comment Form.

. Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to state of Arizona Species of Greatest Conservation

Need (SGCN) are not analyzed in this ADEIS. ADOT’s approach to SGCN species, as
described in Sections 3.14.4.2 and N4.2.1.5, is that the evaluation of impacts, and
recommended mitigation measures, for species listed under the Endangered Species Act
(ESA) would also address SGCN species. This assumption, however, is incorrect. While a
number of SGCN species may be found within habitat where ESA listed species are found,
there are thousands of acres of riparian and upland habitats that may not host an ESA listed
species; the ADEIS fails to evaluate impacts or recommend mitigation measures for special
status species that inhabit these areas.

e The Department requests that direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to state of Arizona
SGCN species be evaluated in the ADEIS, and that reasonable measures to avoid,
minimize, and compensate effects to these species be proposed. It is understood that
many site- and species-specific analyses and mitigation recommendations cannot be
addressed in the Tier 1 NEPA analysis, but some higher level analysis regarding how the
project is expected to affect larger taxonomic groups (reptiles, amphibians, large
mammals, small mammals, etc.) is essential to adequately compare effects to biological
resources of competing alignments (i.e. S vs. T, B vs. C, G vs. F, etc.).

The Department provided extensive information on SGCN species that occur within the
Study Area to ADOT on September 1, 2017; Section 2.4 of AGFD’s Wildlife and Habitat
Resources within the I-11 Study Area (Attachment 1), and additional details on potential
impacts and recommended mitigation measures for SGCN species in January 2018
(Section 3.4 of of AGFD’s Wildlife and Habitat Resources within the I-11 Study Area
(Attachment 1). This information should be used to identify broad measures, including
the compensation for, and/or preservation of, habitats that support these species.

There is very little discussion of the significant habitat loss (direct, indirect, and cumulative)
that will occur due to the new alignments that are recommended. This is a flaw for an EIS
that analyzes a project of this scale and magnitude. The I-11 corridor will be a significant part
of a larger transportation network that contributes to overall statewide habitat loss,
fragmentation, degradation and isolation, and mortality and barrier effects on wildlife,
wildlife populations, and wildlife habitats. While the I-11 project by itself is not expected to
cause more growth than what is already projected, the project would shift and affect the pace
of some of the projected growth in certain locations. Particular land areas would become
more accessible due to the I-11 project and would likely be developed. Therefore the I-11
will likely facilitate additional impacts to wildlife and habitat beyond the scope of the
interstate.
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e A thorough analysis of habitat loss (direct, indirect, and cumulative effects) is critical to a
complete and defensible document. Refer to Section 3.3 of AGFD’s Wildlife and Habitat
Resources within the I-11 Study Area (Attachment 1) for methods to analyze habitat loss
and recommendations to mitigate habitat loss.

4. The NEPA analysis for desert tortoise (Sonoran DPS) is inadequate and misrepresents the

presence of this Candidate Conservation Agreement (CCA) species within the Study Area.
The Department seeks resolution of this issue and follow-up from ADOT. The development
of the CCA for Sonoran Desert Tortoise (USFWS May 2015), of which ADOT is a signatory,
was intended as a range-wide cooperative approach to management and conservation that
was considered in the Species Status Assessment that informed the listing decision. This
conservation tool is allowed under the ESA. Although voluntary, the signatory parties
recognize that preventing listing is imperative to management flexibility. The impacts
analysis for this species only includes BLM habitat (Category I, II, and III), which are
important to BLM management decisions, but not applicable to other jurisdictions (i.e. State
Trust, privately owned land, etc.) or the management needs of the species across its entire
range in Arizona. The impacts analysis must evaluate impacts of the project across its entire
range in the Study Area. Whether the species is recognized as an ESA species in the DEIS, or
pulled into a new section addressing CCA species, the environmental impacts analysis is
insufficient for this species and has resulted in an underestimate and misrepresentation of
potential impacts to this species and its habitat as a result of the project.

e In order for ADOT to fulfill its obligations as a signatory to the Sonoran desert tortoise
CCA, Sonoran desert tortoise must be analyzed and mitigated with at least the same level
of detail and commitment as the ESA species within the document. A substantial
cumulative loss of this species’ habitat could result in the need to reexamine the CCA or
even the listing status of this species; however, this expected loss is not adequately
discussed throughout the NEPA analysis. Given the magnitude of the expected impacts to
Sonoran desert tortoise and habitat, adequate preservation and/or compensation strategies
for desert tortoise habitat must be clearly outlined at the Tier 1 level, in order to provide
consistency in Tier 2 analysis and implementation. If adequate avoidance, minimization,
and compensation/preservation strategies are outlined for Sonoran desert tortoise and
habitat, this would alleviate many of the Department’s concerns about impacts to SGCN
species as well, given the habitat overlap of many upland SGCN species with the
Sonoran desert tortoise habitat.

e The GIS data for the Department’s Sonoran desert tortoise distribution model is included
in this submittal. This distribution should be used to identify suitable habitat for Sonoran
desert tortoise within the Study Area, and to estimate the acreage of impacts to this
habitat that are expected to occur.

This ADEIS clearly states that a Tier 1 EIS is a programmatic level analysis of the resources
(Section ES1.2), however, some of the effects analysis to recreation and biological resources,
and much of the mitigation discussion, lacks the detail to support even a programmatic level
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decision between some of the alignments. While it is understood that many of the species-

and site-specific analyses are appropriate under a Tier 2 level process, the decision to identify

only a single 2,000-foot wide and approximately 280-mile long corridor has landscape level
implications for habitat fragmentation and wildlife movement, and broad impacts to Sonoran
desert tortoise habitat.

e To ensure that mitigation for these landscape-scale issues is approached adequately and
consistently in the Tier 2 NEPA analysis, more detail is needed in Sections 3.14.5 and 6.6
of this Tier 1 EIS, describing how mitigation will be identified and implemented. The
mitigation recommendations should include:

o Wildlife Movement - Provide clear direction regarding timing of wildlife movement
studies discussed in Tables 3.14-10 and 6-4 (i.e. studies must be conducted at least
2-4 years [depending on the species studied] prior to initiation of the Tier 2 NEPA
process in order to ensure the data from studies can inform project level siting and
design). Clearly indicate the responsible parties for funding the wildlife movement
studies identified in Table 3.14-10 and 6-4, what ADOT vehicle or process will be
used to ensure the studies are funded and implemented prior to Tier 2 allocation of
funding, and what ADOT process or work unit will be responsible for the
implementation the coordination outlined in Table 3.14-10 and 6-4. Refer to the
mitigation recommendations for wildlife movement the Department provided to
ADOT in November 2017; Section 3.5.1 of AGFD’s Wildlife and Habitat Resources
within the I-11 Study Area (Attachment 1).

o Habitat Loss and Fragmentation - A clear commitment from ADOT to mitigate for
the significant habitat loss through a combination of habitat preservation and
compensation. Habitat preservation should occur within wildlife movement linkage
areas, where crossing structures and other features are implemented, to ensure the
lands within the linkages are unobstructed by development and other land use
conflicts, allowing the linkage to provide connectivity between intact habitat blocks.
This habitat preservation should focus on areas where land is not already owned or
managed for conservation (e.g. privately owned and AZ state trust land). A
conservation easement should be placed on the preserved linkage in perpetuity, and
an endowment established for future management of the conserved linkage. For
linkages that are situated on Bureau of Land Management lands, a conservation
easement should be established within linkages where major crossing structures and
other features are implemented to ensure connectivity is maintained between large
intact habitat blocks.

ADOT must provide clear direction regarding the timing of habitat preservation,
provide clear direction identifying how this mitigation will be funded, provide clear
direction on what ADOT vehicle or process will be used to ensure this process occurs
during the Tier 2 allocation of funding, and identify what ADOT process or work unit
will be responsible for the implementation and coordination required to establish the
habitat preservation and/or conservation easements. Refer to the Department’s
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mitigation recommendations for habitat loss and fragmentation. See (Section 3.3.1 of
AGFD’s Wildlife and Habitat Resources within the I-11 Study Area).

6. Outdoor recreation accounts for a significant contribution to Arizona’s economy, which

should be reflected in Section 3.6 of this ADEIS. There is no analysis of the economic
impacts to tourism and recreation, specifically the outdoor and wildlife-related recreation
described in Section 3.4. Portions of the Recommended Alternative move through or
immediately adjacent to habitats that host unique species and/or wildlife populations; these
areas include, but are not limited to the Santa Cruz Flats, the Gila River and the surrounding
agricultural complex, the “thrasher spot” immediately adjacent to Segment R, and the Tucson

Mountains, including Saguaro National Park. These areas receive use from hunters and

wildlife watchers from all around the globe.

e [t is imperative that outdoor recreation be considered within the economic analysis.
Detail regarding outdoor recreation’s contribution to Arizona’s economy was sent to
ADOT/FHWA (Section 2.7) on September 1, 2017, as part of the AGFD’s Wildlife and
Habitat Resources within the I-11 Study Area- Existing Conditions, a document detailing
wildlife, wildlife habitat, and recreation resources within the I-11 study area (Attachment
1). Given the unique nature of these areas that will be affected, the DEIS must recognize
this impact and identify mitigation measures in Section 3.6.5 to avoid and minimize
effects.

. The Gila River PLO 1015 property, which is conservation land that the Department manages,

was omitted from the 4(f) evaluation entirely. Two parcels of this property will be impacted
by Segment N as it passes through the Gila River. The Department provided shapefiles of our
deeded and managed areas that included the PLO 1015 property in May of 2016, and a
description of the PLO 1015 property was included in a memo sent on February 1, 2017, and
was also discussed in Section 2.6 of the existing conditions portions of the Wildlife and
Habitat Resources within the I-11 Study Area (Attachment 1), which was sent to ADOT on
September 1, 2017.
e The Gila River PLO 1015 property must be included in the 4(f) evaluation found in
Chapter 4 as the intended use of the property is a wildlife refuge for waterfowl
management.

Throughout the ADEIS, it needs to be clear that the Orange alternative would generally have
fewer impacts to biological and recreation resources due to the use of existing facilities.
There are many statements and comparisons within the document that are misleading or have
inconsistent comparisons (e.g. if the document highlights that the Purple alternative would
reduce or "minimize" impacts to a certain resource, it must also identify that Orange
alternative impacts to the same resource would be even less, and have the potential to
improve upon existing conditions for wildlife due to the use of existing facilities with novel
mitigation).
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e (larity and consistency when comparing impacts between altematives is critical to a
transparent and sincere analysis. Throughout the document, if adverse or beneficial
effects to a resource are discuss for a specific altemative, the corresponding effects to that
resource for other alternatives must be disclosed.

We look forward to continuing collaboration with FHWA and ADOT on this important
transportation project. If you have any questions or wish to further discuss our comments and
concerns, please contact Cheri Bouchér at cboucher@azgfd.gov or 623-236-7615.

Sincerely,

Clayton Crowder
Branch Chief, Habitat, Evaluation, and Lands Branch
Arizona Game and Fish Department

cc: Jay Van Echo, ADOT Project Manager
Aryan Lirange, FHWA
Jennifer Pyne, AECOM Associate Vice President
Clifton Meek, US EPA
Thomas Bommarito, Bureau of Reclamation
Robert Lehman, USFWS

M18-07050925
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July 8, 2019

Karla S. Petty

Arizona Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
4000 N. Central Ave., Suite 1500
Phoenix, AZ 85012

Re: AGFD Comments on FHWA-AZ-EIS-19-01-D, Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact
Statement and Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation (Draft Tier 1 EIS) for the
Interstate 11 Corridor between Nogales and Wickenburg, AZ project (Federal
Highway Administration and ADOT) (April 5, 2019) and Errata (April 25, 2019)

Dear Ms. Petty:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation
(ADOT) have worked cooperatively with the Department throughout the Tier 1 NEPA process.
The Department appreciates that extensive information about the wildlife, habitat, and
wildlife-related recreation within the Study Area has been incorporated into the Affected
Environment section of the DEIS which identifies Species of Greatest Conservation Need
(SGCN) and Species of Economic and Recreational Importance (SERI); hunting and other
wildlife recreation activities, the importance of ecotourism and outdoor and wildlife-related
recreation to Arizona’s economy; and the recognition of Game Management Units. The
Department also appreciates the level of detail of project impacts to habitat fragmentation and
ADOT’s intent to address wildlife connectivity through pre-Tier 2 studies to identify the crossing
structures, design features, and other measures to facilitate wildlife movement across freeways.

While section-specific comments on the DEIS were requested by ADOT/FHWA, the Department
first wanted to comment on some overarching concerns in the analysis of effects and
recommended mitigation measures. Section-specific comments on the DEIS can be found in the
appendix at the end of this letter.

Mitigation Strategies

While many species- and site-specific analyses are more appropriate under a Tier 2 level analysis
process, the decision to identify a single 2,000-foot wide and 280-mile long corridor has
landscape-level implications for habitat fragmentation, habitat loss, wildlife movement, wildlife
related recreation, and Sonoran desert tortoise habitat may be predecisional without the
appropriate analysis. The Tier 2 analysis will refine the 2000-foot corridor down to a 400-foot
right-of-way which could result in direct impacts to over 12,000 acres (400-foot width by
approximately 250 miles of new infrastructure). Impact avoidance and minimization measures
alone will not be adequate to mitigate the landscape-scale cumulative loss and degradation of
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habitat. Therefore, a clear acknowledgment is needed that mitigation for habitat loss throughout
the corridor, through a combination of habitat preservation and acquisition, is an appropriate
mitigation strategy (See 23 CFR 777.5 - FHWA policy permits the expenditure of federal funds
by FHWA and State DOTs for habitat mitigation, including establishment of wetlands and
acquisition of lands).

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

Section 4(f) Finding for the Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area

The Department does not concur with the finding in the DEIS, Section 4.3.1, that the
Department’s Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area (WA) does not qualify for Section 4(f) protection.
Significant wildlife refuges are protected by Section 4(f). Significance is determined in
consultation with officials having jurisdiction over those properties (23 CFR 774.11).

On February 1, 2017, the Department submitted to FHWA a seven-page letter, with attachments
(Appendix F of the DEIS). This memorandum outlined the history of the Tucson Mountain WA,
stating that the publicly-owned portions of this wildlife management area qualify as a significant
state wildlife refuge pursuant to 23 U.S.C. §138, 49 U.S.C. §303, and 23 CFR 774.11.
Furthermore, while the Tucson Mountain WA is open to the public, public access does not
interfere with the primary purpose of the refuge (see 23 CFR 774.11(d)). The Department’s letter
outlined the significance of the Tucson Mountain WA which functions as an open wildlife
migratory corridor from the Tucson Mountains and Saguaro National Park to Ironwood Forest
National Monument, the Tohono O’odham Nation, and the Roskruges to prevent genetic
isolation and species extirpation.

DOT Regulation 23 CFR 774.11 states that, unless the official(s) with jurisdiction determine that
the property is not significant, “the Section 4(f) property will be presumed to be significant”
(emphasis added). 23 CFR 774.11(c). The Department’s “significance determination” of the
Tucson Mountain WA is subject to review by FHWA for reasonableness. 23 CFR 774.11(d).
FHWA’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper at 3.1 states that FHWA will make an independent evaluation
to assure that the official’s finding of “significance” is reasonable. In situations where FHWA'’s
determination overrides that of the official with jurisdiction, “the reason for FHWA’s
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determination should be documented in the project file and discussed” in the EIS. The FHWA
project file does not contain any such documents of a determination by ADOT or FHWA that the
Department’s “significance” finding for the Tucson Mountain WA is unreasonable, or that the
Wildlife Area is not a significant state resource. The only documentation is an October 31, 2018
Memorandum from ADOT to FHWA (Appendix F) that analyzes Arlington, Robbins Butte, and
Powers Butte Wildlife Areas and concludes that these Wildlife Areas are Section 4(f) resources.
The Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area is not mentioned in this analysis. FHWA also agreed that
the Department-managed Public Land Order 1015 Lands in the lower Gila River Wildlife Area
are Section 4(f) Properties'.

FHWA’s position is found at Page 4-12 of the Errata:

Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area. This area is managed by various agencies and is
made up of publicly and privately-owned land. This broad area does not qualify for
Section 4(f) protection; however, Tucson Mountain Park, Saguaro National Park
(SNP), and the Tucson Mitigation Corridor (TMC) fall within this Wildlife Area
and do qualify for Section 4(f) protection.

This conclusory statement - that the Tucson Mountain WA “does not qualify” for Section 4(f)
protection - is an inadequate basis for overriding the State’s significance determination. It lacks
rationale for why it does not qualify, therefore, the decision is arbitrary and capricious.

There can be more than one official with jurisdiction for the same Section 4(f) property (23 CFR
774.17). In the case of a wildlife or waterfowl refuge, the official(s) with jurisdiction are the
official(s) that own or administer the property in question. BOR, as owner of the 2,514 acre
Tucson Mitigation Corridor, is an Official with Jurisdiction. The Arizona Game and Fish
Commission and Department, as the administrating agency of the Tucson Mountain WA, is also
an Official with Jurisdiction.

The Department insists the Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area be added as a Section 4(f) Property
to Table 4-1 to Ch. 4, Errata to the Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement and
Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation. In addition, ADOT and FHWA should engage in direct
coordination with the Department in connection with any Programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation
of the use of the Tucson Mountain WA as a corridor for the I-11 freeway. ADOT and FHWA
should also consult with the Department, as an Official with Jurisdiction over the Tucson
Mountain WA, in a decision involving a programmatic Net Benefit agreement for TMC. If either
the BOR or the Department does not concur with a net benefit finding, FHWA should conduct an
individual project Section 4(f) evaluation of TMC.

! Table 4-1, Errata to the Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement and Preliminary Section 4(f)
Evaluation (“Errata”) (April 2019).
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Detail in 4(f) Determinations

The DEIS does not describe how the Section 4(f) determinations were reached for the Option B
Tucson Alternative, versus the Options C and D Tucson Mitigation Corridor (TMC) Altemnatives.
It is difficult for the reader to understand what type and level of coordination with landowners
occurred, and if the potential to mitigate and/or achieve Net Benefit was examined for the
Tucson 4(f) properties. Without this additional detail, the level of analysis for the TMC versus
the downtown Tucson 4(f) properties appears disparate enough to preclude a fair comparison.
The fact that there are more Section 4(f) properties through downtown Tucson does not directly
correlate to the collective greater significance of those properties when compared to the TMC, or
the lack of ability to mitigate the properties. The DEIS should provide more detail about the
coordination and analysis that occurred on the downtown Tucson Section 4(f) properties and
describe how the significant impacts to the Tucson Mitigation Corridor could be considered a
“Minor Use” that qualifies for a Programmatic 4(f) determination.

Compensation Proposed for the Tucson Mitigation Corridor

Table 3.14-12 proposes “acquiring property (at a 1:1 ratio) to support additional wildlife
connectivity corridors within Avra Valley for the number of acres of the TMC that will be
impacted by I-11.” A freeway through the center of the Tucson Mitigation Corridor, which was
set aside as mitigation for the CAP’s impacts to wildlife movement, would severely impact the
effectiveness and functionality of the TMC. In order to achieve a no-net-loss of both acreage and
function, and meet the “Net Benefit” determination that FHWA is secking for the property,
substantial preservation of off-site habitat is needed. Mitigating for habitat loss at a 1:1 ratio,
coupled with the other mitigation strategies outlined such as crossings, may serve to offset
habitat impacts for the original CAP mitigation, but will not offset the decrease in functionality
for wildlife movement as a result of I-11.The functionality of wildlife movement through the
Avra Valley cannot be achieved by mitigating for a set number of acres off-site. The location of
the habitat preservation must be strategic, allowing for connectivity between the Tucson
Mountains and the Roskruge and Silverbell Mountains to the west. This will require habitat
preservation greater than a 1:1 ratio.

The Department looks forward to continuing collaboration with FHWA and ADOT on this
important transportation project. If you have any questions or wish to further discuss our
comments and concerns, please contact Cheri Bouchér at cboucher@azgfd.gov or 623-236-7615.

Sincerely,

Q/MH /L/E for 32

Jim deVos
Assistant Director, Wildlife Management Division

ces Jay Van Echo, ADOT Project Manager
Aryan Lirange, FHWA
Rebecca Yedlin, FHWA


mailto:cboucher@azgfd.gov

Ms. Karla S. Petty
AGFD Comments on the I-11 Tier 1 Draft EIS
Page 5

Laynee Jones, AECOM
Clifton Meek, US EPA
Thomas Bommarito, BOR
Robert Lehman, USFWS

AGFD # M19-04093042
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Page Specific Comments on the I-11 DEIS Tier 1

Table 3.2-1 through Table 3.2-3, Pages 3.2-2 through 3.2-18:
All new road construction will result in habitat loss and increase fragmentation. Although
fragmentation impacts will be greatest in LIBs, all roads result in fragmentation.
e Habitat loss and fragmentation impacts from all new road construction should be
identified, analyzed, and mitigated.

Section 3.4.4.2, Lines 26 through 32, and Section 3.4.4.3, Lines 7 through 14:

e Add final sentence to this paragraph that states “Although the BLM’s Extensive
Recreation Management Area within the Sonoran Desert National Monument may not be
directly impacted by this alternative, the presence of the interstate would eliminate
certain activities along the northern boundary, such as recreational shooting.”

Section 3.4.4.2, Lines 37 through 39, and Section 3.4.4.3, Lines 20 through 23:
e Add the following at the end of the final sentence ... , and this alternative would affect
hunting and recreation shooting within the western portion of the VRMA”.

Section 3.4.6, Page 3.4-12, Lines 18-30:

The inclusion of items that would be analyzed in the future Tier 2 analysis is helpful, as it lets the
reader know that these items have been considered, but not addressed in detail due to NEPA
tiering. Measures that inform roadway siting and design typically include a suite of studies to
gather empirical data about resources in order to develop preliminary siting and design
recommendations. In order to address impacts to recreation resources, studies (at least two years)
should be conducted to identify recreation use within and adjacent to the chosen corridor. This
should include: the identification of different types of recreation uses in an area, the amount of
recreation use an area receives, seasonal fluctuations, access points, and contributions to the local
economy. The Department recommends the following analyses prior to, and during, the Tier 2
analysis:

Pre-Design and Pre-Tier 2 NEPA

Compilation/examination of existing recreation data:

e Understanding what data already exists in an area is crucial to avoiding and
minimizing impacts to recreation in the most efficient and cost-effective way
possible. Existing data that documents recreation use or its impact on the economy
should be compiled from sources including, but not limited to: online wildlife
watching resources such as eBird and iNaturalist; hunting tags and licenses and
Sportsman’s Value Mapping Surveys; satellite Outdoor Recreation accounts
developed by the Bureau of Economic Analysis; recreation permits (OHV, etc.) for
ASLD state trust lands; federal, state, and local recreation planning documents;
anecdotal or quantitative data kept by local businesses, tourism boards, and chambers
of commerce; and any other data sources relevant to recreation in a given area.
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Conduct surveys to gather recreation data:

Surveys of various recreation user groups should be conducted to identify types of
recreation each area receives, and quantify the number, frequency, and seasonality of
users for each recreation type, specific resources the recreation user is pursuing (i.e.
dove hunting, viewing wintering raptors, using OHV trails, etc.), and how the users
are contributing to the local economies. Surveys can be conducted online, in-person,
by telephone, email, U.S. Postal Service, or any other medium designed to reach
recreationists.

The development of preliminary siting and design recommendations for recreation
resources should include:

Geospatial analysis of recreation user data and associated economic spending.
Identification of recreation resource or user “hotspots” to be avoided during siting.
Recommendations to accommodate user access, including limiting interstate
interchanges if necessary.

Identification of roadway design features that minimize pollutants, noise, visual
obstructions/deterrents, and other detractors that would impact nearby recreation
lands.

Identification of habitat modifications necessary to enhance remaining recreation
lands, such as the construction of wildlife waters where access to current water
sources are no longer accessible, creation or enhancement of wetland or riparian
habitats to offset nearby impacts to similar habitat, etc.

Design/Tier 2 NEPA, Construction, and Post-Construction

Measures to maintain and/or enhance recreation should reflect the recommendations
developed during the pre-NEPA studies described above. Extensive coordination
should occur between relevant agencies, landowners, recreation user groups, local
municipalities, and other stakeholders to ensure the development and implementation
of these measures adequately address the site-specific and broader recreation
concerns along the corridor.

Table 3.4-5, Page 3.4-15 through 3.4-16:

The inclusion of Indirect and Cumulative Impacts into

the table is helpful, as it allows the reader to assess the broader range of impacts. However, the
bulleted determinations are unsubstantiated because there is no Cumulative Effects or Indirect
Effects analysis for Recreation.

e Please provide a Cumulative Effects and Indirect Effects analysis for Recreation. A
narrative explaining how the bulleted determinations were made is necessary to
substantiate the determinations. If necessary, this discussion could be located in
Appendix E17, which currently provides no analysis.

Table 3.4-5, Page 3.4-15, Orange Alternative:
e Revise last sentence of bullet to read “However, these resources are already located
adjacent to a transportation facility in the South and Central Sections; therefore, impacts
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to these resources are expected to be minimal compared to those created by new
facilities.

Section 3.6.6, Page 3.6-19, Lines 26-38:

e All economic data related to outdoor and wildlife-related recreation (Section 3.4) that is
gathered prior to, and during, the Tier 2 analysis should be included in this analysis. See
AGFD’s comments for Section 3.4.6 for a list of recommended studies and analyses
needed to adequately address the impacts to the economic contributions from outdoor and
wildlife-related recreation.

Section 3.6.6, Page 3.6-19, Lines 34-36:

e Revise sentence to read “These new satellite accounts developed by the Bureau of
Economic Analysis would facilitate the translation of data gathered through tracker
surveys into impacts on outdoor recreation and the overall regional economy, allowing
for a true quantitative analysis of the economic impacts to outdoor and wildlife-related
recreation.

Table 3.8-4, Page 3.8-11:

This table is potentially misleading, as it shows the predicted 2040 noise levels, without
discussing the expected increase in noise level; a slight increase in noise along an existing
roadway is a less significant change than a sharp increase in noise due to a new facility.

e An asterisk should be added to indicate existing facilities on Table 3.8-4, as well as a new
column (or an entirely new table) showing the current ambient noise readings for the
same locations, with a final column showing the expected increase in noise for each
location.

Section 3.14.1.1 page 3.14.1 Wilderness Act:
e Revise to include the three Congressional acts that designated wilderness in Arizona:
Wilderness Designations 1976 (Saguaro NPS Wilderness), Arizona Wilderness Act of
1984, and Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990.

Section 3.14.1.2 page 3.14.2 State Laws and Regulations:
e Add Arizona Revised Statutes Title 17 provides Arizona Game and Fish Commission and
Department authorities to manage wildlife in Arizona.

Section 3.14.4.1, Page 3.14-32:
e Table 3.14-7 should be situated before the Species of Economic and Recreation
Importance discussion.

Section 3.14.4.2 and elsewhere as needed:
e Please do a global correction on the spelling of Yuma Ridgway’s Rail. There is no (e) in
Ridgway. https://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/arizona/Yuma Rail.htm
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Section 3.14.4.2, Page 3.14-33, Line 33:
o Add a comma after Yuma Ridgway’s Rail.

Section 3.14.4.3, Page 3.14-40, Lines 20 through 21:
e Revise to read “...5,000 hectare threshold under which a habitat block is no longer
considered functional to meet all of the habitat needs for many wildlife species.”

Table 3.14-10, Page 3.14-51, Wildlife Connectivity, Orange Alternative:
e Revise 4th bullet to read “...therefore, the least potential negative impacts to wildlife
connectivity.”
e Add 5th bullet: “The Orange Alternative provides the most opportunity to improve
existing wildlife connectivity issues along existing infrastructure.”

Table 3.14-10, Pages 3.14-51 through 3.14-53, Indirect Effects and Cumulative Effects:

o Add a bullet under the Green and Purple alternatives that states “Substantial habitat loss
is expected to occur along the corridor due to increased residential and industrial
development.”

e Add a bullet under the Orange alternative that states “Least likely for habitat loss to occur
along the corridor due to increased residential and industrial development.”

Section 3.14.5, Pages 3.14-54 through 3.14-58:
ADOT has committed to address impacts to wildlife connectivity through the funding of pre-Tier
2 studies. These measures should include, but are not limited to, the following:

Pre-Design and Pre-Tier 2 NEPA

Roadway siting and design typically includes empirical data about wildlife populations
and their movement patterns on the landscape, and develop preliminary siting and design
recommendations. Studies (at least two years) to gather this should include:

Compilation/examination of existing movement and mortality data:
e Understanding what data already exists in an area is crucial to mitigating in the most

efficient and cost-effective way possible; existing data should be compiled to identify
data gaps and deficiencies, so that efforts can focus on closing those data gaps.

Compilation/examination of existing conservation and wildlife linkage plans:
o Understanding local conservation and land use plans to conserve wildlife linkages

and/or open space in the future is crucial to developing mitigation that aligns with
future land use and transportation decisions and plans. Conservation and open space
plans may not reflect or accommodate current natural movement patterns by wildlife,
but reflect decisions and commitments for long-range development. Wildlife
movement and mortality studies used to inform roadway siting and design should
systematically include these areas as part of the study design to ensure adequate
mitigation is developed for these areas, as well as other high priority movement areas.
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Surveys for focal species, including, but not limited to:

GPS telemetry studies of collared focal species are recommended for pre and
post-construction to track wildlife movement. GPS studies should be designed to
collect data on both local daily movements and movements between populations; this
will require different study designs. The Department recommends select mammal and
reptile species from the list of focal species, such as bighorn sheep, mountain lion,
mule deer, kit fox, and desert tortoise.

Camera traps - Cameras should be placed at major washes, canal crossings, and other
likely movement areas within and adjacent to the Tier 1 EIS’s preferred 2000-foot
corridor to document wildlife movement patterns. Cameras may also be placed at
random to verify assumptions about likely movement areas. ADOT should coordinate
with the Department and other stakeholders to identify the appropriate number and
locations of cameras to be deployed.

Tracking surveys - In areas where cameras cannot be placed, tracking studies can
supplement wildlife movement data to identify and further understand the movement
patterns and distribution of a broader suite of common species moving through an
area.

Small mammal surveys - General surveys using standard trapping techniques (e.g.
Sherman and Tomahawk traps) for small and medium-sized mammals should be
conducted within the corridor to capture the baseline conditions prior to development;
this data could be used for comparative analysis between prioritized mitigation areas
in addition to targeted focal species movement data.

Herpetological surveys - General surveys using standard trapping techniques (e.g. box
funnel traps) or visual encounter surveys for herpetofauna should be conducted within
the corridor to capture the baseline conditions prior to development; this data could
be used for comparative analysis between prioritized mitigation areas in addition to
targeted focal species movement data.

Visual surveys - Visual surveys can be used systematically as a broader landscape
measure of diversity and wildlife distribution patterns, and may be important for
comparative analysis between prioritized mitigation areas in addition to targeted focal
species movement data.

Wildlife mortality (i.e. roadkill) surveys

Where new alignments encompass existing roadway, and for alignments that will
expand existing roadway rather than create entirely new structures, baseline studies
for wildlife-vehicle mortality should be conducted. Roadkill data should be collected
for no less than 2 years prior to the design of roadway improvement in order to
inform the design. In addition, roadkill surveys should be conducted both at dusk and
dawn to avoid any scavenging that may bias the results, and within any vegetated
road medians and road edges. ADOT should coordinate with the Department to
develop a statistically sound, repeatable study. Not only will the study provide critical
data for roadway design, but it will be compared to post-construction results to
measure success criteria and inform adaptive management.
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The development of preliminary siting and design recommendations should include:

Geospatial analysis of wildlife movement study data; as well as the influence of

traffic patterns or other existing barriers.

Identification of focal species’ movement areas for proposed new road locations

and/or hotspot crossing locations across existing roadways proposed for expansion.

Recommendations for design parameters that accommodate focal species at

crossing/movement  locations and associated roadway facilities. These

recommendations will likely include, but are not limited to, the following:

o Designated wildlife crossing structures (large culverts, overpasses, underpasses,
etc.) for new and expanded roadway facilities. These should be placed every 1 to
2 miles at minimum, as topography and hydrology allow with consideration for
environmental factors (movement pathways, water/forage resources) that increase
the likelihood of wildlife utilization. Rip-rap should be avoided where possible; if
scour protection is necessary, alternatives to rip-rap should be considered.

o Other culverts and drainage infrastructure should be networked together with
wildlife funnel fencing and designed to facilitate crossings of smaller species.

o Funnel fencing (i.e. exclusion fencing) that will direct wildlife toward crossings
and culverts and inhibit movement across the roadway.

o Reptile exclusion fencing should also be included where necessary, in order to
reduce impacts to special status species such as Sonoran desert tortoise. Reptile
exclusion fencing should be co-located with ROW fencing and funnel fencing
associated with culverts, pipes and reptile/amphibian upland crossing structures.

o Culverts should be tied into funnel-fencing and have natural substrate to
accommodate movement for smaller wildlife. Rip-rap should be avoided where
possible; if scour protection is necessary, alternatives to rip-rap should be
considered.

o Roadway and other lighting in the vicinity of crossings and movement corridors
should be limited. Both terrestrial and avian species can react negatively to
artificial night lighting; night lighting could inhibit use of the crossings by
wildlife.

o Habitat restoration on either side of crossing structures that is designed to
encourage wildlife use of the crossing structures, using appropriate vegetative
cover/structure, water catchments, topography, and substrate. Habitat restoration
should also take place on any overpasses designed for wildlife movement.
Further, when irreplaceable wildlife habitat (e.g. rock outcrops) is impacted
during construction of I-11, the parent material should be used to create new
wildlife habitat within the movement corridors/mitigation areas.

o Crossing solutions should be co-located with wildlife linkages to complement
other existing or planned solutions for nearby barriers, in such a way that roadway
designs do not negate other mitigations or the overall linkage functionality
between core habitat blocks. This will require coordination with the Department,
as well as local conservation and land use planning.

o When designing roadways that may be expanded in the future, use designs that
can be easily upgraded as opposed to reconstructed.
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o Mitigate loss of water sources; if roadway construction eliminates or fragments
access to a local natural or constructed water source (ephemeral or permanent)
along the project alignment, replacement with an in-kind at the nearest alternate
location.

o Land adjacent to wildlife crossings and within designated corridors should be
conserved in perpetuity to maintain long-term integrity of the crossings.

o Identification of adaptive management actions, and the success standards and
thresholds that would trigger adaptive management actions.

Design, Construction, and Post-Construction

Measures to maintain and/or enhance permeability typically include: targeted roadway
siting and design that incorporates wildlife movement structures and appropriate fencing,
and maintenance and monitoring of crossing structures and associated fencing.

Interagency coordination to design and construct targeted roadway mitigations that
incorporate wildlife movement structures and appropriate fencing should include:

Interagency planning between roadway engineers, Department road ecology experts
(biologists), and other stakeholders as necessary, to incorporate wildlife crossing
design recommendations into the engineering specifications - A comprehensive
network of crossing structures including overpasses, underpasses, culverts, cameras,
funnel fencing, jump-outs, and other components should be incorporated at the
earliest design stages.

Interagency plans for post-construction maintenance and monitoring responsibilities
for crossing structures and associated facilities with clearly outlined objectives.
Interagency construction coordination to facilitate engineer/biologist solutions and
expertise to resolve design issues, adjustments, and clarifications while constructing
crossing structures as needed.

Maintenance _and monitoring of crossing structures and associated fencing should

include:

Crossing structures, fencing, and other roadway facilities should be maintained in
good condition by ADOT or responsible municipality. This should include regular
monitoring of facilities to identify maintenance needs.

e At least four years of post-construction monitoring of wildlife movement and
crossing structure use, to evaluate effectiveness and inform adaptive management
and additional design responses, including:

o Surveys for focal species, including, but not limited to:

m  Monitoring of cameras that are installed in crossing structures.

m Continued GPS telemetry studies of wildlife species collared during
pre-construction surveys. New collars may need to be deployed,
depending on the animal species and battery life of the original collars.

m In arecas where cameras have not been placed, tracking studies can
supplement the wildlife movement data to identify species that are moving
through the area.
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m Small mammal surveys - General surveys using standard trapping
techniques (e.g. Sherman and Tomahawk traps) for small and
medium-sized mammals should be conducted within the corridor to
capture the baseline conditions prior to design.

m Herpetological surveys - General surveys using standard trapping
techniques (e.g. box funnel traps) or visual encounter surveys for
herpetofauna should be conducted within the corridor to capture the
baseline conditions prior to design.

o Wildlife mortality (i.e. roadkill) surveys - post-construction roadkill surveys

should be conducted using the same locations and survey protocol as
pre-construction roadkill surveys, in order to provide a true before-after
comparison. Additionally, roadkill surveys should be conducted on completely
new roadway, where no surveys could have been conducted pre-construction.
Post-construction roadkill data should be examined to determine if there are
certain “hot spots” that require adaptive management.

Implementation of adaptive management actions if specified thresholds are
reached during post-construction monitoring - If roadkill or other
post-construction wildlife movement data are showing roadkill “hot spots”, or
wildlife crossings are showing a lack of use, the facilities should be examined
to identify the problem and, if feasible, modifications or adjustments should
be made to resolve the issue. Further monitoring to determine effectiveness of
adaptive management should also be conducted.

Maintaining and/or Improving Permeability of Nearby Existing Barriers and Reasonably

Foreseeable Future Barriers and/or Community Development Plans

e During implementation of all of the mitigation measures above, nearby barriers must
be considered and included in design and implementation plans. It is also critical that
planned future barriers are considered to ensure retrofits are minimized.

Section 3.15.5, Page 3.15-2, Lines 31-32:
e Revise to read “These situations would require detours which could make getting to the
businesses, or outdoor recreation areas. more difficult.

Table 3.17-3, Page 3.17-32 through 3.17-46:

The summary of the Indirect and Cumulative Impacts is helpful but there is no analysis of
Cumulative Effects or Indirect Effects for most of the resources within this Tier 1 EIS. The
bulleted determinations are unsubstantiated.

e Please provide a Cumulative Effects and Indirect Effects analysis for the various
resources. While a quantitative analysis may not be feasible at the Tier 1 stage, a
qualitative narrative explaining how the bulleted determinations were made is necessary
to substantiate the determinations. If necessary, this discussion could be located in the
various appendices, which currently provide no analysis.

Table 4-1, Page 4-17, TMC:
e Revise Classification to read “Wildlife FeavelMovement Corridor.”
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e Revise Features/Attributes to read “...by providing for wildlife trael movement on public
lands and across...”

Table 4-1, Page 4-25:
The Classifications for the Department’s Wildlife Areas are inconsistent.
e Property #95, Arlington Wildlife Area - Revise Classification to read “State Wildlife
Area, wildlife refuge.”
e Property #96, Powers Butte Wildlife Area - Revise Classification to read “State Wildlife
Area, wildlife refuge.”
e Property #98, Robbins Butte Wildlife Area - Revise Classification to read “State Wildlife
Area, wildlife refuge.”

Table 4-4, Page 4-44, TMC:
e Include the acreage and percent use of the alternative that is colocated with the CAP.
e Define the footnote to the end of the table that is indicated on this row; currently, there is
no footnote associated with the superscript (1).

Table 4-5, Page 4-60, Last 3 Rows:

e In order to clearly understand the full scope of impacts to the Section 4(f) properties that
will have Use or Potential Use, please include data from Table 4-4 showing the acreage
and percent use of each of the properties. Given that there are a maximum of eight Use or
Potential Use properties in each Alternative, this data could be added to the end of Table
4-5 or a new Table could be created for this Use summary.

Section 4.4.3.3:
Page 4-81, Lines 9-13, states that FHWA and ADOT are coordinating with BOR to develop a
conceptual I-11 ROW design to minimize impacts to wildlife movement across the Tucson
Mitigation Corridor (TMC), a Section 4(f) property; the mitigation concepts are described on
Pages 4-81 through 4-84. The text further states that this coordination was critical to “resolving
concerns” regarding the use of TMC for a freeway. The reader is left with the impression that
BOR and FHWA agree, and that FHWA is prepared to make a preliminary net benefit
determination in the final Tier 1 ROD. The Department believes that BOR has not submitted a
written concurrence with this programmatic approach. The text as written is pre-decisional.
e Consult with the Department, as an Official with Jurisdiction over the Tucson Mountain
WA, in a decision involving a programmatic Net Benefit agreement for TMC. If either
BOR or the Department does not concur with a net benefit finding, FHWA is to conduct
an individual project Section 4(f) evaluation of TMC.

Section 4.4.4.3:

As seen on Table 4-4, forty-two acres of the PLO 1015 lands owned by USFWS and managed by
the Department are within the 2,000-foot corridor of FHWA’s Recommended Alternative Option
N. FHWA has determined that it can avoid the direct use of the PLO 1015 lands by locating a
400-foot-wide linear freeway ROW between the parcels. As a result, FHWA concludes on page
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4-61 that the I-11 freeway will make “no use” of the PLO 1015 lands. FHWA also assessed
whether the I-11 freeway on either side of the PLO 1015 lands amounted to “constructive use” of
the PLO 1015 lands pursuant to 23 CFR 774.15(d).

In its December 20, 2018 White Paper (Appendix F), FHWA asserts that the noise, vibration, and
light impacts of the I-11 freeway would not substantially interfere with the ability of the PLO
1015 lands to provide small game hunting shooting opportunities or reduce game bird habitat.

FHWA also determined that ecological intrusion impacts from I-11 would not reduce the value of
wildlife habitat.

DOT Regulation 23 CFR 774.15 provides that a constructive use occurs if the proximity of the
proposed project results in a restriction of access which substantially diminishes its utility. The
Ninth Circuit has held that a “use” under Section 4(f) occurs whenever the proposed project has
significant air, water, noise, land, accessibility, aesthetic, or other environmental impacts on or
around the site. Adler v. Lewis, 675 F.2d 1085 (9™ Cir. 1982). “Use” under Section 4(f) is to be
“construed broadly”. Id. at 1092.

As FHWA’s White Paper acknowledges, the primary purpose of the PLO 1015 lands are open
space, wildlife habitat, and outdoor-related recreation. A freeway between these two PLO 1015
parcels will greatly restrict their use by hunters. It is a crime to knowingly discharge a firearm
across or into a road. A.R.S. §17-301(B). It is unlikely that a hunter will want to assume the risk
of shooting at small game in the vicinity of a freeway. As a result, the use of these PLO
properties for hunting with firearms will be effectively precluded.

DOT Regulation 23 CFR 774.15 also states that a constructive use occurs if the ecological
intrusion of a project substantially diminishes the value of the wildlife habitat and waterfowl
refuge adjacent to the project or substantially reduces the wildlife use of the refuge. The
Department does not concur with FHWA'’s conclusion that the noise, light, and vibration effects
of I-11 will not reduce game bird habitat. Waterfowl and game birds will avoid the freeway.
Unless I-11 is elevated at this location, riparian habitat (when the Gila River flows) will be lost
to waterfowl. FHWA concedes the freeway will cause some wildlife to “move away”. I-11
creates a barrier to wildlife movement across and through the floodplain. FHWA states that
connectivity between the 1015 parcels “would be provided by wildlife crossing opportunities”
under the freeway but no specifics or commitments are offered.

e Determine that Recommended Option N makes constructive use of the PLO 1015
properties, thus qualifying them as Section 4(f) Properties entitled to protection.
Coordinate with the USFWS for a programmatic or individual Section 4(f) evaluation in
the event FHWA selects Options R and N as its Preferred Alternative in the Final I-11
EIS.

These PLO 1015 properties are located in the Gila River floodplain. As noted below, EO 11988
and Department of Transportation Order 5650.2 (1979) require that a preferred alternative
involving a significant encroachment into a floodplain shall not be approved unless FHWA
makes a written finding incorporated into a final EIS, that the proposed encroachment is the only
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practical alternative, why other alternatives were not practicable, and a statement that the action
conforms to state or local floodplain protection standards. This finding must be in the Final Tier
1 EIS.

Table 6-2, Pages 6-14 through 6-16:
e Revise title to read “Additional Areas of Analysis - Potential for Change in Impact
Analysis from Corridor Shifts”
e Please add headers to the columns to clarify which column represents each additional
area of analysis.

Section 6.2.2, Page 6-7, Lines 9-11:
The Department disagrees with the statement that the Draft Tier 1 EIS “identifies effective
mitigation strategies to avoid, minimize, and mitigate” the environmental impacts of the
Recommended Option D, Sahuarita to Marana. Other than the specific mitigations identified for
the Tucson Mitigation Corridor (TMC), no mitigation is described for the loss of wildlife
linkages for the length of Corridor Option D. Table 3.14-12 merely states that for impacted
Coyote-Ironwood-Tucson Linkage, FHWA will “avoid or minimize impacts to linkages” and
coordinate with agencies to “implement modifications” to enhance wildlife movement.

e A more specific commitment to preserve essential wildlife linkages must be made in the

form of a Programmatic Mitigation Plan for inclusion in this Tier 1 ROD.

Section 6.2.3:

For the Recommended Option F, Marana to Casa Grande, FHWA recommends a new freeway
corridor through undeveloped and agricultural lands west of I-10, with a new crossing over the
Santa Cruz River. Option F basically parallels the existing I-10. FHWA prefers to construct a
new freeway instead of co-locating I-11 with the existing I-10 (Option G), although the I-10
freeway has sufficient capacity to expand to accommodate I-11 traffic. The EIS states that I-10
“frequently experiences crashes and other incidents that delay travel”, and that “building
redundancy” into a transportation network is desirable for several reasons. Option F also
“extends through areas that are vacant or agricultural today” but provides access to planned
growth areas around Marana and Eloy. The text further notes that Option F “extends through
sensitive environmental resources”, such as the Santa Cruz River’s floodplains and riparian
habitat. Impacts to these resources “would be minimized and mitigated through Tier 2 design
considerations, such as conveyance structures for floodwaters, wildlife connectivity, and habitat
impacts.”

While NEPA does not require FHWA to select the alternative with the fewest environmental
impacts, the discussion of alternatives should reflect a reasoned choice among the alternatives, in
accordance with Alaska Wilderness Recreation v. Morrison, 67 F. 3d 723,729 (9™ Cir. 1995). Two
parallel freeways separated by only 5-10 miles will result in major habitat fragmentation.

No specific mitigation commitments appear in Chapters 3 or 6 for Option F. The summary of
Key Environmental Effects in Table 3.2-2 says that Option F creates a new barrier to wildlife
connectivity through the Ironwood-Picacho Wildlife Linkage. The Table states “Mitigation
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strategies would be applied” for riparian habitats and wildlife linkages along the Santa Cruz
River. These “strategies” are not described.

A mitigation plan satisfies NEPA only if it is reasonably thorough to ensure the environmental
consequences have been fairly evaluated. Cursory descriptions of mitigation measures are
inadequate. Okanogan Highlands Alliance v. Williams, 236 F. 3d 468 (9" Cir. 2000). The EIS and
the Record of Decision should also indicate the likelihood that such measures will be adopted by
ADOT in any Tier 2 EIS. CEQA, 1502.16(h), 1505.2.

e The text requires a more robust evaluation of the environmental trade-offs involved in
constructing a new freeway through open undeveloped lands, including growth-inducing
indirect impacts and cumulative impacts, as compared to co-locating I-11 with the
existing [-10 at this location. Describe the mitigation strategies in greater detail.

Section 6.2.3:
The DEIS at Page 6-9 states that impacts to resources caused by a new Option F freeway “would
be minimized and mitigated through Tier 2 design considerations, such as conveyance structures
for floodwaters, wildlife connectivity, and habitat impacts”. The bolded text at Page 6-10 states
that Option F “commits to mitigation measures to minimize the impacts of the new alignment on
floodplains”. The “Specific Mitigation Strategies” for Option F in Table 3.14-12 merely states:
“Avoid or minimize impacts to the Santa Cruz River along Option F.” This cursory description of
“mitigation” is ambiguous and inadequate under NEPA.

e Describe the mitigation commitments in greater detail. The described mitigation does not

represent a commitment unless it is included in the Final Tier 1 EIS and ROD.

Section 6.2.4:

FHWA identifies as its Recommended Alternative a new freeway from Casa Grande to Buckeye
using Options 12, L, N and R. These options are recommended over the alternative Orange
Options K, H, Qland Q2, which would have co-located I-11 along the existing I-8 and Highway
85. The text states this Recommended Alternative directly connects western Pinal and Maricopa
Counties, reducing travel time between Nogales and Wickenburg. This Recommended
Alternative will fragment wildlife habitat within the Gila Bend-Sierra Estrella Linkage.

On Page 6-11, the text states that ADOT will fund and facilitate wildlife connectivity studies to
identify effective mitigation strategies during Tier 2 studies. “If a Build Corridor Alternative is
selected, these mitigation strategies will be included in the ROD for the Tier 1 EIS”. It is not
clear what “mitigation strategies” for Options 12, L, N and R are to be identified in the Tier 1
ROD.
e Describe these mitigation strategies in a Programmatic Mitigation Plan for incorporation
in the Final Tier 1 EIS and ROD.

Section 6.2.4:

The recommended Option N requires a new crossing of the Gila River, with impacts to “sensitive
riparian and wildlife resources” and proposed critical habitat for the western yellow-billed
cuckoo. Option N also involves potential impacts to wetlands along Waterman and Lum Washes.
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App. E13 at E13-35. The bolded text at Page 6-11 states that this Recommended Alternative
includes mitigation strategies developed to address the impacts of a new Gila River crossing. The
Specific Mitigation Strategies for Option N include pre-construction surveys for the cuckoo,
Southwestern willow flycatcher, and Yuma Ridgway rail; “minimize the footprint of the bridge”
crossing the Gila River; “avoid or minimize impacts to this major riparian corridor.”

Table 3.13-3 states that it “may be difficult to avoid impacts” at new river crossings. These
impacts include stormwater runoff, automotive-based nonpoint source contamination, and trash,
potentially degrading water quality and aquatic habitat.

Under NEPA, these vague mitigation concepts are insufficient. Nothing in these descriptions
assure the reader that they will be effective in mitigating impacts to the Gila River’s riparian
ecosystem. While NEPA authorizes “tiering” of EISs, that does not mean that all reasonably
detailed discussion of mitigations can be delayed to Tier 2.
e Describe these mitigation strategies for the Gila River in a Programmatic Mitigation Plan
for inclusion in the Final Tier 1 EIS.

Sections 6.2.2 through 6.2.4:

Executive Order 11990 (42 Fed. R. 26961), implemented in Department of Transportation Order
5660.1A, was issued to minimize the loss or degradation of wetlands associated with federal
infrastructure projects. FHWA must first make a finding that “no practicable alternative” to new
highway construction exists; and (2) include “all practicable measures to minimize harm to
wetlands which may result from such use” 23 CFR § 777.3. This regulation “sets forth a more
exacting standard” than NEPA alone. City of Carmel v. U.S. Dept. of Transp., 123 F.3d 1142,
1167 (1997); National Wildlife Federation v. Adams, 629 F.2d 587, 591 (1980).

FHWA recommends Option N, involving a new crossing of the Gila River, over Option Q2,
which utilizes the existing Highway 85 Gila River crossing. The text in Ch. 6, Section 6.2.4 does
not describe why Option N is preferable over Option Q2. Page 2-23 states that the Highway 85
Option Q2 segment is already planned for conversion to a fully access-controlled freeway and
can accommodate [-11 traffic. In the event FWHA chooses the new Option N crossing over the
Gila River, the “no practical alternative” finding and the minimization and mitigation measures
must be made in this Tier 1 EIS, not deferred to a Tier 2 analysis. Without this analysis, there is
not an “informed comparison” of Build Corridor Options.
e In the event Option N is the Preferred Option, conduct the necessary hydrological and
biological studies analyzing the impact of a new Option N freeway crossing over the Gila
River, as compared to the impacts if the existing Highway 85 Gila River crossing were
used for the I-11 Corridor. Document the findings and decision in an “Only Practical
Alternative” memorandum for the I-11 Final EIS and ROD. These measures must be in
the form of commitments incorporated into the Final Tier 1 EIS and ROD.

FHWA must also conduct the necessary analyses for effective mitigation strategies in
consultation with USFWS and the Department. The use of waters or channels of a body of water
for federal construction projects must be in accordance with plans approved jointly by the
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USFWS and the Arizona Game and Fish Department, as the state agency exercising jurisdiction
over the State’s wildlife resources. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 661-667c.

EO 11990 applies to Recommended Option F, a new corridor segment that parallels, and then
crosses the Santa Cruz River near Marana. Figure 3.13-4 shows the existence of emergent and
shrub wetlands where Option F crosses the river. FHWA must also make a “no practical
alternative” finding in the event that Option F is the Preferred Alternative to Option G, which
co-locates I-11 with the existing I-10.
e In the event Option F is the Preferred Option, conduct the necessary hydrological and
biological studies analyzing the impact of a new Option F freeway crossing the Santa
Cruz River, as compared to the impacts were I-11 co-located with I-10. Document any
determination that no practical alternative exists in a “River Only Practical Alternative”
memorandum for the I-10 Final Tier 1 EIS and ROD.

EO 11990 also applies to Recommended Option R, a new corridor segment that creates a new
crossing over the Hassayampa River near Buckeye, with potential impacts to riverine wetlands,
as shown in App. E13 at E13-35. FHWA recommends this segment over Option (3, which
co-locates along the existing I-10 at its Hassayampa River crossing. FHWA must make a “no
practical alternative” finding in the event that Option R is the Preferred Alternative to Option Q3.
e In the event Option R is the Preferred Option, conduct the necessary hydrological and
biological studies analyzing the impact of a new Option R freeway crossing the
Hassayampa River, as compared to the impacts were I-11 co-located with I-10 at this
location. Document the findings and decision in a “River Only Practical Alternative”
memorandum for the I-11 Final Tier 1 EIS and ROD.

Sections 6.2.2 through 6.2.4:

Executive Order 11988 (42 Fed. R. 26951) requires every federal agency to determine whether
an action will occur in a floodplain, consider alternatives to avoid adverse effects, and proceed
only if it finds that the “only practical alternative” requires siting in a floodplain, in accordance
with City of Carmel v. United States Department of Transportation, 123 F.3d 1142, 1166 (9" Cir.
1997).

The mandate of EO 11988 is described in Department of Transportation Order 5650.2 (1979).
DOT 5650.2 states that it is DOT’s policy to avoid highway encroachments into floodplains. The
DOT Order at Section 9 requires that a preferred alternative involving a significant
encroachment into a floodplain shall not be approved unless the responsible official makes a
finding in writing, incorporated into a final EIS, that the proposed encroachment is the only
practical alternative, together with a description why the proposed action must be located in a
floodplain, why other alternatives were not practicable, and a statement that the action conforms
to state or local floodplain protection standards.

New-Build Recommended Alternatives Option N (located within the Gila River floodplain and
crosses the river); Option R (crosses the Hassayampa River); Option F (crosses Santa Cruz
River); Option D (parallels Santa Cruz River) all create new crossings over mapped floodplains.
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As seen in Tables E13-15 (Page E13-34) and E13-16 (Page E13-36), their impacts to these river
floodplains are rated “high.” FHWA has not conducted this mandatory analysis for
Recommended Options R, N, F or D. These analyses must be conducted in this Tier 1 EIS.
e In the event FHWA selects Option N, Option R, Option F or D as its Preferred
Alternative(s), prepare a “Floodplain Only Practicable Alternative Finding” for each
Preferred Corridor Option segment for the Tier 1 Final EIS and ROD.

Sections 6.2.2 through 6.2.4:
Chapter 6, Recommended Alternative, analyzes each Alternative in terms of how each best
meets the I-11 Purpose and Need. The text on Page 6-7 assures the reader that environmental
impacts of the Recommended Alternative - nearly 280 miles of all new-build freeways - can be
mitigated with “effective mitigation strategies to avoid, minimize and mitigate” these impacts.
General Mitigation Strategies Applicable to All Corridor Options are set forth in Table 3.14-11.
Specific Mitigation Strategies for Each Corridor Option is set forth in Table 3.14-12.
e The Final Tier 1 EIS and ROD must indicate the likelihood that FHWA and ADOT will
commit to these mitigation strategies by adopting them by reference in the Tier 1 FEIS
and ROD.

Section 6.4:
The lack of a summary of Recommended Alternative impacts to resources requires the reader to
go back through Chapter 3 and cross reference the resource impacts associated with each
Segment chosen for the Recommended Alternative. The lack of summary requires extra effort
for the reader to thoroughly understand and analyze the impacts.
e [Insert a table similar to Tables 3.2-1 through 3.2-3 that summarizes the effects for the
Recommended Alternative, and include the acres of upland and riparian habitat within in
each Segment.

Appendix E14, Table E14-10:
e Add Globe Chamomile (Oncosiphon piluliferum) to the list of non-native plant species
found in the study area. This species has only recently been recognized as a prolific weed
in the Phoenix Metropolitan area and elsewhere in Arizona.



— I-11 Corridor Final Tier 1 EIS
W Appendix F, Section 4(f) Evaluation Supporting Documents

‘—

Arizona State Historic Preservation Office

ADOT July 2021

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S



— I-11 Corridor Final Tier 1 EIS
W Appendix F, Section 4(f) Evaluation Supporting Documents

‘—

This page intentionally left blank.

ADOT July 2021

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S



— I-11 Corridor Final Tier 1 EIS
W Appendix F, Section 4(f) Evaluation Supporting Documents

‘—

Pre-Scoping Meeting with State Historic Preservation Office, Meeting Notes, April 27, 2016

ADOT July 2021

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S



— I-11 Corridor Final Tier 1 EIS
W Appendix F, Section 4(f) Evaluation Supporting Documents

‘—

This page intentionally left blank.

ADOT July 2021

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S



e o,

MEETING PURPOSE: Pre-Scoping Meeting with State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO)
DATE & TIME: April 27, 2016, 11:00 AM
LOCATION: SHPO, 1100 W. Washington St., Phoenix, AZ
ATTENDEES: Jay Van Echo (ADOT), Joanie Cady (ADOT), Rebecca Yedlin

(FHWA), Aryan Lirange (FHWA), Lisa lves (AECOM), Jennifer Pyne
(AECOM), Gene Rogge (AECOM), David Jacobs (SHPO), Mary-
Ellen Walsh (SHPO), Jim Garrison (SPHO), Lauren Clementino
(ADOT)

MEETING NOTES

Purpose: Meet prior to formal scoping to present preliminary project information, answer
questions, and discuss communication protocols going forward.

Responsible Party /

Key Discussion Points/Action Items: Action Item
1. Jay van Echo provided a history of the I-11 Corridor. N/A
2. The Notice of Intent (NOI) is expected to publish in late May N/A

2016, and public and agency scoping meetings will be scheduled.
The Tier 1 EIS will build upon the prior studies.

3. Lisa Ives discussed the approach to a Tier 1 EIS and how it N/A
differs from the more typical NEPA processes; the purpose of
Quantm; and how the team intends to combine FEIS with a ROD.
The group discussed that the Tier 1 ROD would clear a 2000 foot
corridor based on typical sections. Lisa also explained that the
Tier 1 EIS would also identify segments of independent utility that,
as funding became available, could be advanced as individual
projects.

4. David Jacobs asked whether Quantm could address a range of | The study team will
sensitivities. During this early phase of alternatives analysis, the assess methodology

team has identified major cultural resources (e.g. landmarks, and coordination
archaeological districts, listed sites) and labeled them as high during ASR and EIS
constraints. David suggested that at least 3 categories of phases.

sensitivity be considered. To protect what is most important
(including in areas that have not yet been surveyed) would
probably require consideration of traditional cultural resources
based on tribal input, major waterways, and ethnographic/cultural
landscapes.

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P/ Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S Page 1 of 2



Purpose: Meet prior to formal scoping to present preliminary project information, answer
questions, and discuss communication protocols going forward.

Responsible Party /

perspective include the Gila River area, and Ironwood/Picacho
Peak area. The area around the proposed Sonoran Valley
Parkway is a potential opportunity area.

Key Discussion Points/Action Items: Action Item
5. David recommended that the tribes be engaged early in the The study team will
process including during alternatives development and screening. | assess methodology
The group discussed accelerating some aspects of the cultural and coordination
data collection work to the ASR phase and/or developing a during ASR and EIS
sensitivity map during the ASR process. phases.
6. Potential bottlenecks within the study area from a cultural/historic N/A

National Park Service maps as a wide swath through the study
area. David responded that documentation of the De Anza trail is
a corridor identified on the basis of historic documents and there
is little physical evidence of the trail. He noted that prehistoric
tribal trails cross the study area. He pointed out that foot trails are
not constrained like vehicle trails and might have several paths in
a broader corridor that converge at passes, watering holes, and
other topographic constraints, and the physical evidence of trails
often is found at such locations.

7. Lisa asked about the De Anza national Historic Trail, which the N/A

David Jacobs on correspondence. Letters regarding the Section
106 consultation process will be sent out in late May.

8. Mary-Ellen will be the point of contact for SHPO going forward; cc N/A

Next Meeting Date: TBD

¢ Document Control

Attachments: Agenda, Handout

Page 2 of 2
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 |ENVIRONMENTAL h
5| |IMPACT STATEMENT

PRE-SCOPING MEETING WITH
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

DATE & TIME: WEDNESDAY, APRIL 27,2016 11:00AM- 12:00PM
SHPO OFFICE
1100 W WASHINGTON STREET
PHOENIX, AZ 85007

AND/OR
888-369-1427
CONFERENCE CODE 3520623#

***AGENDA***

1. Introductions and Purpose of Meeting
2. History of I-11 Corridor

3. Overview of Environmental Review and Section 106 Processes

a. Scoping/Initiate Section 106
b. Alternatives Selection Report
c. Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement

4. SHPO Experience with Other Tier 1 EIS

5. Discussion of I-11 Corridor Issues Relevant to SHPO
6. On-Going Communication Protocols and Outreach Efforts

a. FHWA/ADOT and SHPO Coordination
b. Consulting Party Outreach and Involvement

7. Contact Information

a. Project E-Mail: [-11ADOTStudy@hdrinc.com

b. Toll Free Hotline: 1-844-544-8049 (Bilingual)

c. Website: http://i11study.com/Arizona

d. Mail: Interstate 11 Tier 1 EIS Study Team

c/o ADOT Communications
1655 W. Jackson St., MD 126F
Phoenix, AZ 85007

8. Other Issues or Iltems

9. Next Steps

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S
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OVERVIEW OF STUDY PROCESS

ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

Interstate 11 Corridor Tier 1 Environment Impact Statement

Complete Alternatives Selection Report (ASR)
& Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
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Alternative from Nogales to Wickenburg

N

Set Stage for Future Projects
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Studied within @ Corridor Alternatives within the I-11
1-11 Corridor in P _ Corridor represent the approximate
ASR J area needed to build & operate a
proposed transportation facility,
including potential highway, rail, &
utility components.

Quantm will map potential
routes for a proposed
transportation facility within
the I-11 Corridor between
Nogales & Wickenburg.
[The proposed transportation
facility could include
potential highway, rail, &
utility components.

2
[ OZNSRETTEY IRoute trends will emerge for
% 3 potential Corridor
N . 8 Alternatives. They will be
analyzed & screened to
reduce the number of
recommended corridor
alternatives that will
advance into the Tier 1 EIS.

Recommended Corridor Alternatives
Advance into Tier 1 EIS

2,000-Foot Corridor in Tier 1 EIS to Assess Social,
Economic, & Natural Environment (i.e., Study Area)

-~

Recommended Corridor
Alternatives will advance
into the Tier 1 EIS as
“Build” Alternatives to
compare against a
“No Build” Alternative

(i.e., do nothing alternative).

|Build Alternatives will have|
smaller, individual projects
(or SlUs).

What Questions will Tier 1 EIS Answer?

m Primary Goal is to Reach Consensus on a Selected
Corridor Alternative for the 1-11 Corridor, including:

» Defined Corridor between Nogales & Wickenburg for Proposed
Transportation Facility

» Type of Transportation Facility, including Potential Highway, Rail, &
Utility Components

» Footprint to Accommodate Proposed Transportation Facility

» Smaller, Individual Projects (or SIUs) for Future Implementation

The Tier 1 EIS will Provide a Roadmap for Advancing
These Individual Projects in the Future.

ADOT

[=]
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Interstate 11 Tier 1 EIS Study Team

c/o ADOT Communications

ADOT

Phoenix, AZ 85007

1655 W. Jackson Street, Mail Drop 126F

FOR MORE INFORMATION:
1-844-544-8049
i-11ADOTStudy@hdrinc.com
il1study.com/Arizona



Interstate 11 Corridor Tier 1 Environment Impact Statement
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Doug Ducey Sue Black
Govarnor Executive Director

fl’r..

gg.ﬂl (r

State Parks

June 7, 2016

Karla S. Petty, Division Administration
U. S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

4000 North Central Avenue, Suite 1500
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500

Attention: Rebecca Yedlin, FHWA Environmental Coordinator

Re: Multiple counties, I-11 Corridor; Alternatives Selection Report, Tier I Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS); Federal Highway Administration (FHWA): SHPO-2014-0246(131230)

Dear Ms. Petty:

The Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) accepts FHWA's invitation to be a
Participating Agency in the Tier I EIS process for the I-11 Corridor between Nogales and
Wickenburg in Santa Cruz, Pima, Pinal, Maricopa and Yavapai counties, Arizona. We
understand that the Alternatives Selection Report (ASR) will assess a wide range of corridor
alternatives, and that the corridor ranges from 5 to 25 miles wide between Nogales and
Wickenburg, Arizona. At a pre-scoping meeting among FHWA, FITWA’s environmental
consultant, and SHPO on 27 April 2016, we had several comments that we wish to carry
forward into this consultation.

1. We strongly recommend that FEHWA include interested Native American Tribes in
the selection of alternatives. This can be achieved, in part, through ethnographic
studies completed early in the Tier 1 process to obtain Tribal perspectives about the
280-mile section of the transportation corridor, rather than later as mitigation to
resolve adverse effects of the undertaking to resources and places of traditional
cultural value.

2. We recommend that a full Class I inventory of the I-11 corridor, as currently defined,
be completed as part of the ASR and Tier I EIS. As explained to us at the above-cited
meeting, current plans call for the identification of only those cultural properties and
landmarks listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), an approach that
would significantly limit information about potential culturally- and archaeologically-
sensitive areas.

3. We advocate preservation of NRHP-eligible and listed resources by using existing
infrastructure, where possible, rather than new construction.

State Historic Preservation Office
1100 W, Washington St | Phoenix, AZ 85007 | 602.542.4009 | AZStateParks.com
“Managing and conserving natural, cultural, and recreational resources for the benefit of the people, both in our Parks and through our Partners.”


https://f(l_StateParks.com
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We look forward to working with you on this project. Please contact me by telephone,
602.542.7120, or email, mwalsh@azstateparks.gov, if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
MMg ~Sulon L) dﬂ/L

Mary-Ellen Walsh, M.A. RPA
Archaeological Compliance Specialist
State Historic Preservation Office
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I-11 Cultural Resources Update Meeting

Wednesday September 14, 2016
2:00 - 3:00 PM
ADQOT, 1611 Small Conference Room

Attendees: Rebecca Yedlin, Lauren Clementino, Jay Van Echo, Mary-Ellen Walsh, David Jacobs, Aryan Lirange

Meeting Summary

Lauren opened the meeting with an overview of the agenda. The purpose of the meeting was to follow up with
SHPO after the agency scoping meeting. Introductions were made. Mary-Ellen stated that she will be the lead
SHPO contact for this project.

Lauren provided an overview of the Section 106 process to date including 88+ consulting parties. The project team
had not received any comments on the cultural methodology. GRIC was the only tribe to date to request a
meeting with the team.

The Cultural Resources Density Area maps were presented at the meeting. Lauren explained what data was used
to prepare the map. Archaeology Southwest provided the team with the sensitivity areas shown as blue on the
map within the southern portion of the study area. Mary-Ellen suggested that the team contact Pima County and
the City of Tucson for more archaeological information in the form of GIS map layers. Lauren also explained that
some areas labelled on the map as “un-surveyed” may have actually been surveyed on tribal lands, but not
recorded in ADOT’s data bases. ACS, the project team’s sub consultant searched AZSITE for the entire study area.
The density maps do not reflect the type of sites.

David Jacobs noted that many times archaeological sites are located near water sources such as washes and
natural drainage features.

David and Mary-Ellen appreciated that the team is reaching out to the tribes early and agreed that the team is
headed in the right direction regarding the Section 106 approach.

Jay Van Echo and Aryan Lirange explained the study timeframe and that there is no funding currently planned for
the next phase of the study.
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I-11 Cultural Resources Update Meeting

Monday, April 16, 2018
1:00—-2:15 PM
ADOT, 1611 Large Conference Room

Attendees: Rebecca Yedlin (FHWA), Aryan Lirange (FHWA), Linda Davis (ADOT), Jay Van Echo
(ADOT), Katie Rodriguez (ADOT), Carlos Lopez (ADOT), Mary-Ellen Walsh (SHPO, by phone),
David Jacobs (SHPO by phone), Shearon Vaughn (ADOT, meeting notes)

Meeting Summary

Rebecca Yedlin opened the meeting at 1 p.m. Introductions around the table, with David and
Mary-Ellen on the phone.

Jay Van Echo: This project has been in progress since the Notice of Intent in May 2016. Public
scoping plans and purpose and need were developed, and public meetings were held. For the
draft EIS, the team whittled it down from a universe of alternatives to a reasonable range of
manageable alternatives (see Options Combined... figure). Figure shows project end-to-end,
Nogales to Wickenburg. Team is now in the throes of developing the draft EIS and hope to
finish the draft by late summer or early fall of 2018. Then with a year to address comments on
the draft, the Final EIS should be complete by fall of 2019, followed by a Record of Decision by
the end of 2019. Consideration will be given on the end-to-end project but also look at
options and details within the project corridor(s).

Rebecca discussed the three corridor alternatives shown on the figure noted above, orange,
green and purple. The Orange Corridor Alternative Option B goes through Tucson, impacting
many historic resources. Rebecca introduced the map of Section 4(F) Properties in the South
Section and accompanying table of I-11 Alternatives within Tucson.

Jay emphasized that engineering has not laid out details at this stage of the work but very
generally:
e Alternative 1 largely widens what is there already and impacts many historic districts
and neighborhoods.
e Alternative 2 involves elevated express lanes from roughly 1-19 north to Prince Road.
This minimizes properties being taken but has huge visible impacts.



e Alternative 3 is a collector-distributer design with frontage roads realigned outside of
the right-of-way envelope and more formal access control, affecting local business
access the most.

e Alternative 4 proposed tunneling below grade, which would be very expensive and
possible affect the Santa Cruz River adjacent.

Rebecca asked Mary-Ellen and David how familiar they are with the barrios and districts in
Tucson. David said he is very familiar, Mary-Ellen is not so familiar.

Linda introduced two aerial pdf figures of the Tucson area, one showing overview of greater
Tucson with the alternatives, and one more detailed of Alternative B with sites (prehistoric
and historic). There are also multiple figures showing the Barrio Anita Historic District, the
Barrio El Membrillo, and the El Paso and Southwestern Railroad District, both aerial and street

views.

David mentioned that archaic sites there are buried very deep, often several meters down.
Linda said that this is known and that Tier 2 projects would take it into account.

Rebecca introduced the table Parks, Recreation Areas, and Wildlife/Waterfowl Refuges in
Project Corridor, a list of 4(f) properties under consideration. Whichever alternative is chosen
will affect some properties, some more than others, though the goal is to find the least harm.
Alternative B has the most impacts. SHPO is the official with jurisdiction.

David asked about trying to objectify this analysis and how it is going to be done. Will values
be assigned, and where will this classification come from?

Rebecca said they are hoping not to have to do that, and to use a more qualitative approach
with no numeric values. There will likely be adverse effects with any alternative but the team
is trying to find a way not to rise to a formal Adverse Effect during the Tier 1.

Jay said that even with 8 lanes each way on both I-10 and I-19 more lanes will be needed
eventually, maybe 12 lanes by 2040. This will be a continuing process. He noted that many
communities are eliminating overhead viaducts now, due partly to vulnerability.

David asked if the railroad was (as he suspected) non-touchable?

Jay said yes.



Aryan said that the UPRR is not adjacent until Speedway Boulevard and up to Picacho, so not
a big factor. But if David meant the historic EPSW rail district, it is not an active rail line.

David said he likes the elevated lanes personally, and doesn’t want to widen the existing.

Rebecca agreed that there are a lot of resources along there that would be affected.

David returned to the quantification of resources. There are known archaeological sites and
historic built structures, as well at the unknowns out in the not-surveyed-but-modelled areas.
And people like water, and this project is close to the Santa Cruz River. What kind of
categories would be used?

Jay said quantifying would be like comparative analysis: C vs D. There are less obvious
resources on D largely because there are larger unsurveyed areas.

David said that there would be archaic sites out there, which are less known anyway.
Sometimes projects closer in went right through later materials to get to the less known
archaic sites.

Mary-Ellen said we would need a sampling strategy to rule things out.

David said when a system is decided, it should be used on other projects as a model.

Linda noted that these alternatives in the draft EIS are 2000’ foot wide alighments, and there
will be multiple Tier 2 project later on, involving CEs, EAs, or EISs as appropriate. They will
narrow to approximately 400’ or less rights-of-way. We may be able to weave and avoid sites
as needed. The Class | literature reviews and records search for both historic structures and
archaeology will be sent out in consultation soon. The usual sources were accessed as well as
input from tribes. The Class | reports will have smaller maps and aggregated tables, with KMZ
files on a CD with the details. The KMZ files allow the consulting party to zoom in and study
details. For the large area not yet surveyed, modeling looked at results of prior surveys in
adjacent areas, historic maps and aerial photos, landforms, hydrology, and geology to assess
the potential unrecorded sites.

Mary-Ellen mentioned she has seen a BLM predictability modelling project which could be
used for quantification.



Linda said that the team used something similar for modeling, categorizing as low potential,
moderate potential, and high potential.

Mary-Ellen said she has no further questions on this and will send Linda the BLM modelling to
look at.

Rebecca said that there is no quantification in the Tier 1 study. That will be done in Tier 2.

Jay said that the next phase of work will give another chance to investigate the alternatives.
Rebecca asked if there were any more questions on the methodology

David and Mary-Ellen said this is similar to work done before, but they are concerned about
the lack of information on the other two alternatives. Mary-Ellen said there will still be
ground-proofing on the modelling results to help avoid as much as possible.

Jay said he has been through three I-10 widening projects and meetings with the barrios
down in Tucson. We’ve already done a lot of work there and have a good foundation. He
mentioned it’s like death by a thousand cuts, slicing up those barrios little by little.

Mary-Ellen agreed.

Jay said the team is sensitive to the issues.

David said to remember that when the railroad first arrived, it needed a certain location and
the community shifted to adjust, and then the freeway arrived and things change again.
Traffic is still an issue, and there will always be hostile crowds. We do our best to identify
interested parties for consultation, but if they don’t step up their voice is not heard. He thinks

we need evaluations early for prehistoric and historic period resources.

Mary-Ellen asked what kind of sites are in the areas not already surveyed? Better to get as
much info as possible early.

Rebecca said the Draft PA will include strategies for the Tier 2 work.

Jay noted that the PA and the Tier 1 will provide a roadmap. The congestion issues are
especially true in Tucson.



Rebecca says the Class | reports will go out soon, at the same time, but separate reports. Look
at them and we can meet again

Linda said the PA will be out soon, too.

Mary-Ellen and David had no more to discuss.

The meeting closed at 2 p.m.

Post meeting discussion: It was generally felt that SHPO didn’t seem to have any real issues
with the methodology. The chance of predictability studies coming up with more 4(f)
properties is unlikely. Team has asked tribes about TCPs. The 2000-foot alignments could be
moved, per Jay, if absolutely needed. It was noted that David favors the elevated alternative,
despite the fact that it would also have an adverse effect and be less prudent. He sees it as
less impact.
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ENVIRONMENTAL \

IMPACT STATEMENT

I ADOT

FHWA, ADOT AND SHPO I-11 COORDINATION MEETING

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 2018
8:00 AM

ADOT ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING OFFICE
1611 W JACKSON STREET
PHOENIX, AZ 85007

*** MEETING NOTES * * *

Introductions

Aryan Lirange, FHWA
Rebecca Yedlin, FHWA
Jay Van Echo, ADOT
Katie Rodriguez, ADOT
Linda Davis, ADOT
Erin Davis, SHPO

General I-11 Tier 1 EIS and Section 106 Status Update

Jay provided a general overview and status update of the I-11 Tier 1 EIS project and the process
that has been followed for the Tier 1 Draft EIS.

Linda provided an update of the Section 106 process and tasks that have been completed and are
in process, including the Programmatic Agreement, Class |, and ongoing coordination with Tribes.

Discussion of I-11 Impacts through South Section

Rebecca and Jay discussed the alternatives analysis and the alternatives being evaluated in the
DEIS. Jay explained each of the alternatives and attributes by section (South, Central, North) and
the evaluation of impacts that have occurred within the 2,000 foot corridor .

Rebecca communicated that the focus of the meeting was to discuss the potential Section 4(f)
impacts in the South Section of project with SHPO and agree to potential impact determinations.
Rebecca also discussed the various types of Section 4(f) impacts that are discussed in the DEIS,
including the language regarding “accommodation in corridor.” The language was discussed and it
was agreed the language for accommodation in the corridor was appropriate for the Tier 1 level of
effort.

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S



Tables and maps were provided to all meeting attendees to aid in the discussion of the Section
4(f) properties within the Southern section build corridor alternatives. FHWA preliminary
determinations regarding accommodations or avoidance of Section 4(f) properties were
discussed, and that direct impacts to Section 4(f) properties along I-19 are a low risk. SHPO
agreed that direct impacts are a low risk for the Section 4(f) properties along I-19, and that Tier 2
projects would address any potential indirect and/or visual effects, with consideration to the fact
that I-19 and existing development is already in place through these areas.

The discussion continued into the potential effects of Section 4(f) properties within the 1-10
downtown Tucson area. Aryan discussed the potential design options through downtown Tucson,
which includes tunneling, elevated structures, and widening. Rebecca and Linda discussed the
various Section 4(f) properties and districts that were identified through the Downtown Tucson
area and the potential direct and indirect impacts to each property and district. SHPO agreed that
the potential effects from the indirect, direct, and cumulative impacts could be substantial with any
of the potential design options discussed. SHPO also stated that the design options do not provide
any opportunities for avoidance or minimization due to the location and the built environment, and
would likely result in Section 106 adverse effects.

Linda discussed the previous comments provided by the City of Tucson and SHPO, as well as the
need for future discussions following the Notice of Availability (NOA) for the I-11 DEIS in early
2019. Rebecca and Linda also stated that FHWA would send a formal letter to SHPO regarding
the discussion of Section 4(f) impacts and the assessment for SHPO concurrence.

Rebecca mentioned the desire for additional coordination with the historic districts in Downtown
Tucson, and asked if SHPO had any contacts for the various communities, since ADOT and
FHWA would like to receive comments from them for the project as well.
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Build Official(s)
Property Name | Classification Corridor with NRHP Eligibility Use Finding Avoidance Options Considered
Alternative | Jurisdiction

Southern Historic Crosses SHPO Some segments No use - Not applicable
Pacific Railroad | railroad Purple, determined grade-
(now Union corridor Green, and NRHP-eligible, separate
Pacific), (1865-1988) | Orange Criterion A for
including Corridor association with
Phoenix Main Alternatives the expansion of
Line (AZ rail travel.
A:2:40(ASM)
Arizona Historic Crosses SHPO Some segments No use - Not applicable
Southern railroad Purple, determined grade-
Railroad — corridor Green, and NRHP-eligible, separate
railroad grade (1904-1933) | Orange Criterion A for
AZ Corridor association with
AA:10:19(ASM) Alternatives the movement of

mined materials.
Canoa Ranch Historic site Partially in SHPO Listed in2016, No use — Not applicable
Rural Historic (1912-1951) | Orange and Criterion A for accommodate
District and Green association with | through a
(Hacienda de la | recreation Corridor cattle ranching in | commitment
Canoa, Raul M. | area Alternatives AZ and C for to avoid the
Grijalva Canoa cluster of property
Ranch features during the tier
Conservation associated with 2 projects

Park)

the headquarters
of an early
ranching and
agriculture
operation.




Build Official(s)
Property Name | Classification Corridor with NRHP Eligibility Use Finding Avoidance Options Considered
Alternative | Jurisdiction
Tumacacori Historic site Partially in NPS, SHPO NHL-listed in No use — Not applicable
National (three 17th Purple, 1987, Criterion A | accommodate
Monument and | and 18th Green, and for association through a
Museum Century Orange with Spanish commitment
(National missions and | Corridor Colonial Jesuit to avoid the
Historical Park) | museum Alternatives mission period property
complex) (17th and 18th during the tier

Centuries) and 2 projects

Criterion C for

Mission and

Spanish Colonial

architecture.
Agustin del Homestead Partially in SHPO NRHP-eligible, No use — Not applicable
Tucson Mission Orange Criterion A for accommodate
site, AZ Corridor significance as through a
BB:13:6(ASM) Alternative mission commitment

settlement. to avoid the

property

during the tier
2 projects




Build Official(s)
Property Name | Classification Corridor with NRHP Eligibility Use Finding Avoidance Options Considered
Alternative | Jurisdiction
Barrio El Hoyo Historic Partially in SHPO -listed in 2008, Potential use | An alignment shift moving the roadway alignment away
Historic District | neighborhoo | Orange Criterion A as an from the Historic District would result in the use of one or
d (1908- Corridor early, garden more Section 4(f) Properties. Thus, alighment shift is not
1950) Alternative neighborhood considered an avoidance alternative.
along the Santa
Cruz River, Tunneling was considered as a means to avoid the Historic
Criterion C for its District. Found it is not an avoidance alternative due to
collection of construction of tunnel vents and access facilities, and
residential potential disturbance from staging areas. Cost of 6 miles of

structures built in
1908-1950 in the
Sonoran style.

tunnel would add S$5.1 billion to the projected overall
capital costs.

Elevated lanes (bridges) were considered to avoid impacts
to the Historic District. The elevated lanes would go over
existing interchanges, creating a third level at a minimum of
seven locations. Elevated lanes would avoid direct impacts,
but would likely result in indirect adverse visual and noise
impacts. Cost of elevated lanes would add $1 billion to the
overall capital costs.




Build Official(s)
Property Name | Classification Corridor with NRHP Eligibility Use Finding Avoidance Options Considered
Alternative | Jurisdiction
Barrio El Historic In Orange SHPO NRHP-listed in Potential use | An alignment shift moving the roadway alignment away
Membrillo neighborhoo | Corridor 2009, Criterion A from the Historic District would result in the use of one or
Historic District | d (1920’s) Alternative as an historic more Section 4(f) Properties. Thus, alighment shift is not
Hispanic considered an avoidance alternative.
neighborhood
along the Santa Tunneling was considered as a means to avoid the Historic
Cruz River, District. Found it is not an avoidance alternative due to
Criterion C for its construction of tunnel vents and access facilities, and
collection of potential disturbance from staging areas. Cost of 6 miles of
residential tunnel would add $5.1 billion to the projected overall
structures built in capital costs.
the 1920s in the
Sonoran style. Elevated lanes (bridges) were considered to avoid impacts
to the Historic District. The elevated lanes would go over
existing interchanges, creating a third level at a minimum of
seven locations. Elevated lanes would avoid direct impacts,
but would likely result in indirect adverse visual and noise
impacts. Cost of elevated lanes would add $1 billion to the
overall capital costs.
El Paso & Historic In Orange SHPO Depot building No use — Not applicable
Southwestern building Corridor was NRHP-listed | accommodate
Railroad (1913) and Alternative in 2004, Criterion | through a
District associated A for its commitment
structures association with | to avoid the
and features railroad property
transportation during the tier
and mining in AZ | 2 projects

and C for its
Classical Revival
style. District
determined
NRHP-eligible
under Criterion A
for railroad
association.




Build Official(s)
Property Name | Classification Corridor with NRHP Eligibility Use Finding Avoidance Options Considered
Alternative | Jurisdiction
Menlo Park Historic Partially in SHPO NRHP-listed in Potential use | An alignment shift moving the roadway alignment away
Historic District | neighborhoo | Orange 2010, Criterion A from the Historic District would result in the use of one or
d(1877- Corridor as an Anglo- more Section 4(f) Properties. Thus, alignment shift is not
1964) Alternative European/Americ considered an avoidance alternative.

an
neighborhood,
Criterion C for its
mix of Spanish
Colonial Revival,
Craftsman
bungalow,
prairie, post-
World War Il
ranch, and Mid-
Century Modern
architectural
styles.

Tunneling was considered as a means to avoid the Historic
District. Found it is not an avoidance alternative due to
construction of tunnel vents and access facilities, and
potential disturbance from staging areas. Cost of 6 miles of
tunnel would add an estimated $5.1 billion to the projected
overall capital costs.

Elevated lanes (bridges) were considered to avoid impacts
to the Historic District. The elevated lanes would go over
existing interchanges, creating a third level at a minimum of
seven locations. Elevated lanes would avoid direct impacts,
but would likely result in indirect adverse visual and noise
impacts. Cost of elevated lanes would add $1 billion to the
overall capital costs.




Build Official(s)
Property Name | Classification Corridor with NRHP Eligibility Use Finding Avoidance Options Considered
Alternative | Jurisdiction
Levi H. Historic site In Orange SHPO NRHP-listed in Potential use | An alignment shift moving the roadway alignment away
Manning House | (1908) Corridor 1979, Criterion C from the Historic District would result in the use of one or
Alternative forits more Section 4(f) Properties. Thus, alighment shift is not
combination of considered an avoidance alternative.
southwestern
styles and Tunneling was considered as a means to avoid the Historic
association with District. Found it is not an avoidance alternative due to
former Tucson construction of tunnel vents and access facilities, and
Mayor Levi potential disturbance from staging areas. Cost of 6 miles of
Manning and tunnel would add $5.1 billion to the projected overall
architect Henry capital costs.
Trost.
Elevated lanes (bridges) were considered to avoid impacts
to the Historic District. The elevated lanes would go over
existing interchanges, creating a third level at a minimum of
seven locations. Elevated lanes would avoid direct impacts,
but would likely result in indirect adverse visual and noise
impacts. Cost of elevated lanes would add $1 billion to the
overall capital costs.
Barrio El Historic Partially in SHPO NRHP-listed in No use — Not applicable
Presidio neighborhoo | Orange 1976, Criterion A | accommodate
d (1860- Corridor as originally an through a
1920) Alternative 18th Century commitment
Spanish village, to avoid the
subsequent property
Mexican village, during the tier
Criterion C for 2 projects

architecture in
Sonoran,
Transitional,
American
Territorial,
Mission Revival,
and Craftsman
Bungalow styles.
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Build Official(s)
Property Name | Classification Corridor with NRHP Eligibility Use Finding Avoidance Options Considered
Alternative | Jurisdiction
Barrio Anita Historic Partially in SHPO NRHP-listed in Potential use | An alignment shift moving the roadway alignment away
Historic District | neighborhoo | Orange 2011, Criterion A from the Historic District would result in the use of one or
d (1903) Corridor began as a more Section 4(f) Properties. Thus, alighment shift is not
Alternative Hispanic barrio in considered an avoidance alternative.
1920, named
after Annie Tunneling was considered as a means to avoid the Historic
Hughes, sister of District. Found it is not an avoidance alternative due to
Sam Hughes, construction of tunnel vents and access facilities, and
Criterion C for potential disturbance from staging areas. Cost of 6 miles of
architecture in tunnel would add $5.1 billion to the projected overall
Sonoran, capital costs.
Territorial and
Queen Anne Elevated lanes (bridges) were considered to avoid impacts
styles. to the Historic District. The elevated lanes would go over
existing interchanges, creating a third level at a minimum of
seven locations. Elevated lanes would avoid direct impacts,
but would likely result in indirect adverse visual and noise
impacts. Cost of elevated lanes would add $1 billion to the
overall capital costs.
Ronstadt-Sims | Historic site Outside/adj | SHPO NRHP-listed in No use Not applicable
Warehouse (1920) acent to 1989, Criterion A
Orange for agricultural
Corridor association,
Alternative Criterion C post-

railroad Sonoran
style and
engineering
technology; non-
contiguous
contributor to
John Spring
Neighborhood
District and John
Spring Multiple
Resource Area.




Build Official(s)
Property Name | Classification Corridor with NRHP Eligibility Use Finding Avoidance Options Considered
Alternative | Jurisdiction
US Department | Historic site Partially in SHPO NRHP-listed in No use — Not applicable
of Agriculture (1934) Orange 1997, Criterion A | accommodate
Plant Materials Corridor for its operation | through a
Center Alternative as a producer of | commitment
nursery stock to avoid the
and seeds for property
regional soil during the tier
stabilization and | 2 projects
conservation
projects.
Cortaro Farms | Historic Crosses SHPO NRHP-eligible, No use - Not applicable
Canal/Cortaro- | water Purple and Criterion A for its | grade-
Marana conduit partially in significant separate
Irrigation (1920) Orange contribution to
District Canal Corridor the expansion of
Alternative irrigated
agriculture in the
region.
Julian Wash Sculpture Large City of No use — Not applicable
Archaeological | garden portion in Tucson grade
Park within the Orange SHPO separated and
Julian Wash Corridor accommodate
Archaeologic | Alternative through a
al site and commitment
site of the to avoid the
former St. property
Luke’s during the tier
Orphanage 2 projects




Build Official(s)
Property Name | Classification Corridor with NRHP Eligibility Use Finding Avoidance Options Considered
Alternative | Jurisdiction
Tumamoc Nature Within University No use Not applicable
Preserve preserve and | Study Area; | of Arizona
National approximat
Historical ely 3,800 ft.
Landmark west of
Orange
Corridor

Alternative
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ARIZONA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

: November 21, 2018
‘R‘E(@El WIE[D In Reply Refer To:
NOV 21 2018 £ 999-M(161)
TRACS No. 999 SW 0 M5180 01P

vrsc i URIC I-11,1-19/SR 189 to US 93/SR 89
AR"’I'L“lf:hi_f_‘m“‘ o inalale I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS
Section 106 and Section 4(f) Continuing Consultation:

Potential Impacts to Properties within the metro-Tucson Area

Ms. Erin Davis, Compliance Specialist

State Historic Preservation Office, Arizona State Parks
1100 West Washington Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Dear Ms. Davis:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Arizona Department of Transportation
(ADOT) are preparing a Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (Tier 1 EIS) for the Interstate
11 (I-11) Corridor between Nogales and Wickenburg, Arizona. The I-11 Corridor study area
includes portions of the Santa Cruz, Pima, Pinal, Maricopa, and Yavapai counties. The FHWA is
the Federal Lead Agency and ADOT is the Local Project Sponsor for the Tier 1 EIS. To make
the project eligible for federal funds, the project is being assessed as an undertaking and will be
subject to review pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Land
ownership of the project area has yet to be determined since corridor alternatives are still under
development.

FHWA and ADOT met with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) on Wednesday,
November 7, 2018 to discuss the potential impacts to and FHWA'’s recommendations regarding
the adverse effects to historic properties afforded Section 4(f) protection within the proposed
Build Corridor Alternatives in the southern section encompassing the metro-Tucson area of
which SHPO is the official with jurisdiction. Meeting notes are enclosed for your review and
comment. Additionally, a table containing information on the historic properties within the three
proposed build corridor alternatives discussed at the meeting is enclosed.

Five historic properties within the proposed Orange Build Corridor Alternative, Option B along
Interstate 19 (I-19) and I-10 through the metro Tucson area would potentially be adversely
affected and may result in a Section 4(f) use. Three historic properties within the Orange Build
Corridor Alternative, Option B would be grade separated, thus no adverse effects/Section 4(f)
use. Six historic properties within the Orange Build Corridor Alternative, Option B would be
accommodated through a commitment to avoid the properties during the tier 2 projects. Thus,
there would be no adverse effects/Section 4(f) use. One historic property would be grade
separated and also accommodated through a commitment to avoid the property during the tier 2
projects, thus no adverse effects/Section 4(f) use. Two historic properties are located outside the
2,000 foot wide build corridor alternative, thus they would not be adversely affected and there


http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdivnndex.htm

would be no Section 4(f) use. SHPO agreed with these recommendations and commitments at
the meeting.

One historic property is located within the proposed Green Build Corridor Alternative, Option D
that is co-located with Interstate 19 (I-19) to a point near El Toro Road in Sahuarita where it
diverts to the west to Sandario Road and continues north. This property would be accommodated
through a commitment to avoid the property during the tier 2 projects. SHPO agreed with this
commitment at the meeting.

The Purple Build Corridor Alternative, Option C is co-located with I-19 to Elephant Head Road,
then diverts to the west to Sandario Road and continues north. No historic properties afforded
protection under Section 4(f) are located within the Purple Build Corridor Alternative, Option C.

The Green Build Corridor Alternative, Option D and the Purple Build Corridor Alternative,
Option C would adversely impact the Tucson Mitigation Corridor (TMC), a wildlife refuge that
is afforded protection under Section 4(f). Coordination is ongoing between FHWA, ADOT, and
the official with jurisdiction, the Bureau of Reclamation, in an effort to achieve a net benefit
finding for the TMC as part of a Preliminary Nationwide Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation.
Proposed mitigation measures would protect and enhance wildlife connectivity and movements
across the proposed Green Build Corridor Alternative, Option D and the Purple Build Corridor
Alternative where they cross the TMC.

Widening of Interstate 10 (I-10) from 8 lanes to 12 lanes through downtown Tucson (Orange
Build Corridor Alternative, Option B) would result in adverse effects (direct and/or indirect) to
historic buildings and districts. Because these adverse effects cannot be mitigated, the following
design options and recommendations to avoid these adverse effects were discussed at the
meeting.

The evaluated design avoidance alternatives for Orange Build Corridor Alternative, Option B
include alignment shifts, tunneling, and elevated lanes. There was not an alignment shift that
would avoid historic buildings and districts because any shift to avoid a resource would result in
additional direct impacts to one or more other historic buildings and districts. Surface structures
(vents, emergency access, etc.) associated with tunneling portions of I-10 through downtown
Tucson would potentially result in adverse effects to historic buildings and districts and therefore
be a Section 4(f) use. These surface structures would also adversely affect subsurface
archaeological resources. Although it is recognized that cost is not the foremost factor, the
tunneling option would not be prudent due to cost. While elevated lanes along I-10 through
downtown Tucson would likely avoid direct impacts, they would create a third level of roadway
at a minimum of seven interchange locations resulting in potential adverse indirect visual and
noise impacts to historic buildings and districts, and therefore be a Section 4(f) use. While it is
recognized that cost is not the foremost factor, the elevated lanes would not be prudent due to

cost.

Please review and comment on the enclosed meeting notes, table, and the information provided
in this letter. If you have any comments or changes, please respond in writing and return to
Rebecca Yedlin at the address in the letterhead or email Rebecca. Yedlin@dot.gov. If you concur



mailto:Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov

with the recommendations and commitments made at the November 7, 2018 meeting and in this
letter, please indicate your concurrence by signing below and return to Rebecca Yedlin. If you
have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at (602) 712-8636 or

email 1davis2@azdot.gov.

Sincerely,
#Karﬁ:ty)
Division Administrator
£ s (D/a__, nlzslg

Signature for SHPO Concurrence Date
999-M(161)
Enclosures
ecc:
RYedlin
LDavis

NOV 28 2018


mailto:ldavis2@azdot.gov
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December 19, 2018
RIEICSEINAED) In Reply Refer To:
DEC 19 2018 | 999-M(161)

TRACS No. 999 SW 0 M5180 01P

b URIC I-11,1-19/SR 189 to US 93/SR 89
-'\i-\‘i‘f.j.'lirfjf_ ki, b - I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS
Section 106 and Section 4(f) Continuing Consultation:

Revised Potential Impacts to Properties within the metro-Tucson Area

Ms. Erin Davis, Compliance Specialist

State Historic Preservation Office, Arizona State Parks
1100 West Washington Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Dear Ms. Davis:

On November 21, 2018 the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) consulted with the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) regarding the potential impacts to and FHWA’s
recommendations regarding the adverse effects to historic properties afforded Section 4(f)
protection within the proposed Build Corridor Alternatives in the southern section encompassing
the metro-Tucson area of which SHPO is the official with jurisdiction (Petty [FHWA(] to Davis
[SHPO] SHPO concurrence November 23, 2018).

Since the November 21st meeting, the project team refined the footprint of the proposed Orange
Build Corridor Alternative, Option B along Interstate 10 (I-10) through the metro Tucson area in
an effort to make a more definitive determination of potential impacts. As a result of this
analysis, impacts to some historic properties have changed. A revised table containing
information on the historic properties included in the original consultation with the changes
highlighted in yellow and a figure are included to assist you in your review.

The refinement resulted in changes to the potential impacts to three historic properties within the
proposed Orange Build Corridor Alternative, Option B along I-10 through the metro Tucson
area:

e The Barrio El Hoyo Historic District and the Menlo Park Historic District are now
located on the outer fringes of the footprint and would be avoided through
accommodation. Thus there now would be no adverse effects or Section 4(f) use.

e The boundary of the El Paso and Southwestern Railroad District was revised. The
original boundary included only the National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP)
listed railroad station because the original Section 4(f) methodology included only NRHP
listed properties. A NRHP nomination has been drafted for a larger El Paso and
Southwestern Railroad District that is considered eligible. Because nomination of the
district is in process and the City of Tucson includes the District on their website as a
pending NRHP District, the decision was made to include the eligible District in the
analysis. A roundhouse and areas of the abandoned railroad corridor that are contributing


http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm

properties to the El Paso and Southwestern Railroad District would potentially be
adversely affected and may result in a Section 4(f) use.

The refinement of the footprint was only analyzed within the Orange Build Corridor Alternative,
Option B along I-10. There are no changes to potential impact to historic properties or FHWA’s
recommendations along the Purple Build Corridor Alternative, Option C or the Green Build
Corridor Alternative, Option D

Please review the enclosed table, figure, and the information provided in this letter. If you have
any comments, please respond in writing and return to Rebecca Yedlin at the address in the
letterhead or email Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov. If you concur with FHWA’s recommendations,
please indicate your concurrence by signing below and return to Rebecca Yedlin. If you have any
questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at (602) 712-8636 or email
ldavis2@azdot.gov.

Sincerely,

’g"ﬁar S. Petty

Division Administrator

UMD, — ! I\ 15

Signature for SHPO Concurrence Date
999-M(161)

Enclosures

ecc:
RYedlin
LDavis


mailto:ldavis2@azdot.gov
mailto:Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov
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IMPACT STATEMENT

MEETING PURPOSE: Pre-Scoping Meeting with Arizona State Land Dept.
(ASLD)
DATE & TIME: April 14, 2016, 2:00 PM
LOCATION: ASLD, 1616 West Adams, Phoenix
ATTENDEES: Joshua Fife (ADOT), Joanie Cady (ADOT), Michael Kies (ADOT),

Aryan Lirange (FHWA), Jennifer Pyne (AECOM), Jay Van Echo (ADOT), Rebecca Yedlin (FHWA),
Micah Horowitz (ASLD), Max Masel (ASLD), Mike Dennis (ASLD), Michelle Green (ASLD), Mark
Edelman (ASLD), Ruben Ojeda (ASLD), Alan Hansen (FHWA)

MEETING NOTES

Purpose:

Meet prior to formal scoping to present preliminary project information, answer questions, and
discuss communication protocols going forward.

Responsible Party /

Key Discussion Points/Action Items: Action Item
1. Rebecca Yedlin initiated the meeting and Jay van Echo provided N/A
a history of the I-11 Corridor.
2. The Notice of Intent (NOI) is expected to publish in May 2016, N/A

and public and agency scoping meetings will be scheduled. The
Tier 1 EIS will build upon the prior studies and PEL. Jennifer
Pyne provided an overview of the environmental process that will
be initiated. The group discussed that the Tier 1 ROD would clear
a 2000 foot corridor based on typical sections. The level of the
analysis will match the level of project definition. A refined
alignment within this corridor would be cleared as part of
subsequent Tier 2 NEPA analysis.

3. The I-11 study team intends to disclose in the NOI that a N/A
combined FEIS and ROD will be pursued unless statutory or
practicability considerations preclude this option pursuant to
MAP-21 and FAST Act. Discussion noted that a preferred
alternative would need to be identified in the DEIS to enable the
combined FEIS/ROD.

4. ASLD is most interested in providing input on where to direct the Jennifer Pyne will
I-11 location, to best leverage economic development provide a shapefile of
opportunities. They would prefer to not create isolated state land the study area
parcels that would be more difficult to sell or lease. ASLD boundary so ALSD
completes five year plans, but most properties that are can begin to assess its
considered within that timeframe are in more urbanized areas. It resources within the
is expected that state trust land within the I-11 study area would boundary.

take longer to develop since it is generally more rural in nature.
Typically the development of state land follows private or other

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P/ Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S Page 1 of 2



Purpose:

Meet prior to formal scoping to present preliminary project information, answer guestions, and
discuss communication protocols going forward.

Responsible Party /
Key Discussion Points/Action Iltems: Action Iltem

investment in an area.

5. Itwas asked if the study would identify the spacing and number of N/A
interchanges, but it is expected that this analysis would largely
consider typical sections and more detailed concepts would follow
as part of a subsequent phase.

6. The group discussed whether ALSD would ‘preserve’ lands that N/A
are identified within a preferred corridor. Generally that would not
occur, but ASLD would look at sales on a case by case basis.
ASLD does not support sales for land speculation.

7. Mark Edelman and Ruben Ojeda are the points of contact for Participating agency
ASLD. Invitation letters should be sent to them. ALSD was a letters to be sent in
participating agency on the North-South corridor, and expect to late May 2016.

be involved in this project similarly.

Next Meeting Date: TBD

¢ Document Control

Attachments: Agenda, Handout

Page 2 of 2
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PRE-SCOPING MEETING WITH ARIZONA STATE LAND DEPARTMENT

THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 2016
2:00 PM

1616 WEST ADAMS
PHOENIX, AZ

***AGENDA***

1. Introductions and Purpose of Meeting
2. History of I-11 Corridor

3. Overview of Environmental Review Process

a. Scoping

b. Alternatives Selection Report

c. Tier 1Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
d. Combined FEIS/ROD

4. ASLD Experience with Other Tier 1 EIS

5. Discussion of I-11 Corridor Issues Relevant to ASLD
6. On-Going Communication Protocols and Outreach Efforts

a. FHWA/ADOT and ASLD Coordination
b. Stakeholder Outreach and Involvement

7. Contact Information

a. Project E-Mail: [-11ADOTStudy@hdrinc.com

b. Toll Free Hotline: 1-844-544-8049 (Bilingual)

c. Website: http://i11study.com/Arizona

d. Mail: Interstate 11 Tier 1 EIS Study Team

c/o ADOT Communications
1655 W. Jackson St., MD 126F
Phoenix, AZ 85007

8. Other Issues or Iltems

9. Next Steps

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S
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OVERVIEW OF STUDY PROCESS

ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

Interstate 11 Corridor Tier 1 Environment Impact Statement

Complete Alternatives Selection Report (ASR)
& Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

N g

Reach Consensus on Selected Corridor
Alternative from Nogales to Wickenburg

N

Set Stage for Future Projects

1-11 Corridor

= 280-Mile Study
Area from Nogales
to Wickenburg

m Initially Studiedin €
Sections during

ASR

» South (Nogales to
Casa Grande)

» Central (Casa Grande

Central ~
Secti t{n

S

to Buckeye) 111 Corridor
» North (Buckeye to E.Z.‘,":“”_‘ :‘“ “"""-'-'
Wickenburg) = R
- i qu I st Pon NP
paed 7
- i
ADOT o ® /

[«]

-11
Corridor A
D Study Area varies in width from
approximately 5 to 25 miles

1-11 Corridor
Study Area
(Nogales to
Wickenburg)

280 Miles

q
-~ ad
Corridor | P
Alternatives | _
Studied within @ Corridor Alternatives within the I-11
1-11 Corridor in P _ Corridor represent the approximate
ASR J area needed to build & operate a
proposed transportation facility,
including potential highway, rail, &
utility components.

Quantm will map potential
routes for a proposed
transportation facility within
the I-11 Corridor between
Nogales & Wickenburg.
[The proposed transportation
facility could include
potential highway, rail, &
utility components.

2
[ OZNSRETTEY IRoute trends will emerge for
% 3 potential Corridor
N . 8 Alternatives. They will be
analyzed & screened to
reduce the number of
recommended corridor
alternatives that will
advance into the Tier 1 EIS.

Recommended Corridor Alternatives
Advance into Tier 1 EIS

2,000-Foot Corridor in Tier 1 EIS to Assess Social,
Economic, & Natural Environment (i.e., Study Area)

-~

Recommended Corridor
Alternatives will advance
into the Tier 1 EIS as
“Build” Alternatives to
compare against a
“No Build” Alternative

(i.e., do nothing alternative).

|Build Alternatives will have|
smaller, individual projects
(or SlUs).

What Questions will Tier 1 EIS Answer?

m Primary Goal is to Reach Consensus on a Selected
Corridor Alternative for the 1-11 Corridor, including:

» Defined Corridor between Nogales & Wickenburg for Proposed
Transportation Facility

» Type of Transportation Facility, including Potential Highway, Rail, &
Utility Components

» Footprint to Accommodate Proposed Transportation Facility

» Smaller, Individual Projects (or SIUs) for Future Implementation

The Tier 1 EIS will Provide a Roadmap for Advancing
These Individual Projects in the Future.

ADOT

[=]

Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S

[e]

Interstate 11 Tier 1 EIS Study Team

c/o ADOT Communications

ADOT

Phoenix, AZ 85007

1655 W. Jackson Street, Mail Drop 126F

FOR MORE INFORMATION:
1-844-544-8049
i-11ADOTStudy@hdrinc.com
il1study.com/Arizona
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Douglas A. Ducey Lisa A. Atkins
Governot ‘ Commissionet

Arizona State Land Department

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

July 8,2019

I-11 Tier 1 EIS Study Team

c/o ADOT Communications

1655 West Jackson Street, Mail Drop 126F
Phoenix, AZ 85007

RE: Interstate 11 (“I-11”) Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS™)

Thank you for providing the Arizona State Land Department (“ASLD”) with the opportunity to
comment on the I-11 DEIS. The Study Area includes a significant amount of State Trust land
(“STL”). A cross-check between the DEIS’ I-11 Recommended Alternative alignment and
ASLD’s business records show a direct impact to approximately 150 ASLD Grazing and
Agricultural leases.

ASLD is charged with managing approximately 9.2 million acres of STL throughout Arizona.
Arizona’s STL is managed for the economic benefit of the Trust’s beneficiaries which include 13
beneficiaries such as K-12 public schools, public universities, and other charitable and penal public
institutions.

ASLD views the development of this corridor as a significant opportunity to strengthen the
economy and generate revenue for the Trust beneficiaries.

We have two specific concerns about the current access and alignment. (1) The most critical
component of highway infrastructure like I-11 is the provision of access between the roadway and
the State Trust land on which it is sited. Interchanges allow access and the ability to increase the
value of STL. The current plans show significant stretches of I-11 across State Trust land with no
planned traffic interchanges. (2) The I-10/I-11 system interchange proposed on State Trust land
near the 363" Avenue alignment, does not appear to have any access provided or planned, If there
is no access this major interchange creates no additional value, and in fact may diminish the value
to State Trust Land beneficiaries. A pass-through only facility without access is an encumbrance
on State Trust land and ASLD’s disposition determinations must reflect this.

Serving Arizona’s Schools and Public Institutions Since 1915

www.azland.gov


www.azland.gov

I-11 Tier 1 EIS Study Team
July 8,2019
Page 2

ASLD looks forward to our ongoing efforts with The Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”)
and the Arizona Department of Transportation (“ADOT”) on this important study and to address

the concerns expressed above. If you have questions, feel free to contact me or Mark Edelman at
medelman@azland.gov or at 602-542-6331.

Sincerely,

James W. Perry
Deputy Commissioner


mailto:medelman@azland.gov

— I-11 Corridor Final Tier 1 EIS
W Appendix F, Section 4(f) Evaluation Supporting Documents

‘—

Coordination Meeting with Arizona State Land Department, January 27, 2020

ADOT July 2021

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S



— I-11 Corridor Final Tier 1 EIS
W Appendix F, Section 4(f) Evaluation Supporting Documents

‘—

This page intentionally left blank.

ADOT July 2021

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S



ﬁ .

|
ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

I ADOT

Meeting Minutes
Purpose: Coordination Meeting with Arizona State Land Department

Date/Time: Monday, January 27, 2020, 11:00 AM (AZ Time)
Location: 1616 W Adams, Room 321
Prepared by: Allison Shinn, allison.shinn@aecom.com, 602-648-2362

Attendees: ADOT: Jay Van Echo, Katie Rodriguez
FHWA: Aryan Lirange
ASLD: Karen Dada, Mark Edelman, Mike Naber, Ruben Ojeda, Chris Lowman*
AECOM: Anita Richardson Frijia, Allison Shinn
*participating via conference call

If you have revisions to the meeting notes, please send to the preparer of the notes within 5
business days of receipt and the notes will be revised and re-circulated as appropriate. After
revisions, if any, the notes will be filed as final.

MEETING NOTES

Purpose: Coordination meeting between the FHWA, ADOT, and ASLD for the I-11 Corridor
Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Key Discussion Points/Action Items:

1. Introductions
Jay Van Echo began the meeting with introductions.

2. Schedule & Project Update

The I-11 Project Team is considering changes to the Recommended Alternative on or
near State Trust Lands near Wickenburg and Marana in response to agency and public
comments on the Draft Tier 1 EIS.

3. Wickenburg Area

The Town of Wickenburg and residents of the Vista Royale community north of
Wickenburg commented about concerns over the proximity of the Recommended
Alternative to the Vista Royale neighborhood. ADOT proposes to move the corridor
approximately 1 mile to the west so as to be farther away from Vista Royale. ASLD did
not have any major issues with this change but asked the I-11 Project Team to look at the
impacts to grazing operations in future studies. Past widenings of US93 introduced
wildlife crossings that created grazing trespassing issues.

Minutes Page 1 of 2 February 18, 2020
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4. Marana Area (I-10 Connector)

The Recommended Alternative places the I-11/I-10 connector through areas of planned
development in Marana. ADOT is considering alternatives that would move the connector
to tie into Aries Drive or Park Link Drive, just north of Marana. This change would place
the connector entirely on State Trust lands. ASLD had no major concerns with either of
those locations; however, they asked that during the Tier 2 study ADOT evaluate how
parcels are divided so as to avoid stranded parcels.

5. Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area

The I-11 Project Team asked ASLD how they manage State Trust lands within the
Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area. ASLD explained that State Trust Lands are not publicly
owned. The purpose of the State Trust Land is to generate revenue for the named
beneficiaries and not for the general public. In situations where public use of State Trust
Land is permitted, it is closely regulated to protect the monetary value of the land and
resources. ASLD does not have an agreement with Arizona Game and Fish Department
(AGFD) for management of the lands within the TMWA,; however, AGFD issues hunting
permits on behalf of ASLD and manages hunting activity on State Lands.

6. General Discussion

ASLD asked about the project schedule moving forward into a Tier 2 study. Jay Van
Echo, ADOT, responded that no Tier 2 studies are currently planned or programmed.

Karen Dada, ASLD, asked about ASLD becoming a Cooperating Agency during a Tier 2
study. Katie Rodriguez, ADOT, responded that more conversations will happen during a
Tier 2 study to identify Cooperating Agencies.

¢: Document Control

Attachments:
1. Sign-in sheet

Minutes Page 2 of 2 February 18, 2020
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Ives, Lisa

From: Yedlin, Rebecca (FHWA) <Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov>

Sent: Monday, July 18, 2016 4:20 PM

To: Jay Van Echo (JVanEcho@azdot.gov); Ives, Lisa

Cc: Lirange, Aryan (FHWA); AMER-US-AZ Phoenix-illdoccontrol
Subject: FW: I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS - Participating Agency Invitation Letter
fyi

From: Leigh Johnson [mailto:ljohnson@azstateparks.gov]

Sent: Friday, July 08, 2016 3:19 PM

To: Yedlin, Rebecca (FHWA)

Subject: Re: 1-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS - Participating Agency Invitation Letter

Hi Rebecca,

Here are some thoughts we had on this phase of the EIS process. We are happy to be a part of this process and we will
continue to fine-tune our comments as this process unfolds and actual alignments come to the forefront.

Arizona State Parks (ASP) is responsible for the stewardship of the State Park system, trails, and maintains the
State Historic Preservation Office. The State Park system is a State asset and should be protected as such. As
State assets, they are important economic drivers to the local areas in which they occur. As stewards for the
natural and historic resources of the State, ASP has an interest in making sure that any proposed alignments
within the study area do not impact present or future environmentally important lands and/or
historic/archaeological resources yet to be designated as such.

ASP values the potential improvement in access to State Parks from existing interstates or from the proposed
[-11 interstate. For example, providing proximate exits, access roads, signage, etc. would be a benefit to the
State Park system. Likewise, to improve or provide interpretive pull-out areas for historic sites, trail, events,
etc. may increase tourism. Rest Areas often act as visitor orientation stations for the State’s historic and
natural resources, parks, and trails and provide another opportunity to showcase the State’s assets.

ASP views the proposed interstate as a potential opportunity for funding proposed trail sections that run
adjacent to or are within the same corridor as the proposed I-11 alignment. (e.g. bikeways, hiking trails,
equestrian trails, OHV trails, etc.) and will contribute to the multi-modal goals of I-11 and could contribute to a
future statewide active transportation plan. However, the project should avoid or minimize negative impacts
to statewide trails or provide multi-use trail crossings when those impacts are unavoidable.

All proposed and existing parks, open spaces, monuments, wilderness, etc. designations within the study area
should be mapped more clearly on I-11 project materials so that all impacts can be evaluated by staff and the
public. ASP prefers that State Park properties within study area are avoided; for example, but not limited to:
Sonoita Creek Natural Area, Patagonia Lake State Park, Tubac Presidio State Historic Park, and Picacho Peak
State Park. Specifically, avoiding Picacho Peak State Park by keeping any alignment expansions east of the
existing interstate.


mailto:ljohnson@azstateparks.gov

ASP prefers that the Vulture Mountain Recreation Area is avoided by keeping any proposed alignments
westward towards the existing power line alignment. ASP has already invested in the Vulture area via grant
funding to other agencies for various Off-Highway Vehicle programs or projects in this area. Off-Highway
Vehicle usage is a popular activity in this area and provides a positive economic impact to the local area and to
the State. This area is valued by the community and is a popular recreational area for a number of activities
while also maintaining ecological value.

ASP appreciates the opportunity to serve a Participating Agency and looks forward to future discussions
regarding this project.

Again, we look forward to working with you.

Kind Regards,
Leigh

Leigh Johnson, AICP
State Parks Planner
Arizona State Parks
23751 N. 23rd Ave.
Phoenix, AZ 85085
602-364-2059
http://azstateparks.gov

From: "Yedlin, Rebecca (FHWA)" <Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov>

Date: Monday, June 20, 2016 at 8:01 AM

To: Leigh Johnson <ljohnson@azstateparks.gov>

Subject: RE: I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS - Participating Agency Invitation Letter

Thanks Leigh

From: Leigh Johnson [mailto:ljohnson@azstateparks.gov]

Sent: Monday, June 20, 2016 7:39 AM

To: Yedlin, Rebecca (FHWA)

Cc: Russell Moore; Skip Varney; James Keegan; Lirange, Aryan (FHWA)
Subject: Re: 1-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS - Participating Agency Invitation Letter

Hi Rebecca —
We would like participate as a Participating Agency. We will provide initial comments during the scoping meeting.

Thank you,


mailto:ljohnson@azstateparks.gov
mailto:ljohnson@azstateparks.gov
mailto:Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov
http://azstateparks.gov

Leigh

From: "Yedlin, Rebecca (FHWA)" <Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov>

Date: Monday, June 13, 2016 at 5:53 AM

To: Leigh Johnson <ljohnson@azstateparks.gov>

Cc: Russell Moore <rmoore@azstateparks.gov>, Skip Varney <wvarney@azstateparks.gov>, James Keegan
<jkeegan@azstateparks.gov>, "Lirange, Aryan (FHWA)" <Aryan.lirange@dot.gov>

Subject: RE: I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS - Participating Agency Invitation Letter

The I1-11 project team looks forward to your participation and comments during the June 22" agency scoping meeting.
Has Arizona State Parks decided to become a Participating Agency on the project, or are you still considering this option
and will let us know when you submit your formal scoping comments? Thanks, Rebecca

From: Leigh Johnson [mailto:ljohnson@azstateparks.gov]

Sent: Friday, June 10, 2016 1:33 PM

To: Yedlin, Rebecca (FHWA)

Cc: Russell Moore; Skip Varney; James Keegan

Subject: 1-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS - Participating Agency Invitation Letter

Rebecca,

[ just reviewed your letter dated May 24, 2016 regarding the Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement for the I-11
Corridor that invites Arizona State Parks to be a participating agency.

We will either attend the June 22 meeting in person, or join in via the webinar option.

In the meantime, please keep us informed of all activities related to this project.

Kind Regards,
Leigh Johnson

Leigh Johnson, AICP
State Parks Planner
Arizona State Parks
23751 N. 23rd Ave.
Phoenix, AZ 85085
602-364-2059
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Q

4000 North Central Avenue

ARIZONA DIVISION Suite 1500
U.S.Department Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500
of Transportation Phone: (602) 379-3646
Federal Highway Fax: (602) 382-8998
Administration http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm

October 8, 2020
In Reply Refer To:
999-M(161)
TRACS No. 999 SW 0 M5180 01P
I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS
Section 4(f) Consultation
Ms. Darla Cook, Deputy Director
Development and Operations
Arizona State Parks
23751 N. 23rd Avenue, #190
Phoenix, AZ 85085

Dear Ms. Cook;

The purpose of this letter is to consult with you, as the official with jurisdiction over Picacho Peak State
Park, related to the I-11 Corridor Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Preliminary Section
4(f) Evaluation. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) identified properties that may be protected by
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 [Section 4(f)], now codified at 49
United States Code 303 et seq. and implemented in 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 774, and is
requesting your assistance by verifying the information in this letter or, if needed, providing accurate
information.

Project Overview

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), in cooperation with FHWA as the lead federal
agency, published a Draft Tier 1 EIS and Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation on April 5, 2019. The
project would provide a new interstate highway from Nogales to Wickenburg, Arizona. The Draft Tier 1
EIS provides a programmatic approach for identifying existing and future conditions by evaluating 2,000-
foot-wide Build Corridor Alternatives, within which project-level highway alignments could be identified
in Tier 2.

Overview of Section 4(f) Properties

As a part of the Tier 1 EIS process, an analysis of properties eligible for protection under Section 4(f)
must be completed. Section 4(f) properties are any publicly owned parks and recreation areas (including
trails); waterfowl and wildlife refuges; and National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligible historic
sites considered to have national, state, or local significance.

Section 4(f) properties are publicly owned land considered to be a park, recreation area, or wildlife and
waterfowl refuge when the land has been officially designated as such by a federal, state or local agency,
and the officials with jurisdiction over the land determine that its primary purpose is as a park, recreation
area, or refuge. Primary purpose is related to a property's primary function and how it is intended to be
managed. Incidental, secondary, occasional, or dispersed activities similar to park, recreational, or refuge
activities do not constitute a primary purpose within the context of Section 4(%).

Additionally, a property must be a significant public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl
refuge. The term significant means that, in comparing the availability and function of the park, recreation
area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge with the park, recreation, or refuge objectives of the agency, the
property in question plays an important role in meeting those objectives.

Request for Agreement

FHWA and ADOT recognize Picacho Peak State Park within the Corridor Study Area as having Section
4(f) protection. FHWA respectfully requests that Arizona State Parks verify the following information
about Picacho Peak State Park:


http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm

1. Figure 1 shows the location and boundaries of the property in relation to the Build Corridor
Alternatives. As the official with jurisdiction over Picacho Peak State Park, meaning the agency
that owns or administers the property in question and the person who is empowered to represent
the agency on matters related to the property, do you agree that Picacho Peak State Park is
protected by Section 4(f)? Do you agree that the boundaries of the property shown in Figure 1 are
correct? If not, would you please assist us by providing the correct boundary information?

2. As the official with jurisdiction over Picacho Peak State Park, is it accurate to say the property is
significant when compared to the objectives of the agency?

Next Steps

FHWA and ADOT will use your response to further evaluate whether the project would have the potential
to impact Picacho Peak State Park. The results of the Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation will be reported
in the I-11 Final Tier 1 EIS, currently in preparation. FHWA will continue to coordinate with Arizona
State Parks as the project advances.

During Tier 2 studies, the 2,000-foot width of a selected Build Corridor Alternative would be refined to a
specific roadway alignment. At that time, ADOT would continue coordination with Arizona State Parks.
ADOT would undertake a Final Section 4(f) Evaluation as part of the Tier 2 studies. That evaluation
would examine the applicability of Section 4(f) to the Picacho Peak State Park related to the specific
roadway alignment.

We appreciate your assistance with our request and respectfully ask for your response by November 6,
2020. For your convenience, a signature line is provided below if you agree with the preceding
information. You can sign it and send it back to FHWA. If you do not agree, please provide us with the
correct information. If you have any questions or need additional information, please feel free to contact
Rebecca Yedlin, FHWA Environmental Coordinator, at 602.382.8979 or Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

igitally signed b
REBECCA  hRemecch ANNEveoLIN
ANNE YEDLIN 0% 0
for
Karla S. Petty
Division Administrator

We, Arizona State Parks, as the official with jurisdiction under Section 4(f) for the Picacho Peak State
Park, have reviewed Figure 1. The boundaries of Picacho Peak State Park, as shown on Figure 1, are
accurate. The park is significant as defined by Section 4(f) and compared to the objectives of Arizona
State Parks. Arizona State Parks is the sole official with jurisdiction over Picacho Peak State Park.

Signature for Arizona State Parks Agreement Date
999-M(161)

Enclosure

ecc:
RYedlin
JVanEcho


https://2020.10.08
mailto:Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov

- I-11 Alternatives

Picacho Peak State Park
Arizona State Parks

1 Miles @

Figure 1 — Picacho Peak State Park
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Rietz, Jessica

From: Jones, Laynee

Sent: Monday, November 9, 2020 11:19 AM

To: Roche, Leslie; Richardson, Anita; Anderson, Seth; Rietz, Jessica

Subject: Fwd: I-11 - Section 4(f) Consultation

Attachments: Info for I-11 consultation (1).docx; PIPE_Boundary.zip; PIPE_Boundary (1).pdf

Get Outlook for iOS

From: Yedlin, Rebecca (FHWA) <Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov>

Sent: Monday, November 9, 2020 5:49:32 AM

To: Jay Van Echo (JVanEcho@azdot.gov) <JVanEcho@azdot.gov>; Jones, Laynee <laynee.jones@aecom.com>; Roche,
Leslie <Leslie.Roche@aecom.com>

Cc: 'jayv@horrocks.com' <jayv@horrocks.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: I-11 - Section 4(f) Consultation

FYI - Let me know if we need any additional info. Thanks, Rebecca

From: Darla Cook <dcook@azstateparks.gov>

Sent: Friday, November 6, 2020 3:00 PM

To: Yedlin, Rebecca (FHWA) <Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov>

Cc: Mark Weise <mweise@azstateparks.gov>; Thomas Allen <tallen@azstateparks.gov>
Subject: I-11 - Section 4(f) Consultation

unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Rebecca

Our GIS records indicate a slight variance in property boundary for Picacho Peak State Park.

The attachments include two GIS maps that show our actual property boundaries for Picacho Peak State Park and Word
document that includes various information you can use to show the Park’s relative "significance" in regards to our
agency mission, historical, cultural and wildlife resources.

Let me know if you need anything else.

Thanks,
Darla Cook


mailto:tallen@azstateparks.gov
mailto:mweise@azstateparks.gov
mailto:Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov
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mailto:jayv@horrocks.com
mailto:jayv@horrocks.com
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mailto:JVanEcho@azdot.gov
mailto:Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov

Darla Cook

Assistant Director - Development/Operations
Arizona State Parks & Trails

23751 N 23rd Ave, Suite 190

Phoenix, AZ 85085

(602) 542-6936

dcook@azstateparks.gov
1-877-MY-Parks|AZStateParks.com
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Mission Statement for Arizona State Parks and Trails
“Managing and conserving Arizona’s natural, cultural and recreational resources for the benefit
of the people, both in our Parks and through our Partners.”

Picacho Peak State Park offers all of the above resources with a recently constructed visitor
center with exhibits and a park store, a playground, historical markers, a campground, and
numerous picnic areas. Many hiking trails traverse the desert and offer hikers both scenic and
challenging hikes. Diverse wildlife watching opportunities, hands-on geology, and renowned
wildflower blooms add to the appeal. Due to its location, the park also offers dark skies for
stargazing.

Picacho Peak is located in a uniquely centralized location between Tucson and Phoenix. Situated
by itself yet within an hours’ drive from Arizona’s two largest population centers and major

airports, it offers convenient potential access to its resources for millions of residents and visitors
alike.

The park therefore qualifies as significant when compared to the objectives of the agency.

PARK INTRODUCTION/DESCRIPTION

Excerpts from Arizona State Parks, the Beginning
by Charles Eatherly

The unique shape of the 1,500-foot Picacho Peak has been used as a landmark by travelers since
prehistoric times. One of the first recordings was in the 1700’s by the Anza Expedition as it passed
through the area.

In 1848, the Mormon Battalion constructed a wagon road through Picacho Pass. The forty-niners
on their way to California used this road. In the late 1850’s the Butterfield Overland Stage was
carrying passengers through this area. Picacho Peak’s most noted historic event occurred on April
15, 1862, when Confederate and Union scouting parties met in the Battle of Picacho Pass during
the Civil War. This was the largest Civil War clash to take place in Arizona.

Picacho Peak is not a volcanic cone, but is part of a volcanic flow that has been partially eroded
away. It has long been known for its spring display of wildflowers. If rains come at the right times
in the winter, the spring will bring an explosion of gold to the bajadas of the mountain that appear
as a tapestry of color. The wildflowers are predominantly Mexican Gold Poppies.

The Picacho Peak area was identified and included in the 1958 State Parks Board plan for potential
acquisition as a State Park. This area of unique geological significance, outstanding and varied
desert growth, and historical importance easily met the criteria for a State Park. During 1961,
petitions to make this site a state park were received from the Coolidge City Council, Eloy
Business and Professional Women’s Club, Eloy Women’s Club, Common Council of Eloy, Town
Council of Florence, Oracle School District Board and the Pinal County Board of Supervisors.



Late in 1962, State Park’s staff initiated a feasibility report on this proposed park. In March 1963,
the Parks Board adopted the feasibility study and authorized Director McCarthy to begin
negotiations for the acquisition of section 15 from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The
feasibility study identified the primary purpose as protection of the resource with adequate land to
develop compatible public use facilities. An interpretive program based on the unique geological
and botanical significance coupled with the regional historical significance was envisioned for the
park. The Park’s staff was working with the Transportation Department on the site as early as 1963
to ensure adequate access would be provided to the proposed park when the interstate highway
was constructed.

With strong local support for the Park, the Legislature in Chapter 73, Laws 1965, authorized the
creation of Picacho Peak State Park and appropriated funds for the acquisition of 640 acres of land
(Section 15) at the site. On April 26, 1966, the agency acquired its first 640 acres through the
Recreation and Public Purposes process for $2.50 per acre. Development plans were quickly
completed and Jon Clow, Park Manager, initiated construction on the first park facilities and
interior roads and parking areas. The State Park officially opened to the public on Memorial Day,
May 30, 1968. The Civil War skirmish near Picacho Peak was commemorated at the opening day
festivities by honoring the known dead and wounded from that action.

The legislature passed House Bill 217 that was signed by Governor Jack Williams and became
Chapter 157, Laws 1970. This legislation authorized the purchase of an additional 2,760 acres of
land from the Bureau of Land Management under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act for
inclusion in the Park.

During the mid 1970s, legislation was pass that provided for land exchanges of private parcels
around Picacho Peak for State trust lands. The Parks Board leased one of these exchange parcels
located in Section 10 adjacent to major park developments from the State Land Department. This
parcel provided an additional 258 acres to the Park when it was leased on August 1, 1981. In the
1990’s, two parcels were purchased and added to the Park for a total acreage of 3,747.

Excerpt from the Park’s Operating Plan:

MANAGEMENT OF SPECIAL RESOURCES

9.B. Historic Resources

Picacho Pass, just outside the park boundary, is the site of the westernmost Civil War Skirmish
that took place on April 15, 1862. A commemorative marker was relocated for display inside the
park boundary. An ADA accessible Civil War interpretive trail in Memorial Loop was completed
in 2015.



The Mormon Battalion also passed through the area in 1848 while constructing a wagon road
through Picacho Pass. There is a marker to commemorate this event inside the park as well.

By 1858, Picacho Pass was the location for a station along the Butterfield Overland Stage and Mail
route. This station was located outside the park boundary, and its outline can be seen in place.

Picacho Peak is also mentioned in records of the Anza Expeditions that came through the area in
1775-76. Today, the auto tour following the designated Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic
Trail, which follows a 1,210-mile historic route from Nogales, Arizona to San Francisco,
California has Picacho Peak identified as a stop. There is a small interpretive panel about the Anza
Expeditions located at the Sunset Vista Trailhead parking lot.

There was mining activity in the 19" and early 20" century along the slopes of the peak. The
remnants of numerous small abandoned mines as well as some foundations associated with these
mines are located on the backside of Picacho Peak, as well as on Little Black Mountain near the
campground.

Hunter Trail, climbing the front side of the mountain, was built in the 1970s after the park was
dedicated. It follows the historic trail built in the 1930s that was used to access the light beacon
that was located on top of the Peak from the 1930s until the 1950s.



9.B.1. Policy Reference:

Artifact Collections Management; Implementation DATE 10-26-95; REVISION DATE 10-26-
95

9.B.2. Historic Resource Inventory & Accession Records
Not available in park records.

9.B.3. Park Management Practices

The actual site of the Civil War skirmish and the location of the former Stage station are outside
the park boundary. For the protection of these resources, they are currently not identified on any
park map and are not accessible by any official roadways or trails.

Commemorative monuments are located inside the park for their protection.

The old mine shafts and remnants are located away from any hiking trails, and are not identified
on the park map. They are occasionally noticed by park visitors. The Ostrich Ranch adjacent to
the park also mentions one of these mines as the “Bat Cave” during their “Monster Truck Tours”,
which brings visitors into the park asking about the Bat Cave. Park staff then explain that the cave
is located on private property, and discourage visitors from accessing the cave through park

property.

Destructing, defacing, collecting and/or removing any natural or man-made item or artifact from
the park is prohibited.

9.E. Cultural/Archaeological Resources

9.E.1. Identification of Cultural/Archaeological Resources

The area around the Peak is thought to have been frequented by members of the Hohokam tribe.
Structures from that period consist mainly of rock rings and caves that show evidence of possible
temporary habitation based on soot deposits and “metates”, grain/seed grinding holes in the solid
volcanic rock, mainly in the area around Little Black Mountain.

Several locations, especially in the area around Little Black Mountain, contain what more recent
generations left behind, such as old car parts, rusting metal pieces, old tin cans, thick-walled glass
bottles, china shards, etc.

9.F. Geologic Resources

9.F.1. Identification of Unique Geological Resources

Picacho Peak is an eroded, resistant lava flow in a sequence of lava flows interlaid with thin strata
of gravelly sedimentary rocks. This entire sequence was tilted steeply towards the northeast, then



faulted and eroded. These rocks are now exposed as a part of the High Picacho Mountains block
whereas their detached relatives now lie buried beneath the low flanking valley or basins. The
entire sequence that makes up the Peak is believed to be about 22 million years old.

Hiking trails lead to the top of the Peak. Several trails also explore the lower elevations while
providing a view of the Peak. There are scenic views from all areas of the park, either toward the
Peak itself or toward the Picacho Mountains to the North.

There are a couple of unusual black volcanic outcroppings located in the valley adjacent to the
Peak.

The Peak also has some natural caves and overhangs (including one that has a stalagmite growing
in it) that support bat populations.

Picacho Peak was chosen as a location to be included in a study about Earth fissures. The
University of Arizona installed a solar-powered monitoring system on the backside of the
mountain. The project leader makes annual trips to the site to confirm that the equipment is
operating to their satisfaction.

9.F.2. Park Management Practices

Park rules state that hikers should stay on designated trails and not create new “social trails”.

The trails are being maintained as needed to keep them usable. This means water barriers and steps
may be added, signage placed for safety, and brush cut back to allow passage on the trail. The Peak
is otherwise left in its natural state.

The collection of rocks in the park is prohibited.

9.G. Wildlife Resources

9.G.1. Identification of Threatened & Endangered Species
Picacho Peak does not have any confirmed T & E Species.

9.G.2. Wildlife Research Studies
Two wildlife studies are currently conducted in the park.

A long-standing study by the University of Arizona is monitoring the bat population in the “Bat
Cave” located on the southeast flanks (“backside”) of the mountain.

Researchers have started to look into sightings of Crested CaraCaras, also on the backside of the
mountain.

The Picacho Talus Snail, Sonorella simmonsi, is a species endemic to the Picacho Mountains.
See Game and Fish Abstract below:



ARIZONA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT

HERITAGE DATA MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

Invertebrate Abstract Element Code: IMGASC9550

Data Sensitivity: No

CLASSIFICATION, NOMENCLATURE, DESCRIPTION, RANGE

NAME: Sonorella simmonsi W.B. Miller, 1966

COMMON NAME: Picacho talussnail

SYNONYMS:

FAMILY: Helminthoglyptidae

AUTHOR, PLACE OF PUBLICATION: W.B. Miller, 1966, Nautilus 80(2):48-50, PI. 1, figs. D-
E, Pl. 2, fig. C.

TYPE LOCALITY: Picacho Mountains, W side of canyon running SE from Newman Peak, E of
Picacho, 2,500 ft, Pinal County, Arizona (ANSP 356231). The Paratype collection from LACM
(1245) reports canyon trending SW from Newman Peak.

TYPE SPECIMEN: Paratype: ANSP 356231 (Original Number: S897/9245). M.L. Walton, 27
December 1965, 6 dry specimens. Additional Paratypes: LACM 1245 (3 dry).

TAXONOMIC UNIQUENESS: Based on an unpublished revision by W.B. Miller (1968a, in
Bequaert and Miller 1973), he recognized 68 valid species of Sonorella (with 19 subspecies), 57
of them in Arizona (three common with Sonora), 3 in New Mexico, 1 in trans-Pecos Texas (in
common with New Mexico), 8 in Sonora (3 in common with Arizona), and 3 in Chihuahua.
Sonorella simmonsi is 1 of 26 species in the S. hachitana Complex.

DESCRIPTION: Snails in the genus Sonorella have a “depressed globose, helicoids shell, 12 to 30
mm in diameter, umbilicate or perforate, with a wide, unobstructed mouth and a thin, barely
expanded peristome, smoothish or slightly sculptured with growth-lines, occasionally with fine
oblique or spiral granulation and short hairs (mainly on the early whorls), lightly colored, and
normally with a dark peripheral band. Its most characteristic features are, however, in the
genitalia, which lack a dart sac and mucus glands.” (Bequaert and Miller, 1973). For species in the
S. hachitana Complex: the penis is a usually long, slender, narrowly pointed verge; and in
extreme forms, the verge is thick and club-shaped. Shells are relatively large and capacious, with
a smooth, silky-lustrous periostracum; usually with apical spirally descending threads. (Bequaert
and Miller, 1973).

AIDS TO IDENTIFICATION: The most characteristic features of the genus Sonorella are, in the
genitalia, which lack a dart sac and mucus glands (Bequaert and Miller 1972).

ILLUSTRATIONS:AGFD Invertebrate Abstract -2- Sonorella simmonsi




TOTAL RANGE: Endemic to Arizona in Picacho and Silver Reef mountains in Pinal County.
(Bequaert and Miller, 1973).
RANGE WITHIN ARIZONA: See “Total Range.”

SPECIES BIOLOGY AND POPULATION TRENDS

BIOLOGY: Terrestrial gastropods do not move much, usually only to find food or reproduce.
Olfaction is the primary sensory behavior utilized to find and move toward a food item (on the
scale of centimeters to meters). A moving terrestrial gastropod lays down water-laden mucus on
which it moves, exposing its integument to a potentially drying atmosphere, and increasing its
water losses through the pallial cavity because of the necessity for gas exchange. A roosting
terrestrial gastropod deploys a variety of passive mechanisms for water conservation, including
the direct protection of its wet surfaces from drying conditions, avoidance of temperature
extremes, the creation of more favorable microclimates and decreases in gas exchange. (A. Cook,
in Barker 2001).

REPRODUCTION:

FOOD HABITS: Probably omnivorous, feeding on plant material (including algae, mosses, lichens,
and possibly roots, shoots, leaves, flowers, flowers, anthers, pollen, fruit, seeds and rotting wood),
and microorganisms associated with live and decaying vegetation; followed to a lesser extent by
fungi and soil. (Speiser, in Barker, 2001).

HABITAT: Collected in rock piles on N facing slopes, and under rocks near dry riverbed (SBMNH,
accessed 2008). The talussnail is a rock snail usually found in taluses or “slides” of coarse broken
rock, generally found in crevices one to several feet below the surface, sealed to stones by their
mucus. (SDCP, 2005).

ELEVATION: Elevation ranges between 2,000 to 2,500 ft (610-763 m) in the Picacho Mountains,
and 1,600 ft (488 m) in Silver Reef Mountains. (Bequaert & Miller, 1973).

PLANT COMMUNITY:

POPULATION TRENDS: Unknown.

SPECIES PROTECTION AND CONSERVATION

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT STATUS: None

STATE STATUS: None

OTHER STATUS: None AGFD Invertebrate Abstract -3- Sonorella simmonsi




MANAGEMENT FACTORS: Threats include destruction or disturbance of talus slopes.

PROTECTIVE MEASURES TAKEN:

SUGGESTED PROJECTS: Validity of the informal Sonorella “species-groups” (or “complexes”)
has been brought into question by Naranjo-Garcia (1988) and Roth (1996). Further research,
including the use of molecular techniques, is needed to help clarify the relationships of these
informal taxa. (Gilbertson and Radke 2005).

LAND MANAGEMENT/OWNERSHIP: BIA — Gila Bend Indian Reservation.

SOURCES OF FURTHER INFORMATION
REFERENCES:
Bequaert, J.C., and W.B. Miller. 1973. The Mollusks of the Arid Southwest. The University of
Arizona Press. Tucson, Arizona. Pp. 111, 117.
Hittp://www.co.pima.az.us/cmo/sdcp/sdep2/fsheets/vuln/ts.html. Fact-sheet: Talussnail,
Sonorella. Accessed: 11/23/2005.
Integrated Taxonomic Information System (ITIS). Retrieved 4/9/2008 from ITIS,
http://www.itis.usda.gov.
LACM Type Catalog: Class Gastropoda. Accessed 4/23/2008.
http://www.nhm.org/research/malacology/coltypelist/helminthoglyptidae.html.
NatureServe. 2008. NatureServe Explorer: An online encyclopedia of life [web application].
Version 7.0. NatureServe, Arlington, Virginia. Available
http://www.natureserve.org/explorer. (Accessed: April 9, 2008).
Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History. 2008. SBMNH: Invertebrate Zoology Online Database
Collection. http://www.sbcollections.org/iz/recordview.php. Accessed: 4/9/2008.
The Academy of Natural Sciences. ANSP Malacology Search Details. Accessed: 9 April 2008.
http://clade.ansp.org/malacology/collections/index.php.

MAJOR KNOWLEDGEABLE INDIVIDUALS:

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:
The genus Sonorella occurs over most of Arizona (except a strip north of the Grand Canyon, an
extensive northeast corner, an the small southwest Eremarionta area), the southwest corner of
New Mexico, trans-Pecos Texas, northeast Sonora, and the northwest corner of Chihuahua,
Mexico. (Bequaert and Miller, 1973).

Revised: 2008-05-08 (SMS) AGFD Invertebrate Abstract -4- Sonorella simmonsi

Unpublished abstract compiled and edited by the Heritage Data Management System, Arizona Game
and Fish Department, Phoenix, AZ. X pp.

The public often mistakes the Picacho Talus Snail for a fossil. Visitors bring the “shells” to the
Visitor Center for identification. Rangers inform them that they are holding a live animal that will
not survive for long if removed from its very specific habitat.

9.1. Other Special/Sensitive Resources

Wildflowers - Picacho Peak State Park is known for impressive spring wildflower displays. A
good “Flower season” is connected to and only happens after ample winter rains. Mexican Gold
Poppies, Lupine, and many other species often cover the slopes and lower elevations of the peak


http://clade.ansp.org/malacology/collections/index.php
http://www.sbcollections.org/iz/recordview.php
http://www.natureserve.org/explorer
http://www.nhm.org/research/malacology/coltypelist/helminthoglyptidae.html
http://www.itis.usda.gov
Http://www.co.pima.az.us/cmo/sdcp/sdcp2/fsheets/vuln/ts.html

starting as early as February. The display can last into April if temperatures stay low enough and
rainfall continues through the spring. The carpets of yellow Mexican Gold Poppies can sometimes
be seen from the freeway.

Dark Skies — Park staff has looked into a possible future certification as a Dark Sky Park by the
International Dark Sky Association.
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TOHONO O’ODHAM NATION
SCHUK TOAK DISTRICT

P.O. Box 368
Sells, Arizona 85634
Telephone (520) 383-4660
Fax (520)383-5575
Email: schuktoak{@toua.net

RESOLUTION OF THE SCHUK TOAK DISTRICT
(Opposition of the Interstate-11 Corridor on or near the Garcia Strip Community)

Resolution No.: ST-02-11-17-()19

WHEREAS, the Schuk Toak District Council convened in a meeting on February 11, 2017 with a
quorum present; and

WHEREAS, In November 2014, the Arizona and Nevada Department of Transportation completed
an initial two-year feasibility study known as the Interstate-11 and Intermountain West
Corridor Study. The 280-mile stretch will connect Nogales and Wickenburg. It will
continue on to the Hoover Dam bypass bridge near Las Vegas. This Interstate 11
Corridor (I-11) will eventually connect Mexico and Canada (see background sheet).
The proposed 2,000-foot wide corridor for the interstate has additional options which
include the possibility of building a railway and utility lines, (see Proposed
Transportation Facility Options). The land required for the frontage roads, drainage,
maintenance, and sound walls, etc., are also concerns; and

WHEREAS, the Garcia Strip Community, Schuk Toak District of the Tohono O’odham Nation,
opposes the intent of the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) and others
involved (see Proposed Transportation Facility Options) to build the I-11 Corridor, on
or near, the Garcia Strip Community. An option shown on the map provided by ADOT
designates land for the corridor will cut through the Garcia Strip Community which is
focated on the Eastern boundary of the Tohono O’odham Nation (see map); and

WHEREAS, Garcia Strip Community land has flood plains, sacred sites which cannot be developed
and the land base has already been reduced by the following programs:

Program Land Usage For Additional Comments
Tohono O’cdham Farming Authority 2,300+ Acres Schuk Toak Farms
Seuthern Arizona Water Rights Settlement Act | 500 ft by 7 miles | Wildlife Corridor Additional undefined

{(SAWRSA) — Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) restriciions to come

AZ G&T (Formally Southwest Transnission) 50 fi by 3 miles | Transmission power line
easement

; and

WHEREAS, the Schuk Toak District Council discussed and opposes the construction of the 1-11
Corridor on or near the Garcia Strip Community.



mailto:schuktoak@toua.net

RESOLUTION NO. ST-02-11-17-019
“QPPOSITION OF THE INTERSTATE-11 CORRIDOR ON OR NEAR THE GARCIA STRIP COMMUNITY”

Page 2 of 2

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Schuk Toak District of the Tohono 0’odham
Nation, is opposed to the construction of the Interstate-11 Corridor on or necar the

Garcia Strip Community.
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED that the foregoing resolution:was enacted by the Schuk Toak District

Council with a vote of 15 FOR; 01 AGAINST; [02] ABSENT pursuant to the powers
vested in the Council by Article TX, Section 5 of the Constitution of the Tohono

(O’odham Nation.

ATTEST:

@%ym//&/ Frdilutond MWWWW/

District Couneil Secretary Phyllis Juan, District Chairperson
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PRE-SCOPING MEETING WITH MARICOPA COUNTY

APRIL 6, 2016
3:00 PM —4:00 P™
MARICOPA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
2901 W. DURANGO STREET
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 95009

***AGENDA***

1. Introductions and Purpose of Meeting
2. History of I-11 Corridor

3. Overview of Environmental Review Process
a. Scoping
b. Alternatives Selection Report
c. Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement

4. Discussion of I-11 Corridor within Maricopa County
5. Maricopa County’s Related Plans and Projects in Corridor
6. Potential Opportunities and Issues

7. On-Going Communication Protocols and Recommended Techniques
a. ADOT and Maricopa County Coordination
b. Public Outreach and Involvement

c. ldentifying Protected Populations (Title VI, Environmental Justice, and Limited
English Proficiency [LEP] Communities)

8. Contact Information

a. Project E-Mail: [-11ADOTStudy@hdrinc.com

b. Toll Free Hotline: 1-844-544-8049 (Bilingual)

c. Website: http://i11study.com/Arizona

d. Mail: Interstate 11 Tier 1 EIS Study Team

c/o ADOT Communications
1655 W. Jackson St., MD 126F
Phoenix, AZ 85007

9. Other Issues or Iltems

10.Next Steps

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S
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Maricopa County

Department of Transportation

Director’s Office

2901 W. Durango Street
Phoenix, AZ 85009
Phone; 602-506-4700
Fax: 602-506-4858

www.medot.maricopa.gov

July 7, 2016

Aryan Lirange

FHWA Senior Urban Engineer
4000 N. Central Ave., Suite 1500
Phoenix, AZ 85012

Subject:

999-M(161)S

[-11, I-19/SR 189 to US 93/SR 89
TRACS No. 999 SW 0 M5180 01P
I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS

Agency Scoping Comments

Dear Mr. Lirange:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide written comments on the I-11 Corridor Tier 1
Environmental Impact Statement. The below are collective comments from the following
Departments and Districts within Maricopa County: Air Quality, Flood Control, Parks and
Recreation, and Transportation. After attending the Agency Scoping Meeting on June 7,
2016, Maricopa County provides the following general comments on the Corridor Study

Area.

1. Nearorin close proximity to Vulture Mine Road

a. Vulture Mine Road is a regional roadway carrying vehicles from I-10 to
Wickenburg. Impact to this roadway may cause concern to local traffic.
b. The Corridor Study Area includes the Vulture Mountain Recreation Area

(VMRA) Master Plan area. Concerns related to this Master Plan include:

i

Vi.

Conflict with existing and planned Off Highway Vehicle recreation
area

Conflict with proposed Campground

Conflict with Day Use area

Conflict with Trails System

Potential limits to east/west cross recreational opportunities
Potential restricted access to the area

c. Coordination with the approved circulation plans of multiple master
planned communities.

d. Topography in this area is diverse and may require special considerations.

e. Wildlife activity is high in this area resulting in concerns with wildlife

connectivity.



www.mcdot.maricopa.go

Aryan Lirange
July 7, 2016
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2. US 60 and future Turner Parkway area

d.

b
C.
d

Potential wildlife impact to the Hassayampa Preserve

Increase of traffic on US 60 and impact to the Hassayampa Preserve
Potential impact to existing communities (e.g. Festival Ranch)

Potential impact to wildlife corridors traversing to and from the White Tank

Mountains

3. Impact to Flood Retarding Structures (FRS) and Dams

d.

Buckeye FRS #1 is an earthen embankment dam approximately 7 miles long
and is located immediately north of and parallel to Interstate 10 south of
the White Tank Mountains and east of the Hassayampa River. The purpose
of the dam is to provide 100 yr. flood protection to Interstate 10 and the
lower portions of the Buckeye watershed area. The dam was designed to
detain water only during times of flooding. Storm water is released from
the dam through an ungated Principal Spillway which outlets into the
Hassayampa River. Buckeye FRS 1 is one of three dams that impound and
drain storm water from a 90-square mile watershed. Buckeye FRS2 & 3 is
east of this dam and are collectively part of an overall system.

Sunset FRS is an earthen embankment dam approximately 488-ft long and
is located in the Town of Wickenburg south of the intersection of U.S. 60
and east of Mariposa Dr. The drainage area contributing to the dam is
approximately 0.6 square miles. The dam is designed to contain the 100-yr
flood and outlets into the Sunset/Sunnycove pipeline and outfall into the
Hassayampa River, approximately 1.5 miles away.

Sunnycove FRS is an earthen embankment dam approximately 714-ft long
and is located in the Town of Wickenburg south of the U.S. 60 and west of
Kellis Rd. The drainage area contributing to the dam is approximately 1.4
square miles. The dam is designed to contain the 100-yr. flood and outlets
into the Sunset/Sunnycove pipeline and outfall into the Hassayampa River,
approximately 1.5 miles away.

Casandro Wash Dam is an earthen embankment dam approximately 1,011
feet long and is located in the Town of Wickenburg immediately north of
U.S. 60 and 1500-ft west of Mariposa Dr. The drainage area contributing to
the dam is approximately 3.0 square miles. The dam is designed to contain
the 100-yr flood and outlets into the Casandro Wash pipeline and outfall
into Sols Wash approximately 1 mile downstream near Tegner St.

**#*¥Note: Each of these dams are under an Operating Agreement with State and
Federal Regulatory agencies and any impacts to these dams will require involvement
with the AZ Dept. of Water Resources Dam Safety Section and the Natural Resource

Conservation Service.
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4, Impact to Loop 303 Outfall Drainage Channel

The L 303 Channel is a 5-mile long regional drainage channel located in the City of
Goodyear west of Cotton Lane from Van Buren St. to the Gila River. The upstream
3.7 miles of the channel is within the corridor of the L 303 freeway. This project
provides a regional drainage outfall as well as a 100-yr. level of flood protection for
the freeway and is an outfall for two dams west of located west of the channel.
Connections or impacts to the system will involve the Flood Control District and
ADOT.

Floodplain Impacts

The Flood Control District performs floodplain management and regulations duties
for unincorporated Maricopa County and the following Cities/Towns that appear to
be within the corridor: Buckeye, Surprise, Goodyear, Gila Bend and Wickenburg.
The Maricopa Regional trail will connect Lake Pleasant Regional Park to the Vulture
Mountains and Wickenburg area from the east. The planned Regional Trail would
then likely exit the Vulture Mountains area and head southwest to connect with
White Tank Mountain Regional Park. Consideration should be made to
accommodate connectivity to those areas.

Potential impacts on air quality will need to be considered.

In addition, please add Michael Duncan with Flood Control District to your distribution list.

He can be reached at 602-506-4732 or via email at mwd @mail.maricopa.gov.

Maricopa County appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Corridor Study

Area and looks forward to working with the Federal Highway Administration and the
Arizona Department of Transportation as Corridor Alternatives are developed.

Please feel free to contact me if there is clarification needed on any of the comments

provided.

Sincerely,

ounty Engineer

e

RJ Cardin, Parks and Recreation

Bill Wiley, Flood Control District

Phil McNeely, Air Quality

Jay Van Echo, ADOT Project Manager

Lisa Ives, AECOM Consultant Team Project Manager


mailto:mwd@mail.maricopa.gov
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e 4000 North Central Avenue
ARIZONA DIVISION Suite 1500

U.S.Department Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500
of Transportation Phone: (602) 379-3646
Federal Highway Fax: (602) 382-8998
Administration http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm

October 8, 2020
In Reply Refer To:
999-M(161)
TRACS No. 999 SW 0 M5180 01P
I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS
Section 4(f) Consultation

R.J. Cardin, Director

Maricopa County Parks and Recreation
41835 N. Castle Hot Springs Road
Morristown, AZ 85342

Dear Mr. Cardin;

The purpose of this letter is to consult with you, as the official with jurisdiction over Buckeye Hills
Regional Park, related to the I-11 Corridor Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Preliminary
Section 4(f) Evaluation. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) identified properties that may be
protected by Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 [Section 4(f)], now
codified at 49 United States Code 303 et seq. and implemented in 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
774, and is requesting your assistance by verifying the information in this letter or, if needed, providing
accurate information.

Project Overview

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), in cooperation with FHWA as the lead federal
agency, published a Draft Tier 1 EIS and Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation on April 5, 2019. The
project would provide a new interstate highway from Nogales to Wickenburg, Arizona. The Draft Tier 1
EIS provides a programmatic approach for identifying existing and future conditions by evaluating 2,000-
foot-wide Build Corridor Alternatives, within which project-level highway alignments could be identified
in Tier 2.

Overview of Section 4(f) Properties

As a part of the Tier 1 EIS process, an analysis of properties eligible for protection under Section 4(f)
must be completed. Section 4(f) properties are any publicly owned parks and recreation areas (including
trails); waterfowl and wildlife refuges; and National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligible historic
sites considered to have national, state, or local significance.

Section 4(f) properties are publicly owned land considered to be a park, recreation area, or wildlife and
waterfowl refuge when the land has been officially designated as such by a federal, state or local agency,
and the officials with jurisdiction over the land determine that its primary purpose is as a park, recreation
area, or refuge. Primary purpose is related to a property's primary function and how it is intended to be
managed. Incidental, secondary, occasional, or dispersed activities similar to park, recreational, or refuge
activities do not constitute a primary purpose within the context of Section 4(%).

Additionally, a property must be a significant public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl
refuge. The term significant means that, in comparing the availability and function of the park, recreation
area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge with the park, recreation, or refuge objectives of the agency, the
property in question plays an important role in meeting those objectives.

Request for Agreement

FHWA and ADOT recognize Buckeye Hills Regional Park within the Corridor Study Area as having
Section 4(f) protection. FHWA respectfully requests that Maricopa Parks and Recreation verify the
following information about Buckeye Hills Regional Park:


http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm

1. Figure 1 shows the location and boundaries of the property in relation to the Build Corridor
Alternatives. As the official with jurisdiction over Buckeye Hills Regional Park, meaning the
agency that owns or administers the property in question and the person who is empowered to
represent the agency on matters related to the property, do you agree that Buckeye Hills Regional
Park is protected by Section 4(f)? Do you agree that the boundaries of the property shown in
Figure 1 are correct? If not, would you please assist us by providing the correct boundary
information?

2. As the official with jurisdiction over Buckeye Hills Regional Park, is it accurate to say the
property is significant when compared to the objectives of the agency?

Next Steps

FHWA and ADOT will use your response to further evaluate whether the project would have the potential
to impact Buckeye Hills Regional Park. The results of the Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation will be
reported in the I-11 Final Tier 1 EIS, currently in preparation. FHWA will continue to coordinate with
Maricopa County Parks and Recreation as the project advances.

During Tier 2 studies, the 2,000-foot width of a selected Build Corridor Alternative would be refined to a
specific roadway alignment. At that time, ADOT would continue coordination with Maricopa County
Parks and Recreation. ADOT would undertake a Final Section 4(f) Evaluation as part of the Tier 2
studies. That evaluation would examine the applicability of Section 4(f) to the Buckeye Hills Regional
Park related to the specific roadway alignment.

We appreciate your assistance with our request and respectfully ask for your response by November 6,
2020. For your convenience, a signature line is provided below if you agree with the preceding
information. You can sign it and send it back to FHWA. If you do not agree, please provide us with the
correct information. If you have any questions or need additional information, please feel free to contact
Rebecca Yedlin, FHWA Environmental Coordinator, at 602.382.8979 or Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov.

Sincerely,

REBECCA edecch mnevioLn
ANNE YEDLIN 035 220100

for

Karla S. Petty

Division Administrator

We, Maricopa County Parks and Recreation, as the official with jurisdiction under Section 4(f) for the
Buckeye Hills Regional Park, have reviewed Figure 1. The boundaries of Buckeye Hills Regional Park, as
shown on Figure 1, are accurate. The park is significant as defined by Section 4(f) and compared to the
objectives of Maricopa County. Maricopa County is the sole official with jurisdiction over Buckeye Hills
Regional Park.

Signature for Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Date
Agreement
999-M(161)


https://2020.10.08
mailto:Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov

Enclosure

ecc:
Jennifer Toth, Maricopa County Engineer
RYedlin

JVanEcho
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Figure 1 — Buckeye Hills Regional Park
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Roche, Leslie

From: Yedlin, Rebecca (FHWA) <Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 3:52 PM

To: Roche, Leslie; Jones, Laynee

Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: I-11 - Section 4(f) Consultation
Attachments: Buckeye-85-Trail-Xing-11x17.pdf

fyi

From: RJ Cardin (PRK) <RJ.CARDIN@Maricopa.Gov>

Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 12:24 PM

To: Yedlin, Rebecca (FHWA) <Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov>

Cc: Ken Vonderscher (PRK) <Ken.Vonderscher@Maricopa.Gov>; John Rose (PRK) <John.Rose@Maricopa.Gov>; Jennifer
Toth (DOT) <Jennifer.Toth@Maricopa.Gov>

Subject: RE: I-11 - Section 4(f) Consultation

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the Department of Transportation (DOT). Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Rebecca, regarding your letter and request for information:

Request for Agreement

FHWA and ADOT recognize Buckeye Hills Regional Park within the Comidor Study Area as having
Section 4(f) protection. FHWA respectfully requests that Maricopa Parks and Recreation verify the
following information about Buckeye Hills Regional Park:

[

1. Figure 1 shows the location and boundaries of the property in relation to the Build Corridor
Alternatives. As the official with jurisdiction over Buckeye Hills Regional Park, meaning the
agency that owns or admimsters the property in question and the person who 15 empowered to
represent the agency on matters related to the property. do vou agree that Buckeye Hills Regional
Park 1s protected by Section 4(f)? Do vou agree that the boundaries of the property shown n
Figure | are correct? If not, would vou please assist us by providing the correct boundary
information?

[

As the official with jurisdiction over Buckeve Hills Regional Park. is 1t accurate to say the
property is significant when compared to the objectives of the agency?



mailto:Jennifer.Toth@Maricopa.Gov
mailto:John.Rose@Maricopa.Gov
mailto:Ken.Vonderscher@Maricopa.Gov
mailto:Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov
mailto:RJ.CARDIN@Maricopa.Gov
mailto:Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov

1. Yes, | agree the Park is protected by Section 4(f); The boundaries are correct as shown, however we
need you to be aware of two new trail crossing for the Maricopa Trail that are being developed that
will bisect Highway 85. A site map is attached. You can find more information on the Maricopa Trail
here:
https://www.maricopacountyparks.net/park-locator/maricopa-trail/trail-maps/

2. Yes, the property is significant when compared to the objectives of the agency.
If you need a formal response in the form of a letter please let me know and I'd be happy to provide one.

RY. Candine, Director
NEW Office Direct #: 602-506-9506

="A Maricopa County
ey [Parks and Recreanon Department
Connecting people with nature! Visit us at maricopa.gov/parks or by clicking on a link below.

Facebook Twitter

From: Yedlin, Rebecca (FHWA) <Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov>

Sent: Thursday, October 8, 2020 10:48 AM

To: RJ Cardin (PRK) <RJ.CARDIN@Maricopa.Gov>

Cc: Jay Van Echo (JVanEcho@azdot.gov) <JVanEcho@azdot.gov>; 'illdoccontrol@aecom.com’
<illdoccontrol@aecom.com>; Jennifer Toth (DOT) <Jennifer.Toth@Maricopa.Gov>

Subject: |-11 - Section 4(f) Consultation

Please see the attached I-11 Section 4(f) consultation letter for the Buckeye Hills Regional Park.
If you would like a hard copy mailed to you, or have any questions about the consultation, please let me know. Thanks,
Rebecca

Rebecca Yedlin

Environmental Coordinator

Federal Highway Administration Arizona Division
4000 N Central Ave, Ste#1500

Phoenix, AZ 85012

602.382.8979


mailto:Jennifer.Toth@Maricopa.Gov
mailto:i11doccontrol@aecom.com
mailto:i11doccontrol@aecom.com
mailto:JVanEcho@azdot.gov
mailto:JVanEcho@azdot.gov
mailto:RJ.CARDIN@Maricopa.Gov
mailto:Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov
https://www.maricopacountyparks.net/park-locator/maricopa-trail/trail-maps
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MEETING PURPOSE: Consultation Meeting with Pima County

DATE & TIME: Monday, December 3, 2017, 3:30 PM (AZ Time)
LOCATION: Pima County Office, 6" Floor Conference Room
130 West Congress
Tucson, AZ

ATTENDEES: (*Participated via teleconference)

Rebecca Yediin®, Aryan Lirange*: Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

Jay Van Echo, Arizona Depariment of Transportation (ADOT)

Ana Olivares, Linda Mayro, Carmine DeBonis, John Moffatt, Chuck Huckleberry — Pima County

MEETING NOTES

Purpose:

I-11 Tier 1 NEPA EIS consultation coordination meeting among the FHWA, ADOT, and Pima County to
discuss an I-11 DEIS update, and Tucson Mountain Park Section 4(f) and Constructive Use.

Key Discussion Points/Action ltems:

Responsible Party / Action
ltem

1.

Introductions and Agenda Review

Jay provided opportunity for introductions and addressed the agenda
(attached).

No action.

I-11 Study Update and Schedule

Jay updated the County on the project study describing the ongoing
activities in preparation of the DEIS and plan to publish in the Federal
Register (FR) and bring to Public Hearings in early 2019.

No action

Tucson Mountain Park — Use, 4{f), and Constructive Use
Rebecca asked if all understood Section 4(f) of the US Department of
Transportation Act, Constructive Use, and that Pima County is the
Official with Jurisdiction (OWJ) for the Tucson Mountain Park (TMP),
The County acknowiedged yes.

Rebecca also asks and got concurrence from Mr. Huckleberry that the
primary use of the TMP is human recreation.

Rebecca went on to say that the DEIS has completed a Tier 1-level
Preliminary 4(f) Constructive Use analysis and that the County would
see it in the upcoming DEIS which will be distributed to the County
upon publication in the FR. She asked that the County take a close look
at this analysis and that this Constructive Use analysis was brought
about based on a written question from one of I-11's Cooperating
Agency members.

FHWA'’s conclusion is that there is no direct nor any Constructive Use
of the TMP as a result of the I-11 corridor’s alternatives.

I-11 DEIS completion by
ADQOT and approval for
publication by FHWA

I-11 DEIS publication by
FHWA

DEIS review and comment by
Pima County upon receipt of
DEIS in early 2019

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P/ Federal Aid No. 999-M (161) S

Page 103




Purpose:

I-11 Tier 1 NEPA EIS consultation coordination meeting among the FHWA, ADOT, and Pima County to
discuss an [-11 DEIS update, and Tucson Mountain Park Section 4(f) and Constructive Use.

Key Discussion Points/Action ltems:

Respensible Party / Action
ltem

Ms. Mayro stated that the Constructive Use analysis is rarely used but
she and the County will review the analysis closely and respond
accordingly.

4. Tucson Mitigation Corridor
Aryan Lirange described the Tucson Mitigation Corridor (TMC) and its
set aside as mitigation for wildlife movement as a result of the
construction of the Central AZ Project (CAP).

Aryan also described the OWJ of the TMC is the Bureau of
Reclamation (Reclamation) with the managing partner being Pima
County and other partners including the US Fish and Wildlife (USF&W)
and AZ Game and Fish (AZG&F) Depariments.

Mr. Huckleberry added and concurred that the TMC was mitigation for
the canal, that wildlife was an after fact, it is approximately 4-square
miles, and that it is adjacent to the City’s ground and re-charge facilities
(CAVSARP and SAVSARP). Chuck also menticned that maiching the
siphon (wildlife crossings) within the TMC would be a good mitigation
strategy.

Ms. Mayro added that the siphons were of particular importance to
USF&W and AZG&F for mule deer, infrequent Bighorn Sheep as
wildlife linkages.

Mr. DeBonis stated that the TMC management agreement is still in
place but monies between the Reclamation and the County stopped
approximately S-years ago.

No action

5. CAP Option from Udall Foundation Meetings (USIECR)

6. Sandario Road
Mr. Lirange described the FHWA-ADQOT team’s use of the United
States Institute for Environmental Confiict resolution (USIECR — Udal!
Foundation) to have a more focused conversation regarding -11
options in Southem AZ with City of Tucson and Avra Valley residents. A
series of meetings (3 with each group) to discuss Altemnative B (Tucson
option to accommodate I-11 and co-locate with i-10) and Alternatives
C/D (two distinct alternatives in Avra Valley).

As a result of these meeting Mr. Lirange described an option brought up
in these conversations to co-locate I-11 in close proximity and adjacent
to the CAP within the TMC. in essence the meetings discussed fan |-
11 is within your community how you would/could envision it in terms of
opportunities, constraints, and/or fatal flaws.

An option was to co-locate with the CAP in the TMC and also to

No action
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Purpose:

I-11 Tier 1 NEPA EIS consultation coordination meeting among the FMWA, ADOT, and Pima County o
discuss an I-11 DEIS update, and Tucson Mountain Park Section 4(f) and Constructive Use.

Responsible Party / Action
Key Discussion Points/Action items: item

An option was 1o co-locate with the CAP in the TMC and also to
relocate Sandario Road as local access. This option will combine the
linear facilities, aliow for combined wildlife crossings (at the siphon
locations), and eliminate some physical wildlife barriers (Sandario Road
pavement and non-friendly game fences).

Mr. Huckleberry brought up a Sandario Road to San Joaquin Read
connection based on current and future land use, floodplain
considerations, and land ownership.

¢ Document Control
Aftachments:

(1) Sign in Sheet
(2) Agenda
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PiMA COUNTY I-11 TIER 1 EIS STUDY BRIEFING

MonNDAY, DECEMBER 3, 2018

3:30 PM (AZ TimME)

AND

<Call in information as necessary>

*** AGENDA * * *

1. Introductions
2. 1-11 Study Update and Schedule
3. Tucson Mountain Park — Use, 4(f), & Constructive Use
4, Tucson Mitigation Corridor
5. CAP Option from Udall Meetings (USIECR)
6. Sandario Road

7. Q&A

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No, M5180 01F / Federal Aid No. 958-M (161) §

Jay Van Echo (ADOT)
Jay Van Echo

Rebecca Yedlin (FHWA)
Aryan Lirange (FHWA)
Aryan Lirange
Aryan/Jay

all
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COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S OFFICE

PIMA COUNTY GOVERNMENTAL CENTER
130 W. CONGRESS, FLOOR 10, TUCSON, AZ 85701-1317
(520) 724-8661 FAX (520) 724-8171

C.H. HUCKELBERRY
County Administrator

July 8, 2019

[-11 Tier 1 EIS Study Team Email to: I-1TADOTSTUDY ®@hdrinc.com
c/o ADOT Communications

1655 West Jackson Street

Mail Drop 126 F

Phoenix, Arizona

Re: Interstate 11 Corridor Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement Review and
Comments by Pima County

Dear |I-11 Tier 1 EIS Study Team:

Pima County appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the Interstate 11 (I-11)
Corridor Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Given the importance of I-11
as a trade corridor, the no-build alternative is unacceptable and should be rejected.
Notwithstanding, both corridor alignments, the one using the existing Interstate 10 (I-10)
and the Avra Valley alignment, have significant impacts and will require extensive mitigation.

The I-10 alternative impacts relate mainly to adverse urban impacts associated with
residential and commercial displacement, as well as noise and disruption of existing
transportation utility systems. The Avra Valley route has mostly environmental impacts.
Extensive mitigation will be required for both routes and the required mitigation should meet
local standards, ordinances and requirements.

To assist in developing mitigation obligations, Pima County has prepared detailed written
comments. The County’s comments primarily relate to the Avra Valley alternative where
the County has jurisdiction. Other impacts associated with the [-10 alternative have been
provided by the City of Tucson. Many of our comments are also applicable to urban
dislocation and impacts to historic and cultural places that will occur as a result of the [-10
alternative.


mailto:Y@hdrinc.com

Email to: I-1TADOTSTUDY®@hdrinc.com

Re: Interstate 11 Corridor Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement Review and
Comments by Pima County

July 8, 2019

Page 2

Attachment 1 is a detailed 14-page memorandum that comments on the Draft Tier 1 EIS.
Our comments are contained within the July 5, 2019 memorandum from Pima County
Transportation Director Ana Olivares. In addition, Attachment 2 is a more detailed
environmental mitigation analysis prepared by Pima County staff regarding the mitigation
obligations associated with the Avra Valley route or an intermountain west corridor. These
comments and studies are designed to assist you in your deliberations of this matter and
selection of a preferred corridor.

The County will object to any Avra Valley alternative I-11 corridor that does not adequately
mitigate environmental, historic, archeological, and urban form impacts to the standards set
forth in our detailed list of comments in Attachment 1 and our environmental mitigation
analysis found in Attachment 2,

These mitigation standards are intended to ensure complete compliance with the locally
adopted and nationally recognized Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan and to prevent an
intermountain trade corridor such as I-11 from becoming a catalyst to promote urban sprawl!
and commercialization along the corridor.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide this review and comment on the I-11 Corridor Draft
Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement,

Sincerely,

C.

C.H. Huckelberry
County Administrator

CHH/anc

Enclosure

c: The Honorable and Chairman and Members, Pima County Board of Supervisors
Carmine DeBonis, Jr., Deputy County Administrator for Public Works
Ana Olivares, Director for Transportation Department
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AN

PIMA COUNTY - MEMORANDUM

TRANSPORTATION

DATE: July 5, 2019

by,

-
TO: C.H. Huckelberry FROM: Ana M. Olivares, P.E.
County Administrator Director

SUBJECT: RE: I-11 Corridor Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement Comments

The Department of Transportation appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Tier |
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Interstate 11. We have circulated the Draft Tier 1 EIS to the Public
Works Departments and compiled all comments received. We continue to support the environmental impact
study process including full disclosure of all impacts and mitigation measures for all alternatives. We understand
that any alternative for a major new interstate freeway is going to have impacts that must be carefully evaluated
and weighed against each other. We also understand that the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process
requires full disclosure of all potential impacts and recommended mitigation measures to address those impacts.
To this point, we are concerned that not all potential impacts have been adequately disclosed, nor adequate
mitigation proposed.

Specifically. we agree with the particular findings of the Draft Tier 1 EIS that the Recommended Alternative
through Avra Valley negatively impacts natural and cultural resources, but we do not believe that these impacts
have been adequately evaluated. We also have concerns about the evaluation of impacts of the 1-10/1-19
alternative or “orange™ route. The remainder of this memorandum will address the following major concerns as
well as minor comments and corrections:

1. The Draft Tier | EIS does not acknowledge potential impacts to the thousands of acres owned and/or
managed by Pima County as part of the Conservation Lands System (CLS).

2

We disagree with the “net benefit” programmatic evaluation of the Tucson Mitigation Corridor (TMC)
and insist that an individual 4(f) evaluation be conducted for the proposed use of the TMC. We believe
this requires a revision to the Draft Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation.

3. We have significant concerns regarding the analysis methods, data integrity and accuracy of the
information presented in Section 3.7 Archeological, Historical and Cultural Resources. Therefore, we
believe the results presented in Section 3.7 and Chapter 4 are grossly inadequate for the purposes of a
comparative analysis between alternatives.

4. Pima County’s Preserve System must be considered an “affected resource™ and potential impacts must
be assessed and mitigation strategies must be presented.

5. Information on the Pima County’s Multi-species Conservation Plan (MSCP) is incorrect and incomplete.

1. Conservation Lands System Impacts and Mitigation

The agencies must consider Pima County’s CLS an “Affected Resource,” assess likely impacts to it, and
mitigate those impacts based on established CLS ratios. The Draft EIS includes no discussion of Pima
County’s Maeveen Marie Behan CLS. This is a significant oversight when assessing I-117s impacts to biological
resources and planned land use in Pima County.

Developed with the assistance of the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), and
many other agencies. scientists, and land managers. the CLS is a key element of the County’s award-winning
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan (SDCP). It identifies areas where conservation should be prioritized as well
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as arcas more suitable for development, along with mitigation goals that help the region grow while maintaining
and improving landscape-level connectivity, which is the foundational objective of the CLS. It has guided
County land use planning since it was first integrated into Pima County’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan in
2001, and it has been included in each subsequent update including the 2015 update, Pima Prospers.

The CLS was used as a foundation for the County’s MSCP, and it provides a federally approved landscape-level
framework for mitigating the effects of development. It identifies and maps areas where priority biological
resources occur within Pima County, categorizes those resources based on their relative values for biodiversity,
and establishes landscape-level conservation goals for each category. The most biologically sensitive categories
are also assigned project-specific mitigation ratios specifying the amount of mitigation necessary to offset
disturbances in that category. These categories include:

®  [mportant Riparian Areas: Landscape-level goal is to conserve at least 95 percent of the lands within
this designation; project-specific mitigation determined via compliance with Pima County’s
Watercourse and Riparian Habitat Protection and Mitigation Requirements ordinance (Pima County
Zoning Code Title 16.30).

e Biological Core Management Areas: Landscape-level goal is to conserve at least 80 percent of the lands
within this designation: project-specific mitigation ratio is four conserved acres for each acre disturbed
(4:1).

o Special Species Management Areas: Landscape-level goal is to conserve at least 80 percent of the lands
within this designation; project-specific mitigation ratio is four conserved acres for each acre disturbed
(4:1).

e Multiple Use Management Areas: Landscape-level goal is to conserve at least 66 % percent of the lands
within this designation; project-specific mitigation ratio is two conserved acres for each acre disturbed

(2:1).

Complete information on CLS categories and associated conservation guidelines can be found in Pima County’s
General Plan, Pima Prospers, Chapter 3.4 — Use of Land; Environmental Element,

Pima County has made extraordinary investment in securing property (fee title) and property interests (grazing
leases, conservation easements, etc.) to conserve biologically diverse and culturally rich lands across the region.
In many cases. these property interests also serve to fulfill the County’s long-term mitigation obligations under
our MSCP and Section 10 Incidental Take Permit, which was issued by the FWS in July 2016.

The green and purple alternatives (or any combination of the two) running through Avra Valley will have broad
impacts on multiple CLS categories; the orange alternative will likely have far fewer impacts. These impacts,
wherever they occur, will require mitigation based on each category’s established mitigation ratio as described
above.

Recommendation: The agencies must mitigate CLS impacts based on established mitigation ratios; it is
estimated that approximately 11,000 acres would be required to mitigate CLS impacts in Avra Valley.
Understanding that more detailed assessments will be conducted in the Tier 2 analysis, the Tier 1 EIS must
consider the CLS an “Affected Resource™ and generally assess both the likely impacts to this resource and
potential mitigation strategies, just like the document does for other “Affected Resources.”

We conducted a preliminary assessment of potential impacts to the CLS if I-11 is routed through Avra Valley
[See Attachment 1]. We estimate that. based on established CLS mitigation ratios, the amount of lands necessary
to mitigate those impacts will be approximately 11.000 acres. This estimate and the potential costs associated
with it need to be considered in the Tier 1 EIS in order to “to provide sufficient information for the public,
agencies, and Tribes to comment on the analysis of the alternatives and the Recommended Alternative.” the
stated objective of the Draft EIS.
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We also recommend that the following mitigation actions be taken if 1-11 is routed through Avra Valley to
address the significant impacts this project will have on landscape connectivity, which is the foundational
objective of the CLS:

e Minimize or eliminate interstate entrance and exit points (interchanges) in Avra Valley:

* Acquire mitigation lands adjacent to the I-11 route to forestall future commercial and urban expansion
in the Avra Valley;

e Establish additional wildlife movement corridors in Avra Valley via acquisition or other means; and

e Establish protected wildlife movement corridors north of Avra Valley between the Picacho
Mountains/Durham-Coronado Plain area and the Ironwood Forest National Monument via acquisition
or other means.

25 TMC and Draft Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation

Several separate but related comments, enumerated A through F, and recommendations are provided relating to
the TMC.

A. The agencies must conduct an individual 4(f) evaluation of the TMC.

The “net benefit” programmatic evaluation of the TMC provided in the Draft EIS is not applicable to this
project’s proposed use of the TMC. The federal regulations governing 4(f) evaluations state that
programmatic evaluations are to only be used “for certain minor uses of Section 4(f) property.” (23 CFR
774.3(d); emphasis added.) The use at issue here is the routing of a new interstate highway through the entire
length of a 2,500-acre property set aside specifically to facilitate wildlife movement. It is critical to remember
that the reason this property is considered a 4(f) property is because it currently serves as mitigation for the
significant impacts to wildlife connectivity that resulted from a previous linear project — the Central Arizona
Project (CAP) canal. To categorize a use that will almost certainly impair the ability of this specific property
to continue to serve that important function as “minor”™ is simply not defensible.

The use of the “net benefit” programmatic evaluation is also inappropriate because in order for it to apply,
the “net benefit” must be realized on the 4(f) property at issue. According to Federal Highway
Administration guidance, “A "net benefit" is achieved when the transportation use, the measures to minimize
harm and the mitigation incorporated into the project results in an overall enhancement of the Section 4(f)
property... A project does not achieve a "net benefit" if it will result in a substantial diminishment of the
function or value that made the property eligible for Section 4(f) protection.”!

Here, regardless of the type and scope of measures implemented off-site to mitigate impacts to the TMC,
this project will undoubtedly result in a substantial diminishment of the TMC property itself, as well as
substantial diminishment of its value in facilitating wildlife movement and its ability to continue to serve as
mitigation for the CAP canal’s impacts.

Recommendation: The agencies must conduct an individual 4(f) evaluation for the proposed use of
the TMC. This evaluation must be supported with sufficient information regarding the proposed use of the
TMC and the associated impacts to the property to allow decision-makers and the public to make an informed
choice between the alternatives presented.

! “Section 4(f) Evaluation and Approval for Transportation Projects that Have a Net Benefit to a Section 4{f) Property.”

Federal Highway Administration Environmental Review Toolkit.
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/section4f/4f netbenefits.aspx. Accessed June 12, 2019 (emphases
added).
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B. Pima County must agree to any future development within the TMC property.

As detailed in a letter dated April 13, 2018, Pima County has decision-making authority regarding
developments within the TMC [See Attachment 2]. In 1990, the BOR’s acquisition of the TMC was
authorized under 16 U.S.C. 663, which directs that “such properties shall continue to be used for such
purposes, and shall not become the subject of exchange or other transactions if such exchange or other
transaction would defeat the initial purpose of their acquisition.” (Emphasis added.) These regulations also
require that the use of such lands “shall be in accordance with general plans approved jointly" by the BOR,
the Secretary of Interior, and other agencies that administer the resources at issue. (16 U.S.C. 663(b).)

After the BOR acquired the TMC property, the Department of Interior entered into the Cooperative
Agreement for the Use of Project Lands for Wildlife and Plant Conservation and Management, TMC,
Central Arizona Project with Pima County, the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD), and the FWS.
The Cooperative Agreement provided that Pima County would manage TMC as part of the Tucson Mountain
Park system in accordance with the Aduster Management Plan that was attached to that agreement. The
Master Management Plan was also attached to the 2002 Cooperative Agreement which replaced the 1990
agreement.

The Master Management Plan explicitly requires that BOR “prohibit any future developments within the
area other than existing wildlife improvements, management, or developments agreed to by [BOR], [AGFD],
[FWS], and Pima County.” (Section 1L.2.) After several extensions the 2002 Cooperative Agreement was
terminated in 2009; however, the Masier Muanagement Plan’s Section 11 “Management Goals™ and
“Management Actions” survived the 2009 termination and stands as the jointly approved plan required under
16 U.S.C. 663(b). This means that BOR is obligated to prohibit any future developments within the TMC
unless jointly agreed to by all parties to Master Management Plan, including Pima County.

Recommendation: The Draft EIS needs to acknowledge Pima County’s authority over the use of the
TMC property. The agencies should begin engaging with Pima County directly regarding the use of this
property, as was previously requested in the County’s April 13, 2018 letter [See Attachment 2].

C. The agencies must revise the entire Draft Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation to include sufficient
information for informed decision-making, and it must be recirculated for public comment.

As we have explained above, the “net benefit” programmatic evaluation cannot be applied to the TMC;
instead, an individual 4(f) evaluation must be done for this property. Because it overwhelmingly relies on
the incorrect assumption that a “net benefit” can be achieved for the TMC, the entire Draft Preliminary
Section 4(f) Evaluation is fatally flawed. The assumption that a “net benefit” will be achieved for the TMC
supplanted a true examination of potential impacts to that property, and that omission now precludes any
meaningful comparison of the alternatives and their potential use of 4(f) properties. This renders moot
virtually every finding that supports the evaluation’s least overall harm assessment and summary of findings.

The agencies have an overarching responsibility under the NEPA to obtain the information necessary to
evaluate significant environmental impacts when such information is “essential to a reasoned choice among
alternatives,” and to take a “hard look™ at the environmental consequences of this proposed action. (40 C.F.R
1502.22; Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Cowncil, 490 U.S. 332, 350 (1989). The Draft EIS fails to do
either, as virtually all of the information provided in the Draft Preliminary Section 4(f) evaluation is woefully
insufficient in this regard, rendering the entire so inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis.

Recommendation: The agencies must revise the Draft Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation and
recirculate it for public comment. The Draft Prefiminary Section 4(f) Evaluation must be redone once the
individual evaluation for the TMC is completed, and it must provide sufficient information for all 4(f)
properties to allow for a proper evaluation of the significant impacts and so that decision-makers and the
public can make a reasoned choice among the alternatives presented. Once completed, the revised draft must
be recirculated for public comment before being finalized.




C.H. Huckelberry, County Administrator

RE: I-11 Corridor Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement Comments
July 5, 2019

Page S of 14

D. The Draft EIS provides no assurances that sufficient resources will be available to implement the
measures required to mitigate impacts to the TMC,

According to the Council for Environmental Quality guidelines for the “Appropriate Use of Mitigation and
Monitoring™ published in January 2011, “Agencies should not commit to mitigation measures considered
and analyzed in an EIS or EA if there are insufficient legal authorities, or it is not reasonable to foresee the
availability of sufficient resources, to perform or ensure the peirformance of the mitigation.” We understand
that at the Tier I Draft EIS stage, the discussion of mitigation measures is focused on planning-level efforts.
However, the I-11 Tier 1 EIS and Record of Decision (ROD) will make the final determination on whether
the Build Corridor will run through the TMC property or not. If the decision is made to route I-11 through
the TMC and that decision is rationalized by the promised implementation of mitigation measures to offset
impacts to the TMC, then those measures must be discussed in more detail at this stage. That discussion
should include at least some consideration of whether the legal authority and funding necessary to perform
the promised mitigation measures exist now and/or will exist in the future.

Given the long planning horizon for future studies and design of I-11, there are legitimate questions about
whether these mitigation commitments will actually be implemented in light of the lack of commitment or
funding to stabilize the future of private and state trust lands that may potentially serve as mitigation for this
project. In fact, it is likely that much of the potential land suitable for mitigation will be developed in advance
of any construction and will thus be unavailable for use as mitigation. Most of the private lands will be
exchanged on the market in coming years, and there is no agent who will buy mitigation land absent an
agreement to do so with the federal agencies. Additionally, because the mission of the Arizona State Land
Department is to manage State Trust Lands in a way that optimizes economic return for the Trust
beneficiaries, there are no assurances that these lands will be made available for purchase as mitigation in
the future, The agencies need to consider these important issues before deciding whether the Build Corridor
will be routed through the TMC; if that decision is ultimately founded on mitigation commitments that
cannot be implemented, the agencies may be forced to redo their NEPA analysis.

Recommendation: The agencies must discuss proposed mitigation measures for the TMC in more
detail, including where and how potential land acquisitions will occur. Because the I-11 Tier 1 EIS and
ROD will make the final determination of whether the Build Corridor will run through the TMC, the
mitigation measures proposed to offset impacts to the TMC must be discussed in more detail at this stage in
order to meaningfully inform that decision. Meaningful mitigation must include substantial land acquisition
if an Avra Valley route is chosen. The agencies must consider the current and future availability of private
and state lands that will be necessary to set aside in order to provide adequate mitigation for use of the TMC,
and they must provide more information regarding whether and how the agencies will ensure these lands
will be available to serve as mitigation in the future. Without a partnership with Pima County, how will this
be achieved?

E. General Comments on the Preliminary Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation. The agencies need to consider
the following when revising the Preliminary Draft 4(f) Evaluation:

I. The determination that the Ironwood Forest National Monument is not protected by Section
4(f) is incorrect and needs to be reassessed. It is demonstrably false to assert that the Ironwood Forest
National Monument (IFNM) “does not function as or is not designated within its BLM Resource
Management Plan as a “significant park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge.” (DEIS p. 4-
12.) The IFNM was absolutely designated for its habitat values and wildlife connectivity. The June 9,
2000, presidential proclamation establishing the IFNM talks extensively about the significant diversity
of wildlife species found there and cites this “richness of species™ as a primary reason for its
establishment. It was also clearly established for its cultural landscape that includes numerous
archaeological and historic sites. It is also clearly managed for recreational purposes, as outlined in its
Resource Management Plan. In light of this, the determination that IFNM is not protected by Section
4(f) must be reassessed.
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2, The imbalance of available data for the alternatives in Section 3.7 and Chapter 4 renders the
results grossly inadequate for comparative analysis. It is very telling that there are essentially no
historic properties identified as potential 4(f) properties within the build corridors for the green and
purple alternatives. It is disingennous to compare the alternatives as if the available data for each of the
alternatives were of an equivalent level of reliability. The imbalance of available data for the alternatives
make the results grossly inadequate for the purposes of a comparative analysis of potential effects
between alternatives. Moreover, given the 2,000-foot wide corridor, many more impacts are posited for
the existing I-10 route through urban Tucson than would ever oceur.

3. The assumption (stated on pages 6-6 and 4-102) that impacts to historic properties are
“unmitigable” is incorrect and contrary to federal law. It is untrue that impacts to historic properties
in the urban Tucson alternative are “unmitigable,” and the statement is contrary to the federal process
outlined in Section 106, Funds for adaptive reuse and rehabilitation of historic district buildings in areas
adjacent to the interstate would serve to both enhance these historic properties and mitigate impacts from
the improvements.

4. The assumption that all 4(f) properties are equally significant is incorrect and contrary to
federal law requirements. The agencies are statutorily required to consider the relative significance of
each Section 4(f) property (see 23 C.F.R. 774.3(c)(1)(iii).) Additionally, the Arizona Department of
Transportation’s Section 4(f) Evaluation Guidance and Requirements published in April 2019 states that
when considering the properties’ relative significance, agencies should “Discuss the significance of each
of the Section 4(f) properties used by the project. Not all Section 4(f) properties are created equal in their
value.” (p. 8-10; emphasis added.) To provide a single sentence asserting that “none of the properties
has been determined through this evaluation to be of different value™ completely negates this statutory
requirement and renders it meaningless, violating the spirit and letter of the law, as well as Arizona
Department of Transpertation guidelines.

F. The agencies’ preposal to compromise lands that serve as key mitigation for a previous project
undermines public trust in the agencies’ mitigation commitments moving forward.

The primary purpose of the TMC is to mitigate impacts resulting from the Central Arizona Project (CAP)
canal. In fact, protection of the TMC was critical to the approval of the CAP and it was a key part of the
mitigation mandated in that project’s own EIS. As the AGFD states in its letter to FHWA dated February 1,
2017, the acquisition of the TMC as mitigation was “[t]he key commitment of [Bureau of Reclamation
{BOR)] as mitigation for the CAP aqueduct severing wildlife movement... As stated by the FWS, without
the acquisition of the TMC, the other mitigation measures were “grossly inadequate” and would have likely
resulted in FWS withdrawal of support for BOR’s preferred West Side Plan.” (Emphasis added.)

Here, the agencies are proposing to significantly impact the TMC, which would compromise that property’s
ability to continue to serve as mitigation for the CAP. In light of this, obvious questions arise regarding the
credibility of mitigation promises being made in this Draft EIS. As the AGFD points out in its “Initial
Scoping Comments for the I-11 Tier 1 EIS™ dated July 8, 2016, “if such a commitment can be made in an
EIS and later be broken by a subsequent project, what does that mean for the commitment being made here?”
The agencies need to address this issue directly; otherwise, there is a significant risk of undermining the
public trust when developing mitigation measures for projects such as this.

Recommendation: The agencies must provide assurances that mitigation promises will be kept.
Considering the agencies are proposing to significantly impact the TMC which was previously set aside to
serve as mitigation for the CAP canal, the agencies must provide assurances that the mitigation promised for
this project will not suffer the same fate, and will actually be implemented and maintained into the future
for as long as it is necessary to offset impacts. Pima County is an essential partner in any such efforts.
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Section 3.7 Archaeological, Historical, Cultural Resources - Analysis Methods, Data Integrity and
Accuracy

Several important historic contexts overlooked in this analysis should be considered. Several
important historic contexts may have been overlooked in this analysis, namely reflecting two Diasporas,
African Americans and Chinese Americans. Further, the dislocation and resettlement of the Yaqui at the
turn of the twentieth century does not appear to be included. To accurately assess the potential impacts
of the alternatives, these contexts should be acknowledged and provided the same level of consideration
as those that were identified in the analysis.

Cemeteries are inconsistently classified as structures or sites in the Class I reports. Therefore, it is
unclear how these properties are being quantified in the Tier | analysis, based on National Park Service
(NPS) guidelines which classify all cemeteries as sites and not structures.

Conclusions on impacts to cultural resources are based on incomplete and incorrect data.
Conclusions regarding the measure of impacts to cultural resources as presented for each alternative are
drawn from computational estimates that are assembled from incomplete and often inaccurate datasets.
Further, it is problematic to project estimates by grouping all archaeological sites types by all time
periods given the noted deficiencies in datasets. The selection of resource types that are cited in analysis
are also inconsistent between datasets. More transparency in the methods used to estimate sites and for
that matter, districts, is requested.

‘The Draft 1 EIS fails to consider changing professional standards in the analysis. Professional
standards for cultural resources surveys have changed over the years, and while it appears that the year
of the survey was documented in the spatial data provided, this information is not weighted in the
resulting analysis. For example, survey and site recordings that did not have the ability of using a GPS-
device provide entirely less accurate data than a modern day survey/site recording (State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) guidance point No. 5 [2004]).

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations and determinations by
SHPO are highly variable. Eligibility recommendations and determinations can change over time
based on several variables, including but not limited to: 1) whether the entire area of an archaeological
site/historic resource was documented, as opposed to a portion; 2) a change in condition of the property,
e.g. increase in the quantity of and type of artifacts/features observed on the surface at the time of
recording; 3) opinion of the recorder at the time of recording; 4) new information/research methods at
the time of recording.

No information is provided to explain why the downtown Fucson segment of 1-10 would need to
be dramatically expanded. Section 3.7.4, page 3.7-17 and Section 4, page 4-73 states that six miles of
{-10 from the 1-19 interchange to Prince Road will require “four to six additional lanes” and “120 feet
wide” of additional right of way to accommodate a co-located I-11, expanding 1-10 from 8 lanes to 12
to 14 Janes. What is the justification for this statement and what are the projected traffic volumes for
this section of 1-10?

Recommended Aliernative

The imbalance of available data precludes the meaningful analysis required to identify a
recommended alternative,

As discussed above, the imbalance of available data for the alternatives make the results presented in Section
3.7 and Chapter 4 grossly inadequate for the purposes of a comparative analysis between alternatives. This
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general observation should be extended to the methods employed to identify the Recommended Alternative.
Beyond the issues surrounding data integrity and accuracy, the quantity of known NRHP-eligible or
potentially eligible resources in the orange alternative, passing through the urban core of Tucson, is a result
of the volume of development activities that caused these resources to be identified over several decades as
compared to the purple or green alternatives which remain rural, undeveloped and certainly under-studied.
The indirect and cumulative impacts that are posited concerning cultural resources cannot be extended to
the proposed alternatives west of the urban core of Tucson as there is not sufficient baseline data to offer
any conclusion.

Lastly, the statement asserting that impacts to historic districts and structures in the orange alternative
through Tucson’s urban core are unmitigable (pages 6-6 and 4-101) could further be assessed as an
inequitable valuation favoring the built environment over all other historic property types (buildings,
districts, objects, sites, and structures), whether known, or yet to be identified and evaluated for NRHP-
eligibility, in the other alternatives. Impacts to the built environment in urban Tucson may occur should the
orange alternative be constructed; however, the Tier 1 analysis should acknowledge that an updated
assessment of all properties within affected NRHP-districts or individually NRHP-eligible buildings and
structures in the orange alternative should be undertaken to understand current integrity before impacts can
be scored as “high”. NRHP nomination forms are not cited, the number of contributing properties affected
are not consistently presented and it Historic Property Inventory Forms exist for any of the affected
properties, these are not included in the analysis.

Recommendation; Additional and updated inventories for all build corvidor alternatives are required
before impacts can be assessed and applied comparatively between alternatives. The significant
oversights discussed above, taken with all other comments concerning cultural resources, underscore the
inadequacy of the analysis in selecting the Recommended Alternative. Without additional inventory in the
Recommended Alternative and updated inventories for the whole of the build corridor alternatives, adverse
effects—direct, indirect, and cumulative—cannot be assessed and applied comparatively between alternatives.

Pima County Preserve System

The agencies must consider Pima County’s Preserve System an “Affected Resource” likely to be
impacted by this project and must consider mitigation for those impacts. Over the last two decades,
Pima County has been actively acquiring lands specifically for conservation purpeses, primarily through the
use of open space bonds approved by voters in 1997 and 2004, The County has recorded restrictive covenants
for these lands requiring that they are managed for conservation purposes in perpetuity. Much of this Country
Preserve System will serve as mitigation required under the Multi-species Conservation Plan (MSCP).

According to the Draft EIS, the “Land Management and Special Designated Lands™ Section (3.3.1)
“discusses major land management in the Study Area and special designated lands, such as wildernesses,
national monuments, areas of critical environmental concern (ACECs), designated roadless areas, and other
deeded properties.” (p. 3.3-8; emphasis added.) However, Pima County’s preserve system, the bulk of which
are deeded properties specifically acquired and designated for conservation, are not included for
consideration. Despite this omission, this project has the potential to impact several County-owned
preserves, including Canoa Ranch, Diamond Bell Ranch, and Pima County floodplain preserves.

Recommendation: The Tier 1 EIS must consider the Pima County Preserve System an “Affected
Resource™ and generally assess potential impacts and mitigation strategies. Understanding that more
detailed assessments will be conducted in the Tier 2 analysis, the Tier 1 EIS must, at a minimum, consider
the Pima County Preserve System an “Affected Resource” and assess both the likely impacts and potential
mitigation strategies, just like the document does for other “Affected Resources.” In future analyses, Pima
County expects the agencies to conduct a detailed assessment of impacts to County-owned preserves and
propose mitigation for those impacts consistent with the CLS mitigation ratios discussed above, which are
essential to provide meaningfu! levels of mitigation.
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6. Specific Comments on Sections 3.7 and Section 3.14

A. Section 3.7 - Archaeological, Historie, Architectural, Cultural Resources. This section of the Draft
EIS must be corrected to consider and include the following information:

1. Page 3.7-1. Line 16: Should “highways™ be “buildings™?

2. Page3.7-2, Lines 1-10: TCPs should be expanded to allow for and include groups other than Tribes.
For example, in Tucson and Pima County, there are several places of traditional importance to living
communities other than Tribes. From Archaeological Sites and Historic Structures Class I appendix, Pg.
I5, Lines 5-8, “Studies to support the Tier 1 level of conceptual planning involved FHWA and ADOT
consultation with agencies, Tribes, and other interested parties, as well as collection and analysis of data
compiled by prior archaeological and historical studies.” How were “other interested parties” selected?

3. Page 3.7-2, Lines 23-26: It is noted that a preliminary GIS model was built using environmental
factors in order to estimate the potential for unrecorded archaeological sites and historic structures in the
alternatives that have not been surveyed for cultural resources. What type of model was derived? How
were the parameters of the model chosen, what data were they based on, what were the individual
parameters selected for each of the identified variables? The results of this analysis do not appear to
have been made available, and furthermore, the results of the data analysis provided in 3.7-2, particularly
the “Estimated Total of Resources™ appear limited to the following equation: Total Sites/Structures x
Average Density of Recorded Resources/Mile.

4. Page 3.7-7. Lines 10-22: AZSITE is deficient both qualitatively and quantitatively, as it has known
errors associated with misplotted spatial data, and is missing data that is held by the Archaeological
Records Office (ARO) of the Arizona State Museum. Because the discrepancy of data between ARO
and AZSITE has yet to be resolved, AZSITE should only have been used as a reference, however, ARO
should have been the primary source of data for the Tier | analysis.

5. Page 3.7-7, Lines 19-22: Additional resources should have been investigated and contacted. For
example, Pima County operates multiple databases that contain information not available in AZSITE.
Pima County tracks data for both archaeological sites and historic buildings and structures on private
land that often never makes it in to AZSITE. Lastly, Pima County has authored several local
environmental planning documents, most notably, the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan, which
contains an archaeological sensitivity model for all of eastern Pima County and identifies a list of Priority
Cultural Resources that should be targeted for preservation during local and regional planning efforts.
These types of documents were not utilized in this analysis,

6. Page 3.7-7. Lines 23-27: Based on the noted problems with the integrity of the analyzed data stated
above, all conclusions on estimations for low, moderate and high potential levels of impact on
archaeological sites and historic structures are drawn in question.

1. Page 3.7-7. Line 28: There should be some acknowledgement considering additional types of
historic districts or aspects of the built environment, for example rural historic landscapes (NPS bulletin
30), historic designed landscapes (NPS bulletin 18) or cemeteries (NPS bulletin 41).

8. Page 3.7-7, Lines 35-39: Why was Pima County not contacted, as SHPO A) does not typically
sponsor survey projects, B) does not have a comprehensive database of survey projects within County,
Municipal and Private (Local) jurisdictions, as local projects are not subject to compliance with the AZ
State Historic Preservation Act, and thus SHPO consultation is not mandated, unless such projects
involve State funding or State land.

9. Page 3.7-7, Lines 43-45: Google imagery does not provide adequate information for assessing
historic integrity and architectural significance for many reasons. Among them is that Google Street
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View is not available for every assessed parcel, and therefore it is assumed the assessment is based solely
on an aerial view. The effective construction date found in the Assessor’s records is not always accurate
in listing build out dates and materials used in building constructions. Additionally, the analysis
weighted identifying “potential districts” over buildings but did not consistently consider objects or
structures. The sources cited in this analysis are not appropriate for employing this method. Lastly, the
analysis makes no mention of consulting plat maps, property record cards held on the Pima County
Assessor’s website, or other resources that would provide critical information needed for evaluating
properties under Criteria A, B or C to “link” individual resources together under a unifying Criterion of
significance, and thus analyze a district as a whole that may be eligible, despite each individual resource
being individually not eligible.

10. Page 3.7-8, Lines 3-12: See above for issues surrounding limiting research to Google Imagery. The
classification system of “not NRHP eligible, possibly eligible, or likely eligible™ based solely on Google
imagery raises significant questions as to the integrity/adequacy of the analysis.

1. Page3.7-8, Lines 14-20: Why were Tribes the only parties consulted with regard to identifying TCPs
and the potential I-11 impacts?

B. Section 3.14.1.3 - Biological Resources; Local Ordinances and Plans. The Draft EIS reflects outdated
and incomplete information about Pima County’s local ordinances that protect biological resources.
Section 3.14.1.3 must be corrected to consider and include the following information:

1. Pima County’s Multi-species Conservation Plan (MSCP): The Draft EIS needs to correct its
description of the MSCP to include information regarding the associated federally authorized permit
under Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Endangered Species Act, which has already been issued to Pima
County, In July 2016, the FWS approved the MSCP and issued Pima County a Section 10 permit, which
allows the County to move forward on development activities in full compliance with the ESA in
exchange for implementing the conservation commitments outlined in the MSCP. These commitments
include implementing various County conservation ordinances and policies, and conserving in
perpetuity lands acquired to serve as mitigation for the MSCP. Restrictive Covenants have already been
placed on these lands to restrict future land uses to only those that are consistent with those
commitments.

2. The Pima County Comprehensive Land Use Plan and Conservation Land System (CLS): While the
Draft EIS implicitly references the CLS when describing how the County’s 2001 Comprehensive Land
Use Plan “incorporated land use concepts, policies, and principles of conservation that were identified
in the draft Preliminary SDCP™ (p. 3.14.3), the Draft EIS must reference the CLS explicitly in light of
its importance in conserving biological resources. The CLS, which is discussed in more detail above, is
specifically designed to preserve the contiguity of habitat at the landscape level and retain the
connectivity of natural open space reserves with functional wildlife corridors. The Draft EIS should also
note that the CLS has been formally adopted as part of each County Comprehensive Land Use Plan
update since 2001, including the 2015 Pima Prospers, and also serves as a foundation for the federally
approved MSCP.

3. Pima County Floodplain Management Ordinance Title 16.30 — Watercousse and Riparian Habitat
Protection and Mitigation Requirements: the Draft EIS should include information regarding this
ordinance when considering biological resources and local ordinances in Pima County. The goal of this
ordinance is to protect riparian habitat and ensure the long-term stability of natural floodplains, which
allows for the survival of plants and animals indigenous to Pima County. It outlines the process for
developing property containing riparian habitat, provides guidance for mitigating impacts, and requires
mitigation for disturbances to riparian habitat that exceed 1/3 acre.
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Pima County Regional Flood Control District Comments

The following general comments and preferences are with respect to the Recommended Alternative
alignment and are organized from north to south in Pima County.

Regarding the Santa Cruz River crossing near Marana, the Recommended Alternative alignment runs
parallel to the Santa Cruz and will be both expensive and extremely disruptive to the floodplain. Crossing
the Santa Cruz River perpendicular to flow (purple alternative) is the traditional design method for
roadway crossing and would be far less disruptive.

Regarding the Brawley Wash area, the Recommended Alternative alignment crosses the Brawley Wash
where the watercourse is a wide sheetflow floodplain. This alignment would be expensive and disruptive
to the floodplain. The purple alternative is preferred as it avoids crossing this large sheet flooding area.

Black Wash, south of Shuck Toak Farms, the Recommended Alternative alignment attempts to by-pass
SAVSARP through the Black Wash in an area with significant riparian resources. Replacing Sandario
Road with an all-weather road would reduce the environmental impact and provide more reliable access
to the residents in the area.

Sierrita Mountains, south of Ajo Highway, the Recommended Alternative alignment in this location is
the least disruptive to drainage. The Recommended Alternative alignment should connect to Ajo Hwy
at the Sandario Road alignment and continue along Sandario Road.

The following comments are specific to the pages and sections identified.

I. Page ES23. after line 5: Minimizing impacts to floodplains, especially distributary flow floodplains
where flow diversions and roadway embankments may create new backwater areas and increase
sediment deposits.

2. Page E23, line 7: Please add Pima County Regulated Riparian Habitat.

3. Page 2-40, Section 2.5.5: The District supports use of solar technologies because of their potential
to reduce demand on water resources for power generation and to reduce carbon footprint. Both
reductions benefit habitat, water quality and groundwater resources. All of these benefits support
floodplain health and sustainability.

4. Page 3.13-4. line 8: Revise to: “All county Flood Control Districts and incorporated jurisdictions’
floodplain managers require a Floodplain Use Permit (FPUP) when a project is within a regulatory
floodplain. In Pima County, Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodplains and other
floodplains associated with 19 chance storm event peak discharges greater than 100 ¢fs are regulatory
for permitting purposes. Other jurisdictions may require permitting in floodplains associated with
another storm event category.

5. Page 3.13-4, line 8: In unincorporated Pima County, disturbance of mapped Regulatory Riparian
Habitat may be subject to FPUPs and mitigation measures. Because riparian habitat generally is
associated with watercourses, at a planning level, mapped habitat indicates where watercourses, even
though not yet mapped as floodplains, impact the project corridor.

6. Page 3.13-4, line 8: During Tier 2, local studies floodplain information will be provided. In rural
areas, often, little floodplain information is available, and this project will assess needed analyses during
Tier2.”




C.H. Huckelberry, County Administrator

RE: I-11 Corridor Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement Comments
July 5, 2019

Page 12 of 14

7. Page 3.13-4, after line 18: Add Town of Sahuarita, City of Tucson, Town of Oro Valley and Town
of Marana.

8. Page 3.13-5. lines 22 and Page 3.13-15. line 23: Please add Sopori Wash.

9. Page 3.13-15, line 34: Please revise last sentence: “Some of these areas may be mapped as
approximate depth or shaded Zone X FEMA Special Flood Hazard Zones, while sheet flooding has not
been mapped in many areas, especially more rural regions. Defining these floodplains, determining the
optimal locations for cross drainage within sheet flood areas and minimizing upstream ponding potential
is more complex than evaluating the same constraints in riverine flow regimes. Sediment transport
further complicates design and maintenance in sheet flooding areas. These areas can be expected along
the project limits where the steeper slopes of higher elevations transition to a low gradient,”

10. Page 3.13-16, upper right corner: Revise title to FEMA FLOODPLAINS; Add to **  500-year
floodplains have not been identified for all FEMA floodplains; Add additional note: FEMA has not
mapped all floodplains. Flood Control Districts and Jurisdictions will provide additional floodplain
information which has been determined locally.

I1. Page 3.13-19, Table 3.13-1: Please revise the last sentence of the Floodplains bullet: “Placement of
fill within a floodplain generally increases base flood elevation upstream. If the fill is associated with a
cross drainage structure, downstream velocities and erosion could increase in the project corridor.”

[2. Page 3.13-20, line 14: Consider adding after ... .other Build Corridor Alternatives.” Reconstruction
along the Purple and Green Alternatives alignment through the Town of Sahuarita provides opportunities
to improve known historic floodplain impacts of the existing highways.

13. Page 3.13-22, line 26: The District supports use of permanent BMP’s to slow stormwater runoff
from impervious surfaces and to maximize capture of stormwater runoff for supplemental irrigation of
landscaping and native vegetation.

4. Page 3.14-2, Section 3.14.1.3: Please add: Pima County Floodplain and Eresion Hazard
Managenent Ordinance 2010. Chapter 16.30, Watercourse and Riparian Habitat Protection and
Mitigation Requirements, specifies avoidance and mitigation criteria for habitat included on the riparian
classification maps adopted by the Pima County Board of Supervisors (BOS). Justification for non-
avoidance of this habitat shall be provided when disturbance is proposed. Proposed disturbance may
require a permit from the Pima County Regional Flood Control District and a mitigation plan.

I5. Page 3.14-10. Section 3.14: Consider adding Pima County Mapped Regulated Riparian Habitat to
an exhibit. Include text indicating that the Pima County Regional Flood Control District owns and
manages approximately X acres of floodprone land which often coincides with Important Riparian Area,
areas providing critical watershed and water resources management functions, along the Santa Cruz
River and its major tributaries. While the Draft EIS describes Biological Resources and Water Resources
separately, both are integrally related and co-dependent. The District attempts to regulate both together
to support the vital relationship between the two resources.

16. Page 3.14-10, after line 23: Consider adding Pima County Classifications:

A. Hydroriparian. Riparian habitats generally associated with perennial watercourses and/or
springs. Plant communities are dominated by obligate or preferential wetland plant species such as
willow and cottonwood.
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a.

.

B. Mesoriparian. Riparian habitats generally associated with perennial or intermittent watercourses
or shallow groundwater. Plant communities may be dominated by species that are also found in drier
habitats (e.g., mesquite}; but contain some preferential riparian plant species such as ash or netleaf
hackberry.

C. Xeroriparian. Riparian habitats generally associated with an ephemeral water supply. These
communities typically contain plant species also found in upland habitats; however, these plants are
typically larger and/or occur at higher densities than adjacent uplands. Xeroriparian habitat is further
divided into four subclasses for Class A, B, C, and D habitat as defined in the mitigation standards
approved by the BOS as maintained by the Floodplain Administrator. Mitigation in xeroriparian
habitat is to be determined based at least on total vegetative volume (TVV) as provided within the
mitigation standards as adopted by the BOS as well as replacement of other lost riparian habitat
tunctions necessary to sustain riparian habitat.

D. Important Riparian Areas. lmportant Riparian Areas occur along the major river systems and
provide critical watershed and water resources management functions as well as providing a
framework for landscape linkages and biological corridors. Important Riparian Areas are valued for
their higher water availability, vegetation density, and biological productivity, compared to adjacent
uplands. Important Riparian Areas are essential for floodplain management and every effort should
be made to protect, restore, and enhance the structure and functions of these areas including
hydrological, geomorphological, and biological functions.

17. Page 4.82, after line 13: Consider obtaining concept level floodplain mapping for the project
corridor for non-FEMA floodplains. Pima County and Maricopa County can provide maps. Regression
equattons or other approximate hydrology metheds can provide important information on the expected
I percent chance storm flows and extent.

Additional Comments

Chapter 6. page 6-6, lines 29-31: We disagree with the conclusion that the Recommended Alternative
and green alternative each “facilitate efficient mobility for emergency evacuation...” While this may be
true from a regional or interstate perspective, neither Avra Valley routes provide efficient evacuation
routes for the nearly 3/4 million persons living in greater Tucson/Pima County which would have no
other option but to use I-10. For this centrally located population, a widened [-10 would provide the
most efficient emergency evacuation route.

Chapter 6. page 6-7. lines 19-20: We disagree with the analysis and conclusion that Avra Valley and
Picture Rocks communities do not contain low-income or minority populations. Pima County’s
Community Development & Neighborhood Conservation Department identifies both as Community
Development Target Arcas (CDTA), cligible for Housing and Urban Development project grant
funding. Other CDTAs through which the Recommended Alternative alignment passes include
Robles Junction and Helmet Peak.

Chapter 6, page 6-7. lines 19-20: The Recommended Alternative alignment passes through two Pima
County 2010 Census Tracts designaled low income: 004313 and 004424 (on the south and north side
of State Hwy 86 at the junction of State Tlwy 286, Robles Junction).

Chapter 6. page 6-7, lines 37-39: We disagree with the statement that the Recommended Alernative
through Avra Valley “would serve the aerospace, defense, manufacturing, and logistics industries in
the region’s two largest employment areas: Tucson International Airport and the University of Arizona
Tech Park.” On the contrary, these employment areas as well as Davis-Monthan Air l'orce Base,




C.H. Huckelberry, County Administrator

RE: I-11 Corridor Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement Comments
July 5, 2019

Page 14 of 14

Aerospace Parkway, and Port of Tucson are located much closer to Alternative B along the 1-19/1-10
corridor, so that route would better serve these employment areas.

e. Page 2-32, Table 2-7: Under Alternatives, Purple column, text should read “emerging” instead of
“emergency’’.

f.  Page 4-108, Table 4-9: Pima County is mis-identified as a municipality, instead of a county agency.

Pima County again appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Tier 1 EIS.
AMO:KS:pm
Attachments

¢:  Carmine DeBonis, Deputy County Administrator for Public Works
Yves Khawam, PhD, Assistant County Administrator
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Linda Mayro, Director, Office of Sustainability and Conservation
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Study Need and Purpose

Pima County has a key location in the path of a number of national and international infrastructure
projects, including new pipelines for transporting fossil fuels, improvements to the Western U. S. electrical
grid, opening of the Port of Tucson, and additions to major transportation networks. One such project is
the Intermountain West Corridor, which is at present includes “high-level visioning” for a north-south
transportation corridor extending from Phoenix south to Mexico.

This report is needed because Pima County’s previous experience with national infrastructure projects is
that the proponents seldom fully mitigate effects on the local communities (Huckelberry 2013). Project
proponents seldom propose mitigation measures that are consistent with local practice and needs, in part
because dialogue with the local community is too little and too late, and federal agencies have limited
authority or in some cases lack the knowledge of the local situation to direct the proponent’s selection of
mitigation measures. A good example is the recent Kinder-Morgan pipeline through Avra and Altar
Valleys, which will result in a myriad of costs and impacts that will be borne by local ranch owners and
managers of protected lands. While mitigation was provided, none of the local parties believe it will be
sufficient to offset the impacts.

This study seeks early identification of some of the environmental impacts that would be associated with
a proposed route through Avra Valley. This study builds upon the initial Pima County conceptual
alignment described in the report Intermountain West Corridor in Pima County; A Preliminary GIS-Based
Roadway Alignment and Impact Study, dated June 21, 2013. This study also proposes mitigation
strategies to address several environmental impacts including impacts to the county’s Conservation Land
System. This study does not identify all environmental impacts and further study is required to determine
if such a route is feasible and if so, the full extent of impacts that could be expected with various alignment
alternatives. The corridor alignment assumed in this report is simply one alternative that is used to
identify and develop avoidance, minimization and mitigation strategies at the earliest possible
opportunity. This will inform future dialogue about alternatives and mitigation measures.

Any state or federal planning process for the Intermountain West Corridor would evaluate and compare
a full range of alternative routes, including the county’s proposed Avra Valley alignment, the Interstate
10/19 alternative, and the no-build alternative. Such a planning process would be much broader than this
report, and it would look at multiple alignment options through Avra Valley. This report only examines
one Avra Valley alignment and only considers some of the environmental impacts that should be studied
through a state or federal planning process. For example, this report does not address social impacts,
neighborhood impacts, access impacts and many other impacts. Many of these impacts would be better
understood when state or federal planning is undertaken for the Mexico-to-Phoenix segment of the
Intermountain West Corridor.

Study Background and Methods

Corridor Location and Description

This corridor extends from Interstate 19 at El Toro Road in the Town of Sahuarita west and northward
through Avra Valley to the Pima/Pinal County line as shown in Figure 1. This route was located to traverse
undeveloped State Trust Lands as much as possible and to minimize impacts to populated areas. The
route avoids Ironwood National Forest, Saguaro National Park, and the Town of Marana. The 56-mile long
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corridor was analyzed with a 400-foot wide right-of-way, which is typical for an intestate facility. The
corridor encompasses 2,640 acres of land.

The corridor route traverses through almost 60 miles of Pima County, passing through a variety of
landscapes. From the interchange at I-19, the route passes by a large mining district and skirts around the
undeveloped foothills of the Sierrita Mountains and the San Xavier District of the Tohono O’odham Nation.
The corridor passes through low elevation desert, ranch lands, and scattered areas of rural development.
The route enters Avra Valley as it crosses Ajo Highway. Here, the landscape is relatively low and flat and
characterized by the floodplains of the Black and Brawley washes. The route passes through areas of
undeveloped desert scrub, low density rural development, Tucson’s groundwater recharge facilities,
former and active agricultural fields.

Study Methodology

The corridor was mapped and analyzed using the Pima County Geographic Information System (GIS),
which provides numerous types of geographic spatial data, including environmental data such as
conservation lands, floodplains and floodways, wildlife crossings, riparian habitat, and other data. No
field studies were conducted and a full inventory and analysis of environmental conditions and impacts is
not within the scope of this study and report. The resulting maps and summary data are presented in the
remainder of the report. Pima County staff from several departments also contributed to this report. The
following key statistics summarize the environmental impacts:

Summary of Draft Alignment #1 Impacts

e 2700 acres ROW needed for an interstate highway, 4800 acres with 2 interchanges
e 2600-4600* acres of Conservation Lands System impacted

e 1000-2000* acres of State Trust land impacted

e 900-2100* acres high risk floodplains impacted, at a cost of up to $80-S100 million
e 600-1200* acres of private land impacted

e 600-700* acres of City of Tucson land impacted

e 200-600* acres of Agricultural land impacted

e 80 acres of Important Riparian Areas impacted

e 24 acres of Tohono O’odham Nation lands impacted

*Low number roadway only, high number includes 2 interchanges



Right of Way Challenges

The most significant physical challenge to locating an interstate roadway facility through southern Avra
Valley is the lack of available right of way along Sandario Road in particular. As shown in the map below,
the initially proposed route runs between the Tohono O’odham Nation (Garcia Strip) to the west, the
Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) Wildlife Mitigation Corridor to the east, and through the middle of the City
of Tucson’s Southern Avra Valley Storage and Recovery Project (SAVSARP). The route also passes through
portions of Central Avra Valley Storage and Recovery Project (CAVSRP). CAVSRP and SAVSARP are the
principal groundwater storage sites for City of Tucson water. The Tucson Water Department has
indicated that a route through SAVSRP is not feasible due to the existing and planned infrastructure and
the significant expenditure of public investment in Tucson’s water supply. The Garcia Strip is
approximately 2.5 miles wide north to south and 13 miles long east to west and is part of the Tohono
O’odham Nation. The BOR Wildlife Mitigation Corridor is a 4.25 square mile conservation area that was
established in 1990 as mitigation for environmental impacts caused by the Central Arizona Project (CAP)
and it is managed by Pima County.

Sandario Road runs north-south between the Garcia Strip and the BOR Mitigation Corridor, but the
existing roadway right of way is only 80 feet wide. The route is shown running along portions of Sandario
Road, but additional right of way would be required for a typical 400-wide interstate right of way. The
route could potentially be elevated, but additional right of way may still be needed, and the costs would
be significantly higher than if the route is at grade. If a new freeway alignment is to be found through this
region, it will require negotiations with many stakeholders including the Nation, the Bureau of
Reclamation, the City of Tucson, Arizona State Land Department, and others to determine if it is feasible
or not.
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Figure 1. The proposed draft alignment runs through the Tohono O’odham Nation Garcia Strip, Bureau of
Reclamation Wildlife Mitigation Corridor, and Central and Southern Avra Valley Storage and Recovery
Projects.



Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This report discusses some of the ways to minimize and mitigate the effects of an interstate highway
through Avra Valley. Each type of impact is discussed, along with quantitative information if available,
followed by potential minimization and mitigation measures. Where possible, the siting of mitigation
measures is also discussed. The potential for completely avoiding impacts through design measures or
relocation of the route is also discussed. This is followed by a summary of some infrastructure issues that
could arise as a consequence of a freeway constructed along the Corridor.

Conservation Land System

Avra Valley includes a high percentage of biologically important conservation lands that are identified in
the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan (SDCP). These lands are associated with the Brawley and Black
Washes and generally represent habitat that is valuable to the conservation of biological diversity based
on numerous SDCP studies. Much of the Corridor would pass through the Maeveen Marie
Behan Conservation Lands System (CLS), a reserve system designed to protect biodiversity and provide
land use guidelines consistent with the SDCP. The CLS land categories include Special Species
Management Areas, Biological Core Management Areas, Important Riparian Areas, Multiple-Use
Management Areas and Agricultural Inholdings.

Most of the corridor (91%) impacts one or more categories of the Conservation Land System (CLS). The
largest impacts are to the Multiple-Use Management Area (61%) followed by the Biological Core
Management Area (13%), Special Species Management Area (9%), and Important Riparian Area (2%).
Adjustments to the route could reduce, but not eliminate, direct impacts to some of the Biological
Core and Important Riparian Areas. As shown in Table 1, over 11,000 acres of other conservation lands
would be necessary to mitigate for direct impacts to the CLS.

Table 1: County Conservation Land System (CLS) Impacts

Conservation Land Category Acres  Percent Multiplier  Mitigation Acres
Multi-Use Management Area 3132 61% 2 6264

Special Species Management Area 447 9% 4 1788

Biological Core Management Area 677 13% 4 2708
Agricultural inholdings 307 6% NA 0

Outside Conservation Land System 459 9% NA 0

Important Riparian Area 80 2% 4 320

TOTAL 5102 100% 11080

Conservation Land System - Special Elements

The Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan identified unique landscape features known as Special Elements.
These special elements were a critical component in the development of the Conservation Lands System.
The draft alignment passes through several of these landscape features, including mesquite woodland,
ironwood desert scrub, and a small area of limestone outcrops near El Toro Road. From 2012 orthophoto
imagery, the limestone outcrops appear to have been mined, or are in the process of being mined.



The mesquite woodland landscape occurs in a widespread area near Ajo Highway and Sandario Road and
the proposed route passes through several stands of this special element. Mesquite woodlands have
historically suffered disproportionate loss through urban and agricultural development throughout Pima
County. The SDCP has set a target value of 1,000 restored acres of mesquite woodland to offset historic
and future losses, in addition to mitigation efforts related the County’s Multi-Species Habitat Conservation
Plan. Possible mitigation measures for impacted mesquite woodlands include avoidance, bridging over,
and riparian restoration.

The proposed route passes through a small section of mapped ironwood desert scrub near Sandario and
Mile Wide Roads. Ironwood trees have immense ecological value in the Sonoran Desert and are
considered keystone species, harboring and supporting hundreds of plant and animals. Possible
mitigation measures include avoidance, bridging over, and riparian restoration.

Regulated Riparian Habitat

The Pima County Floodplain and Erosion Hazard Mitigation Ordinance includes provisions that seek to
preserve continuous and connected corridors of riparian habitat, coexistent with floodplain areas, which
provide stable environments for wildlife, slow down flooding and reduce erosion, and increase natural
groundwater recharge potential. The ordinance recommends that development avoid or minimize
riparian habitat and it requires mitigation if development disturbs more than 1/3 acre of habitat.
Mitigation options include planting replacement riparian habitat, preserving other offsite riparian parcels,
or paying a fee in-lieu of performing on-site mitigation.

Public highways, roads and streets are exempt from the Floodplain Management Ordinance, but reducing
the proposed highway impacts to floodplains and riparian habitat would reduce project costs, minimize
Conservation Land System impacts, and reduce riparian and CLS mitigation costs.

The proposed interstate alignment impacts 377 acres of riparian habitat regulated through the Floodplain
Management Ordinance. Over half of the impacts (187 acres) are to Xero-riparian C habitat which contains
moderate to low-density riparian vegetation. The following chart shows that some of the impacted
riparian habitat is also classified as Important Riparian Areas, which are areas designated in the County
Comprehensive Plan for the importance as wildlife habitats and linkages for wildlife movement.

The best mitigation option would be to avoid and minimize as much riparian habitat as possible. A second
strategy would be to replace any impacted habitat by planting new habitat. A third approach would be
to purchase and preserve other riparian habitat off-site, but along the corridor. The fourth measure would
be to pay a fee in-lieu of the other mitigation measures. The cost of such an in-lieu fee would be over
$8.1 million as shown in the chart below.

It may be possible to reduce these impacts through route selection that would minimize impacts,
especially those associated with the Important Riparian Areas. If the mitigation strategy were to use to
the money for compensatory land acquisition, then we estimate that 2,000 to 4,000 acres could be
acquired at today’s market prices with this amount of funding. However, there are also opportunities to
restore riparian habitat through restoring floodplain functions with the funding that will be discussed in
the wildlife portion of this report.



Riparian Classification Digch;a%fce In-Lieu Fee

Xero-riparian B 37.3 S 597,280
Xero-riparian C 186.7 S 2,613,100
Xero-riparian D 1.2 S 14,760
Hydromesoriparian 72.2 S 2,888,800
IRA w/ Xeroriparian B 4.2 S 117,600
IRA w/ Xeroriparian C 51.2 S 1,279,250
IRA w/ Xeroriparian D 18.2 S 401,280
IRA w/ Hydromesoriparian Area 6.1 S 242,000
TOTAL 377.1 S 8,154,070

*IRA = Important Riparian Area

Floodways and Floodplains

The draft freeway alignment through Avra Valley generally runs parallel to a very wide and complex
floodplain associated with the Brawley and Black washes that flow north along the valley. The floodplain
varies in width from 1 to 5 miles wide throughout the corridor. The draft alignment crosses this floodplain
at several locations, most notably between Mile Wide Road and Manville Road for a distance of
approximately 4 miles. Throughout the floodplain, the draft alignment also crosses the main channels
and administrative floodway of the Black Wash (at Sandario Road), at its confluence with Brawley Wash
(at Mile Wide Road), and the Brawley and Los Robles Wash confluence (just south of Silverbell Road). At
the Pinal/Pima County line, the draft alignment crosses the Santa Cruz River floodway and floodplain as it
merges with the Black, Brawley, and Los Robles washes. These floodplain and floodway features present
significant constraints and challenges and associated costs to designing and building a new interstate
facility in this valley.

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) identifies “floodways” and high risk flooding areas
known as “special flood hazard areas”. When development (including roadways) is proposed within a
floodway, FEMA generally requires that it must not increase the water surface elevation, and/or it must
show that it does not cause adverse impact to any structures in the floodplain. The implications for the
proposed Avra Valley freeway are:

1. The freeway would need to be built up and out of the floodplains.

2. The freeway would require multiple bridges over the Black Wash, Brawley Wash, Robles Wash,
and Santa Cruz River floodway.

3. Portions of Black Wash, Brawley Wash, Robles Wash and the Santa Cruz River could need to be
stabilized.

4. Significant drainage structures, channels and retention/detention basins could be required along
the corridor to address FEMA floodplain requirements.

In addition to the requirement that limits the rise in the water surface elevation to 1 foot, Interstate
freeways are required to be designed and built to accommodate the 50-year flood to provide all-weather



access. This would mean that significant portions of the freeway would need to be elevated (essentially
a bridge) over floodways and floodplains. It also means that portions of the Black, Brawley, and Los Robles
washes and the Santa Cruz River could require bank stabilization and other flood controlling design
features to minimize impacts to the freeway corridor and adjacent property. Based on the current
alignment, the following washes are crossed along the corridor and would require bridges for the larger
more complex floodplains, and box culverts or corrugated steel culverts for the smaller washes and
overbank flows, as well as other potential improvements.

Wash Crossings in the Study Area

. . Estimated
Discharge Size s Pl ing Cost
Wash Name Location (cubic pan ann.lng 08
feet/second) Length Estimate
(ft)
Santa Cruz River South of Pinal County line > 10,000 2000 S 16,000,000
Brawley/Los Robles Washes South of Silverbell Road > 10,000 2000 S 16,000,000
Black/Brawley Washes Across Sandario Road > 10,000 1800 S 14,400,000
Black/Brawley Washes North of Mile Wide Road > 10,000 1000 S 8,000,000
West Branch Brawley Wash East of Reservation Road 5,000-10,000 500 S 4,000,000
Unnamed Wash #1 South of Trico Marana Road Unknown 200 S 1,600,000
Unnamed Wash #2 East of Amway Road > 2,000 200 S 1,600,000
Unnamed Wash #3 South of Mile Wide Road 2,000 - 5,000 100 S 800,000
Unnamed Wash #4 Across Sandario Road 5,000 - 10,000 100 S 800,000
Unnamed Wash #5 Along Snyder Hill Road > 2,000 50 S 400,000
Unnamed Wash #6 Along Tara Lane > 2000 50 S 400,000
Unnamed Wash #7 North of Ajo Way 2,000 - 5,000 200 S 1,600,000
Unnamed Wash #8 North of Ajo Way > 2,000 50 S 400,000
Unnamed Wash #9 North of Ajo Way 2,000 - 5,000 200 S 1,600,000
Unnamed Wash #10 South of Ajo Way 2,000 - 5,000 100 S 800,000
Unnamed Wash #11 South of Ajo Way > 2,000 100 S 800,000
Unnamed Wash #12 South of Ajo Way > 2,000 100 S 800,000
Additional washes s. of Ajo
Way
TOTAL S 70,000,000

Mitigation Measures

The proposed freeway and any potential traffic interchange(s) should avoid major washes to the greatest
extent possible. Where wash crossings are unavoidable, the alignment should be moved to cross the
watercourse where the floodplain and floodway is at its narrowest, if possible.



Historic Berms and Channels

Throughout portions of Avra Valley, numerous historic agricultural infrastructure were constructed that
have real but unquantified impacts on floodplain functions and riparian habitat.  These
improvements, typically berms or channels, were constructed before floodplain regulations existed and
were intended to protect farm fields from flooding. The alignment of the highway could take
advantage of these relic structures by augmenting the existing infrastructure, avoiding locations
where flow paths have been created as a result, or by removing some the infrastructure to restore
natural flows and reduce the impact the highway would have. The use or modification of these
relic structures could be part of the environmental mitigation strategy. To better determine where
these opportunities exist better floodplain mapping would be necessary for the Brawley Wash through
Avra Valley. The current mapping, done by FEMA, is approximate and does not take into account
localized drainage features, small elevation changes, or the agricultural improvements. Due to the broad
shallow nature of the Black/Brawley/Los Robles wash floodplains, all of these features have significant
impacts on the extent and duration of flooding. The use of newly available two-dimensional modeling is
recommended prior to or during any future location and floodplain analysis to best take advantage of
these features.

Example inset map showing potential bridge over Brawley/Los Robles wash:
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Drainage and Clean Water Act Impacts

If and when an environmental assessment or environmental impact statement of the proposed route is
conducted, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) would review all wash crossings along the proposed
route. The Corps would determine which of the washes are under its jurisdiction and a Clean Water Act
Section 404 Permit would be required for each affected wash. Mitigation requirements would be
determined at that time. The Corps requires that practicable steps must first be taken to avoid and
minimize impacts to aquatic resources at all possible steps in the design process. Methods of providing
compensatory mitigation include aquatic resource restoration, establishment, enhancement, and in
certain circumstances, preservation. The Corps is ultimately responsible for determining the appropriate

form and amount of compensatory mitigation required. Several of the washes crossings throughout the
draft corridor would likely require a Section 404 Permit.
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Biological Resources

Impacts to Species

Habitat Loss, fragmentation, and degradation. Habitat loss and fragmentation are the most important
drivers of species decline (Fahrig 2003; Stuart et. al. 2004). Direct loss and fragmentation of habitat
from the construction and maintenance of the road corridor would impact a number of species and their
habitats. Important areas with respect to species is the wash/bajada system near the confluence of the
Brawley and Black washes. Another key site of concern is at the north end of the planning area where
the highway runs west of —and parallel to—the Santa Cruz River. Undoubtedly home to riparian
species, the roadway is in the floodplain and thus could impact riparian species that live in that spatially
restricted zone.

Most of the road corridor through the Sierrita and Altar valleys passes through areas with typical desert
vegetation communities. As noted earlier, the corridor contains no Special Elements nor wetlands and
mesic riparian areas that may harbor regionally rare or sensitive species. Provided here is an overview
of plant and animal species and groups of species that are likely to be impacted by the corridor and/or
might not be present. This is not a comprehensive evaluation. The number of acres in parentheses is
from a GIS analysis of the proposed route; all the figures are for Priority Conservation Areas for the
species unless otherwise noted.

e Plants: Habitat of two species of interest to Pima County’s Multi-species Conservation Plan
(MSCP): Pima pineapple cactus (702 acres) and Tumamoc globeberry (1,842 acres of modeled
habitat);

e Invertebrates: No known populations of sensitive species. No habitat for talus snails would be
impacted;

e Fish: None along route;

e Birds: Impacts on MSCP species are possible for the cactus ferruginous pygmy owl (930 acres),
Swainson’s hawk (853 acres), rufous-winged sparrow (862 acres), Abert’s towhee (56 acres), and
especially the western burrowing owl (1,377 acres; the route follows closely this species’
habitat). In general, the corridor contains a rather unremarkable bird community (Powell 2007);

e Reptiles and amphibians: The Avra Valley, in particular, has high diversity and abundance of
lizards, snakes, and Anuran toads (Lowe and Holm 1991; Flesch et. al. 2007). Species of interest
to the Pima County MSCP that would be impacted include: lowland leopard frog habitat (545
acres), Sonoran desert tortoise (537 acres; south of Highway 86, but not north), Tucson shovel-
nosed snake (610 acres), and ground snake (267 acres);

e Mammals: There is a chance for four MSCP covered species to occur along the corridor: lesser
long-nosed (507 acres), Mexican long-tongued bat (238 acres), western red bat (174 acres), and
pale Townsend’s big-eared bats (161 acres). The bajada areas of Avra Valley contain high
diversity of rodents and species of state concern such as kit fox, American badger (Swann and
Powell 2007). Concerns over the impact of the Central Arizona Project Canal on mule deer and
mountain lions led to the creation of mitigation lands there. The highway corridor adds to
concerns for these and other highly mobile, terrestrial species.

The direct loss of habitat resulting from the construction of the corridor is a critical consideration in
determining impacts of the project on species. It is also important to consider the long-term impacts of
road, which are considered one of the leading causes of decline for wildlife populations in North
America (Forman and Alexander 1998). In fact, road impacts are so wide ranging that the study of roads
on their impact on nature has become an entire area of study, known as road ecology. The three most
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important impacts of the corridor project on wildlife are the loss of habitat, direct mortality of animals
by vehicles, and the loss of an animal’s ability to move across the highway to adjacent habitat. These
challenges can be mitigated to various degrees (more on that in the following section), but below is a
brief overview of potential impacts, particularly for the species/groups of species noted above.

Direct mortality from vehicles is considered to the most significant direct cause of wildlife injury and
death in the United States (Forman and Alexander 1998). The problem of wildlife mortality is
particularly acute in desert environments, where most reptiles seek the warmth of roads after sunset
during the warm months. In one study of snakes along State Route 85 in western Pima County, Rosen
and Lowe (1994) calculated that as many as 4,000 snakes are killed per mile per year. In the Avra and
Altar valleys, mortality of Anuran toads are likely to be high in low-lying areas during the monsoon
season. Lowery et al. (2011) found that areas of relatively high mortality of a host of species (birds,
mammals, reptiles and amphibians) occurred along wash crossing along Highway 86 (Figure below).
Wildlife collisions along the length of the road corridor are similarly expected to be greatest where the
road crosses washes and in areas of the bajada and valley bottoms with the highest abundance of
reptiles, amphibians, and small mammals occur. Within Avra Valley, wildlife corridors follow the West
Branch of the Brawley Wash, the Santa Cruz River basin, and broad areas of lowlands that connect the
Tucson Mountains to the Ironwood National Monument and mountain ranges west and south of Avra
Valley. Wildlife corridors are most often associated with large washes, but for larger animals, areas
away from housing developments can also be important crossing points. These important areas include
near to the CAP Wildlife Mitigation Corridor and just north of there where there are CAP land bridges
(e.g., near where Mile-wide Road intersects the CAP and corridor). These areas are near to the
confluence of the Black and Brawley washes, areas that are also problem sites from sheet flooding and
land/ownership and siting concerns.
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In addition to direct loss of habitat and mortality of individuals, the highway would also cause edge
effects that would further degrade wildlife habitats adjacent to the highway by way of invasive species,
illegal dumping and highway trash, lights, and noise. The relative impact of each of these elements
would vary. A key design feature of this highway is the relatively low number of access and entry points
onto the highway, which would reduce the secondary developments that inevitably cluster around
access ramps. Those development activities have not figured into this analysis.

Species Mitigation Approaches

The proposed project would have significant impacts on plant and animal species along the proposed
corridor. Yet mitigation of some of these impacts is possible by implementing a host of actions, from
avoiding problem areas to off-site mitigation activities.

Avoidance actions. As noted in the previous section, there are a number of sites that would be ideal to
avoid by rerouting the alignment, if possible. Those problem areas include:

o Confluence of the Black and Brawley washes and adjacent to the Wildlife Mitigation Corridor.
These nearby areas likely contains a number of important species of concern (e.g., Abert’s
towhees, Anuran frogs, etc), but more importantly, they are likely important for wildlife
movement. A preferred alternative for largely avoiding the Brawley Wash would be to put the
road through the Garcia Strip.

e Parallel to the Santa Cruz River. Putting the alignment in the floodplain increases habitat loss and
fragmentation for important riparian species. Suggest running road perpendicular to river by
crossing at Trico Road.

Minimization actions. Minimization is an area that would have significant benefits for all species
impacted. Key among these design features is to:

e Reduce the number of access ramps, which would, in turn, reduce the chance for urban sprawl.

e Incorporate wildlife features. These feature could include bridges, elevated road surfaces (over
sheet flooding areas such as at the confluence of the Black and Brawley washes), box culverts,
and even a wildlife overpasses. Fences could be used extensively to discourage wildlife from
entering the road, which would reduce wildlife mortality and increase human safety.

e Restore former agricultural lands throughout the valley to restore flood flows (see Page 11). Much
of this restoration potential is on City of Tucson HCP mitigation lands.

Off-site Setasides. Off-site mitigation in the form of conserved lands should be in an area with similar or
better environmental assets as the area being impacted (Bull et. al. 2013), and for this, using the CLS
provides a valuable approach. Also, mitigation lands should be located in a geographic area that is as near
as possible to those lands being impacted (McKenney and Kiesecker 2010). A few areas that would be
ideal to focus off-site mitigation include:

e Near to the CAP canal land bridges to ensure no new development on key sites.
e Protection of lands in the Sierrita Mountains;

e Buffers around Ironwood National Monument, Saguaro National Park

e Additional flood-prone lands along the Brawley Wash.
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Air Quality Impacts and Mitigation

Potential impacts on air quality in Pima County associated with a proposed freeway through Avra Valley
would include short and long term impacts due to air emissions along the corridor from construction
activities during construction and from highway traffic once the corridor is complete and in use. It is
anticipated that some traffic would shift from the current Interstate 10 (I-10) route through Tucson to the
new corridor through Avra Valley. Short-term increases in emissions could occur during the construction
of the freeway; these air emissions would include emissions from construction vehicles and fugitive dust
emissions from construction activities. The most favorable option for reducing short-term impacts would
be to use the lowest emitting construction equipment available.

Long-term air quality impacts could include increased air pollution from vehicles traveling along the
freeway and at interchanges with planned services. However, air emissions also could decrease along I-
10 through Tucson if many of the commercial trucks transporting goods would utilize the new highway
for transport rather than 1-10. The best measure for reducing long-term impacts would be to eliminate or
limit the number of interchanges along the corridor. If interchanges are included, they should provide
options to limit truck idling including truck stop electrification. Consideration should also be given to
installing charging equipment for electric vehicles.

Pima County operates air quality monitors to demonstrate compliance with the National Ambient Air
Quiality Standards (NAAQS). The NAAQS are standards set for six criteria pollutants: particulate matter
(10 micrometers or less and 2.5 micrometers or less), ozone, carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide,
and sulfur dioxide. Pima County is currently in attainment for all NAAQS (with a maintenance plan for
carbon monoxide, and two areas on nonattainment for particulate matter that are under the jurisdiction
of the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality); however, the NAAQS for ozone is currently
undergoing revisions by the US Environmental Protection agency. If the NAAQS for ozone is lowered and
levels of ozone remain similar to climatological levels in Pima County, the county could be reclassified to
nonattainment for ozone. A nonattainment classification would require the evaluation and adoption of
effective emission control strategies which may affect vehicles and fuels.

Light Pollution Impacts and Mitigation

The proposed highway could directly and indirectly impact the quality of astronomical research at Kitt
Peak and the preservation of a naturally-dark environment in the Ironwood National Forest and Saguaro
National Park. At its closest point, the proposed corridor alignment is approximately 20 miles from the
summit of Kitt Peak and approximately 30 miles from the summit of Mt. Hopkins both of which are
economically important astronomical research facilities. This places the corridor within the most
restrictive special areas (E1b and Elc) designated by the Pima County Outdoor Lighting Code to minimize
lighting and ensure a naturally dark environment. The corridor also comes within about 1 mile from the
most sensitive and restrictive zone (Ela) which includes both Ironwood National Forest and Saguaro
National Park. In this zone, the preservation of a naturally-dark environment, both in sky and in the visible
landscape, is considered of paramount concern and unshielded lighting is not allowed. The Code restricts
illumination levels (total lumen output) and curfew times, regulates light color temperature, and requires
shielding to minimize light pollution.

To mitigate light impacts, the proposed interstate should not be lighted, but lights impacts from vehicle
headlights would not be able to be mitigated. Impacts would be more significant at any interchanges and
with any associated roadside commercial development. More importantly, any future land development
that occurred as a result of the new freeway would contribute to light degradation along the corridor and
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within the impact areas of both Kitt Peak and Mt. Hopkins. Mitigation measures to discourage and limit
development along the corridor are discussed in more detail later in this report.

Prime and Unique Farmland and Mitigation

Avra Valley has historically been an important agricultural area in Pima County, producing mostly cotton
but also alfalfa hay and other crops. Pima County ranks 5th in the state for barley production, 6th for
cotton and 7th for alfalfa hay®. Significant areas of active farmland remain at the north end of Avra Valley
and especially east of the draft alignment within the Town of Marana. The Garcia Strip portion of the
Tohono O’Odham Nation also remains irrigated and under agricultural production. In central and
southern Avra Valley, the City of Tucson acquired nearly 20,000 acres of former farmland and has
developed recharge basins and associated infrastructure to recharge CAP water into underground
aquifers for Tucson’s potable water supply.

The proposed interstate corridor has the potential to affect some prime and unique farmland, especially
at the north end of Avra Valley. Such determination would typically be made by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service, at the request of Federal Highway Administration.
Significantly, none of the local jurisdictions has policies to protect or conserve prime and unique farmland
in the area of the corridor, however the 1981 Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) is intended to
minimize the impact that federal programs, including highways, have on the unnecessary and irreversible
conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses.

Mitigation methods to preserve farmland could include set-asides in proportion to the amount of
farmland impacted, purchase of agricultural conservation easements, and transfer of development rights.
These methods are similar to those that could be used to conserve wildlife habitat and environmentally
sensitive lands and to discourage development along and near to the corridor.

Federal and Local Preserve Impacts and Mitigation

The proposed freeway corridor impacts several federal and local parklands and preserves, including
Ironwood National Forest, Saguaro National Forest, Tucson Mountain Park, and the Bureau of
Reclamation Wildlife Mitigation Corridor. Also impacted are Tucson Water’s Wildlife Mitigation Lands,
the City of Tucson’s proposed Avra Valley Habitat Conservation Plan, the Tumamoc Globerry Preserve,
and Diamond Bell Ranch. The following sections discuss impacts to each preserve in more detail.

Ironwood National Forest and Saquaro National Park

The draft corridor would impact Ironwood National Forest, Saguaro National Park, and Tucson Mountain
Park. The alignment does not cross any of these park lands, but it is located within 1 mile of each at
several locations and would impact each. The potential impacts include noise, air quality, lights, views,
and impacts to wildlife and plants through habitat loss and fragmentation. Additional development -
including any interchanges - that might occur as a result of the interstate corridor being built would further
impact these park lands. Construction activities would also impact and disrupt wildlife breeding and
movements for a period of years. Identifying all the impacts to these parklands and potential mitigation
measures is beyond the scope of this report, but these agencies would be consulted as part of any
federally-required environmental assessment or impact statement.

1 Arizona Farm Bureau
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Bureau of Reclamation Wildlife Mitigation Corridor

The draft corridor impacts the federally-designated Wildlife Mitigation Corridor (WMC), a 4.25 square
mile preserve which strattles the CAP Aquaduct between Sandario Road and Tucson Mountain Park. The
WMC contains both endangered and candidate species of plants and wildlife and provides habitat and
wildlife corridors over CAP aqueduct. The draft alignment currently follows Sandario Road, which runs
along the 2-mile western boundary of the WMC. Even if sufficient right of way to build a freeway (400 ft)
could be obtained from the Tohono O’Odham Nation and/or the Department of the Interior, the wildlife
habitat and corridor functions of the WMC would be compromised and the Bureau of Reclamation and
other agencies would need to be consulted.

The WMC was established to allow free plant and wildlife movement back and forth across the CAP
aquaduct, and between the Tucson Mountains to the east and the Ironwood National Forest and Roskruge
Mountains to the west. Maintaining wildlife movements would likely require that the proposed freeway,
if approved, be either raised up as a bridge overpass or sunken below grade and covered with land
bridge(s) to allow wildlife to cross freely. Noise and other impacts would also likely need to be mitigated.
It is important to note that previous proposed roadway planning efforts that potentially impacted the
Wildlife Mitigation Corridor have been reviewed, rejected and opposed by the Bureau of Reclamation,
Arizona Game and Fish, Pima County Board of Supervisors, Saguaro National Monument and local
landowners.

Tucson Water Wildlife Mitigation Lands

The draft corridor cuts through environmental mitigation lands associated with the Tucson Water Central
Avra Valley Storage and Recharge Project (CAVSARP). The alignment also impacts existing and planned
recharge basins, wells and pipelines but these impacts are discussed in later sections of this report. The
Tucson Water mitigation lands, including designated wildlife corridors between the basins, were
established to provide for wildlife habitat and movement. These mitigation lands are encumbered by
restrictive covenants enacted by the Environmental Protection Agency in consultation with the US Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to mitigate against impacts from CAVSARP on the Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy
Owl, a federally endangered species. The draft corridor bisects portions of this 473 acre conservation
preserve (Figure W-1, dark green area). Because the proposed freeway would reduce the size and impact
the function of this conservation habitat, consultation with USFWS would be required. It is unknown
whether USFWS would allow impacts to this mitigation preserve area, or if they would recommend that
the corridor be moved, most likely along San Joaquin Road. Using San Joaquin Road as the alignment for
the freeway could minimize impacts to wildlife and habitat, but it would impact residential properties and
require new roadways to provide for local access.

Avra Valley Habitat Conservation Plan

The draft corridor cuts through portions, including “priority areas”, of the City of Tucson’s proposed Avra
Valley Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The HCP is proposed to minimize and mitigate the impacts of its
water recharge facilities and infrastructure on listed and sensitive species and their habitats in Avra Valley.
The HCP will help project seven species including the federally listed Lesser Long-nosed Bat, the candidate
Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo, and rare and/or sensitive species including the Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy-
owl, Western Burrowing Owl, Desert Tortoise, Pale Townsend’s Big-eared Bat, and the Tucson Shovel-
nosed Snake (Figure 2). Use of any of this land for the freeway would likely require approval by City of
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Tucson and consultation by the US Fish and Wildlife Service and other federal agencies. While specific
properties and restoration projects are not discussed within the draft HCP, the need to remove
drainage/channelization structures that preclude sheet flow, braiding, and sediment deposition within
the Brawley Wash system is recognized.

Tumamoc Globerry Preserve

The draft freeway corridor is located within 250 feet of the Tumamoc Globerry Preserve, an 80 acre site
purchased by the Bureau of Reclamation where globerry plants in the path of the Central Arizona Project
Tucson Aqueduct were transplanted. This preserve is located just east of the draft alignment, between
Mile Wide Road and Manville Road. This species is listed as “sensitive” by the USFS and the BLM and
Arizona Native Plant Law lists it as “Salvage Restricted”. This preserve could be enhanced with additional
wildlife crossings over the CAP aqueduct.

Diamond Bell Ranch Preserve

South of Ajo Highway at the northern limits of the Altar Valley, the draft alignment cuts through the
eastern most portion of the Diamond Bell Ranch preserve, a 30,000 acre ranch acquired by the county in
2008. As part of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan, this area was identified as the Northern Altar
Valley Reserve in an effort to bring together large private landowners and natural resource agencies to
better coordinate long-term conservation efforts. Over 2.5 miles of the draft alignment lies directly over
county managed grazing leases. Approximately three additional miles of the proposed route closely
parallel the northeast corner of the Diamond Bell Ranch. Diamond Bell Ranch and the associated grazing
leases are all part of the Multi-species Conservation Plan mitigation land bank.

The proposed alignment would bisect over 1,400 acres on the northern edge of the Pinto Blanco pasture,
on the State grazing lease. The immediate impact would be to make operational use of the area more
difficult, if not functionally impossible, without providing corridors for livestock and wildlife to move freely
under the roadway. Alternatively, the “stranded” triangle of one pasture could be left ungrazed.
Depending on location of existing water resources and the final alignment of the road, additional waters
might have to be developed and maintained to support the existing livestock operation.

If the new freeway directly, or indirectly, created additional access points to the network of unimproved
dirt and two-track roads, the ranch would experience additional vandalism and illegal traffic. Vandalism
concerns would include loss of livestock, destruction of fences, water systems, and other conservation or
livestock management infrastructure. This portion of the ranch currently falls within active illegal border
traffic routes involving both undocumented human migrants and significant drug running. Until just
recently, the Altar Valley was in the most active zone on the border between Mexico and the United States
according to the US Border Patrol.
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Figure 2. Avra Valley Habitat Conservation Plan Permit Area shown in red areas




Scenic View Sheds

The proposed road corridor passes within sight and ear shot of significant conservation and open space
areas, including the Ironwood Forest National Monument, Saguaro National Park and Tucson Mountain
Park. All of these national resources have been designated and managed as far back as the late 1920’s to
protect their core natural resource values, including natural view sheds, natural quiet, dark skies and
protection of native and migratory plants and wildlife. The current state of the visual resources is of very
high quality. Because much of the draft route lies downhill topographically from the major public view
points on both Saguaro National Park and Tucson Mountain Park, view shed deterioration and noise
pollution is of special concern.

Substantial work would be required to determine the extent of impacts and potential mitigation
measures. The parks receive 2.5 million visitors annually and the Arizona Sonora Desert Museum (ASDM)
alone receives over 450,000 visitors annually, including International visitors who contribute to the
regions ecotourism economy. Most of the ASDM is outdoors and has views directly down the natural
bajada to the west and onto the proposed roadway corridor for over 10 miles of the proposed highway
route. The map below shows affected view sheds for three particular sites - ASDM, Old Tucson Studios,
and Gates Pass, each of which would view significant portions of the proposed highway.
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Recreation

Tucson Mountain Park and Saguaro National Park receive over 2.5 million visitors annually. Most of those
visitors are drawn to the area for its natural open space and diverse nature-based recreational activities
in undeveloped Sonoran desert landscapes. Recreational activities include hiking, mountain biking, nature
study, star gazing, picnicking, hunting, nature photography, rock climbing, wildlife observation and
equestrian trail riding. Tucson Mountain Park alone has over 275,000 active recreational user days a year.
A sense of solitude and natural open space are qualities that form the foundation of many of the
recreational experiences.

The proposed freeway could have mixed impacts to recreation. The interstate could reduce the user
experience due to noise, visual and wildlife impacts. The freeway could also increase access to recreation
sites if an interchange is located in Avra Valley. The benefit of improved access would need to be
evaluated against the potential negative consequences of more vehicles and traffic adjacent to
recreational areas. Extensive survey work would need to be completed to determine factors that might
reduce recreational use in the area, reduce the quality of the experiences, or create new opportunities to
access available opportunities. Experiences that would be anticipated to be negatively impacted include
the loss of the iconic view sheds especially to the west, sound intrusion from a major highway, lights of
vehicles at night, direct and indirect impacts to wildlife viewing opportunities and others. Mitigation
measures that would facilitate wildlife movement across the highway and CAP aqueduct could also
improve recreational access to the proposed CAP trail and to other public parks and preserves along the
route.

Cultural and Archaeological Resources Summary

Archaeological and Historical

Archaeological knowledge of the area is uneven, depending on whether or not previous archaeological
surveys have been conducted. The proposed 400-foot-wide corridor and interchanges encompass
approximately 4,775 acres of lands within the Archaeological Sensitivity Zones defined in the Cultural
Resources Element of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan (SDCP). The Corridor crosses approximately
1,390 acres of High Sensitivity lands, nearly 900 acres of Moderate Sensitivity and about 2,500 acres with
Low Sensitivity. The Sensitivity Zones were mapped through an intensive knowledge-based modeling
exercise based on the best available scientific expertise of the professional archaeological community in
Pima County and Southern Arizona. Sensitivity Zones are often associated with Important Riparian and
Biological Core Areas in valley drainage systems because the distribution of recorded cultural resources
identified through surveys reveals a pattern of higher site densities associated with these areas. This
demonstrated association makes the SDCP Archaeological Sensitivity mapping a useful predictive tool for
estimating the locations and densities of as yet unrecorded cultural resources in areas that have not been
surveyed. Independent quantitative predictive modeling confirms the high level of accuracy of the
knowledge-based SDCP Sensitivity mapping, tested and found to be over 80% accurate. The Sensitivity
Zones mapping produces a relatively reliable means of estimating the potential for cultural resources
within the foot prints of proposed undertakings such as the Intermountain West Corridor and, absent
archaeological survey data, allows estimates of the potential impacts from construction on these
resources

Traditional Cultural Places, Priority Cultural Resources, Cultural Landscapes
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Avra and Altar Valleys and associated uplands contain cultural landscapes that are important to the
Tohono O’odham and other concerned Tribes for the plants, animals, springs, ancestral homes, ancestral
burials, and ancestral religious places that are embedded within the natural landscape, all of which have
tremendous present day cultural and religious importance to the Tribes. Considering the complex of
cultural and sacred resources residing within the valleys holistically at the landscape scale reveals the
broader picture of the importance of the cultural and sacred landscape to the Tribes and reinforces the
importance of addressing the archaeological past at the landscape scale. The Tohono O’odham believe
the Altar Valley is a sacred cultural landscape that should be considered as a Traditional Cultural Property
(TCP) and the effects of construction of the Corridor on such cultural and historic resources should be
evaluated holistically under the criteria of significance of the National Register of Historic Places, under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).

The Corridor intersects or passes near several other categories of significant cultural and historic resources
that are listed either on the National Register of Historic Places, or identified as priority sites in the SDCP.
Among the recorded resources are portions of two Archaeological Districts listed on the National Register
(Gunsight Mountain and Los Robles Archaeological Districts) and a large National Register-eligible
archaeological site (AZ AA:11:12[ASM] Hog Farm Ballcourt Site). There is some overlap between the
National Register-listed resources and Priority Cultural Resources identified in the SDCP, including three
Priority Archaeological Site Complexes (Los Robles PASC, Eastern Sierrita PASC, Gunsight Mountain PASC),
and one Priority Site (Hog Farm Ballcourt Site). Both National Register Districts contain numerous
significant archaeological sites protected under Section 106 of the NHPA. Under the NHPA, sites that are
not listed, but which are considered eligible for listing on the National Register, are afforded the same
protections as listed resources.

Impacts: direct, indirect, cumulative, visual impacts, applicable federal laws & regulations

About 1,550 acres, or 34%, of the total acreage of the Intermountain West Corridor have been surveyed
for cultural resources. Thirteen archaeological sites have been recorded within the Corridor, totaling 208
acres potentially subject to direct impacts. Projected site numbers based on 100% survey coverage
indicate the potential for 39 archaeological sites within the 400-foot-wide Corridor, totaling about 625
acres subject to direct impacts. Based on the tested accuracy of the predictive model, projected site
numbers could be subject to a margin of error of about +18% (32 to 46 sites). The Corridor also crosses
the alignment of the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail on the west side of the Santa Cruz River,
near the Pima-Pinal County line. Over all, the alignment is well placed to avoid archaeological and historic
resources.

Visual effects require different standards of evaluating impacts, resulting in different Areas of Potential
Effect that could range up to five miles distance from the proposed action. Mitigation could involve
modifying construction to reduce the visual profile of the proposed undertaking, either by physically
reducing it or by integrating design and construction into a more aesthetically acceptable relationship
with the affected resources, thereby minimizing adverse effects.

Construction of the Intermountain West Corridor would certainly have a federal nexus, so the federal
cultural resources compliance standard would be appropriate, under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800) as part of the implementation
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process (EA or EIS).

Mitigation is the strategy for treatment(s) implemented to address adverse effects to Historic Properties,
including direct, indirect, cumulative, and visual effects. Treatments can include avoidance of Historic

22



Properties and other actions to mitigate or minimize adverse effects to Historic Properties. Mitigation
requirements cannot be determined at this time. A Project Agreement under the NHPA would structure
the mitigation strategies and approaches to account for adverse effect, including determining the nature
and scope of the project’s treatment plan to address effects. When avoidance is not possible,
archaeological data recovery or, in the case of historic buildings and structures, mitigation documentation,
or visual effect mitigation actions are implemented according to the Agreement and plan to mitigate and
minimize adverse effects.

Infrastructure Impacts and Considerations for the Intermountain West Corridor

Natural Gas Pipeline Considerations

The draft alignment crosses and runs parallel to two collocated underground natural gas pipelines 30” and
26” in diameter. These pipelines are a major connection for the region to the national natural gas
distribution network and are operated by El Paso Natural Gas, now part of Kinder Morgan, Inc. These
lines run northwesterly from Sandario Road to Trico Road, crossing Mile Wide, Manville, and Trico Roads.
The alignment could be adjusted to avoid running directly above the collocated pipelines. The roadway
crosses another natural gas pipeline in the vicinity of Trico Road and Trico Marana Road. Along State
Route 86, the roadway crosses the proposed 36” diameter Kinder Morgan Sierrita pipeline which would
serve Mexico. Figure 4 shows the roadway corridor and natural gas facilities in the Avra Valley area.

Electrical Transmission Considerations

The proposed alignment does not impact any known electrical transmission facilities, i.e. substations, but
at three locations it crosses a transmission line that runs along Trico Road. The roadway avoids a sub-
station facility located east of Trico Road and south of Marana Road. At several locations, the alignment
also crosses a larger transmission line that connects a sub-station north of Ajo Way and west of Sierrita
Mountain Road to another sub-station on Pima Mine Road east of I-19. Figure 4 shows the roadway
corridor and known electrical transmission facilities.

There are several potential and additions to transmission lines planned in the general vicinity of the
Intermountain alignment (Figure 4). It may be beneficial to plan for and advocate for the co-location of
these utilities along the Intermountain alignment. This may minimize additional linear impacts, including
associated environmental, recreational, visual impacts, associated with utility lines.
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Water Supply Considerations

The proposed alignment passes close to several well fields, recharge facilities and the Central
Arizona Project (CAP) canal that provide water for agriculture, municipal and industrial water supplies.
The City of Tucson operates the Clearwater Renewable Resource Facility (CRRF) which annually
recharges over 160,000 acre-feet of Colorado River water (CRW) from the CAP canal (Figure W-1, cyan
lines). A managed recharge project stores up to 43,000 acre-feet of effluent annually. Four
groundwater savings projects have the capacity to save 49,755 acre-feet of groundwater each year
by using CAP water rather than groundwater (Figure 3). Two large well fields (Clearwater and South
Avra Valley) and several isolated well fields supply over 95,000 acre-feet to metropolitan Tucson
supplying 70% of water demand in eastern Pima County. The CAP canal delivers 220,000 acre-feet
annually in southern Avra Valley.

Avra Valley is considered part of a federally-designated sole source aquifer. EPA defines a sole or
principal source aquifer as an aquifer that supplies at least 50 percent of the drinking water consumed
in the area overlying the aquifer. These areas may have no alternative drinking water source(s) that
could physically, legally and economically supply all those who depend on the aquifer for drinking
water. Sole source aquifer designation is a tool to protect drinking water supplies from contamination.

Proposed federal financially assisted projects that have the potential to contaminate a designated sole
source aquifer are subject to EPA review. As a result of EPA review of a proposed federally financed
project in the designated SSA, concerns regarding ground water quality protection can lead to specific
recommendations or additional pollution prevention requirements as a condition of funding (USEPA, no
date). Most projects referred to EPA for review are expected to provide information about proximity to
wells and pipelines, and information about structures that might be associated with the construction
project, such deep pilings or underground storage tanks.
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Figure 3. Clearwater Renewable Resource Facility

Clearwater Renewable Resource Facility (CRRF)

The two phases of CRRF, Central Avra Valley Storage and Recovery Project (CAVSARP) and the Sountern
Avra Valley Storage and Recovery Project (SAVSARP), comprise 20 recharge basins occupying 535 acres in
the vicinity of Sandario Road between Mile Wide Road and Snyder Hill Road. Several delivery pipelines
transport water to the basins and a series of recovery wells and collector pipelines transport the water to
Hayden-Udall Water Treatment Plant.
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The proposed alignment avoids the 20 existing recharge basins and most of the wells. Minor adjustments
at CAVSARP can be made to avoid one or two recovery wells potentially coincident with the proposed
alignment. Future plans for wells and basins at CAVSARP can be accommodated by installing delivery and
recovery pipelines beneath the freeway to connect northern recharge and recovery activities with that
south of the proposed alighment. At SAVSARP, the distance between Sandario Road and existing wells is
large enough to accommodate 300 feet for a freeway right-of-way; however, proposed basins and wells
for SAVSARP are coincident with the proposed alignment requiring placement of the route outside the
SAVSARP.

The roadway corridor intersects the delivery pipeline to CAVSARP and SAVSARP as well as the collector
pipeline from SAVSARP. Accommodations need to address the additional load from the freeway as well
as the traffic. Minor adjustments might be needed to avoid two small stations on Milewide Road just east
of Brawley Wash. The most important issue to address would be finding an easement along Sandario Road
between the Tohono O’odham Nation and the Bureau of Reclamation Tucson Mitigation Corridor that
avoids the 60-inch collector pipeline from CAVSARP (Figure 3).

South Avra Valley Well Field

The City of Tucson has over seven wells in the South Avra Valley well field. Collector pipelines may be
intersected by the proposed alignhment. Accommodations need to address the additional load from the
freeway as well as the traffic.

Isolated Well Fields

City of Tucson has several isolated well fields in Avra Valley providing water to residences that are outside
the proposed alignment (Figure W-2). A number of other private wells and small Public Water Systems in
Avra Valley would need to be evaluated for proximity to the proposed alignment.

Lower Santa Cruz River Managed Recharge Project

This recharge project begins at Ina Road and ends at Trico Road. Key infrastructure for the project is a
stream gage just upstream from Sandario Road, which is not impacted by the proposed alignment.

Groundwater Savings Projects

The BKW Milewide Groundwater Savings Facility occupies 160 acres just east of CASARP (Figure W-1,
green line). The Cortaro Marana Irrigation District, BKW Farms and Avra Valley Irrigation District form a
block of farm land between Interstate 10 and Brawley Wash north of Avra Valley Road (Figure W-2) that
receives up to 49,000 acre-feet of CAP water. If the proposed alignment intersects these farms, an
evaluation would need to be performed to identify the location of canals and determine an alternative,
such as installing below grade structures.
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Minimizing Land Development—An Indirect Impact
Why Limiting Development in Avra Valley Is Important

Development of the Intermountain West Corridor or any interstate freeway through Avra Valley would
have many impacts, all of which would need to be fully identified and documented in an environmental
impact assessment (EIS) as required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). These impacts
include land development and urban growth, both directly and indirectly related to the proposed freeway.
We discuss these land development impacts and ways to reduce or mitigate these impacts later in this
section. But first, we discuss why limiting development along the Corridor is important.

1. Conservation Lands - As explained earlier in this report, much of Avra Valley is within the County’s
Conservation Lands System (CLS), which means that these areas have significant biological resources
and wildlife/habitat value. Development is discouraged in these areas but encouraged elsewhere
outside of the CLS. The County is committed to conserving areas within the CLS to mitigate the
impacts of public and private development within the Tucson metropolitan region.

2. Floodplains and Riparian Areas - Storm water flows north through the Avra Valley within broad flood
plains associated with the Brawley Wash and Black Wash. Significant storm events may reach the
Santa Cruz River at the north end of the Avra Valley. These waterways include the most valuable
riparian habitats and corridors for wildlife. Discouraging development helps maintain natural
floodplain functions that slow down damaging flood events, increases ground water recharge, and
reduced the potential for flooding downstream in areas like Marana.

3. Groundwater - Decades ago decisions were made to retire numerous agricultural wells throughout
Avra Valley and construct the Central Arizona Project canal such that water imported from the
Colorado River is recharged in Avra Valley, blended with natural groundwater, and pumped back and
piped across the mountains to serve the growing Tucson metro area. The City and County are
dependent upon the CAP and recharge basins and infrastructure for their long-term water supply.
This infrastructure limits the areas where development in Avra Valley can occur. Developmentin Avra
Valley can’t occur without additional wells and impacts to the long-term Tucson water supply.

4. Limited Infrastructure, High Cost of Services — Avra Valley is predominantly rural and lacks the types
of public services and infrastructure (including water and sewer) that would support more
development. Extending services to this area is costly both to private developers and to public
agencies.

5. Ranching and Farming — Much of Avra Valley is used for cattle ranching and farming. The County,
through the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan, has recognized the many diverse benefits of keeping
ranchers ranching including maintaining the wide open spaces and natural landscapes that support
plants and wildlife, natural floodplain functions, and scenic views. Farming and agricultural lands
which support local food production are being recognized more and more as important land uses.

6. Dark Skies Support Astronomy — Because Avra Valley is so sparsely developed, its dark night skies help
support active research at the Kitt Peak observatory and other astronomy related activities that
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provide jobs and contribute to the local economy. The proposed freeway and any associated
development along the Corridor, even if it were to comply with the Tucson/Pima Outdoor Lighting
Code, would contribute to light pollution and threaten astronomical research at Kitt Peak.

7. Rural Land Uses — The existing land uses along the Corridor in Avra Valley are generally low density
residential, ranching, farming or publically-owned natural parks. The County’s Comprehensive Land
Use Plan and Zoning aims to maintain these types of land uses.

8. Development Generates Traffic — The new freeway would encourage more development with the
promise of improved interstate access and reduced travel times. However, this development would
generate more traffic which would reduce the effectiveness and efficiency of the route as a trucking
and freight corridor or as a bypass. Because the route is so much longer than I-10, it only becomes an
attractive alternative route if traffic remains light and travel speeds are high. Any new development
that occurs as a result of the freeway would add traffic to the freeway and gradually diminish its value
as a bypass.

Direct Land Development Impacts

The direct land impacts of new interstate freeway include the consumption of land required to
accommodate the roadway facility itself, including travel lanes, paved shoulders, medians, clear zones,
and roadway interchanges. A four-hundred foot wide freeway corridor is assumed in this analysis, but
this width can increase if interchanges are built to accommodate on-off ramps, bridges, and the
reconfiguration of intersecting roads. Approximately 2700 acres of right of way is anticipated for the
entire length of the proposed freeway. Two additional interchanges could add 2100 acres to this. If a
total of 4800 acres of acres were used for the entire system, this would utilize approximately 2200 acres
of State Trust land, and 1200 acres of private land.

Indirect Land Development Impacts
Travel-Related Development

Besides the direct land impacts of any new roadway and the right of way it occupies, new roadways impact
adjacent lands by encouraging development. Freeways and interstates in particular generate demand for
travel-related development such as truck stops, gas stations, lodging and food. Even limited-access
freeways require some basic level of services and access to operate safely. This type of travel-related
development is typically concentrated more at interchange areas where vehicles enter and exit the
freeway, but can also follow along intersecting roadways away from the freeway.

Residential and Commercial Development

Besides travel-related development, freeways also generate demand for nearby residential and
commercial development that benefit from improved access and reduced travel times. Avra Valley is
relatively remote and served by only a few rural roadways and minimal infrastructure and services. Buta
new freeway could open up vast areas to development that otherwise would not occur, or would occur
much more slowly, due to direct access to the interstate system and associated trade and commerce.
Limiting this type of indirect development would be difficult to accomplish, but several strategies are
discussed below.
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Measures to Minimize Development along the Route

Summary paragraph about measures and their effectiveness/limitations

1. Limit Interchanges and Access

The most effective and permanent way to minimize and control land development along the proposed
corridor would be to control or limit access to this facility. With no local access, there would be no
additional incentive for land development to occur along or adjacent to the route. A freeway with little
or no access to local roads would minimize environmental impacts associated with direct and indirect land
development. If a service area were required, even this could be provided with no access to local roads.

Making this facility a toll road or using some other measure of pricing would not control or limit traffic,
but it could discourage some travel unless the alternative route is more costly. Unlike older toll highways
which limited access to these facilities and required vehicles to stop and pay tolls, modern toll roads use
technology that allows vehicles to travel at highway speeds while transponders charge their vehicle at
specific points.

2. Elevate the Roadway

Elevating the proposed interstate above the ground could reduce the land impacts of the roadway itself.
Bridges would be required over washes and low-lying areas. By physically separating the roadway from
the land, the footprint of the roadway can be reduced to only the bridge piers that support the roadway
deck. Elevated roadways can allow people, water, vehicles and wildlife to cross under the facility without
conflict. In areas where limited right of way exists, such as along Sandario Road, an elevated roadway
could potentially fit within the existing right of way without impacting the Tohono O’odham Nation to the
west or the Bureau of Reclamation Tucson Wildlife Mitigation Corridor to the east. Elevated roadways do
increase highway noise further away from the interstate, so other sound mitigation measures such as
rubberized asphalt, trees and walls could be required as well.

3. Purchase Land for Conservation

Governmental agencies like ADOT or Pima County could purchase land along the Corridor and restrict its
use to open space and/or agricultural activities if desired. For example, lands acquired along the Corridor
could be actively managed as a County natural resource park like Tucson Mountain Park, or passively
managed as a wildlife corridor, or even leased to ranchers or farmers — all with the goal of not developing
the land for residential or commercial uses. As discussed earlier in this report, several thousand acres of
land would need to be acquired for the mitigation of impacts associated with development of the Corridor
itself (following Pima County’s Conservation Land System requirements). Those mitigation lands could
serve dual purposes if sited along either sides of the Corridor; preventing future development along the
corridor, as well as protection of natural open space, wildlife corridors, and riparian areas for necessary
mitigation of the Corridor impacts. The County has a lot of experience in buying and managing land for
these purposes with well over 100,000 acres for conservation purposes. If land were purchased to prevent
development along the Corridor, a third party could hold an interest in those lands so as to prevent the
County, or any other agency that owns the land, from selling the land in the future for development. For
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instance, the County or ADOT could purchase the land and convey an easement or enforcement right to
another agency or non-profit organization.

4. Purchase Conservation Easements, Development Rights or Deed Restrictions

Another tool to prevent development along the Corridor is to purchase conservation easements,
development rights or deed restrictions. As opposed to purchasing the land outright, governmental
agencies could purchase just a portion of the property rights, which is less expensive. The landowner
would then retain certain rights. However, the County has had limited success in acquiring conservation
easements or development rights mainly because the appraised value of acquiring such rights is lower
than value of purchasing land outright and therefore landowners have often chosen to receive a greater
amount of money for selling outright.

5. Comprehensive Planning and Zoning

The planning and zoning of land provides some measure of controlling future land use development, but
these tools are not permanent. Land is frequently up-planned and rezoned to support development
projects that may not conform to existing plans and zoning. Public opinions about growth and
development change over time, as do the elected officials who create and enforce policy. Therefore, any
comprehensive plan or zoning designation that is intended to control land development along the corridor
may not last and can always be changed.

Down-zoning or down-planning land to control development has limited appeal because of Proposition
207 which requires the County to reimburse landowners for any diminution of land value. The County
could purchase private development rights, but this has similar financial drawbacks and may not be viable
from a budget perspective. It would also require willing sellers. But with the exception of some higher
intensity zoning at the northeast corner of Anway and Manville Roads, and along Avra Valley Road leading
north to Trico-Marana Road, zoning is mostly low density/intensity along the projected route so there are
few down-zoning opportunities.

The fact that much of the corridor through Avra Valley impacts the Conservation Lands System (CLS) could
potentially limit the number and size of rezonings which might otherwise be approved. This is because
for any impacted CLS lands, open space must be set-aside in proportion to the amount and conservation
value of the impacted lands. However, these set-asides are not restricted to the site of the rezoning or
impacted area, so important CLS lands can legally be developed if set-asides are provided.  This is an
important point, because CLS lands in Avra Valley are unique biologically and ecologically and setting aside
lands elsewhere does little to preserve the native flora and fauna, habitats, and wildlife corridors in Avra
Valley. Also, the CLS allows more dense development such as cluster development and small lot
development.

As authorized by A.R.S. § 11-821.03, transfer of development rights (TDR’s) is a process by which potential
development associated with one lot or parcel of land may be transferred to another lot or parcel of land
in unincorporated Pima County. Property owners in defined "sending areas" can transfer (sell)
development rights to property owners in defined "receiving areas". All such transfers of development
potential must be in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan for the receiving area. The value of the
TDR’s approach (and governmental purchase of development rights) is limited. The transactions are
voluntary. The majority of the zoning along the projected route is RH, which is essentially the least
intensive zone for residential density, at one dwelling per 4.12 acres. Receiving areas would need to be
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added and it may be difficult to find sufficient private land holdings that would qualify for this assignment
in the unincorporated area.

As a temporary measure, the County could adopt Comprehensive Plan policies that would limit growth
along and near the projected route, including assigning a mapped urban growth boundary beyond which
higher density rezonings are discouraged and planned infrastructure improvements are limited. Such an
approach could be combined with strategic up-planning within the boundary to ensure adequate lands
for population growth and to avoid housing and other new development cost increases that could
otherwise result. To be effective, the Town of Marana would need to agree to limiting growth near the
corridor, but since this area is part of their own growth area, it is not likely they would agree to such
controls. A “low-density/intensity” overlay zone could also be devised that adds development restrictions
and standards to the underlying zone within a certain distance of the corridor or around public preserves
in its vicinity.

7. Impact Fees and Financial Incentives

Impact fees are used to help fund infrastructure where growth is occurring or expected to occur. Some
may suggest their use as a method for growth control, but there is disagreement over whether or not this

works. Whether or not fees may or may not discourage or slow development, they do not ultimately
prevent development for willing payers.
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Synthesis: Mitigation Approaches, Challenges, and Opportunities

Any state or federal planning process for the Intermountain West Corridor would evaluate and compare
a full range of alternatives, including the county’s proposed Avra Valley alignment, the Interstate 10/19
alternative, and the no-build alternative. Such a planning process would be much more comprehensive
that this report, and it would look at multiple alignment options through Avra Valley. This report only
examines one Avra Valley alignment and only considers some of the environmental impacts that would
be studied through a state or federal planning process. For example, this report does not address social
impacts, neighborhood impacts, access impacts and many other impacts.

Avoid Impact Areas

The best way for the proposed freeway through Avra Valley to reduce environmental impacts is to avoid
those impacts in the first place. Environmentally sensitive areas and natural and cultural resources should
be avoided to the greatest degree possible. This can be achieved through realignment of the corridor
around those sites. Some of the most significant resources to avoid include the Santa Cruz River floodway,
the Brawley Wash riparian areas, the County lands along Black Wash, and the mitigation lands for the CAP
canal.

Eliminate/Minimze Interchanges

The second best approach to minimizing environmental impacts is to eliminate or minimize the number
of interchanges along the freeway. Freeway interchanges require significant amounts of land to
accommodate long exit and on-ramps, and they encourage roadside development of travel-related uses
such as like truck stops, gas stations, fast food, and lodging. Interchanges also increase land values and
encourage residential and commercial development near to freeways because they provide direct
transportation access.

Mitigation Measures

Land acquisition, purchase, conservation, zoning, etc.

Wildlife Crossings

Safe passage for wildlife (see Summary Map). Provisions can be made for wildlife passage under a
freeway. The efficacy of wildlife passages depends on their careful design, location, and features such as
vegetation, soils, water, and fencing that lie outside the right-of-way. Compatible land management
outside the right-of-way, over time, can make or break the success of wildlife passages. In some places in
Avra Valley, floodplain constraints or past investments in underground water storage or land conservation
provide opportunities to ensure long-term compatibility for wildlife passages.

Interagency cooperation is critical to successful wildlife crossings. Regarding of the actual route chosen,
land ownership is spread out among many different entities; without cooperation, many wildlife measures
discussed in this report would simply be impossible to implement.

Reducing visual impacts. addressed within the right-of-way

Avoidance and minimization measures include:
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e Minimize number/eliminate freeway interchanges.

e Minimize impacts to Kitt Peak astronomy research and economy by limiting lighting.

e Avoid or minimize impacts to Tucson Water recharge ponds, wells, and pipe facilities by route
adjustments.

e Avoid or minimize impacts to environmental mitigation lands, floodplains, and agricultural lands
by route adjustments.

e Avoid or minimize impacts to ironwood desert scrub near Mile Wide Road.

e Avoid impacts to Santa Cruz River by route adjustments.

e Elevate longer sections of roadway to avoid floodplains and wildlife impacts.

e Minimize sound impacts through pavement type and sound attenuation measures.

e Avoid or minimize impacts to cultural resources by route adjustments around most sensitive sites.

e Protect important natural areas and historic properties through property acquisition,
conservation easements and other preservation methods.

e Minimize and discourage future development along and adjacent to route by eliminating/limiting
interchanges, buying land or conservation easements, maintaining low intensity land use and
zoning designations, adopting overlay zone to further limit development in key areas.

Freeway construction could be scheduled to avoid impacts during certain wildlife breeding periods.

Freeway design could prohibit or reduce overhead lighting to protect dark skies and to avoid impacts on
some types of wildlife.

There are many possible mitigation measures, but most do not prevent loss of natural or cultural
resources. One of the few mitigation measures that provided an opportunity to reverse losses of riparian
habitat is the idea of re-establishing natural vegetation and processes on the mix of City and County lands
that exist along the Brawley Wash, an idea which is consistent with the City’s 2012 draft Avra Valley
Habitat Conservation Plan. The challenge would be whether such an effort could be successful, and the
extended time over which such an effort could be carried out. The best way to approach this would be to
begin with small-scale efforts in advance of freeway construction, using adaptive management to see if
actual outcomes match those predicted and then using these results to learn and adjust future
management plans and policy (Walters 1986). Restoring damaged floodplains to natural functions would
require significant long-term commitment to funding, perhaps using an endowment. In addition, it would
require a long-term, interagency engagement to learn about how to restore the Brawley and meet agreed-
upon objectives.

Mitigation measures include:

e 58 million for in-lieu mitigation fees (or up to 2000-4000 acres of land acquisition) for riparian
habitat mitigation within floodplains. In lieu fees could be dedicated to (1)working with Tucson
Water to rehabilitate floodplain functions across former farmland in Avra Valley, and maintain or
enhance areas of mesquite woodland and floodplain grassland, (2) revegetating former farmland
to improve habitat quality for wildlife and reduce buffelgrass, and/or (3) acquiring and protecting
areas of existing riparian habitat.

e 11,000 acres of mitigation for Conservation Lands System impacts to be used to maintain and
restore wildlife connectivity in Avra and Altar Valleys and limit future development in key areas.
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e Provide more wildlife passages across Central Arizona Project (CAP) canal at Saguaro National
Park and other areas north of the BOR mitigation corridor.

e Elevate extended sections of roadway to reduce floodplain and wildlife impacts and limit adjacent
development.

e Provide livestock and wildlife crossings in Altar Valley or wildlife waters and pasture fencing to
compensate for impacts to County’s Diamond Bell ranch.

e Follow cultural resource compliance process (state and/or federal standard): site identification
inventory in APE, determination of site eligibility to identify historic properties, determination of
adverse effect to historic properties, mitigate adverse effect through avoidance and minimization
of impacts, if avoidance is not possible mitigate impacts through archaeological data recovery
and/or monitoring.

=— = Proposed Route
~ Underground Matural Gas Lines
Proposed Sierrita Pipeline
(Pipe diameter labeled as displayed
in source map referenced below.)

@ El Paso Gas Facility .
3 (Black area represents facility footprint) §

Electrical Transmission Lines
= m=— Large (135 ft tall towers)
= Medium (45 fi tall towers)
——— Facility Not Reviewed

@ Transmission Facility
(Black dot represents facility footprint)

Figure : Natural Gas and Electrical Transmission Facilities

35



References

Bull, J. W, K. B. Suttle, A. Gordon, N. J. Singh, and E. J. Milner-Gulland. 2013. Biodiversity offsets in theory
and practice. Oryx 47:369-380.

Fahrig, L. 2003. Effects of habitat fragmentation on biodiversity. Annual Review of Ecology Evolution and
Systematics 34:487-515.

Flesch, A. D., D. E. Swann, and B. F. Powell. 2007. Amphibians and Reptiles. Pages 21-35. In B. F. Powell,
W. L. Halvorson, and C. A. Schmidt, editors. Vascular plant and vertebrate inventory of Saguaro
National Park, Tucson Mountain District. U. S. Geological Survey Open File Report 2007-1296.
Reston, VA.

Forman, R. T. T, and L. E. Alexander. 1998. Roads and their major ecological effects. Annual Review of
Ecology and Systematics 29:207-231.

Huckelberry, C. H. 2013. Impacts of proposed federal actions on Pima’s County’s Conservation Efforts.
Letter to Honorable Ron Barber, October 22, 2013.

Lowe, C.H.,and P. A. Holm. 1991. The amphibians and reptiles at Saguaro National Monument. Technical
Report No. 37. Cooperative National Park Resources Studies Unit Arizona, University of Arizona,
Tucson, AZ.

Lowery, S. F., D. D. Grandmaison, and S. B. 2010. 2011. Wildlife mortality along the Ajo Highway: State
Route 86 transportation corridor. A wildlife linkages research project of the Arizona Game and
Fish Department, Tucson, Arizona. Prepared for Arizona Department of Transportation Tucson
District Office, Pima County, Arizona.

McKenney, B. A., and J. M. Kiesecker. 2010. Policy Development for Biodiversity Offsets: A Review of
Offset Frameworks. Environmental Management 45:165-176.

Powell, B. F. 2007. Birds. Pages 37-46. In B. F. Powell, W. L. Halvorson, and C. A. Schmidt, editors.
Vascular plant and vertebrate inventory of Saguaro National Park, Tucson Mountain District. U.
S. Geological Survey Open File Report 2007-1296. Reston, VA.

Rosen, P. C., and C. H. Lowe. 1994. Highway mortality of snakes in the Sonoran Desert of Southern
Arizona. Biological Conservation 68:143-148.

Stuart, S. N., J. S. Chanson, N. A. Cox, B. E. Young, A. S. L. Rodrigues, D. L. Fischman, and R. W. Waller.
2004. Status and trends of amphibian declines and extinctions worldwide. Science 306:1783-
1786.

U.S.Environmental Protection Agency. Sole Source Aquifer Protection
Program. http://water.epa.gov/infrastructure/drinkingwater/sourcewater/protection/solesour
ceaquifer.cfm Accessed June 18, 2014.

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2000. Consultation for Central Avra Valley Storage and Recovery
Project.http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/arizona/Documents/Biol Opin/99360 CFPO CAVSA
RP.pdf accessed May 20, 2014.

Walters, C. J. 1986. Adaptive management: the US. Department of Interior technical guide. U.S.
Department of the Interior, Adaptive Management Working Group, Washington, D.C.

36


http://water.epa.gov/infrastructure/drinkingwater/sourcewater/protection/solesourceaquifer.cfm
http://water.epa.gov/infrastructure/drinkingwater/sourcewater/protection/solesourceaquifer.cfm
http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/arizona/Documents/Biol_Opin/99360_CFPO_CAVSA%09RP.pdf%20%09accessed%20May%2020
http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/arizona/Documents/Biol_Opin/99360_CFPO_CAVSA%09RP.pdf%20%09accessed%20May%2020

ATTACHMENT 3



COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S OFFICE

PIMA COUNTY GOVERNMENTAL CENTER
130 W. CONGRESS, FLOOR 10, TUCSON, AZ 85701-1317
(520) 724-8661 FAX (5620) 724-8171

C.H. HUCKELBERRY
County Administrator April 13, 2018
Alex Smith

Deputy Area Manager

US Bureau of Reclamation
Phoenix Area Office

6150 W. Thunderbird Road
Glendale, Arizona 85306

Re: Decision-making Authority regarding developments within Tucson Mitigation Corridor
Dear Mr. Smith:

The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has been negotiating directly with the Federal Highways
Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) regarding the potential
future routing of the proposed Interstate 11 (I-11) through the Tucson Mitigation Corridor (TMC).
The TMC compensates for decreased wildlife habitat connectivity between the rest of the Tucson
Mountain Wildlife Area and areas to the west blocked by the Central Arizona Project (CAP) aqueduct.
The TMC was purchased as a direct result of consultation with the Arizona Game and Fish
Department (Department) and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA).

Reclamation accepted the Department’s recommendation to acquire the TMC and worked with the
Department in developing management prescriptions for wildlife found in the 1986 Environmental
Commitment Plan (ECP) and the 1990 Master Management Plan (MMP).

The FWCA authorized the acquisition of the TMC under 16 USC &8 663 (a) and (b), and Section
8663(d) directs that such properties “shall continue to be used for such purposes, and shall not
become the subject of exchange or other transactions if such exchange or other transaction would
defeat the initial purpose of their acquisition.”

The Department inquired with the Office of the Arizona Attorney General (AG) regarding the ECP and
MMP, and the AG returned a memorandum to the Department on March 16, 2017 concluding that
the 1986 Environmental Commitment Plan is that wildlife conservation “project plan” required in 16
USC 8§ 662(b), and the 1990 Master Management Plan is the “general plan” jointly approved by DOI
and the Department for the management of TMC for wildlife conservation purposes pursuant to 16



Mr. Alex Smith

Re: Decision-making Authority regarding developments within Tucson Mitigation Corridor
April 13, 2018

Page 2

USC 8 663(b). According to Section Il (2), “Management Actions,” Reclamation is obligated to
prohibit any future developments within the TMC unless jointly agreed to by Reclamation, the
Department, the USFWS, and Pima County (parties).

Pima County has worked with Reclamation, the Department, and USFWS together with FHWA and
ADOT to provide input to a mitigation plan intended to meet minimum obligations under the ECP and
MMP to satisfy the environmental commitments of Reclamation and maintain the functionality of the
TMC. To date, the parties have not seen the plan, nor have they been asked for agreement.
Subsequently, the parties have not agreed to any future developments within the TMC, including the
proposed I-11.

Pima County has worked in good faith with Reclamation to describe those actions which would
maintain functionality of the TMC but heard at our recent meeting with Reclamation that we will not
be afforded an opportunity to officially consent to the mitigation package that will be negotiated
between Reclamation, ADOT and FHWA, for the purposes of including it in the administrative draft
Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on May 21. This is contrary to our expectations of parity
as parties to the TMC Agreement.

Pima County requests that any mitigation package describing mitigation for the TMC provided for the
Tier 1 EIS analysis requires routing through standard decision making processes through leadership
of each party and signature from each agency head prior to any consideration of alternatives that
utilize the TMC.

I hope this letter clarifies our position regarding the TMC and the commitment to joint decision-making
authority spelled out in the MMP.

Sincerely,

C, Lhetee

C. H. Huckelberry
County Administrator
CHH/lab

Enclosure

c: Raul Vega, Arizona Game and Fish Department
Scott Richardson, US Fish and Wildlife Service



OFFICE OF THE ARIZONA ATTORNEY GENERAL LINDA J. PoLLOCK
MARK BRNOVICH ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL
ATTORNEY GENERAL CIVIL LITIGATION DivISION DIReCT PHONE No. (602) 542-8566
CONSUMER PROTECTION & ADVOCACY SECTION LINDA.POLLOCK@AZAG.GOV

ATTORNEY / CLIENT PRIVILEGED INFORMATION - NOT FOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE

MEMORANDUM
TO: John Windes, Habitat Evaluation and Lands Program Manager
Arizona Game and Fish Department
FROM: Linda Pollock, Assistant Attorney General
DATE: March 16, 2017
RE: The 1990 BOR/AGFD/Pima County Master Management Plan for the Tucson

Mitigation Corridor (TMC)

Question presented:

Did the September 30, 2009 expiration of the 2002 Cooperative Agreement between the
Bureau of Reclamation and Pima County Natural Resources Parks and Recreation Department
also result in the expiration of its attached Master Management Plan, leaving the Department
with no role in Bureau of Reclamation’s management of the Tucson Mitigation Corridor?

Background.

As mitigation for damages to wildlife and habitat due to the construction of the Central
Arizona Project, Tucson Aqueduct — Phase B, the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) committed to
mitigation measures. These commitments were developed pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act, 16 USC §§ 661-667¢ and NEPA, 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508.

The 1985 EIS for the project and the ROD at Appendix F contained BOR’s
Environmental Commitments, which included the future development of an Environmental
Commitment Plan (ECP), described as the “the master environmental implementation document
for construction, operation, and maintenance activities” for the Tucson Aqueduct — Phase B.

Many of the ROD’s Environmental Commitments dealt with actions to be performed
during the construction phase of the CAP, such as revegetation of disturbed habitat, a rough
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finish on the canal side slopes to allow small animals to escape, wildlife-proof fencing, the
construction of wildlife watering sites and barrier fences along portions of the canal to protect
against desert tortoise and Gila monster drownings.

The Environmental Commitments also contained post-construction commitments,
principally the “acquisition and management of a wildlife movement corridor” (the Tucson
Mitigation Corridor, or TMC). Management requirements for the TMC included “no further
residential or industrial development”, ‘[e]xclude grazing, mining, dumping, and off-road
vehicles”, the construction of the wildlife watering sites and wildlife crossings. Adoption of
these commitments was essential for the selection of BOR’s preferred CAP alignment
alternative, the “West Side Plan” which of all alternatives posed the highest biological losses.
BOR’s environmental commitments would reduce the biological impacts “to an acceptable
level”. ROD at 7-8.

The following year BOR issued its 1986 Environmental Commitment Plan, Tucson
Aqueduct, Phase B (the ECP) describing various commitments for vegetation, land and water
resource management, wildlife, and special status species (plants), among others. The
commitments in the ECP were in two categories, construction-related and nonconstruction-
related. The ECP was basically a recap of the ROD’s environmental commitments with more
details.

The ECP noted that some commitments would be initiated and completed after the
construction phase:

These commitments will be completed by Bureau personnel or by
contractor (sic). Some of these commitments, such as monitoring
or additional studies, may continue for many years. Post-
construction compliance will be the responsibility of the [BOR]
Environmental Division under the direction of the [BOR] Project
Manager. . . [a]ctual implementation of some commitments may be
done by other agencies through interagency agreements.

ECP at 2.

Section II of the ECP, titled Non-Construction Related commitments, discussed the
acquisition and management of TMC as mitigation for wildlife movement severance. The TMC
“would be turned over to a natural resource agency for management as wildlife habitat”.
Management requirements of the TMC includes “no further residential or industrial
development, and “exclude grazing, mining, dumping and off-road vehicles”. Section II also
states that “additional mitigation recommended by the FWS, AGFD, BLM and others would be
implemented as appropriate” (Section 11.C.10).

BOR first offered the Department the opportunity to manage TMC in a letter dated June

26, 1987, which the Department apparently turned down. In 1990 BOR entered into a
Cooperative Agreement for Use of Project Lands for Wildlife and Plant Conservation and
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Management, Tucson Mitigation Corridor, Central Arizona Project with Pima County. The
Agreement, which was also characterized within the body of the document as a “general plan”
under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, recites that the Department of the Interior and the
Director of AGFD find that “it would be in the public interest” for TMC’s wildlife resources to
be managed by Pima County Parks and Recreation in accordance with the attached Master
Management Plan. BOR would provide Pima County with funding for operation, maintenance
and repair of the wildlife facilities within TMC “for the life of the project”. The parties
apparently contemplated that Pima County would provide this management in perpetuity, as the
Cooperative Agreement had no termination date. Section 9 provided that if Pima County failed
to administer TMC for conservation of plant and wildlife resources as described in the Master
Management Plan, management responsibilities would transfer back to BOR.

The Master Management Plan and the Cooperative Agreement cross-reference each
other, and the Master Management Plan contains several references to Pima County'.

The management plan for TMC is found in Section II of the Plan:

11 Management Plan:

1. Management Goals:

a. Compensate for wildlife movement disruptions caused by
aqueduct construction by providing an undeveloped wildlife movement corridor
between the Tucson Mountains and the Nation to the west.

b. Preserve areas containing the Federally Endangered
Tumamoc globe-berry and the night-blooming cactus, Thomber’s fishhook cactus
desert tortoise, and Gila monster (all Federal Candidate Category 2 species) as
compensation for populations impacted by project construction.

c. Compensate for wildlife habitat lost due to aqueduct
construction by prohibiting deleterious activities within the area boundaries.

2. Management Actions:

a, Prohibit any future developments within the area other
than existing wildlife habitat improvements described above or future
wildlife improvements, management, or developments agreed to by
Reclamation, Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD), Fish and

! In a letter dated December 27, 1988 from the BOR project manager to Pima County expressing BOR'’s opposition
to a proposed San Joaquin road extension through the TMC, BOR stated that “we are in the process of acquiring
signatures on the final Management Plan for the Tucson Mitigation Corridor. This plan specifically prohibits all
further developments within the area other than those for wildlife habitat improvement”. This strongly suggests
that BOR and the Department had finalized the Management Plan well before BOR approached Pima County to
manage the site,
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Wildlife Service (FWS), and Pima County. This will preserve this fragile
desert habitat from urbanization and maintain an open wildlife movement
corridor.

b. Prohibit grazing, mining, dumping, discharge of firearms,
trapping, recreation developments, and off-road vehicles to maintain the integrity
of the area for both wildlife and special status plant species.

Prohibited activities will be regulated according to Chapter 12 of the Parks and
Recreation Commission, Pima County, under authority of A.R.S. § 11-931 et seq.

C. Maintain and repair 2 wildlife watering sites within TMC.
d. Post and maintain signs around TMC.

€. Ensure that trash is kept out of the TMC.

f. Maintain and repair 4-strand fences on perimeter of TMC.,

g Maintain locked gates on perimeter of TMS to exclude
unauthorized motor vehicles.

h. Enforce all laws and regulations set forth in this document,
and by the State of Arizona, for the entire 2,730 acres, including the 216 acre
CAP right-of-way.

[Emphasis added].

The 1990 Cooperative Agreement was superseded and replaced in 2002 with Cooperative
Agreement 02-FC-32-0150 between the United States Department of Interior, Bureau of
Reclamation and Pima County Natural Resources Parks & Recreation for Wildlife & Plant
Management in the Tucson Mitigation Corridor, and a related Assistance Agreement. The 2002
Agreement did not refer to itself as a “General Plan”, the Department was not a party, and the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act was not referenced. The 2002 Agreement’s objectives and purpose
was to transfer funds pursuant to the Endangered Species Act and the 1985 EIS to Pima County for
the continued O&M of TMC “for wildlife movement disruptions caused by the aqueduct
construction”. Pima County’s responsibilities were identical to its duties under the 1990
Agreement (the Master Management Plan was attached to the 2002 Agreement), with the addition
of requirements to provide detailed quarterly and financial reports to BOR. In return, BOR would
continue to fund the County for the five-year term of the Agreement.

On September 14, 2007 BOR sent to Pima County Modification No. 002 to the 2002
Cooperative Agreement and Assistance Agreement which extended the period of performance to
September 30, 2008. On September 24, 2008 BOR sent Modification No. 3 extending the term
of the Cooperative Agreement to September 30, 2009. Pima County later decided to end its
involvement as BOR’s financial reporting requirements were too onerous.
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Analysis.

The primary purpose of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 661-666, is
to protect wildlife and habitat from the impacts of federal or federally-authorized water resource
development projects which impound, divert, or control waters from streams or other bodies of
water. 16 USC §§ 661; 663(a).

Prior to the implementation of any water project, the federal project agency is required to
consult with the USFWS and the head of the state wildlife agency. 16 USC § 662(a). The
consultation is directed toward the protection and development of wildlife resources. Jd. The
project report from the lead federal agency must give “full consideration to the reports and
recommendations” that result from the consultations with FWS and the state wildlife agency, and
“the project plan shall include such justifiable means and measures for wildlife purposes as the
[federal project agency] finds should be adopted to obtain maximum overall project benefits”.

16 U.S. C. § 662(b).

The FWCA also authorizes the acquisition and use of lands and water for wildlife
conservation purposes:

The use of such waters, land, or interests therein for wildlife
conservation purposes shall be in accordance with general plans
approved jointly (1) by the head of the particular department or
agency exercising primary administration in each instance, (2) by
the Secretary of the Interior, and (3) by the head of the agency
exercising the administration of the wildlife resources of the
particular State wherein the waters and areas lie.

Section § 663(a) and (b). (emphasis added). Subsection § 663(d) states that such
properties “shall continue to be used for such purposes, and shall not become the subject of
exchange or other transactions if such exchange or other transaction would defeat the initial
purpose of their acquisition”.

Section § 664 provides that such lands “shall be administered by the [Secretary of the
Interior]” directly or in accordance with cooperative agreements entered into pursuant to section
661 in accordance with “‘general plans approved jointly by the Secretary of the Interior and the
head of the department or agency exercising primary administration of such areas™.

Pursuant to FWCA, BOR consulted with the Department by hiring the Department to
catalog potential wildlife losses along the CAP alignment in the 1983 and 1985 Biological
Resource Inventory. BOR also accepted the Department’s recommendation to acquire TMC and
worked with the Department in developing the management prescriptions for wildlife found in
the 1986 Environmental Commitment Plan and the 1990 Master Management Plan.
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In replacing the 1990 Cooperative Agreement with Pima County with the 2002
Cooperative Agreement, BOR likely made the decision that the 2002 Agreement should not be
called a “general plan” (as contemplated by Section § 663 of FWCA), as the agreement was not
in fact a management plan, but rather an agreement transferring TMC wildlife management
responsibility to Pima County with a funds transfer for the costs of management. Accordingly,
references to the FWCA and the signature of the Department are missing from the 2002
Agreement. The Master Management Plan remained as an attachment.

The termination of the Cooperative Agreement in 2009 ended the County’s management
responsibilities for the TMC, as well as BOR’s obligation to provide funding, and reverted the
management of TMC back to BOR. The Master Management Plan’s Section II “Management
Goals” and Management Actions” survived the 2009 termination of the Cooperative Agreement
because it stands as the jointly-approved wildlife conservation plan between the Secretary of the
Interior and the Department as required in Section § 663(b) of FWCA.

Conclusion.

The 1986 Environmental Commitment Plan is that wildlife conservation “project plan”
required in FWCA 16 USC § 662(b), and the 1990 Master Management Plan is the “general
plan” jointly approved by DOI and the Arizona Game and Fish Department for the management
of TMC for wildlife conservation purposes pursuant to FWCA 16 USC § 663(b). According to
Section [I(2), “Management Actions”, BOR is obligated to prohibit any fiture developments
within TMC unless jointly agreed to by BOR, the Arizona Game and Fish Department, the U. S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and Pima County.
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Meeting Notes
Purpose: Section 4(f) Consultation Meeting with the Pima County

Date/Time: October 29, 2019 @ 1:00 — 3:00pm

Location: Pima County Administration Building, 130 W. Congress Street,
6" Floor Conference Room
Prepared by: AECOM

Attendees: FHWA: Rebecca Yedlin; Aryan Lirange; Velyjha Southern
ADOT: Jay Van Echo; Katie Rodriguez
Pima County: Kathryn Skinner, Ana Olivares, Jenny Neeley, lan Milliken, Linda
Mayro
AECOM: Jessica Rietz, Anita Frijia

If you have revisions to the meeting notes, please send to the preparer of the notes within 5
business days of receipt and the notes will be revised and re-circulated as appropriate. After
revisions, if any, the notes will be filed as final.

MEETING NOTES

Purpose: Section 4(f) consultation with Pima County about properties for which the County is the
Official with Jurisdiction.

Key Discussion Points/Action Items:

Introductions and Purpose of Meeting

Jay gave overview of purpose of the meeting. The purpose of this meeting is to consult about Section
4(f) properties of which the Pima County has jurisdiction. However, if there is a need to meet about
issues other the Section 4(f) that can also be arranged.

Overview of Section 4(f)
Rebecca Yedlin gave an overview of Section 4(f) regulations. She explained the different types of
evaluations: individual and programmatic, as well as, Net Benefit and de minimis determinations.

Tier 1 vs Tier 2

Jay explained the difference between Tier 1 and 2. Tier 1 is a high level planning study to see where
there is a need for a corridor. This study started in 1995 with the need for a N/S corridor. In order to
advance to a Tier 2, the project must be in the STIP and have reasonable funding source. Currently, I-
11 has neither.

Overview of I-11 Build Corridor in Tucson

DEIS looked at several options (see attached PowerPoint presentation).

Option B1 would widen I-10, while keeping the frontage roads. This option would include
improvements to 1-10 by co-locating I-11. Needs 120 feet of new ROW.

Option B.2 would add C/D roads. The C/D roads would have no access to adjacent parcels. It would
not function the same as a frontage road. Most of the TIs would need to be rebuilt. The City of Tucson
just completed rebuilding the Tls.

Page 1 of 2 October 29, 2019
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Option B.3 would add elevated express lanes. This option would not improve 1-10. Tier 2 would
determine the on/off location points. SHPO determined that this was not an avoidance alternative.
Archeology would also be an issue, that may be 4f.

Option B.4 would tunnel I-11 only. This option would no improve I-10. Tier 2 would determine the on/off
location points. The tunnel would be approximately 6 miles, at about $1Billion per mile. The Alaskan
way eliminated the surface road, but that would NOT happen here. Tolling is not precluded for an
elevated or tunneled structure, but the EIS does not mention tolling.

Option B.5 would eliminate frontage roads. This scenario was not evaluated in the DEIS; however,
team is considering it.

Discussion of Pima County 4(f) Properties with a Potential Use

FHWA and ADOT assume that all parks are significant for purposes of the Section 4(f) evaluation.

e Habitat Conservation Plan and other sites
o Pima County believes that some mitigation lands in this plan qualify for protection under
Section 4(f)
0 Other Section 4(f) sites may have been missed or have incorrect boundary

v'Action:

» 1-11 Team to reach out to Pima County (Carmine DeBonis) to get current Pima County Parks
shapefile, then use this to update/revise 4(f) property boundaries, as appropriate

» Pima County to provide additional documentation/information on 4(f) properties (within 30 days, on
or around November 29, 2019). Info FHWA would be looking for: documentation detailing how the
properties were established, and what their primary purpose is. FHWA also welcomes input from
Pima County regarding relative significance of properties for which Pima County is the OWJ.

» For information regarding data sources in the 1-11 Draft EIS, Pima County to review Draft EIS
document; if they need clarification, they will reach out to 1-11 team for additional technical details

» Pima County to send cultural resources data directly to Rebecca Yedlin, FHWA

Next Steps
The I-11 Team will confirm all boundaries of all Section 4(f) properties by means of consultation
letters.

¢: Document Control

Attachments:
» PowerPoint presented at meeting
» Sign-in sheet
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Meeting Agenda

Introductions

Overview of Section 4(f)

Overview of |-11 Build Corridor Scenarios
Discussion of 4(f) Properties with a Potential Use
Properties where a Section 4(f) Use is Avoided
Next Steps

S ;W W R =
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Overview of Option B through Tucson

To accommodate 2040 traffic demands, the Orange Alternative would
expand |-10 and 1-19:

Number of Lanes

Section of I-10 Existing
Condition

Orange Alternative —

No Build Alternative (2040) Option B (2040)

. : " 6-8 — Expand as needed
I-19: Sahuarita to 1-10 < = within existing ROW
e 8 8 14 — Expand as needed
Boulevard
I-10: Speedway
Boulevard to Prince Road . . 12— Bxpan as neesed
I-10: Prince Road to 6 8 — Prince Road to Ina Road 8-10 — Expand as needed
Pima/Pinal County Line 6 — Ina Road to Tortolita Road | within existing ROW

Source: Draft Tier I EIS, Appendix E1

These capacity improvements would meet LOS D on I-19 and I-10 in 2040



I Option B Scenarios through Tucson
D

B1 — General Purpose Widening, keeping Frontage
Roads

m B2 - Collector/Distributor Road System
m B3 - Elevated Express Lanes (I-11 Only)
® B4 — Tunnel (I-11 Only)

m B5 - General Purpose Widening, eliminating Frontage
Roads



Draft Tier 1 EIS Right-of-Way

| Assumptions
o

1-10, 1-19 to Prince Road

1-10 Median

[
Varies (400 Typical)

Westbound Eastbound
2 Frontage
- 4 Travel Lanes = Road Lane

Exst R/W
A
8§
Qg
=t
24
v3 o
h

'
_|
':
V¥
) w
‘L Exst RIW §,

Existing Condition

1-10 Median

Varies ¢ Varies
|0-1201 Varies (400' Typical) PR
< Ed €
g EE Fé%r:gge Westbound Eastbound 2 FFE%:I: 9e g g
% - Sl N 6-7 Travel Lanes N 6-7 Travel Lanes = Lanes |% =
g il > = T < d =
= f:'—'i - . . 1
= . 1

1-11 Horizon Year (2040)

ANDOT Source: Appendix El from I-11 Draft Tier 1 EIS s




ADOT Source: Figure -2 from ADOT I-10 Broadway Curve Draft EA ¢




I B3 - Elevated Express Lanes

Y

m |-11 travel lanes on structures extending
between 1-19 and Prince Road

® No access points except at eastern/western
ends (Tier 2 decision point)

® No improvements to I-10



B3 - Elevated Express Lanes

}wnabélla Beau

oogle

ADOT | Source: Googe Maps, West Dodge Rd elevated express lanes, Omaha, NB g



I B4 - Tunnel

U

® |-11 in tunnel between 1-19 and Prince Road

® No access points except at eastern/western
ends (Tier 2 decision point)

® More design needed to determine ROW needs
at the portals

® No improvements to 1-10



B4 - Tunnel

Alitkan Way Viaduet Raplicemant Praject Final E1S s
L1"
i AHH
VY AV
> AREY "
0
2 FLan
SEATTLE CENTER
o) " 1uA
BN Surface ¢
= Lowered Roadwa)
y Decommission 1P AVENUTN
WS cut&-Cover Tunnel bt i sttt Broad Street
WIS sored Tunne! i Stnee!
SN Elevared Roadway 1| -
W Acrial Sowthbound
ofr
5728
Tonne! Gperations | Novinbaund Oft i
e Northbound Gn
". b 4 !
s 5 i
Pire A ( - >
¢S5 Holgate to 5, King Street Project  TERMINAL 45 Y F -
Sowthbound Ony r ii’“ w1y} LARRAS TrrRUs B - 5
Horthbound Gn Street kmprovements - s ﬁ— failrong ' = - 2
| e S ) 5 :
1 t f b: (R T "
s v Sprerations Buliding 7 = %
2 SATECS = & z = iy * , >
: EIFLD S i 5 -_ " & : RoNTL ENLE b
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b‘%‘r"dlh z i 3 - > “ =
D : P 1 e
= e, S BG5St - j«fﬂ" :
. e L
: ¥ ; . £ # " o 1,000 2,000
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: 3 3 =3 CoelIN FEST
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ADOT Source: Seattle’s SR 99 tunnel, Washington State DOT 49




B5 - General Purpose Widening,
| eliminating Frontage Roads

W
. m Eliminates both east/westbhound frontage roads

and uses space to construct I-11 lanes
® Not evaluated in DEIS
m Request by City of Tucson

m More design needed to determine feasibility,
acquisitions, impacts to abutting properties,
and local access and circulation
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COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S OFFICE

PIMA COUNTY GOVERNMENTAL CENTER
130 W. CONGRESS, FLOOR 10, TUCSON, AZ 85701-1317
(520) 724-8661 FAX (520) 724-8171

C.H. HUCKELBERRY
County Administrator December 6, 2019
I

Jay Van Echo & Rebecca Yeldin

I-11 Tier 1 EIS Study Team

Arizona Department of Transportation
1655 West Jackson Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Submitted via email: rebecca.yedlin@dot.gov, jvanecho@azdot.gov

Re: Additional Information on Pima County 4(f) Properties Potentially Impacted by I-11
Project

Dear Mr. Van Echo and Ms. Yeldin:

We appreciate the opportunity to provide the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT)
and the Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) with additional information regarding Pima
County 4(f) properties that may be impacted by the proposed Interstate 11 (I-11).

As was stated by staff at the October 29, 2019, Section 4(f) Consultation meeting with
ADOT and FHWA and in the County’s previous comments on the Tier 1 Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) submitted July 8, 2019, we understand the importance of I-11 as a
trade corridor and do not support the “no-build” alternative for this project. We understand
that the alternatives under consideration will all have significant environmental, historic,
archeological, social, economic, and urban form impacts that will require extensive
mitigation. Also as previously stated, Pima County will object to any |-11 alternative that
does not adequately mitigate these impacts.

The goal of this submittal is to assist ADOT and FHWA in ensuring that all potentially affected
County 4(f) properties are fully identified so that the project’s impacts can be accurately
assessed and adequate mitigation obligations can be developed.

I. Supplementary Information
The information provided in this submittal package is intended to supplement that which
has already been considered by the I-11 Tier One EIS Study Team and does not represent
a comprehensive list of properties owned by Pima County or the Regional Flood Control
District (RFCD) that may potentially be impacted by I-11. The supplemental information
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referenced throughout this letter and summarized on the final page will be submitted by
separate email to ADOT and FHWA.

The GIS shapefiles containing potential 4(f) Historic Sites will be transmitted directly to
FHWA in order to maintain required confidentiality.

We ask that as part of your ongoing analysis that you consider the additional and
supplementary information provided. We also wish to express our strong support for
further consideration of the recommendation by the City of Tucson to consider a new
I-11 alternative that would utilize the existing I-10 corridor, but eliminate frontage roads
(as in Phoenix), thus potentially allowing ADOT and FHWA to avoid using a significant
number of 4(f) properties.

Pima County and RFCD 4(f) Parks, Recreation Areas, and Wildlife Refuges

We conducted an assessment of likely Pima County or RFCD 4(f) properties potentially
impacted by the four build corridor alternatives. This assessment included properties
that are fee-owned or where the County or RFCD owns a less than a fee interest, such
as a conservation easement. These non-fee interests deserve consideration as 4(f)
properties due to case-specific factors, as well as their importance in meeting County
objectives. All Pima County and RFCD 4(f) Parks, Recreation Areas, and Wildlife Refuges
are listed in Attachment 1. Documentation that supports 4(f) status for all listed
properties is provided in Attachment 2 and GIS shapefiles of these properties are provided
in Attachment 3.

To ensure the assessment included those properties potentially subject to indirect effects,
the assessment extended each 2,000-foot build corridor by another 1,000 feet on each
side, resulting in a 4,000-foot review corridor. The resulting list of 4(f) Park, Recreation
Area, and Wildlife Refuge properties in Attachment 1 thus includes those that may be
directly impacted, potentially resulting in permanent use, or indirectly impacted,
potentially resulting in constructive use.

In addition to providing the GIS shapefiles, we have prepared an online interactive map
highlighting these additional 4(f) properties that can be viewed here:

https://pimamaps.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id = 1e4a8f1f844b4
82492b9f37b8ccc3384

A. Significance
Per federal 4(f) regulations and policy guidance, the significance of a 4(f) property is
presumed unless the Official with Jurisdiction states otherwise (23 C.F.R. 774.11.)
Pima County considers all 4(f) properties included in this submittal to be significant
in light of the role they play in the County’s related objectives. For example, 4(f)
Wildlife Refuge properties under the Multi-species Conservation Plan (MSCP)
Restrictive Covenant are uniquely significant in that maintaining these properties as


https://pimamaps.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=1e4a8f1f844b482492b9f37b8ccc3384
https://pimamaps.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=1e4a8f1f844b482492b9f37b8ccc3384
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undeveloped wildlife habitat in perpetuity is required for the County to meet its federal
mitigation obligations under the MSCP and associated Endangered Species Act
Section 10 Permit (#TE84356A), issued in July 2016 by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS). The County has not yet acquired enough suitable acreage to cover
all anticipated impacts from activities covered under the MSCP, so every acre of
potential MSCP mitigation land is critical for the County to meet its federal obligations.

Similarly, 4(f) Wildlife Refuge properties serving as existing mitigation for previous
impacts to the County’s Maeveen Marie Behan Conservation Lands System (CLS) or
to wildlife habitat for MSCP-covered species are significant. Maintaining these
existing mitigation properties is essential to the successful implementation of both
the MSCP and the Board of Supervisor’s-authorized Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan
(SDCP), and to meet the biological goal of the SDCP which is to “to ensure the long-
term survival of the full spectrum of plants and animals that are indigenous to Pima
County through maintaining or improving the ecosystem structures and functions
necessary for their survival.”

For 4(f) Parks, the County considers each designated park within its system to be
significant regardless of size or location, as the County is committed to providing
high-quality park and recreation services to all Pima County communities.

Public Access

All listed 4(f) Parks are open to the public. All listed 4(f) Wildlife Refuges are open to
the public in the same manner as other identified 4(f) Wildlife Refuges, such as the
Tucson Mitigation Corridor. That is, all are open to the public except to the extent
necessary to protect the 4(f) values of the resource.

Primary Purpose

1. 4(f) Parks, Recreation Areas: Attachment 1 (and the associated GIS shapefile) lists
potentially impacted properties the County has identified as 4(f) Parks and
Recreation Areas that were not included in ADOT’s preliminary evaluation. All
listed properties are officially designated as Parks and are part of Pima County’s
Park System. Documentation regarding the official “Park” designation for the
listed properties is included in Attachment 2. The 4(f) Parks and Recreation Areas
being submitted here are in addition to those 4(f) Parks ADOT has already
identified in the preliminary 4(f) evaluation.

2. 4(f) Wildlife Refuges: Attachment 1 (and the associated GIS shapefile) also
includes potentially impacted properties the County has identified as additional
4(f) Wildlife Refuges that were not included in ADOT’s preliminary evaluation.
The supporting documentation substantiating each property’s primary purpose is
included in Attachment 2. All of the listed 4(f) Refuges are managed as
“Preserves” and are designated as such internally; all fall within one or more of
the following categories:
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a.

MSCP Mitigation Lands: These properties were acquired and are managed
specifically to serve as federal mitigation under the County MSCP and
Section 10 Permit. The MSCP and Section 10 Permit require the County to
protect and manage these lands as wildlife habitat in perpetuity in order to
mitigate for the impacts of certain development activities in habitat for species
covered by the MSCP. A significant portion of the MSCP mitigation lands are
owned in fee by Pima County or the RFCD, and the County receives full credit
under the MSCP for these lands. In certain cases, the County holds long-term
leases on MSCP mitigation lands, for which the County receives partial credit
under the MSCP.

All 4(f) properties listed in Attachment 1 are owned in fee by the County or
RFCD except for a portion of Diamond Bell Ranch, where the County owns a
portion in fee which anchors the leases from the Arizona State Land
Department. The final MSCP approved by the USFWS explicitly lists both fee-
owned and leased portions of Diamond Bell as properties that will be used to
fulfill the mitigation obligations for the County’s Section 10 Permit
(#TE84356A)." The entire property is key to the implementation of the MSCP
and Section 10 Permit because it provides habitat for numerous MSCP covered
species, including the federally endangered Pima pineapple cactus, and is a
critical link in a connected system of County and federal conservation areas
that allows wildlife to move across the landscape between the U.S. - Mexico
border and AZ Highway 286.% If the |-11 project were to isolate and treat the
fee-owned lands differently from the leased lands, the property’s value as
MSCP mitigation land would be significantly undermined and rendered
potentially unusable. For these reasons, we urge the agencies to consider this
entire property as a 4(f) Refuge.

CLS Mitigation Land; Other Existing Mitigation Lands: The primary purpose of
4(f) properties in this category is to serve as wildlife habitat mitigation, most
commonly to offset impacts to the CLS. The CLS was constructed according
to the most current tenets of conservation biology and biological reserve
design and is specifically designed to promote the conservation of priority
vulnerable species within Pima County. The CLS identifies and maps those
areas where priority biological resources occur within Pima County and
establishes policy guidelines for the conservation of these resources. These
guidelines, as approved by the Board of Supervisors, include mitigation ratios
that call for a certain amount of acreage to be set aside as undisturbed wildlife
habitat for each acre developed depending on the specific CLS category

1 Pima County. 20

16. Multi-species Conservation Plan for Pima County, Arizona: Final. Submitted to the Arizona

Ecological Services office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Tucson, Arizona. Table 8.4, p.110.

2 Pima County. 20
Efforts. pp. 60-61.

11. Protecting our Land, Water, and Heritage: Pima County’s Voter-Supported Conservation
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impacted. Several 4(f) Refuges in this category were donated to the County
or RFCD by private developers in order to fulfill CLS mitigation requirements
applied by the Board of Supervisors. A few 4(f) Refuges also serve as
mitigation compelled by authorities other than the CLS. For example, the
Central Avra Valley Storage and Recovery Project property (CAVSARP),
located near the intersection of Sandario Road and Mile Wide Road, serves as
mitigation for impacts to habitat for the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl! habitat,
an MSCP-covered species, and is under a property-specific restrictive
covenant for that purpose. Regardless of the authority compelling mitigation,
all 4(f) Refuges in this category are currently serving as mitigation for impacts
to sensitive wildlife habitat, and the County is required to maintain all of these
properties as undeveloped wildlife habitat in perpetuity.

c. Pima County 2004 Bond Habitat Protection Priorities: Many listed 4(f) Refuges
were acquired under the 2004 Open Space Bond specifically as “Habitat
Protection Priorities.” According to the Bond Ordinance, the purpose of this
specific category of bond acquisitions was “to guide implementation of the
County’s Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan... The objective of
developing the Habitat Protection Priorities was to apply a set of biologically
based goals and criteria to the Conservation Lands System to: 1) identify the
most important lands to protect first; 2) provide recommendations on the
sequencing of land preservation efforts; and 3) design a project so that it can
be easily incorporated into an adaptive management program to be
implemented over the life of the Federal Section 10 Permit using the best
scientific information available.” Many 4(f) Refuges that fall into this category
also fall into one or more of the other categories of 4(f) Refuge properties
listed above.

Illl. Pima County and RFCD 4(f) Historic Sites
A. Supplemental Historic Site Information
Pima County is a Certified Local Government (CLG) and maintains a detailed and
dynamic cultural resources database that contains digital data that provide some
additional data compared to what is available at either AZSITE or the Arizona State
Museum’s Archaeological Records Office (ARO). Pima County, therefore, provides
the below referenced data layers to assist with defining 4(f) Historic Properties for
the Tier 1 EIS. As noted above, these shapefiles will be sent by separate email to
maintain required confidentiality:

e pcsdcpcrzones — Sonoran Desert Archaeological Sensitivity Zones: Defined in 2004
as a baseline predictive model for assessing the density and distribution of
archaeological properties throughout eastern Pima County.

e pcsurvey2000buf — Pima County Archaeological Survey Records: Pima County
survey data that intersect Blue, Purple, Green and Orange alternatives. These records
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have been verified by County staff, and while there is overlap with data presented in
AZSITE, notable errors in AZSITE spatial representations have been rectified in the
County dataset based on the associated report and/or shapefiles submitted directly
from the consultant of record.

pcnrhpnd2000buf — National Register of Historic Places Listed Non-Districts: Non-

Districts listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) that intersect Blue,
Purple, Green and Orange alternatives. These records were digitized using NRHP
nomination forms and/or using shapefiles submitted directly from the nominating
authority of record.

pcnrhpd2000buf — National Register of Historic Places Listed Districts: - Districts

listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) that intersect Blue, Purple,
Green and Orange alternatives. These records were digitized using NRHP nomination
forms and/or using shapefiles submitted directly from the nominating authority of
record.

pccr2000buf - Pima County Archaeological Site Records: Pima County
archaeological site data that intersect Blue, Purple, Green and Orange alternatives.
These records have been verified by County staff, and while there is overlap with
data presented in AZSITE, notable errors in AZSITE spatial representations have been
rectified in the County dataset based on the associated report and/or shapefiles
submitted directly from the consultant of record.

anzatrlPC — Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail: The provided alignment
has been certified as a National Historic Trail by the National Park Service, and
although National Historic Trails are exempt from being considered a 4(f) property,
we provide the alignment for planning purposes.

Pima County also provides the following preliminary cultural resource (archaeological and
historic sites) analysis for the 2,000-foot corridor together with recommendations for more
detailed analyses to identify and evaluate 4(f) properties in relation to selecting the preferred

alternative.

Table A below provides details for historic properties along the full length of

corridor for each Alternative. Table B provides a summary of the information broken down
based on urban and rural segments of each Alternative. See Attachment 4 for maps showing
these segments.

Table A - Full Corridor Analysis (Pima County only)

Orange Purple Green Blue
Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
(14,832 Acres) | (14,775 Acres) | (17,230 Acres) | (18,715 Acres)
Previous Survey 9,456 2,486 4,230 3,300
(Total Acreage)
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Previous Survey
(% of Corridor)

64 %

17%

4,230

3,300

No. of Known
Sites Present

204

39

24%

18%

No. of NRHP-
Listed Districts

68

70

No. of NRHP-
Listed Non-
Districts

Table B - Urban vs. Rural Route Analysis (Pima County only)

Orange
Alternative
(14,832 Acres)

Purple Alternative
(14,775 Acres)

Green Alternative
(17,230 Acres)

Blue
Alternative
(18,715 Acres)

URBAN | RURA
(14,832 L
) (0)

URBA | RURAL
N (14,053
(722) )

URBA | RURAL
N (13,509
(3,721 )
)

URBA

N

(4,155
)

RURAL
(14,560
)

Previous
Survey
(Total
Acreage

)

9,456 N/A

523 1,968

2,301 1,928

2,716

1,683

Previous
Survey
(% of
Corridor)

64 % N/A

72% 14%

62% 14%

65%

1%

No. of
Known
Sites
Present

204 N/A

42 25

48

24

No. of
NRHP-
Listed
Districts

6 N/A

No. of
NRHP-
Listed
Non-
Districts

4 N/A
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B. Recommendations and Findings:

AZSITE Site and Survey data are not reliable due to deficiencies related to spatial
integrity of existing data, qualitative integrity of data related to NRHP
recommendations/determinations, and quantitative deficiencies related to AZSITE
not being updated reliably for the past six years. Pima County strongly recommends
that ARO be directly consulted for ensuring the most accurate and up-to-date data
is used for identifying and assessing potential 4(f) properties.

The existing urban corridor contains a far greater number of known and previously
recorded historic properties (archaeological and historic sits) as compared to the
proposed rural routes; however, these numbers are misleading based on the
percentages of the corridors that have been inventoried by prior cultural resources
surveys. Pima County’s preliminary cultural resources analysis identified significant
overlap of the analyzed corridors along the existing 1-19 urban route, which skewed
the results of survey coverage for the Purple, Green and Blue Alternatives.
Consequently, Pima County analyzed the corridors by separating new rural routes
from existing urban routes, which more accurately represents the disparity of
existing cultural resources data between alternatives. Table B demonstrates that
60% of each analyzed urban route has been previously surveyed compared to less
than 15% of each analyzed rural route. The disparity of existing data between
corridors is problematic when using such data to determine the preferred alternative,
as the least harm determination cannot be made when the full population of
resources that would be affected is not known.

A review of County records indicates that a large number of known cultural
resources properties that are located within the analyzed Alternatives do not have
determinations of NRHP eligibility. Pima County recommends that ADOT consider
ALL cultural resources properties that have been recommended eligible by
consultants as potential 4(f) properties until determined otherwise, or preferably,
that ADOT consult with SHPO, Tribes and other consulting parties, as applicable,
on determinations of eligibility for known resources that intersect alternatives which
cannot be avoided regardless of where the actual construction footprint will be
located within an individual alternative.

Furthermore, the urban corridor is considerably more developed as compared to the
rural routes, and because the standard in determining 4(f) properties is skewed to
historic period properties, the analysis must acknowledge the singular emphasis
placed on the built environment (buildings, structures, districts) as opposed to
archaeological sites (See Attachment 4). In order for an archaeological site to be
considered a 4(f) property they must not only be determined eligible for or listed in
the NRHP, but must also be determined significant beyond its importance for
information that it may vyield in order to warrant preservation in place. This
essentially means that individual archaeological sites must demonstrate significance
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associated with important events in history, an important person in history, or have
components that demonstrate the work of a master.

While the significance of individual archaeological sites may not demonstrate
significance beyond information potential, the greater cultural landscape should be
evaluated in order to analyze the relationship among sites as ancestral places,
traditional cultural properties, rural historic landscapes (NPS bulletin 30), historic
designed landscapes (NPS bulletin 18) or even cemeteries (NPS bulletin 41). This
is especially necessary along any of the proposed rural routes, as the urban routes
have considerable existing documentation to inform this analysis. Pima County,
therefore, recommends consultation with tribal nations, descendant communities,
and others to identify and evaluate these types of properties.

IV. Additional Information Regarding Already-ldentified 4(f) Properties

A.

Santa Cruz River

As the agencies requested at the October Consultation, we are providing a list (and
associated GIS shapefile) of all County and RFCD-owned Santa Cruz and Rillito River
Park properties (Attachment 5 and 6). These properties are all part “The Loop,” which
consists of several Pima County river parks and has already been identified by the
agencies as a 4(f) Park and Recreation Area. Pima County or RFCD is the Owner with
Jurisdiction over all the listed properties, including those within the City of Tucson
and Town of Marana.

Additionally, the County and RFCD have an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with
the City of Tucson that conveys “perpetual easements in favor of the County and the
District over the segments of City-owned property along the Rivers for the purpose
of access and maintenance of the Rivers, including all flood control and river park
facilities, for the benefit of the public.” The IGA (Attachment 7) identifies the
properties subject to it. Because the County and RFCD are the sole managing agencies
over these City-owned river park properties, we ask that FHWA consider the County
and RFCD as Owners with Jurisdiction jointly with the City of Tucson and consult
with us should any of these properties be subject to use by this project.

Tucson Mountain Park, Tucson Mitigation Corridor and the Tucson Mountain Wildlife
Area

We strongly support the Arizona Game and Fish Department’s (AGFD) request to
consider the Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area (TMWA) as a 4(f) Refuge, and ask ADOT
to evaluate potential impacts to the area, and potential mitigation strategies,
accordingly. Pima County is the Owner with Jurisdiction over the Tucson Mountain
Park (TMP), and we are also an Owner with Jurisdiction over the Tucson Mitigation
Corridor (TMC); these two properties make up a significant portion of the TMWA,
and we agree with AGFD that it is appropriate to consider this entire area as a 4(f)
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Refuge because of the significant wildlife habitat it provides and the critical role it
plays in regional wildlife connectivity.

As the AGFD discussed in its February 1, 2017 memo submitted to FHWA on this
subject, the TMWA's significance, the original purpose of the state’s “Wildlife Area”
designation, and its functionality as a critical wildlife corridor in this area all support
a 4(f) finding for the publicly-owned portions of the TMWA. Additionally, the County
is providing additional information and perspective regarding the TMP, its history, and
its current management directives, all of which support AGFD’s position that when
considered as part of the TMWA, this property does indeed qualify as a 4(f) Refuge.

TMP was officially established as a County park by a unanimous vote of the Pima
County Board of Supervisors on April 11, 1929, and the County began acquiring land
for it in 1933. In between these two events, in 1931, the AGFD Commission created
a number of state Game Refuges, including the “Tucson Mountain Game Refuge,”
now the TMWA, “provided that Pima County take over the refuge’s management as
a county park.”® It was thus understood by both Pima County and the AGFD
Commission at the time of its establishment that TMP would play a key role in the
establishment and management of the Game Refuge. This dual purpose is reflected
in the May 2008 “Tucson Mountain Park Management Plan.” (See Attachment 2). In
fact, this plan lists biological resources as the primary resource for which TMP is
managed and makes clear that other park resources are managed so as to not interfere
with these resources. The plan’s very first management objective makes clear that
TMP “will be managed with the objective of preserving and enhancing the biological
resources of the park as a healthy, discrete Sonoran Desert ecosystem and as part of
Pima County’s overall conservation land system.”* Other management objectives are
explicitly secondary to the primary objective of protecting biological resources.®

Pima County is also an Owner with Jurisdiction for the TMC, another significant
publicly-owned portion of TMWA, and has decision-making authority regarding its
use. The agencies already recognize TMC as a 4(f) Refuge because of its significant
value as a critical wildlife corridor which is entirely dependent on its continued
connection to, and the long-term integrity of, the adjacent blocks of undisturbed
wildlife habitat that are encompassed by TMWA. Omitting the publicly owned areas
within the TMWA that encompass these habitat blocks and only assessing impacts
to TMC in isolation undermines the agencies’ ability to meaningfully assess potential
impacts to the TMC’s value as a wildlife movement corridor. We strongly encourage

3 David E. Brown, Bringing Back the Game, Arizona Wildlife Management 1912-1962 at 42 (Arizona Game and
Fish Department, 2012).

4 Pima County. Tucson Mountain Management Plan at 3-1. (May 2008.)

5See Id. at 7-1: “Tucson Mountain Park will be managed with the objective of providing the public with developed
facilities that accommodate a range of uses and activities that are appropriate for the park’s natural resource
setting, that are safe, and that can be conducted without degradation of the park’s biological ....resources.”
(Emphasis added.)
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the agencies to evaluate the publicly-owned portions of the TMWA, including TMP
and TMC, as a 4(f) Refuge so that a meaningful evaluation of the potential impacts
on regional wildlife connectivity can be performed and sufficient mitigation for those

impacts can be developed.

V. Relative Value of 4(f) Properties

A. 4(f) Parks, Recreation Areas, and Wildlife Refuges

Because all alternatives will likely result in the use of 4(f) properties, ADOT is required
by federal regulations to consider, among other factors, the relative value of these
properties when determining which alternative will cause the least overall harm to
4(f) properties [23 C.F.R. 774.3(c)(1)(iii)]. For 4(f) properties where Pima County is
the Owner with Jurisdiction, we ask that ADOT consider those lands intended to
serve as mitigation for the MSCP to be of relatively higher value than other Pima
County 4(f) Parks, Recreation Areas, and Wildlife Refuges. This is because Pima
County is required to maintain these properties as undisturbed wildlife habitat in
perpetuity in order to meet our federal obligations under the MSCP and associated
Section 10 Permit. All other Pima County 4(f) Park, Recreation Area, and Wildlife

properties should be considered equally valuable, relatively speaking.

B. 4(f) Historic Sites

As mentioned above, a 4(f) evaluation requires the agencies to conduct a “least harm”
analysis, which in the case of historic properties requires that the full population of
resources be known. The results of initial analyses indicate that the known quantity
of potential 4(f) properties along the urban corridor, particularly the Orange
Alternative through the Tucson metropolitan area, is far greater than the known
quantity of potential 4(f) properties located along the proposed alternatives in rural
areas. Based on this information alone, selection of an urban alternative appears to
have the potential to cause significantly greater harm to 4(f) properties. However,
this may not be the case if the rural areas are analyzed to the same level of detail.

Disregarding the disparity of known historic property data between alternatives,
analysis must go further to look at how individual properties may be impacted. For
example, the Levi H. Manning House is identified as a 4(f) property that would be
impacted by selecting the Orange Alternative. However, the NRHP-listed property
boundary is contiguous with the parcel boundary, and the 2000-foot corridor only
intersects a portion of the parking lot, but not the actual building. While we support
analysis of indirect effects to historic properties, there appears to be no potential to

affect the building, which is the defining element of the historic property.

County therefore recommends that potential impacts to 4(f) properties be analyzed
on a property-by-property basis in order to determine which alternative will result in

the least harm to historic properties.
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VI. General Mitigation Considerations
We ask the agencies to consider certain general factors when developing measures to
mitigate impacts to different types of 4(f) properties.

A. 4(f) Parks and Recreation Areas
Mitigation for impacts to these 4(f) properties should:
Reflect like-for-like infrastructure, amenities, and equipment;
Serve the same community;
Consider access issues;
Prioritize public safety; and
Adhere to all County ordinances.

B. 4(f) Refuges

Mitigation for impacts to these 4(f) properties should:

e Be of equal biological value as impacted 4(f) properties;

e Be located in the same general area as impacted 4(f) properties;

e Connect the same blocks of wildlife habitat as impacted 4(f) properties where the
primary purpose is to provide for wildlife movement;

e Be acquired as soon as possible, in consideration of the future availability or
scarcity of suitable mitigation lands with the same biological value and in the
correct location;

e Meet established mitigation ratios for MSCP mitigation lands if mitigating impacts
to MSCP mitigation lands,

¢ Mitigation lands must meet established mitigation ratios for CLS mitigation lands
if mitigating impacts to CLS mitigation lands.

VIl. Pima County supports consideration of the City's proposed “no frontage roads”
alternative.
Pima County strongly supports ADOT’s consideration of the alternative proposed by the
City of Tucson that would use and expand the existing I-10 corridor but eliminate the
existing frontage roads, allowing that area to be used instead for the necessary
expansion of the [-10 roadway. NEPA’s implementing regulations require the
consideration of reasonable alternatives such as this one that would meet the purpose
and need of the project (40 C.F.R. 1502.14). It stands to reason that this alternative
would greatly reduce the number of 4(f) properties that will potentially be used as
compared to the other alternatives examined and is worth considering. The agencies
mentioned at the October Consultation with County staff that this alternative may
require the acquisition of over 300 properties and businesses that currently depend on
the frontage roads for access. While significant, similar expenditures will no doubt be
required for any of the alternatives currently under consideration. For some alternatives,
necessary expenditures will include both acquisition of affected properties and
acquisition of a significant number and acreage of mitigation lands.
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Conclusion

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to submit this additional information for the agency’s
consideration. It is our hope that this information helps to ensure that impacts to Pima
County and RFCD properties are fully identified, meaningfully assessed and that adequate
mitigation for those impacts is developed as this project moves forward. More broadly, we
are pleased to assist the agencies in ensuring that a robust 4(f) analysis is conducted and
that the numerous 4(f) properties potentially impacted by each alternative are carefully
considered. It is of the highest importance that the agencies are fully informed of all
potentially impacted 4(f) properties before making final decisions regarding the
Recommended Alternative.

If you need additional materials or information or have questions about this transmittal,
please contact Jenny Neeley at 520-724-6940 or Jenny.Neeley@pima.gov.

Sincerely,

-

C. H. Huckelberry
County Administrator

Enclosures:

Attachment 1: Table — 4(f) Park, Recreation Area and Wildlife Refuge Properties

Attachment 2: Supporting Documents for 4(f) Park, Recreation, and Wildlife Refuge
Properties

Attachment 3: GIS Shapefile — 4(f) Park Recreation Area, and Wildlife Refuge Properties

Attachment 4: Historic Site Analysis

Attachment 5: Table — County-owned River Park 4(f) Properties

Attachment 6: GIS Shapefile — County-owned River Park 4(f) Properties

Attachment 7: Intergovernmental Agreement between Pima County, Pima County
Regional Flood Control District and City of Tucson for Maintenance of
Major Watercourses and River Parks

c: Carmine DeBonis Jr., Deputy County Administrator for Public Works
Linda Mayro, Director, Pima County Office of Sustainability and Conservation
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ATTACHMENT 1. 4(F) PARKS, RECREATION AREAS, AND WILDLIFE REFUGES

PROPERTY NAME

ABREGO PARK

ANZA PARK

AVRA VALLEY | 10 WILDLIFE CORRIDOR

CAMINO DE LA TIERRA TRAILHEAD (AKA
"CHICKEN RANCH PROERTY")

PARCEL(S)

30427569C;
30427569D;
30427569E
20812013F;
20812010D
226010328B;
22601032C;
22601032D

10107111A

21116006A;

CENTRAL AVRA VALLEY STORAGE AND RECOVERY|211100010;

PROJECT (CAVSARP)

CENTRO DEL SUR COMMUNITY CENTER

CONTINENTAL RANCH DEVELOPMENT LLC
WILDLIFE CORRIDOR (AKA "WEXLER PROPERTY")

CORTARO-HARTMAN/DE ANZA

CORTARO MESQUITE BOSQUE
DIAMOND BELL RANCH

FLAP (AKA "RB PARCELS"; "BRAWLEY WASH-
TWIN PEAKS")

LOS ROBLES WASH-TRICO RD.

MIKE JACOB SPORTS PARK

RED POINT CASCADA
VALENCIA PROPERTY

211100050;
21117015A
11822192A

22608002A;
22608007P

221060230
221060240
221060260
22106728B
22607005)
30121001J;
30121007Q
21519002J;
21519002D;
21519005C
208150490;
208150500;
208150530
21402028C;
21401006A;
21401003A;
214010020;
21402028D;
101050200
216196020
13801006C

ACRES

4.3

211.4

48.0

9.1

539.1

0.3

16.6

90.7

66.1

1,452.5

327.4

335

70.7

38.6
67.1

OWNER

Pima County/FCD

Pima County/FCD

Pima County/FCD

FCD

Other with PC Interest

Pima County

Pima County

Pima County/FCD

FCD
Pima County/Other
with PC Interest

Pima County

FCD

Pima County

Pima County
Pima County

OWNERSHIP
STATUS

FEE SIMPLE

FEE SIMPLE

FEE SIMPLE

FEE SIMPLE

RESTRICTED
COVENANT

FEE SIMPLE

FEE SIMPLE

FEE SIMPLE

FEE SIMPLE

FEE SIMPLE; LEASE

FEE SIMPLE

FEE SIMPLE

FEE SIMPLE

FEE SIMPLE
FEE SIMPLE

4F TYPE

PARK

PARK

REFUGE

PARK

REFUGE

PARK

REFUGE

REFUGE

PARK

REFUGE

REFUGE

REFUGE

PARK

REFUGE
REFUGE

BUILD
CORRIDOR(S)

BLUE; GREEN;
ORANGE

BLUE; PURPLE

ORANGE

ORANGE

BLUE; GREEN;
PURPLE

ORANGE

ORANGE

ORANGE

ORANGE
BLUE; GREEN;
PURPLE

PURPLE

BLUE; GREEN

ORANGE

ORANGE
ORANGE

CLS CATEGORIES

Outside CLS

IRA

IRA/Bio Core/SSMA

Outside CLS

Multiple Use/SSMA

Outside CLS

Bio Core/SSMA

IRA/Multiple
Use/SSMA

IRA/SSMA

Multiple Use

IRA

IRA

Outside CLS

IRA/SSMA
Outside CLS

DESIGNATED
PARK

MANAGED AS
PRESERVE

MSCP EXISTING
MITIGATION | MITIGATION

X
X
X
X X
X
X
X
X
X X

HABITAT PROTECTION
PRIORITY

SUPPORTING DOCS
(SEE ATTACHMENT 1)

A;C D

A C G;H



ATTACHMENT 2. 4(f) Parks, Recreation Areas, and - Refuges Supporting Documentation.

A. Resolution No. 2016-65; Resolution No. 2016-FC-3. Resolution of the
Pima County Board of Supervisors and of the Board of Directors of the Pima
County Flood Control District Reaffirming and Designating Certain County and
District Lands and Pima County Parks. Adopted October 18, 2016. This
document supports 4(f) status for the following Parks:

e Abrego Park

e Avra Valley I-10 Wildlife Corridor

e Camino de la Tierra Trailhead (a.k.a. “Chicken Ranch Property”)

e Centro del Sur Community Center

e Cortaro-Hartman/De Anza (Cortaro-Hartman Portion: Parcel Nos.
221060230; 221060240; 221060260)

e Cortaro Mesquite Bosque

e Mike Jacob Sports Park

e Valencia Property

B. Resolution No. 2007-175. Resolution of the Pima County Board of
Supervisors Designating an Area in Northwest Pima County as the Anza Park.
Adopted July 24, 2007. This document supports 4(f) status for Anza Park.

C. Master Restrictive Covenant for Pima County MSCP Mitigation Land.
Recorded November 8, 2016. This document supports 4(f) status for the
following MSCP Mitigation properties:

e Avra Valley I-10 Wildlife Corridor (Parcel No. 22601032D)

e Cortaro-Hartman/De Anza (Cortaro-Hartman Portion: Parcel Nos.
221060230; 221060240; 221060260)

e Diamond Bell Ranch

e Valencia Property

D. Master Restrictive Covenant for Regional Flood Control District MSCP
Mitigation Land. Recorded November 8, 2016. This document supports 4(f)
status for the following MSCP Mitigation properties:

e Avra Valley I-10 Wildlife Corridor (Parcel Nos. 22601032B, 22601032C)
e FLAP (a.k.a. “RB Parcels”; “Brawley Wash-Twin Peaks”)

E. Deed of Conservation Easement for Valencia Property. Recorded March

15, 2010. This document supports 4(f) status for this MSCP Mitigation property.

Pages 1-7.

Pages 8-12.

Pages 13-43.

Pages 44-75.

Pages 76-90.



F. CLS Mitigation Documentation: 1) Maeveen Marie Beehan
Conservation Lands System Overview-Pima Prospers; 2) Property-Specific CLS
Rezoning Ordinances, 3) Property-Specific Warranty Deeds, and 4) Property-
Specific Donation Agreements. These documents support 4(f) status for the
following CLS Mitigation properties:

e Cortaro-Hartman/De Anza (De Anza Portion: Parcel No. 22106728B)
e Los Robles Wash-Trico Rd.
e Red Point — Cascada

G. CAVSARP Mitigation Documentation: 1) City of Tucson Mayor and
Council Resolution Approving Grant of Restrictive Covenant in Favor of Pima
County, adopted September 20, 2016; and 2) Restrictive Covenant made by
The City of Tucson in Favor of Pima County, recorded December 2, 2016. These
documents support 4(f) status for the Central Avra Valley Storage and Recovery
Project (CAVSARP) Mitigation property.

H. 2004 Pima County Bond Habitat Protection Priority Acquisitions
Documentation: 1) Pima County Ordinance No. 2004-18: Bond Improvement
Plan; and 2) Pima County Conservation Acquisition Bond Programs List of
Properties Appendix i, “Protecting our Land Water and Heritage: Pima
County’s Voter-Supported Conservation Efforts.” These documents support
4(f) status for the following “Habitat Protection Priority” acquisitions,
properties purchased to further MSCP implementation:

e Continental Ranch Development LLC Wildlife Corridor (a.k.a. “Wexler
Property”)

e Cortaro-Hartman/De Anza

e Diamond Bell Ranch

e Valencia Property

L. Tucson Mountain park Management Plan Report. February 1, 2017.
This document supports 4(f) Refuge status for the publicly-owned areas of the
Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area, which includes Tucson Mountain Park.

Pages 91-264.

Pages 265-301.

Pages 302-436.

Pages 437-516.
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Resolution No. 2016- 5

Resolution No. 2016-FC 3

Resolution of the Pima County Board of Supervisors and of the Board of Directors of the Pima County
Regional Flood Control District Reaffirming and Designating Certain County and District Lands as

Pima County Parks

The Pima County Board of Supervisors and the Board of Directors of the Pima County Regional Flood
Control District find:

The Pima County Board of Supervisors has the authority under A.R.S. section 11-932 to acquire
and dedicate lands as parks. The Board of Directors of the Pima County Regional Flood Control
District has the authority under A.R.S. section 48-3603(C) to own real property and to manage
District-owned real property.

Records on historic designations of County lands and parks are often incomplete or difficult to
document and do not always reflect additions of properties to existing parks over time.

The Pima County Board of Supervisors has established different types of parks in the adopted
County Recreation Area Design Manual.

Implementation of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan calls for conservation lands to be
administered by the Pima County Department of Natural Resources, Parks and Recreation under
Park Rules as allowed under A.R.S. section 11-935 and County Ordinances.

Designation of County- and District-owned lands as parks will enable uniform administration of
such designated park lands pursuant to duly adopted County Park Rules.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Pima County Board of Supervisors and the Board
of Directors of the Pima County Regional Flood Control District affirm prior designations of County
and District-owned lands as public parks and hereby designate the list of Parks and other properties
attached to this resolution as Exhibit A as Pima County Parks. The Pima County Board of Supervisors
and the Board of Directors of the Pima County Regional Flood Control District further direct Pima

County Real Property Services to include designations of future property acquisitions that will be

managed as park lands in the acquisition Agreement package that is presented to the respective Board

for review and action.

Passed, Adopted and Approved this 18 day of 2016.
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EXHIBIT A~ County and Flood Control District Properties to be Managed as Parks — October 2016

Alphabetical Listing

A7 Ranch

Abrego Traithead

Agua Caliente Hill South Trailhead
Ajo Community Center

Ajo Regional Park

Ajo Roping Arena

Amadon Property

Andrada-Bloom Property

Ann Day Community Park

Anza Trail and associated trailheads

Arivaca Community Center

Arroyo Chico

Arthur Pack Park

Augie Acuna Los Ninos Park
Avra Valley | 10 Wildlife Corridor
Bar V Ranch

Bee Mordka Property

Bingham Cienega
Brandi Fenton Park

Branding Iron Park

Buckelew Property

Burleson Donation Property

Canada del Oro River Park

Canada del Oro River - River Bottom

Canoa Preserve Park

Canoa Ranch {excluding HHAIC)
Canoa Ranch FLAP Properties
CAP Trailhead

Carpenter Ranch

Casas Adobes Park

Catalina Community Center
Catalina Neighborhood Park
Catalina Regional Park FLAP Properties

CDO Properties between Overton and La Canada

Centro Del Sur Community Center and Boxing Gym




Chicken Ranch Property

Children’s Memorial Park

Chuck Bowden/Mt. Lemmon Community Center

Cienega Creek Natural Preserve

Clyne Ranch

Cochie Canyon Property

Colossal Cave Park {excluding leaseholds)

Continental Community Center

Cortaro/Hartman Property

Cortaro Mesquite Bosque

Culling Property

Curtis Park

Dakota Wash Property

Dan Felix Park

Denny Dunn Park

Desert Willow Property

Diamond Bell Ranch

DM Prevention Properties

Drewes Property

Dybvig Property

E.S. Bud Walker Park

Ebonee Marie Moody Park

Elephant Head Properties

Ellie Towne Community Center

Empirita Ranch

Esmond Station Park

Feliz Paseos Park

Flowing Wells Park

Forrest Rickard Park

George Meh! Park

Granite Property

Habitat 36th and Kino Property

Habitat For Humanity Property/San Juan

Henderson Property

Historic Hacienda de la Canoa {part of Canoa Ranch]

Holden Donation Property

Honeybee Village Property

tris Dewhirst Pima Canyon Traithead

lsabella Lee Property

lacobs Trust Property/Enchanted Hills




Julian Wash/Tucson Diversion Channel - River Bottom

Julian Wash/Tucson Diversion Channel River Park

King 98 Ranch

Lawrence Park

Lazy C Ranch

Linda Vista Park

Linda Vista Patrick Property

Lords Ranch

Los Morteros Property

i Diamond Ranch

Madera Highlands Property

Malcolmson Property

Marley Ranch

Mckenzie Property

Meadowbrook Park

Mike Jacob Sportspark

Mission Garden Property

Mission Ridge Park

Mission San Agustin Property

Nancy Properties |, L.L.C.

Nunez Property

NW YMCA Community Center

Old Hayhook Ranch

Oracle Ridge Property

Painted Hills Property

Palo Verde Il Property

Pantano River Park

Pantano River - River Bottom

Pantano Townsite Property

Paseo de las Iglesias

Picture Rocks Park/Community Center

Pima Prickly Park

Poteet Property

Prf3 Lic -abuts Cochie Canyon Property

Rancho Seco Ranch

Reid Property

Richardson Park

Rillito Regional Park

Rillito River Park

Rillito River - River Bottom




Rillito Vista Park

Robles Ranch Community Center

Roy P. Drachman Agua Caliente Park

Ruddick Property

Sands Ranch

Santa Cruz River Park

Santa Cruz River - River Bottom

Sarasota Traithead

Scheer Property

Simmeons Property - Empirita Ranch 2

Six Bar Ranch

Sopori Ranch

Southeast Regional Park

Starr Pass Fee Property

Star Valley Community Park

Stevens Property

Summit/Old Nogales Park

Sunset Pointe Park

Swan Wetlands 1, 2 and 3

Sweetwater Preserve

Sweetwater Preserve {under NR Parks) Trailhead

Tang Property

Tangue Verde and Houghton Property

Ted Walker Park

Terra Rancho Grande Property

Thomas Jay Regional Park/Littletown CC

Three Points Veterans Memorial Park

Tortolita Mountain Park

Treehouse Property

Tucson Mountain Park {excluding leaseholds)

Tumameoc Hill Property

Upper CDO Properties south of Edwin Rd

Valencia Property

Ventana Canyon Traithead

Vesey Park

Walden Property

West Branch Santa Cruz River Property

Wildwood Park

Winston-Reynolds Manzanita Park/Drexet Heights CC
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Resolution 2007 - _179

Resolution of the Pima County Board of Supervisors
Designating an Area in Northwest Pima County as the Anza
Park

Whereas, the Pima County Board of Supervisors on May 1, 2007, adopted a resclution
declaring their support for new County sustainability initiatives that include continued use of
effluent, storm water, and reclaimed water for riparian rehabilitation and restoration efforts, as
well as recreational facilities; and

Whereas, to supplement the adopted Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan, Pima County
has purchased over 45,000 acres of open space property, and grazing leases for 86,000 acres
of open space; and

Whereas, the Board adopied the Recreation Areas for Residential Subdivisions
Ordinance in 2003 to require recreation areas within new subdivisions and to collect fees to
benefit the regional park system; and

Whereas, FPima County and the Pima County Regional Flood Control District operate and
maintain over 14 miles of river parks along the region's major watercourses and has
established nodal park facilities at strategic locations along the river park system; and

Whereas, future opportunities for creating and establishing active and passive
recreational opportunities must be sought out well in advance of urban encroachment; and

Whereas, an urban wildlife habitat has been established by the City of Tucson at the
Sweetwater Wetlands installation, in the vicinity of the Roger Road Wastewater Treatment
Plant, that serves as an imporiant component of the region’s urban parkland system; and

Whereas, Pima County seeks to establish a similar opportunity for active and passive
recreational apportunities in the vicinity of the Marana Wastewater Treatment Plant; and

Whereas, the following conditions support the location of a park facility in the downstream
reach of the Santa Cruz River:

a. This river segment is contained with the Corps of Engineers Tres Rios del Norte study
area that seeks to promote long-term flood control, groundwater recharge, river resforation, and
riparian area preservaion;

b. The Regional Flood Control District has acqguired properties in the downsiream reach
to minimize exposure of urban development to inundation and erosion threats;

c. The Juan Baustista de Anza National Historic Trail traverses the Santa Cruz River
throughout Pima County, including this segment of the river,
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d. Pima County's Natural Resources, Parks and Recreation Department Parks Master
Plan recognizes the importance of using areas along the major river systerns, including the
Santa Cruz River, for parks establishment opporiunities;

e. Pima County’'s Wastewater Management Department has invested significant sums in
the Marana Wastewater Treatment Plant, and continues to invest in the plant’s expansion,
including the acquisition of additional property to address setback and buffer requirements.

Now, Therefore, upon Motion Duly Made, Seconded and Carried, Be it Resolved
That:

1. The Pima Couniy Board of Supervisors hereby designates the area identified in the
attached map as the Pima County Anza Park.

2. The Board hereby directs staff to take all necessary sieps to retain ownership of the
Park property and continue the expansion plans for the Marana Wastewater Treatment Facility
located within the Park.

3. The Board hereby directs staff fo develop an appropriate environmental restoration
proegram associated with the treatment and recharge of wastewater, recharging all reclaimed
water generated at the Marana Wastewater Treatment Facility for the benefit of all Pima County
residents and wastewater ratepayers.

4. The Board hereby directs the Wastewaier Management Department; Natural
Resources, Parks and Recreation Department; and the Cultural Rescurces Office of Pima
County, through the County Administrator, to coordinate and develop a master plan, in
consultation with the Pima County Flood Control District, for Board consideration, identifying
property uses and improvements within the park for the purposes specified previously.

Passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisors
of July , 2007.

ima Countys.this __24 day

/
Vsee- Oﬁairman, Pima (founty Boa@upervisers

Attest: .
JuL 2 4 007

i

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

e
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Master Restrictive Covenant for
Pima County MSCP Mitigation Land

This Master Restrictive Covenant (‘MSCP Master Covenant”) is entered into by Pima
County, a political subdivision of the State of Arizona (“County”), the Pima County
Regional Flood Control District, a political taxing subdivision of the State of Arizona
(“District”), and the Arizona Land and Water Trust, Inc., an Arizona nonprofit corporation
(“Beneficiary”) (County, District, and Beneficiary being collectively the “Parties”).

1. Background and Purpose

1.1.  The United States Fish and Wildlife Service issued permit #TE84356A to
County (the “Permit”) for the incidental take of threatened and endangered species
caused by specific, lawful activities within Pima County. To direct the mitigation of these
incidental takes and ensure compliance with the permit, the County has established its
Multi-Species Conservation Plan (“MSCP”). The objectives of the MSCP (the
“Objectives”) include managing mitigation lands to prioritize conservation of Covered
Species and their habitats, prevent landscape fragmentation, and support species
establishment or recovery.

1.2. The County owns the real property listed in Exhibit A (the “Restricted
Property” or “Restricted Properties”). A map identifying the Restricted Property is
attached hereto as Exhibit B. Individual maps of each of the Restricted Properties are
attached hereto as Exhibit C. The Restricted Property contains significant undisturbed
natural open space that the County wishes to preserve and protect for the mitigation of
incidental take covered by the County’s incidental take permit.

1.3. The Parties intend this MSCP Master Covenant to prohibit uses of the
Restricted Properties that would impair or interfere with the mitigation efforts of the
County, except for any pre-existing uses as shown on imagery by Pictometry or Pima
Association of Governments dated 2015 or 2016, whichever is more recent (the “Pre-
existing Uses”).

14. The Parties intend that this MSCP Master Covenant assure that the
Restricted Properties will be forever preserved as natural open space for the conservation
of natural habitat for wildlife, the protection of rare and unique native plants and animals
and the scenic enjoyment of the general public.

2. Recording of Site Specific Restrictive Covenants

2.1. The Parties intend that a site specific agreement (“Site Specific
Agreement’) be recorded for each individual property listed on Exhibit A and depicted on
Exhibits B and C. The Site Specific Agreement shall be in the form of Exhibit D attached
hereto. The Parties intend that each Site Specific Agreement incorporate all of the terms
and conditions contained in this MSCP Master Covenant. Each Site Specific Agreement
will contain the legal description of the referenced property, and recordation of a Site
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Specific Agreement will subject the real property described therein to the terms of this
MSCP Master Covenant and cause such property to be a Restricted Property.

2.2. County hereby delegates to the County Administrator or his designee the
authority to sign each of the Site Specific Agreements on behalf of County. District hereby
delegates to the General Manager of the District or his designee the Authority to sign
each of the Site Specific Agreements on behalf of District.

3. Nature of MSCP Master Covenant

3.1.  This MSCP Master Covenant runs with each Restricted Property and binds
the County and its successors and assigns.

3.2. This MSCP Master Covenant remains in perpetuity with respect to each
Restricted Property, unless released by written consent of County, District, and
Beneficiary, with the written concurrence of the U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service. Any release
will specify if it relates to a specific Restricted Property or to this Master Agreement and,
therefore, all the Restricted Properties.

3.3. The uses of the Restricted Properties prohibited by this MSCP Master
Covenant remain in effect notwithstanding any future annexation of all, or any portion, of
a specific Restricted Property by a municipality.

3.4. This MSCP Master Covenant may not be amended or modified except upon
written agreement of County, District, and Beneficiary, and written concurrence from the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

3.56. This MSCP Master Covenant may be enforced by District or Beneficiary as
provided in Section 9 below.

4. The Restrictions. Except as provided in Section 5 of this MSCP Master Covenant,
the following uses of the Restricted Properties are prohibited (collectively the
“Restrictions”):

4.1. Development of the Restricted Properties, including subdividing or lot
splitting of a Restricted Property;

4.2. Construction or placement of new or additional buildings or structures on a
Restricted Property, unless the construction supports the purposes for which the
Restricted Property was originally intended including any adopted master plan, and does
not degrade the Restricted Property’s values as expressed in the purpose statement;

4.3. Alteration of the ground surface or natural vegetation, except as may be
needed for ranch, range improvement, or trail-based recreational uses, and only if such
alterations are consistent with other provisions of the Multi-species Conservation Plan;
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44. |Impoundment, diversion or alteration of any natural watercourse unless for
watershed enhancement to improve species habitat or to maintain a Restricted Property’s
mitigation values;

45. Development of, or the granting of, access, rights-of -way or easements for
new roads or new utilities, including telecommunications facilities, except where County
has no discretion to prohibit the activity;

46. Filling, excavation, dredging, mining, drilling, exploration, or extraction of
minerals, hydrocarbons, soils, sand, gravel, rock or other materials on or below the
surface of the Restricted Property, except where County has no discretion to prohibit the

activity;

4.7. Storage, accumulation or disposal of hazardous materials, trash, garbage,
solid waste or other unsightly material on the Restricted Property;

4.8. Introduction of non-native fish or amphibians or other non-native animails to
or from catchments, tanks, springs or creeks. Other non-native species that might
adversely affect the mitigation of permitted activities are also prohibited except for the
purposes of supporting existing ranching operations, if any, and limited to those areas
identified that have historically been devoted to the growing of such species, as shown
on 2015 or 2016 aerial photographs;

4.9. Storage and use of biocides and chemical fertilizers except for residential
and agricultural purposes. Aerial application of biocide or other chemicals is prohibited
except where County and District concur that it is an appropriate and necessary
management technique to promote the recovery and re-establishment of native species,
to reduce threats to ecosystem structure and function, or to protect public health, safety
and welfare;

4.10. Pumping of water from existing diversions for purposes other than on-site
residential, wildlife, recreational, habitat enhancement and agricultural uses associated
with livestock grazing on the Restricted Property. Increases in the pumped amounts of
surface or subsurface water as allowed by the Arizona Department of Water Resources
are not permitted without joint approval from the County and District and concurrence
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;

4.11. Installation of underground storage tanks for petroleum or other polluting
substances, except for already existing or permitted septic tanks;

4.12. Confinement of livestock where animals are permanently located in
enclosures and the majority of their feed supplied from outside sources. This includes
feeder cattle, dairy, pig, poultry and exotic animal farm operations;

4.13. Commercial enterprises inconsistent with the Objectives, excluding farming
and ranching. The County and District may jointly approve commercial enterprises, other
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than farming or ranching, that provide for ecotourism or wildlife-related recreation
provided that it is consistent with the Objectives and does not degrade the Restricted
Property’s mitigation value;

4.14. Residential use for mobile homes, travel trailers, tent trailers, self-propelled
recreational vehicles and like structures or vehicles, except temporary use as permitted
by County Park Rules or reasonable use as needed to support the protection or
enhancement of the Restricted Property’s mitigation value;

4.15. Paving of roads using asphalt or concrete except where required by County
ordinance;

4.16. Any modification of the topography of the Restricted Property through the
placement of soil, dredging spoils, or other material, except for those uses permitted
under this document, or to reduce soil erosion or to protect public health, safety and
welfare;

4.17. Severance of water rights appurtenant to the Restricted Property including
the transfer, encumbrance, lease and sale of water rights;

4.18. Off-road vehicular travel except to facilitate permitted activities on the
Restricted Property; and

4.19. Removal of natural, mineral, or cultural resources that is not authorized by
County.

5. [Exceptions to Restrictions. Notwithstanding any other provision of this MSCP
Master Covenant, the following uses of the Restricted Properties are not prohibited:

5.1.  Any use of the Restricted Property which the County Board of Supervisors in
its reasonable discretion determines is necessary to retain, restore, or enhance the
mitigation of incidental take covered by the Permit;

5.2.  Any Pre-existing Use of the Restricted Property;

5.3.  Any use of the Restricted Property expressly permitted by a contract in effect
between the County and a third party as of the date this MSCP Master Covenant is
recorded; and

5.4. Any use of the Restricted Property which the County Board of Supervisors
determines, based on clear and convincing evidence presented to said Board, is
necessary to protect the public health, safety or welfare.
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6. Obligations of County

6.1. County, through its employees, agents and contractors, retains all
responsibilities and will bear all costs and liabilities of any kind related to the ownership,
operation, upkeep, and maintenance of the Restricted Properties. County remains solely
responsible for obtaining any applicable governmental permits and approvals for any
activity or use undertaken on the Restricted Properties. All such activity shall comply with
all applicable Federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and requirements.

6.2. County, through its employees, agents and contractors, at County’s expense,
will conduct an inspection of the Restricted Properties at least biennially to determine if
there are any violations of the Restrictions. The inspection will be completed by either
examination of aerial photographs or by physical inspections with onsite photographs
taken at the time of the inspections. The County will prepare and deliver copies of biennial
reports (“Reports”) of its inspections, which reports will describe the then current condition
of the Restricted Properties inspected and note any violations of the Restrictions. Copies
of the Reports will be provided to District and Beneficiary upon completion, and in no
event later than October 15 of each biennial reporting year. County will maintain the
Reports as County records in accordance with Arizona state law.

6.3.  County shall report any violations of the terms of this MSCP Master Covenant
to District and Beneficiary within 2 working days of County discovery and confirmation of
any such violation. For purposes of this Section 6.3, the determination of what shall
constitute a reportable violation of this MSCP Master Covenant shall be at County’'s
reasonable discretion. However, County’s determination of what is reportable pursuant to
this Section 6.3 will not limit District or Beneficiary’s right to enforce this MSCP Master
Covenant as provided for in Sections 7, 8, and 9 of this MSCP Master Covenant.

6.4. The parties acknowledge that Beneficiary has no legal ownership interest in
the Restricted Properties, and it is the parties’ intent that the Beneficiary not undertake
any responsibility or liability with respect to the Restricted Properties, other than liability
related to Beneficiary’s negligence (“Beneficiary’'s Negligence”), as more specifically
limited below. Therefore, County agrees:

6.4.1. County (as indemnifying party) shall indemnify, defend and hold
harmless, Beneficiary and its officers, directors, employees, agents, affiliates, successors
and pemitted assigns (collectively, "Indemnified Party") against any and all losses,
damages, liabilities, deficiencies, claims, actions, judgments, settlements, interest,
awards, penalties, fines, costs, or expenses of whatever kind, including attorneys' fees,
that are incurred by Indemnified Party (collectively, "Losses"), arising out of or related to
any third-party claim alleging:

6.4.1.1. breach or non-fulfillment of any provision of this Agreement by
County, District, or County or District’s personnel,
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6.4.1.2. any negligent or more culpable act or omission of County,
District, or County or District’s personnel (including any reckliess or willful misconduct) in
connection with the performance of County, District, or County or District's personnel
under this Agreement;

6.4.1.3. any bodily injury, death of any person or damage to real or
tangible personal property caused by the negligent or more culpable acts or omissions of
County, District, or County or District's personnel (including any reckless or willful
misconduct);

6.4.14. any failure by County, District, or County or District's
personnel to comply with any applicable federal, state or local laws, regulations or codes,
including any failure related to their performance under this Agreement; or

6.4.1.5. any claim by any third party asserting a failure of Beneficiary
to enforce Beneficiary’s rights, or perform Beneficiary’s duties, under this Agreement.
County’s obligation to indemnify Beneficiary against third party claims related to any
failure of Beneficiary perform Beneficiary’s duties, under this Agreement will not preciude
County from replacing Beneficiary as provided in Section 8.5. Replacement of Beneficiary
will be County’s sole remedy for Beneficiary’s breach of its obligations under this
Agreement.

6.4.2. Beneficiary must give notice to County (a "Claim Notice") of any
claim filed which may give rise to a Losses. Indemnified Party's failure to provide a Claim
Notice does not relieve County of any liability, but in no event shall County be liable for
any Losses that result directly from a delay in providing a Claim Notice, which delay
materially prejudices the defense of the claim. County's duty to defend applies
immediately after receiving a Claim Notice.

6.4.3. County may select legal counsel to represent Beneficiary in any
action for which County has an obligation to indemnify, defend and hold harmless
Beneficiary, and County shall pay all costs, attorney fees, and Losses.

6.4.4. County shall give prompt written notice to Beneficiary of any
proposed settlement of a claim that is indemnifiable under this Agreement. County may

settle or compromise any claim without Beneficiary’s consent, so long as Beneficiary is
not responsible for paying any Losses.

7. Obligations of District
7.1. District shall review any and all reports on potential violations of the

Restrictions provided by County to District as required by this MSCP Master Covenant,
at District’s expense.
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7.2. If the event of any action that may constitute a violation of the terms of this
MSCP Master Covenant, District shall determine, in its reasonable discretion, whether to
take any action to enforce the terms of this MSCP Master Covenant.

7.3. Inthe event that County desires to take action with respect to the Restricted
Properties that may constitute a violation of this MSCP Master Covenant, County will
obtain District's prior approval of such action, and District shall respond to any such
request from County in a timely manner.

7.4. District and County will advise Beneficiary in writing of any non-privileged
communications between County and District with regard to the matters referred to in
Sections 7.2 and 7.3. District and County will also provide Beneficiary with copies of any
written communications, in whatever form, between District and County with regard to the
matters referred to in Sections 7.2 and 7.3.

8. Obligations of Beneficiary

8.1.  Beneficiary shall review any and all reports provided by County to Beneficiary
as required by this MSCP Master Covenant, at County’s expense. County shall
compensate Beneficiary for performing its actions under this Section 8.1 on a time and
materials basis, pursuant to the terms of professional services contract entered into
between County and Beneficiary (the “Services Agreement”). In the event (i) County and
Beneficiary cannot agree upon the Services Agreement; (ii) the Services Agreement is
terminated, for any reason; (ii) County fails to timely pay Beneficiary under the Services
Agreement; or (iii) County materially breaches any other term of the Services Agreement,
then Beneficiary will have the right to terminate its obligations under this MSCP Master
Covenant by providing County and District ten days prior written notice.

8.2. If the event of any action that may constitute a violation of the terms of this
MSCP Master Covenant, Beneficiary shall determine, in its reasonable discretion,
whether to take any action to enforce the terms of this MSCP Master Covenant.
Beneficiary shall be reimbursed for any expenses incurred by Beneficiary to enforce this
Master Agreement in accordance with the Services Agreement.

8.3. In the event that County desires to take action with respect to a Restricted
Property that may constitute a violation of this MSCP Master Covenant, County will obtain
Beneficiary’s prior approval of such action, and Beneficiary shall respond to any such
request from County in a timely manner. Beneficiary shall be compensated for any
services performed in response to any such request in accordance with the Services
Agreement.

8.4. In the event Beneficiary is no longer able to perform its obligations under this
MSCP Master Covenant, or no longer desires to serve as Beneficiary, then Beneficiary
shall provide not less than sixty (60) days’ notice to County. Beneficiary may designate
a replacement Beneficiary subject to County’s approval. In the event Beneficiary does
not designate a replacement Beneficiary within 45 days’ after delivery of the notice, then
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County will be solely responsible to designate a replacement Beneficiary. Beneficiary’s
resignation shall be effective sixty (60) days after the delivery of the notice by Beneficiary
to County.

8.5. County’s sole remedy for Beneficiary's failure to perform Beneficiary’s
obligations under this Agreement will be to terminate the Services Agreement and replace
Beneficiary with a new party who will fill the role of Beneficiary. County will be solely
responsible to designate a replacement Beneficiary in such event.

9. District and Beneficiary’s Right To Enforce.

9.1. District and/or Beneficiary (for purposes of this Section 9, collectively or
individually the “Enforcing Party”) may enforce this MSCP Master Covenant against the
County and its successors and assigns.

9.2. Ifthe Enforcing Party has reason to believe that a violation of the Restrictions
may have occurred, the Enforcing Party has the right to enter upon the Restricted
Properties. The Enforcing Party must provide at least two (2) business days’ notice to
County prior to entering upon a Restricted Property.

9.3. The Enforcing Party shall hold County harmless from liability for any injuries
to its employees or agents occurring on a Restricted Property in the course of its duties
pursuant to this MSCP Master Covenant which are not directly or indirectly the result of
acts, omissions, or the negligence of County, or County’'s employees, agents, successors
and assigns.

9.4. If the Enforcing Party determines that there is a breach of the terms of the
Restrictions, the Enforcing Party may, but is not obligated to, enforce the terms of this
MSCP Master Covenant as provided in this Section 9. When evaluating any possible
breach or enforcement action, the Enforcing Party will have the right to consult experts
(e.g., biologists, engineers, etc.) to assist it in determining both whether or not there is a
violation and appropriate remedial action, provided that the cost of any such experts is
subject to the maximum dollar limitation in the Services Agreement. Beneficiary will be
reimbursed by County for any such expenses in accordance with the Services

Agreement.

9.5. Prior to any enforcement action by the Enforcing Party, the Enforcing Party
must give written notice to County of such breach (the “Notice of Breach”) and demand
corrective action sufficient to cure the breach and, where the breach involves injury to a
Restricted Property resulting from any activity inconsistent with the purpose of this MSCP
Master Covenant, to restore the portion of the Restricted Property so injured.

9.6. If (i) under circumstances where an alleged breach can be cured within a 30
day period, County fails to cure an alleged breach within 30 days after receipt of the Notice
of Breach, or (ii) under circumstances where an alleged breach cannot reasonably be
cured within a 30 day period, County fails to begin curing such breach within the 30 day
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period, or County fails to continue diligently to cure such breach until finally cured, the
Enforcing Party may in any such event bring an action at law or equity to enforce the
terms of this MSCP Master Covenant or to enjoin the breach by temporary or permanent
injunction, and to recover any damages caused by the breach of the terms of this MSCP
Master Covenant or injury to any protected uses or mitigation, including damages for any
loss, and to require the restoration of any Restricted Property to the condition that existed
prior to the injury.

9.7. Inthe event any action, suit or proceeding at law or in equity is instituted with
respect to this MSCP Master Covenant, the Enforcing Party shall be entitled to
reasonable attorneys’ fees, expenses and court costs incurred if it is the prevailing party.

9.8.  Nothing contained in this MSCP Master Covenant can be construed to entitle
the Enforcing Party to bring any action against the County for any injury to or change in
the Restricted Property resulting from causes beyond the County’s control including
unforeseeable acts of trespassers, fire, flood, storm, drought, pests, natural earth
movement, vegetative disease, or resulting from any action taken by the County under
emergency conditions to prevent, abate or mitigate significant injury to any Restricted
Property resulting from such causes.

10. General Provisions

10.1. The laws and regulations of the State of Arizona govern this MSCP Master
Covenant. Any action relating to this MSCP Master Covenant must be brought in a court
of the State of Arizona in Pima County.

10.2. Unless the context requires otherwise, the term “including” means “including
but not limited to”.

10.3. [Each provision of this MSCP Master Covenant stands alone, and any
provision of this MSCP Master Covenant found to be prohibited by law is ineffective only
to the extent of such prohibition without invalidating the remainder of this MSCP Master

Covenant.

10.4. This instrument sets forth the entire Agreement of the County, District and
Beneficiary with respect to this MSCP Master Covenant.

10.5. Any notice given under this MSCP Master Covenant must be in writing and
served by delivery or by certified mail upon the other Parties as follows:

If to County:  Office of Sustainability and Conservation
Attn: Director
Pima County Public Works
201 N Stone Ave., 6" FL
Tucson, Arizona 85701
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If to District:  Regional Flood Control District
Attn: Director
Pima Works Building
201 N Stone Ave., 9" FL
Tucson, Arizona 85701

If to Beneficiary: The Arizona Land and Water Trust
Attn: Diana Freshwater, President
3127 N. Cherry Ave.
Tucson, Arizona 85719

The Parties have executed this MSCP Master Covenant by their duly authorized
representatives.

COUNTY: PIMA COUNTY, a political subdivision of the State of Arizona:

Mm: v 0CT 182016

Chair, Board of Supervisors Date
ATTESE. .- ., .
‘ OCT 18 2016
Date

l v, . /’: "FI-L’ VFJ :‘
DISTRICT: The Pima County Regional Flood Control District

Sy s 0CT 182016

Chair, Board of Directors Date

OCT 18 2016
Date
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APPROVED AS TO‘CONTENT:
Neil J. Konigsberg, Mayager, )Real Property Services

eplity County Administrator, Public Works

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

{0 rlo ’ié

Tobin Rosen, Deputy Co

BENEFICIARY: The Arizona Land and Water Trust, Inc.

W o /////¢

Diana Freshwater, President Date

Page 11 of 11
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EXHIBIT D

When Recorded, Please Return to:

Pima County Real Property Services
201 N Stone Ave, 6™ Floor
Tucson, AZ 85701-1215

SITE-SPECIFIC AGREEMENT TO MASTER RESTRICTIVE COVENANT
1. Parties; Effective Date. This Site-Specific Agreement ("SSA") is entered into by and

between PIMA COUNTY, a body politic and corporate of the State of Arizona (”"County”),
the PIMA COUNTY REGIONAL FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT, a political faxing

subdivision of the State of Arizona ("District”), and the Arizona Land and Water nc.
an Arizona nonprofit corporation (“Beneficiary”’) (County, District, and Ben being
collectively the “Parties”). This SSA shall be effective on day it is signed b ies (the
"Effective Date").

2. Incorporation of Master Agreement This SSA incorporates itions, terms and
conditions of that certain Master Restrictive Covenant for Cou rvation Land between
the Parties, dated and recorded &,mmﬂwmﬁsoﬁhem
County Recorder in Sequence No. (%' r Covenant”).

3. Site-Specific Property. 0

3.1.  The property subject to this SSK&?gally described on Exhibit A to this SSA
(the “Site-Specific Property”).

3.2.  The Site-Specific Propert}; i subject to all of the terms and conditions of the
Master Covenant. //
COUNTY: PIMA CO y

S

By: A
Its: & Date
DISTRICT@MI Flood Control District
By: 4«?\
Nw Date
B&FICIARY: The Arizona Land and Water Trust, Inc.
By:
Its: Date
EXEMPTION: A.RS. § 11-1134.A.3, PCGPR Mitigation: Sec 10[ J; ILF[ J;Sec7 [ J;CLS [ ];; Other [ ]
Agent: MDS Fite: E-0019 Activity: P[] De[ ] Do[] E[]

26
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EXHIBIT A
MSCP Restrictive Covenants: Pima County Owner & Grantor; FCD Receives Covenant

Property APN Acres MapID

36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR

118033370 204
118033360 20.5
118033380 20.1
118071280 0.5
1180712390 0.5
118071340 0.6
118071300 0.3
118071350 04
118071380 0.5
118071390 0.4
118071400 0.4
118071410 04
118071420 04
118072730 39
118072190 03
118072180 0.2
118072390 0.7
118072170 0.2
118071360 0.3
118072160 0.2
118072200 04
118072390 13
118072150 0.2
118071330 0.4
118072140 0.2
118072130 0.2
118071270 0.3
118072120 0.2
11803335A 17.2
118071130 0.3
118072720 2.0
118072110 0.2
118072210 0.3
118071370 0.3
118071310 0.3
118071140 0.2
118072230 0.2
118072220 0.4
118072100 0.2
118072090 0.2
118072080 0.2
118072070 0.2

27
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Property

36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
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APN
118072060
118071150
118071430
118071320
118071160
118072270
118071440
118072240
118071170
118072050
118072280
118072390
118071250
118071260
118071180
118071240
118071450
118072040
118071230
118072260
118071190
118072250
118071460
118071220
118071200
118071480
118071470
118071210
118072290
118072030
118071520
118072020
118072390
118070670
118071490
118070680
118072390
118072300
118071510
118071500
118071530
118072010
118071050
118070690
118072310
118070660

28

Acres
0.3
0.2
03
04
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.2
8.7
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.4
0.2
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.3
0.2
0.9
04
0.2
0.3
13
0.2
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.5
0.2
0.2
0.2

MaplD
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Property
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
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APN
118071060
118071540
118071070
118071080
118072000
118071610
118071600
118071090
118071590
118071100
118071580
118070700
118071550
118071110
118071040
118071570
118070650
118071120
118072320
118072330
118071560
118071990
118071030
118070740
118070730
118070720
118070710
118071020
118071620
118070640
118070750
118071010
118072340
118070760
118071980
118071630
118071640
118071000
118071650
118070770
118070630
118071660
118071670
118070780
118071690
118071680

29

Acres
0.4
0.3
0.3
03
03
0.3
0.2
04
0.2
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.3
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.3
0.2
04
0.2
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2

MaplD
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Property

36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
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APN
118071970
118072350
118070790
118070850
118070860
118070990
118070870
118072360
118072390
118070620
118070880
118070800
118072390
118071960
118070890
118071780
118071770
118071760
118071750
118071740
118071730
118071720
118071710
118071700
118070610
118070980
118071790
118070820
118070830
118070900
118071950
118070930
118071800
118070600
118070940
118070810
118070970
118071810
118070910
118070840
118071820
118071830
118071900
118071940
118071920
118071840

30

Acres
0.2
04
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.4
24
0.2
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
04
03
03
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.3
0.2
03
03
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.3
0.2

MapiD
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Property

36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
36TH STREET CORRIDOR
A7 RANCH

A7 RANCH

A7 RANCH

A7 RANCH

A7 RANCH

A7 RANCH

A7 RANCH

A7 RANCH

A7 RANCH

A7 RANCH
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APN
118071910
118070920
118071850
118071860
118071870
118071880
118072390
118071890
118070590
118070960
118070950
118071930
119310460
119310260
119310250
119310470
119310300
119310430
119310310
119310270
119310340
119310280
119310420
119310320
119310290
119310410
119310400
119310330
119310460
119310390
119310360
119310370
119310380
119310350
119310440
119310450
20524011E
205240140
205410010
205410020
20541003A
20541003A
20541003A
205410040
205410050
20542001A

31

Acres
0.3
03
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.7
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2

31.1
33
1.0
31
1.7
15
1.5
16
2.2
15
1.2
1.1
14
18
16
13
2.3
19
2.2
18
15
2.9
18
1.9

636.6

611.2

36.7

1,136.7
1,596.7

833.3
1.3

159.7

40.1

563.0

MapID
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Property
A7 RANCH
A7 RANCH
AGUA CALIENTE CREEK
AGUA CALIENTE CREEK
AGUA VERDE CREEK
AGUA VERDE CREEK
AGUA VERDE CREEK
AGUA VERDE CREEK
AGUA VERDE CREEK
AGUA VERDE CREEK
AGUA VERDE CREEK
ANDRADA
ANDRADA
ARIVACA OPEN SPACE
ARIVACA OPEN SPACE
ARIVACA OPEN SPACE
ARIVACA OPEN SPACE
ARTHUR PACK OS
ARTHUR PACK OS
AVRA VALLEY 1-10 WILDLIFE CORRIDOR
BAR V RANCH
BAR V RANCH
BAR V RANCH
BAR V RANCH
BAR V RANCH
BAR V RANCH
BAR V RANCH
BAR V RANCH
BEAR CREEK RANCH
BEE
BEE
BEE
BUCKELEW PROPERTIES
BUCKELEW PROPERTIES
BUCKELEW PROPERTIES
BUCKELEW PROPERTIES
CANOA RANCH
CANOA RANCH
CANOA RANCH
CANOA RANCH
CANOA RANCH
CANOA RANCH
CANOA RANCH
CANOA RANCH
CANOA RANCH
CANOA RANCH
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APN
205420030
205410070
205290078
20529004A
30603001D
30603001C
306030020
30603001A
30603005C
306030040
306030058
21451001C
21451001D
302241230
302241290
302241280
30228012C
225010220
22501023B
22601032D
30607002A
30615001A
30615010A
30615011A
306150058
30615005A
306150070
30615008A
114083460
208490030
208490010
208490020
20854134A
30119002D
30119005E
30119005H
304690580

304690480

304690410
304690490
304690560
304690570
304690500
304690510
304690400
304280012

32

Acres
80.5
628.2
14.6
10.2
38.7
37.7
1199
79.2
189
155.9
19.9
13.9
1441
18.9
40.3
39.1
25.7
147.0
145
9.7
150.1
160.3
314.8
314.6
481.0
239.1
76.5
394
173
39.9
40.5
79.8
26.6
59.0
6.0
498.7
943.6
71.6
159.9
499
1844
1,377.0
23.6
11.3
196.8
20.0

MapiD
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Property APN Acres MaplD
CARPENTER RANCH 104050270 (Pinal County 80.0 14
CARPENTER RANCH 104050280 (Pinal County 79.9 14
CARPENTER RANCH 04050290 (Pinal County 79.9 14
CARPENTER RANCH 04050320 (Pinal County 40.1 14
CARPENTER RANCH 0405033A (Pinal County 80.3 14
CARPENTER RANCH i0405044P (Pinal County 100.2 14
CARPENTER RANCH 104050450 (Pinal County 200.3 14
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30504001} 2.2 15
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 305040011 3.0 15
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 305122640 233 15
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 305122670 17.7 15
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30516002A 37.2 15
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30516002B 0.4 15
CLYNE RANCH 30634006A 39.9 16
CLYNE RANCH 30634007A 109.6 16
CLYNE RANCH 30634006D 60.2 16
CLYNE RANCH 30634006F 100.1 16
CLYNE RANCH 30634006G 518.3 16
CLYNE RANCH 30634062D 48.9 16
COCHIE CANYON 21810005W 130.6 17
COCHIE CANYON 21809003A 117.9 17
COCHIE CANYON 218090040 39.4 17
COLOSSAL CAVE MOUNTAIN PARK 306020030 78.8 18
COLOSSAL CAVE MOUNTAIN PARK 306020040 79.7 18
CORTARO-HARTMAN 221060260 24.7 19
CORTARO-HARTMAN 221060230 19.1 19
CORTARO-HARTMAN 221060240 5.1 19
DAKOTA WASH 137114287 22.6 20
DAKOTA WASH 137114287 0.4 20
DAKOTA WASH 137150720 0.7 20
DIAMOND BELL RANCH 301580010 13 21
DIAMOND BELL RANCH 301580020 1.0 21
DIAMOND BELL RANCH 301190138 10.2 21
DIAMOND BELL RANCH 30121007Q 159.8 21
DIAMOND BELL RANCH 301654178 2.4 21
DIAMOND BELL RANCH 301250020 4.7 21
DOS PICOS 116080098 40.9 22
DOS PICOS 116080110 18.5 22
DOT SECTION 7 22116028A 9.9 63
DOT SECTION 7 22116027A 9.7 63
DOUCETTE 13303332B 211 23
DYBVIG 30405044) (Pinal County 109.6 24
ELEPHANT HEAD SEC.15 MIT. LANDS 304480028 39.9 25
ELEPHANT HEAD SEC.15 MIT. LANDS (EASEL 30447001F 43.8 26
ELEPHANT HEAD SEC.15 MIT. LANDS (KREU1 30448002A 40.0 27
ELEPHANT HEAD SEC.15 MIT. LANDS (KREU" 304480030 18.9 27
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Property APN Acres MaplD
ELEPHANT HEAD SEC.15 MIT. LANDS (KREUT 304480068 10.0 27
ELEPHANT HEAD SEC.15 MIT. LANDS (KREU? 30448006C 10.0 27
EMPIRITA RANCH 30637003C 77.6 28
EMPIRITA RANCH 30618008D 757.8 28
EMPIRITA RANCH 30618031A 39.6 28
EMPIRITA RANCH 30618008E 40.1 28
EMPIRITA RANCH 30618029A 427.0 28
EMPIRITA RANCH 306180280 80.2 28
EMPIRITA RANCH 306180298 98.0 28
EMPIRITA RANCH 30618008F 259.3 28
EMPIRITA RANCH 30618029A 109.1 28
EMPIRITA RANCH 306180300 40.0 28
EMPIRITA RANCH 30618009C 463.6 28
EMPIRITA RANCH 306180320 80.4 28
EMPIRITA RANCH 30618033A 202.3 28
EMPIRITA RANCH 30618033B 40.1 28
ESTHER AND DAVID TANG 216040200 40.4 29
HOLDEN DONATION 21206094A 34 30
HOLDEN DONATION 21206094B 3.4 30
HOLDEN DONATION 21206094E 3.6 30
HOLDEN DONATION 21206094C 38 30
HOLDEN DONATION 21206094D 4.2 30
HONEY BEE BIOLOGICAL CORRIDOR 219209180 52.9 31
HONEY BEE BIOLOGICAL CORRIDOR 22004006G 86.8 31
HONEY BEE BIOLOGICAL CORRIDOR 22004007C 7.0 31
INA PRESERVE {CR) 21404042G 54.1 32
KING 98 RANCH 30118001A 685.0 33
KING 98 RANCH 30119005B 354.7 33
LAZY C RANCH ESTATES 214540130 33 34
LINDA VISTA/PATRICK PROPERTY 216300200 9.3 35
LOS MORTEROS 226010160 40.1 36
LOS MORTEROS 22603033K 37.1 36
LOS MORTEROS 22603036A 314 36
LOS MORTEROS 22603033M 6.4 36
LOS MORTEROS 226030350 35 36
LOS MORTEROS 221020038 26.0 36
M DIAMOND RANCH 205190020 38.2 37
M DIAMOND RANCH 205170030 40.1 37
M DIAMOND RANCH 20517005P 20.9 37
M DIAMOND RANCH 205170120 86.5 37
M DIAMOND RANCH 20517004D 20.2 37
M DIAMOND RANCH 205170048 20.0 37
M DIAMOND RANCH 20517004A 19.9 37
M DIAMOND RANCH 20517005Q 264 37
M DIAMOND RANCH 20517007H 39.5 37
M DIAMOND RANCH 20517007G 39.9 37
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Property
M DIAMOND RANCH
M DIAMOND RANCH
M DIAMOND RANCH
M DIAMOND RANCH
M DIAMOND RANCH
M DIAMOND RANCH
MADERA HIGHLANDS
MADERA HIGHLANDS
MADERA HIGHLANDS
MALCOLMSON DONATION
MARLEY RANCH
MARLEY RANCH
MARLEY RANCH
MARLEY RANCH
MARLEY RANCH
MARLEY RANCH
MARLEY RANCH
MARLEY RANCH
MARLEY RANCH
MARLEY RANCH
MARLEY RANCH
MARLEY RANCH
MARLEY RANCH
MARLEY RANCH
MARLEY RANCH
MARLEY RANCH
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
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APN
20517007E
20517007C
20517007A
205170200
20517007D
20517010H
30140002C
301400028
30140002D
214380018
301410018
301440018
301440018
301440018
301450010
30141002C
30146017C
301460150
301460180
301460210
301460240
301460238
301560028
301550020
302110010
30208001B
20516001D
20516001A
20516001C
205040010
205040030
205070030
205060050
205060110
205060060
20506012A
20506012A
20506013A
205060050
205060060
205060138
20506014A
205060220
20506015A
205060230
205060160

35

Acres
30.9
39.6
20.8
19.3

9.0
4.9
286.0
5.6
88.5
62.8

606.1

389.0
48.5

9.7

639.4

1,176.5

586.2

160.1

475.6

638.1

156.4
39.3

528.9

315.6

284.6

274.6

161.2

150.3

2264
20.4
20.9
13.5
20.3

6.2
18.9
7.6
1.0
5.0
0.0
1.2
4.1
125
20.4
19.5
15.2
20.6

MapID
37
37
37
37
37
37
38
38
38
39
40
40
40
40
40

40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
a0
a1
41
a1
41
41
a1
41
41
a1
41
41
41
41
41
a1
a1
41
41
a1
41



ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
ORACLE RIDGE
OS PARK

PAINTED HILLS
PAINTED HILLS
PAINTED HILLS
PAINTED HILLS
PAINTED HILLS
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO

Property
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APN
20506009A
20506008A
205060070
205060170
205060210
205060180
205060200
205060190
205120020
205120060
205120090
205120080
205120070
205120110
205120100
208230260
116071250
11604164A
11604164B
116090060
11608001C
30208002A
30208002G
30208003F
30208004C
30208004E
302110040
302110240
30213001B
302110050
30208002C
30208002D
30208003E
30204001A
30211041A
30203007A
302080208
30213003E
302040050
30211040A
302040060
30208002E
30203008A
302040070
302040030
302040040

36

Acres
5.2
153
17.7
20.5
20.2
17.2
20.6
18.0
13.7
211
20.7
21.0
20.8
20.8
20.5
40.2
374
30.1
5.5
150.9
61.1
3273
363.6
221.2
180.0
165.8
186.1
443.7
34.2
2470
363.3
81.8
236.0
2395
46.2
81.0
210
03
19.7
35.6
20.6
82.2
39.7
20.8
18.4
20.6

MapiD
41
41
41
41
41
41
41
41
41
41
41
41
41
41
41
42
43
43
a3
43
43
44
44

44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44

44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44



RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO

Property
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APN
30211010A
302560010
302070150
30208006G
30208006F
30206001A
302060020
30208005B
302070020
302070110
302070120
30256003C
302070130
302070030
302070040
302070100
302060030
302070040
302560180
302070030
302070090
302070140
302070050
302060040
302070160
302060050
30208006D
302070080
302060060
302070060
302060070
302110128
302110090
302060090
302100010
302070070
302060080
302060110
302100010
302060100
302060130
302060120
302110138
30211013A
302060140
30208005A

37

Acres
280.9
735
18.6
546.1
312.8
122.6
17.0
320.8
17.9
10.1
16.1
33.8
21.0
6.9
2.2
18.1
20.4
9.2
163.0
4.8
17.2
9.4
10.8
10.2
20.7
18.9
165.7
14.8
20.7
19.4
19.1
161.4
105.1
20.6
10.5
12.9
5.1
20.7
5.8
16.6
20.7
20.4
79.3
46.7
10.9
42.7

MaplD
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RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
RANCHO SECO
REID PARCEL

SAN DOMINGO FLOOD PRONE AREA
SAN DOMINGO FLOOD PRONE AREA

SANDS RANCH
SANDS RANCH
SANDS RANCH
SiX BAR RANCH
SIX BAR RANCH
SIX BAR RANCH
SIX BAR RANCH
SIX BAR RANCH
SIX BAR RANCH
SIX BAR RANCH
SIX BAR RANCH
SIX BAR RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPOR! RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH

Property
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APN
302110200
302110190
302110150
302110140
302080080
30208006E
30208005C
302080070
302310030
302240030
302240040
302240090
302250030
302240100
302580010
302240130
302580028
302580038
302241690
302130018
21630019F
205360698
20536137C
30634040t
30634020C
306340208
20516002C
20516002B
20516003A
20516002F
20516002E
20516002D
205230010
205230040
205230020
30430015C
30211002)
30211002/
30211002M
30211002)
30212001C
30211002M
30211002C
30211002F
30211002F
30211002E

38

Acres
580.2
150.1
76.6
231.2
3225
305.3
329.0
80.4
2049
238.2
40.1
39.9
20.7
77.6
83.1
163.5
131.8
57.8
39.3
93.3
33
6.7
7.7
4,875.8
77.8
79.9
637.2
631.2
1754
79.6
319.6
3199
116.5
361.1
644.9
489.1
539.6
3.6
3113
114
10.9
26.1
42.4
6.4
5105
361.0

MapiD
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
45
46
46

47
47
48
48
48
48
48
48
48
48
48
49
49
49
49
49
49
49
49
49
49
49



Property

SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH
SOPORI RANCH

SOUTH WILMOT LLC
SOUTHEAST CORRIDOR
SOUTHEAST CORRIDOR
SOUTHEAST CORRIDOR

SOUTHEAST REGIONAL PARK (PPC)

STEVENS

SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
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APN
30211002Q
302110025
30213006A
30211002H
30211021A
302110218
30211021C
302310010
302310020
302310040
302310090
302310060
30447001E
30612002K
306240260
306210160

305010120 (Partial)

224460070
214400210
214400320
214460410
214460430
214460440
214460450
214460460
214460470
214460480
214460490
214460500
214460510
214460520
214460530
214460620
214460630
21449034K
214460420
214460400
214460640
214460780
214460540
214460390
214460560
214460550
214460380
214460320
214460370

39

Acres
109.5
45.0
195.1
214.5
664.5
82.0
20.8
153.6
82.2
40.7
164.7
40.0
355
83.8
19.3
38.9
52.8
343
415
40.5
4.0
39
34
3.3
34
33
33
4.8
3.3
3.7
4.0
3.5
3.3
5.3
621.4
34
4.0
4.9
9.2
4.2
5.6
3.9
38
33
5.3
3.1

MapiD
49
49
49
49
49
49
49
49
49
49
49
49
50
51
51
51
52
53
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54
54



Property
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
SWEETWATER PRESERVE
TANQUE VERDE & HOUGHTON PARTNERS L
TANQUE VERDE & HOUGHTON PARTNERS L
TERRA RANCHO GRANDE
TORTOLITA MOUNTAIN PARK
TORTOLITA MOUNTAIN PARK
TORTOLITA MOUNTAIN PARK
TORTOLITA MOUNTAIN PARK
TORTOLITA MOUNTAIN PARK
TORTOLITA MOUNTAIN PARK
TORTOLITA MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
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APN
214460790
214460770
214460760
21446002B
214460330
214460570
214460610
214460600
214460590
214460340
214460650
214460350
214460360
214460580
214460660
214460670
214460680
214460690
214460750
214460720
214460700
214460710
214460740
214460730
133010260
13301027A
133010438
21901001M
21901001)
219010018
21901001K
21901008G
21901008H
219010090
11607165A
116071658
21204003k
21201002H
21204003N
21201002B
21211015A
212100030
212110220
212110230
11609011A
212110290

40

Acres
0.3
5.1
3.3
2.9
3.9
3.8
33
3.3
3.7
3.7
38
33
3.2
4.5
45
4.2
4.4
3.8
3.5
3.9
3.8
4.5
3.6
35

443
334
72.6

326.0

164.1

175.2

287.0

3139

318.7

637.9

36.8
20.4
56.3

154.4

200.2
9.3
14

215.6

21.8
20.3

24.1
7.9

MapiD



Property
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK
TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK

TUCSON MOUNTAIN PARK BIOLOGICAL COF

TUMAMOC

VALENCIA ARCHAEOLOGICAL PRESERVE

WALDEN
WALDEN
WALDEN
WALDEN
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APN
212110370
212110300
21211049A
212110498
212110310
212110360
212110350
212110330
119351860
11934001D
11934001K
11934001)
11941264A
11941175D
11941266F
11941266K
119351640
119351650
11934001H
11941277D
119351690
11935179C
11935179D
119351880
119351900
11628001G
11626754A
13801006C
30610017H
30610017J
30610017F
30610017G

41

Acres
10.0
6.6
14.1
4.2
4.0
2.2
6.0
9.8
114.0
10.7
309.8
301.8
253
0.0
0.4
46.7
13.3
55
3.6
2.6
11
34
6.8
1345
0.8
9.9
277.0
67.1
22.2
356.5
0.1
67.7
56,811.5

MaplD
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
58
59
60
61
62
62
62
62
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EXHIBIT B

MSCP
Restrictive Covenants:
Pima County Owner & Grantor;
FCD Receives Covenant

Subject Parcels
(56,812 acres)

]

See Exhibit A for key to property IDs.

See Exhibit C for parcel detail maps.
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Master Restrictive Covenant for
Regional Flood Control District MSCP Mitigation Land

This Master Restrictive Covenant (“MSCP Master Covenant”) is entered into by Pima
County, a political subdivision of the State of Arizona (“County”), the Pima County
Regional Flood Control District, a political taxing subdivision of the State of Arizona
(“District”), and the Arizona Land and Water Trust, Inc., an Arizona nonprofit corporation,
(“Beneficiary”) (County, District, and Beneficiary being collectively the “Parties”).

1. Background and Purpose

1.1. The United States Fish and Wildlife Service issued permit #TE84356A to
District (the “Permit”) for the incidental take of threatened and endangered species
caused by specific, lawful activities within Pima County. To direct the mitigation of these
incidental takes and ensure compliance with the permit, the County has established its
Multi-Species Conservation Plan (“MSCP”). The objectives of the MSCP (the
“Objectives”) include managing mitigation lands to prioritize conservation of Covered
Species and their habitats, prevent landscape fragmentation, and support species
establishment or recovery.

1.2.  The District owns the real property listed in Exhibit A (the “Restricted
Property” or “Restricted Properties”). A map identifying the Restricted Property is
attached hereto as Exhibit B. Individual maps of each of the Restricted Properties are
attached hereto as Exhibit C. The Restricted Property contains significant undisturbed
natural open space that the District wishes to preserve and protect for the mitigation of
incidental take covered by the District’s incidental take permit.

1.3.  The Parties intend this MSCP Master Covenant to prohibit uses of the
Restricted Properties that would impair or interfere with the mitigation efforts of the
District, except for any pre-existing uses as shown on imagery by Pictometry or Pima
Association of Governments dated 2015 or 2016, whichever is more recent (the “Pre-
existing Uses”).

1.4. The Parties intend that this MSCP Master Covenant assure that the
Restricted Properties will be forever preserved as natural open space for the conservation
of natural habitat for wildlife, the protection of rare and unique native plants and animals
and the scenic enjoyment of the general public.

2. Recording of Site Specific Restrictive Covenants

21. The Parties intend that a site specific agreement (“Site Specific
Agreement”) be recorded for each individual property listed on Exhibit A and depicted on
Exhibits B and C. The Site Specific Agreement shall be in the form of Exhibit D attached
hereto. The Parties intend that each Site Specific Agreement incorporate all of the terms
and conditions contained in this MSCP Master Covenant. Each Site Specific Agreement
will contain the legal description of the referenced property, and recordation of a Site
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Specific Agreement will subject the real property described therein to the terms of this
MSCP Master Covenant and cause such property to be a Restricted Property.

2.2.  County hereby delegates to the County Administrator or his designee the
authority to sign each of the Site Specific Agreements on behalf of County. District hereby
delegates to the General Manager of the District or his designee the Authority to sign
each of the Site Specific Agreements on behalf of District.

3. Nature of MSCP Master Covenant

3.1.  This MSCP Master Covenant runs with each Restricted Property and binds
the District and its successors and assigns.

3.2. This MSCP Master Covenant remains in perpetuity with respect to each
Restricted Property, unless released by written consent of County, District, and
Beneficiary, with the written concurrence of the U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service. Any release
will specify if it relates to a specific Restricted Property or to this Master Agreement and,
therefore, all the Restricted Properties.

3.3. The uses of the Restricted Properties prohibited by this MSCP Master
Covenant remain in effect notwithstanding any future annexation of all, or any portion, of
a specific Restricted Property by a municipality.

3.4. This MSCP Master Covenant may not be amended or modified except upon
written agreement of County, District, and Beneficiary, and written concurrence from the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

3.5.  This MSCP Master Covenant may be enforced by County or Beneficiary as
provided in Section 9 below.

4. The Restrictions. Except as provided in Section 5 of this MSCP Master Covenant,
the following uses of the Restricted Properties are prohibited (collectively the
“‘Restrictions”):

4.1. Development of the Restricted Properties, including subdividing or lot
splitting of a Restricted Property;

42. Construction or placement of new or additional buildings or structures on a
Restricted Property, unless the construction supports the purposes for which the
Restricted Property was originally intended including any adopted master plan, and does
not degrade the Restricted Property’s values as expressed in the purpose statement;

4.3. Alteration of the ground surface or natural vegetation, except as may be
needed for ranch, range improvement, or trail-based recreational uses, and only if such
alterations are consistent with other provisions of the Multi-species Conservation Plan;
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44. Impoundment, diversion or alteration of any natural watercourse unless for
watershed enhancements to improve species habitat or to maintain a Restricted
Property’s mitigation values;

4.5. Development of, or the granting of, access, rights-of -way or easements for
new roads or new utilities, including telecommunications facilities, except where District
has no discretion to prohibit the activity;

46. Filing, excavation, dredging, mining, drilling, exploration, or extraction of
minerals, hydrocarbons, soils, sand, gravel, rock or other materials on or below the
surface of the Restricted Property, except where District has no discretion to prohibit the
activity;

4.7.  Storage, accumulation or disposal of hazardous materials, trash, garbage,
solid waste or other unsightly material on the Restricted Property;

4.8. Introduction of non-native fish or amphibians or other non-native animals to
or from catchments, tanks, springs or creeks. Other non-native species that might
adversely affect the mitigation of permitted activities are also prohibited except for the
purposes of supporting existing ranching operations, if any, and limited to those areas
identified that have historically been devoted to the growing of such species, as shown
on 2015 or 2016 aerial photographs;

4.9. Storage and use of biocides and chemical fertilizers except for residential
and agricultural purposes. Aerial application of biocide or other chemicals is prohibited
except where County and District concur that it is an appropriate and necessary
management technique to promote the recovery and re-establishment of native species,
to reduce threats to ecosystem structure and function, or to protect public health, safety
and welfare;

4.10. Pumping of water from existing diversions for purposes other than on-site
residential, wildlife, recreational, habitat enhancement and agricultural uses associated
with livestock grazing on the Restricted Property. Increases in the pumped amounts of
surface or subsurface water as allowed by the Arizona Department of Water Resources
are not permitted without joint approval from the County and District and concurrence
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;

4.11. Installation of underground storage tanks for petroleum or other polluting
substances, except for already existing or permitted septic tanks;

4.12. Confinement of livestock where animals are permanently located in
enclosures and the majority of their feed supplied from outside sources. This includes
feeder cattle, dairy, pig, poultry and exotic animal farm operations;

4.13. Commercial enterprises inconsistent with the Objectives, excluding farming
and ranching. The County and District may jointly approve commercial enterprises, other
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than farming or ranching, that provide for ecotourism or wildlife-related recreation
provided that it is consistent with the Objectives and does not degrade the Restricted
Property’s mitigation value;

4.14. Residential use for mobile homes, travel trailers, tent trailers, self-propelled
recreational vehicles and like structures or vehicles, except as permitted by County Park
Rules or as needed to support the protection or enhancement of the Restricted Property’s
mitigation value;

4.15. Paving of roads using asphalt or concrete except where required by County
ordinance;

4.16. Any modification of the topography of the Restricted Property through the
placement of soil, dredging spoils, or other material, except for those uses permitted
under this document, or to reduce soil erosion or to protect public health, safety and
welfare;

4.17. Severance of water rights appurtenant to the Restricted Property including
the transfer, encumbrance, lease and sale of water rights;

4.18. Off-road vehicular travel except to facilitate permitted activities on the
Restricted Property; and

4.19. Removal of natural, mineral, or cultural resources that is not authorized by
District.

5. Exceptions to Restrictions. Notwithstanding any other provision of this MSCP
Master Covenant, the following uses of the Restricted Properties are not prohibited:

5.1.  Any use of the Restricted Property which the District Board of Directors (the
“District Board”) in its reasonable discretion determines is necessary to retain, restore, or
enhance the mitigation of incidental take covered by the Permit;

5.2.  Any Pre-existing Use of the Restricted Property;

5.3.  Any use of the Restricted Property expressly permitted by a contract in effect

between the District and a third party as of the date this MSCP Master Covenant is
recorded; and

5.4. Any use of the Restricted Property which the District Board determines,
based on clear and convincing evidence presented to the District Board, is necessary to
protect the public health, safety or welfare.
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6. Obligations of District

6.1. District, through its employees, agents and contractors, retains all
responsibilities and will bear all costs and liabilities of any kind related to the ownership,
operation, upkeep, and maintenance of the Restricted Properties. District remains solely
responsible for obtaining any applicable governmental permits and approvals for any
activity or use undertaken on the Restricted Properties. All such activity shall comply with
all applicable Federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and requirements. The parties
acknowledge that Beneficiary has no legal ownership interest in the Restricted
Properties. To the extent allowable by law, District will indemnify, defend and hold
harmless Beneficiary from any claims, demands, and causes of action in law or equity
arising out of or related to the use of the Restricted Properties by District or any third
parties. This indemnity will not extend to any claim, demand or cause of action relating
to any negligence on the part of Beneficiary in the performance of its obligations under
this MSCP Master Covenant.

6.2.  District, through its employees, agents and contractors, at District’'s expense,
will conduct an inspection of the Restricted Properties at least biennially to determine if
there are any violations of the Restrictions. The inspection will be completed by either
examination of aerial photographs or by physical inspections with onsite photographs
taken at the time of the inspections. The District will prepare and deliver copies of biennial
reports (“Reports”) of its inspections, which reports will describe the then current condition
of the Restricted Properties inspected and note any violations of the Restrictions. Copies
of the Reports will be provided to County and Beneficiary upon completion, and in no
event later than October 15 of each biennial reporting year. District will maintain the
Reports as District records in accordance with Arizona state law.

6.3.  District shall report any violations of the terms of this MSCP Master Covenant
to County and Beneficiary within 2 working days of District discovery and confirmation of
any such violation. For purposes of this Section 6.3, the determination of what shall
constitute a reportable violation of this MSCP Master Covenant shall be at District’s
reasonable discretion. However, District’s determination of what is reportable pursuant to
this Section 6.3 will not limit County or Beneficiary’s right to enforce this MSCP Master
Covenant as provided for in Sections 7, 8, and 9 of this MSCP Master Covenant.

6.4. The parties acknowledge that Beneficiary has no legal ownership interest in
the Restricted Properties, and it is the parties’ intent that the Beneficiary not undertake
any responsibility or liability with respect to the Restricted Properties, other than liability
related to Beneficiary’s negligence (“Beneficiary’s Negligence”), as more specifically
limited below. Therefore, District agrees:

6.4.1. District (as indemnifying party) shall indemnify, defend and hold
harmless, Beneficiary and its officers, directors, employees, agents, affiliates, successors
and permitted assigns (collectively, "Indemnified Party") against any and all losses,
damages, liabilities, deficiencies, claims, actions, judgments, settlements, interest,
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awards, penalties, fines, costs, or expenses of whatever kind, including attorneys' fees,
that are incurred by Indemnified Party (collectively, "Losses"), arising out of or related to
any third-party claim alleging:

6.4.1.1. breach or non-fulfillment of any provision of this Agreement by
County, District, or County or District’s personnel,

6.4.1.2. any negligent or more culpable act or omission of County,
District, or County or District’s personnel (including any reckless or willful misconduct) in
connection with the performance of County, District, or County or District’'s personnel
under this Agreement;

6.4.1.3. any bodily injury, death of any person or damage to real or
tangible personal property caused by the negligent or more culpable acts or omissions of
County, District, or County or District's personnel (including any reckless or willful
misconduct);

6.4.1.4. any failure by County, District, or County or District's
personnel to comply with any applicable federal, state or local laws, regulations or codes,
including any failure related to their performance under this Agreement; or

6.4.1.5. any claim by any third party asserting a failure of Beneficiary
to enforce Beneficiary’s rights, or perform Beneficiary’s duties, under this Agreement.
District's obligation to indemnify Beneficiary against third party claims related to any
failure of Beneficiary perform Beneficiary’s duties, under this Agreement will not preclude
District from replacing Beneficiary as provided in Section 8.5. Replacement of Beneficiary
will be District's sole remedy for Beneficiary’s breach of its obligations under this
Agreement.

6.4.2. Beneficiary must give notice to District (a "Claim Notice") of any
claim filed which may give rise to a Losses. Indemnified Party's failure to provide a Claim
Notice does not relieve District of any liability, but in no event shall District be liable for
any Losses that result directly from a delay in providing a Claim Notice, which delay
materially prejudices the defense of the claim. District's duty to defend applies
immediately after receiving a Claim Notice.

6.4.3. District may select legal counsel to represent Beneficiary in any
action for which District has an obligation to indemnify, defend and hold harmless
Beneficiary, and District shall pay all costs, attorney fees, and Losses.

6.4.4. District shall give prompt written notice to Beneficiary of any
proposed settlement of a claim that is indemnifiable under this Agreement. District may

settle or compromise any claim without Beneficiary’s consent, so long as Beneficiary is
not responsible for paying any Losses.
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7. Obligations of County

7.1. County shall review any and all reports on potential violations of the
Restrictions provided by District to County as required by this MSCP Master Covenant,
at County’s expense.

7.2. If the event of any action that may constitute a violation of the terms of this
MSCP Master Covenant, County shall determine, in its reasonable discretion, whether to
take any action to enforce the terms of this MSCP Master Covenant.

7.3. Inthe event that District desires to take action with respect to the Restricted
Properties that may constitute a violation of this MSCP Master Covenant, District will
obtain County’s prior approval of such action, and County shall respond to any such
request from District in a timely manner.

7.4. District and County will advise Beneficiary in writing of any non-privileged
communications between County and District with regard to the matters referred to in
Sections 7.2 and 7.3. District and County will also provide Beneficiary with copies of any
written communications, in whatever form, between District and County with regard to the
matters referred to in Sections 7.2 and 7.3.

8. Obligations of Beneficiary

8.1.  Beneficiary shall review any and all reports provided by District to Beneficiary
as required by this MSCP Master Covenant, at District's expense. District shall
compensate Beneficiary for performing its actions under this Section 8.1 on a time and
materials basis, pursuant to the terms of professional services contract entered into
between District and Beneficiary (the “Services Agreement’). In the event (i) District and
Beneficiary cannot agree upon the Services Agreement; (ii) the Services Agreement is
terminated, for any reason; (ii) District fails to timely pay Beneficiary under the Services
Agreement; or (iii) District materially breaches any other term of the Services Agreement,
then Beneficiary will have the right to terminate its obligations under this MSCP Master
Covenant by providing County and District ten days prior written notice.

8.2.  If the event of any action that may constitute a violation of the terms of this
MSCP Master Covenant, Beneficiary shall determine, in its reasonable discretion,
whether to take any action to enforce the terms of this MSCP Master Covenant.
Beneficiary shall be reimbursed for any expenses incurred by Beneficiary to enforce this
Master Agreement in accordance with the Services Agreement.

8.3. In the event that District desires to take action with respect to a Restricted
Property that may constitute a violation of this MSCP Master Covenant, District will obtain
Beneficiary’s prior approval of such action, and Beneficiary shall respond to any such
request from District in a timely manner. Beneficiary shall be compensated for any
services performed in response to any such request in accordance with the Services
Agreement.
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8.4. Inthe event Beneficiary is no longer able to perform its obligations under this
MSCP Master Covenant, or no longer desires to serve as Beneficiary, then Beneficiary
shall provide not less than sixty (60) days’ notice to District. Beneficiary may designate
a replacement Beneficiary subject to District's approval. In the event Beneficiary does
not designate a replacement Beneficiary within 45 days’ after delivery of the notice, then
District will be solely responsible to designate a replacement Beneficiary. Beneficiary’s
resignation shall be effective sixty (60) days after the delivery of the notice by Beneficiary
to District.

9. County and Beneficiary’s Right To Enforce.

9.1.  County and/or Beneficiary (for purposes of this Section 9, collectively or
individually the “Enforcing Party”) may enforce this MSCP Master Covenant against the
District and its successors and assigns.

9.2.  Ifthe Enforcing Party has reason to believe that a violation of the Restrictions
may have occurred, the Enforcing Party has the right to enter upon the Restricted
Properties. The Enforcing Party must provide at least two (2) business days’ notice to
District prior to entering upon a Restricted Property.

9.3. The Enforcing Party shall hold District harmless from liability for any injuries
to its employees or agents occurring on a Restricted Property in the course of its duties
pursuant to this MSCP Master Covenant which are not directly or indirectly the result of
acts, omissions, or the negligence of District, or District's employees, agents, successors
and assigns.

9.4. If the Enforcing Party determines that there is a breach of the terms of the
Restrictions, the Enforcing Party may, but is not obligated to, enforce the terms of this
MSCP Master Covenant as provided in this Section 9. When evaluating any possible
breach or enforcement action, the Enforcing Party will have the right to consult experts
(e.g., biologists, engineers, etc.) to assist it in determining both whether or not there is a
violation and appropriate remedial action, provided that the cost of any such experts is
subject to the maximum dollar limitation in the Services Agreement. Beneficiary will be
reimbursed by District for any such expenses in accordance with the Services Agreement.

9.5.  Prior to any enforcement action by the Enforcing Party, the Enforcing Party
must give written notice to District of such breach (the “Notice of Breach”) and demand
corrective action sufficient to cure the breach and, where the breach involves injury to a
Restricted Property resulting from any activity inconsistent with the purpose of this MSCP
Master Covenant, to restore the portion of the Restricted Property so injured.

9.6.  If (i) under circumstances where an alleged breach can be cured within a 30
day period, District fails to cure an alleged breach within 30 days after receipt of the Notice
of Breach, or (ii) under circumstances where an alleged breach cannot reasonably be
cured within a 30 day period, District fails to begin curing such breach within the 30 day
period, or District fails to continue diligently to cure such breach until finally cured, the
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Enforcing Party may in any such event bring an action at law or equity to enforce the
terms of this MSCP Master Covenant or to enjoin the breach by temporary or permanent
injunction, and to recover any damages caused by the breach of the terms of this MSCP
Master Covenant or injury to any protected uses or mitigation, including damages for any
loss, and to require the restoration of any Restricted Property to the condition that existed
prior to the injury.

9.7.  Inthe event any action, suit or proceeding at law or in equity is instituted with
respect to this MSCP Master Covenant, the Enforcing Party shall be entitled to
reasonable attorneys’ fees, expenses and court costs incurred if it is the prevailing party.

9.8.  Nothing contained in this MSCP Master Covenant can be construed to entitle
the Enforcing Party to bring any action against the District for any injury to or change in
the Restricted Property resulting from causes beyond the District’s control including
unforeseeable acts of trespassers, fire, flood, storm, drought, pests, natural earth
movement, vegetative disease, or resulting from any action taken by the District under
emergency conditions to prevent, abate or mitigate significant injury to any Restricted
Property resulting from such causes.

10. General Provisions

10.1. The laws and regulations of the State of Arizona govern this MSCP Master
Covenant. Any action relating to this MSCP Master Covenant must be brought in a court
of the State of Arizona in Pima County.

10.2. Unless the context requires otherwise, the term “including” means “including
but not limited to”.

10.3. Each provision of this MSCP Master Covenant stands alone, and any
provision of this MSCP Master Covenant found to be prohibited by law is ineffective only
to the extent of such prohibition without invalidating the remainder of this MSCP Master
Covenant.

10.4. This instrument sets forth the entire Agreement of the County, District and
Beneficiary with respect to this MSCP Master Covenant.

10.5. Any notice given under this MSCP Master Covenant must be in writing and
served by delivery or by certified mail upon the other Parties as follows:

If to County: Office of Sustainability and Conservation
Attn: Director
Pima County Public Works
201 N Stone Ave., 61 FL
Tucson, Arizona 85701
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If to District: Regional Flood Control District
Attn: Director
Pima Works Building
201 N Stone Ave., 9" FL
Tucson, Arizona 85701

If to Beneficiary: The Arizona Land and Water Trust
Attn: Diana Freshwater, President
3127 N. Cherry Ave.
Tucson, Arizona 85719

The Parties have executed this MSCP Master Covenant by their duly authorized

representatives.

COUNTY: PIMA COUNTY, a political subdivision of the State of Arizona:

&K«téf‘ﬁﬁmsm

Chair, Board of Supervisors

ATTEST ‘

Robin Brigode; Clérk :{/E}pard of Supervisors

T
A A N

DISTRICT: Regional Flood Control District

&é“én@m&m

Chair, Board of Directors

ATTEST: "% 07

x?ﬁ%u \J@(M/

Robin’ Bngode ClerkTof! gard of Directors
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APPROVED AS TO CONTENT:

e ), (&L

nal, Deputy €ounty Administrator, Public Works

Neil J. Konigsberé, M%a\%erf @eal Property Services

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

I ot ———— IU(“ o ()
Tobin Rosen, Deputy County Attorney

BENEFICIARY: The Arizona Land and Water Trust

/ 0/// /G

Diana Freshwater Pre3|dent Date /
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EXHIBIT A
MSCP Restrictive Covenants: FCD Owner & Grantor; Pima County Receives Covenant

Property APN Acres Map ID
AVRA VALLEY [-10 WILDLIFE CORRIDOR 22601032C 6.1 1
AVRA VALLEY I-10 WILDLIFE CORRIDOR 226010328 32.2 1
BINGHAM CIENEGA NATURAL PRESERVE 20521002D 267.8 2
BUEHMAN CANYON 20525003D 173.8 3
BUEHMAN CANYON 20524011F 198.9 3
BUEHMAN CANYON 20523003C 606.6 3
BUEHMAN CANYON 20523003D 77.8 3
CANOA RANCH 30469053A 475.1 4
CANOA RANCH 304690540 7.8 4
CANOA RANCH 304690550 110.5 4
CANOA RANCH 304690520 554.6 4
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 305122650 192.1 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 305122630 7.2 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 305110200 78.2 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 305122660 244 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30511024D 2141 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30588014C 71.7 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30511024D 47.6 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 305170068 161.1 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30517001A 253 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30516001C 12.7 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30516001D 35 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30516001A 18.5 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 305170018 68.4 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 305170020 147.6 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30517001C 0.9 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30604001A 515 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30604001A 0.5 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30604001A 49.6 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30517003A 16.2 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 305170038 6.2 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30604001B 325 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30604001A 0.1 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30604001B 0.1 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 306050010 83.7 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30601021H 04 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30601021H 14 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 305170020 0.7 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30601026E 15.2 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30601026E 10.2 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30601026E 141 5
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE 30518005B 1.7 5

57



Property
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
CIENEGA CREEK NATURAL PRESERVE
FLAP 1020
FLAP 1021
FLAP 1023
FLAP 1026
FLAP 1078
FLAP 1079
FLAP 1080
FLAP 1081
FLAP 1227
FLAP 1238
FLAP 1253
FLAP 1255
FLAP 1777
FLAP 1812
FLAP 1812
FLAP 2080
FLAP 265
FLAP 266
FLAP 268
FLAP 269
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APN
30601026E
30601021G
306050020
306050040
306080010
306080040
306090020
306090020
306090040
306080030
306080020
306090030
30609005A
306090020
306090080
306090090
30609005A
30616001B
30616001A
30618004A
30615002A
30618006E
30618006E
30618006F
30601021J
306060010
11408004A
11419010N
20533046A
133010490
301641550
301640980
301640970
301641560
305122680
133010540
205520320
205362250
30256003N
20529008D
20529008E
30119005C
133032860
13303285B
13301055A
13301055B

Acres
0.2
26.4
3.2
271
48.3
303.8
1.1
24.6
12.4
26.7
2.7
0.9
285.9
5.5
4.7
1.0
0.5
125
254.0
166.6
76.0
294.8
6.1
59.9
899.7
93.4
31.3
34
8.5
4.2
1.4
1.1
1.0
1.2
8.2
5.2
1.8
69.3
30.8
4.8
7.7
41.3
45.0
24.5
4.0
4.2

Map ID
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Property
FLAP 271
FLAP 272
LOS MORTEROS
LOS MORTEROS
LOWER SANTA CRUZ REPLENISHMENT
LOWER SANTA CRUZ REPLENISHMENT
M DIAMOND RANCH
M DIAMOND RANCH
M DIAMOND RANCH
M DIAMOND RANCH
M DIAMOND RANCH
M DIAMOND RANCH
M DIAMOND RANCH
M DIAMOND RANCH
M DIAMOND RANCH
RB PARCELS
RB PARCELS
RB PARCELS
SEGURSON DONATION
SEGURSON DONATION
SNEED PARCEL
TRICO-MARANA BRIDGE
TRICO-MARANA BRIDGE
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APN
205450710
13303282L
22604015B
226040378
21503011C
21504001V
20520004D
20517002D
20517005L
20521002F
20521002E
205170080
205170078
20517010K
20517010J
21519002)
21519002D
21519005C
11408003E
11408006A
11408008C
208140140
208140270

Acres
7.0
3.8

45.6
10.1
435
63.9
23.2
2.2
17.2
17.8
0.2
40.4
20.4
2.1
2.0
49.8
80.0
197.6
125.3
25.5
14.0
21.3
56.9
7,675.8

Map ID
27
28
29
29
30
30
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
32
32
32
33
33
34
35
35
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See Exhibit A for kay to property [Ds.

See Exhibit C for parcel detail maps.
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EXHIBIT C

MSCP
Restrictive Covenants
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EXHIBIT D

When Recorded, Please Return to:

Pima County Real Property Services
201 N Stone Ave, 6™ Floor
Tucson, AZ 85701-1215

SITE-SPECIFIC AGREEMENT TO MASTER RESTRICTIVE COVENANT

1. Parties; Effective Date. This Site-Specific Agreement (""SSA") is entered into by and
between PIMA COUNTY, a body politic and corporate of the State of Arizona (""County"),
the PIMA COUNTY REGIONAL FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT, a political fixing
subdivision of the State of Arizona ("District”), and the Arizona Land and Water él:@c
an Arizona nonprofit corporation (“Beneficiary”) (County, District, and Ben. being
collectively the “Parties”). This SSA shall be effective on day it is signe% Partties (the

"Effective Date"). 3

()

2. Incorporation of Master Agreement This SSA incorporates { fihitions, terms and
conditions of that certain Master Restrictive Covenant for DistfictMSCP Mitigation Land

between the Parties, dated , and recorded A , 2016, in in the records
of the Pima County Recorder in Sequence No. % Y (the “Master Covenant”).
3. Site-Specific Property. Ve @

3.1.  The property subject to this SSA’%gally described on Exhibit A to this SSA
(the “Site-Specific Property”™).

3.2. The Site-Specific Propert(g;s/ subject to all of the terms and conditions of the
Master Covenant. 4
A

COUNTY: PIMA COUNT%&

By: . g%ﬁy

Its: Date
DISTRICT4 Flood Control District
By: 4
N’*g“tsw Date
B&éFICIARY: The Arizona Land and Water Trust, Inc.
By:
Its: Date

EXEMPTION: A.R.S. § 11-1134.A.3.

PCGPR Mitigation: Sec 10[ ]; ILF[ ];Sec7 [ I;CLS [ };; Other [ ]

Agent: MDS

File: E-0019

Activity:

P[] De[]Do[] E[]
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DEED OF CONSERVATION EASEMENT

THIS GRANT DEED OF CONSERVATION EASEMENT is made this Eday of

\\ec&"\\‘cy { , 2009 by Pima County, having an address at 130 West Congress, 10"

Floor, Tucson, Arizona (“Grantor™), in favor of Arizona State Parks Board, having an address
at 1300 W. Washington, Phoenix, Arizona, 85007 (“Grantee™).

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, Grantor is the sole owner in fee simple of certain real property in Pima
County, Arizona, more particularly described in Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated by
this reference (the “Property™); and

WHEREAS, the Property possesses archeological, cultural, and biological values
(collectively, “conservation values™) of great importance to Grantor and the people of the State
of Arizona; and

WHEREAS, in particular, the Property contains the Valencia Archaeological Site; and

WHEREAS, the specific conservation values of the Property are further documented in
an inventory of relevant features of the Property, submitted by Grantor as part of an application
for matching funds from the Land Conservation Fund through the Growing Smarter Trust Land
Acquisition Grant Program which is incorporated by this reference (“Baseline Documentation™),
which consists of reports, maps, photographs, and other documentation that provide, collectively,
an accurate representation of the Property at the time of this grant and which is intended to serve
as an objective, though nonexclusive, information baseline for monitoring compliance with the
terms of this grant; and

WHEREAS, Grantor intends that the conservation values of the Property be preserved
and maintained by permitting only those land uses on the Property that do not significantly
impair or interfere with them, including, without limitation, those land uses existing at the time
of the grant; and

WHEREAS, Grantor further intends, as owner of the Property, to convey to Grantee the
right to preserve and protect the conservation values of the Property in perpetuity; and

WHEREAS, Grantee is an Arizona state agency whose primary purpose is to manage and
conserve Arizona’s natural, cultural and recreational resources for the benefit of the people;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of a Grant Award in the amount not to exceed
$517,000, and in consideration of the above and the mutual covenants, terms, conditions and
restrictions contained herein, and pursuant to the laws of Arizona and in particular A.R.S. § 33-
271 through § A.R.S. 33-276 and A.R.S. §41-511.23, Grantor hereby voluntarily grants and
conveys to Grantee a conservation easement in perpetuity over the Property of the nature and
character and to the extent hereinafter set forth (“Easement™).
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1. Purpose. It is the purpose of this easement to assure that the Property will be retained
forever in predominantly the condition reflected in the Baseline Documentation referenced in
this document and to prevent any use of the Property that will significantly impair or interfere
with the conservation values of the Property. Grantor intends that this Easement will confine the
use of the Property to such activities, including, without limitation, those involving passive
recreational uses compatible with the maintenance of the Property’s Conservation Values, such
as hiking and horseback riding, educational gatherings, periodic planting of native plant species,
release of rehabilitated or displaced wildlife and other activities, as are not inconsistent with the
purpose of this Easement. This Easement is intended to assure that the goals of the Growing
Smarter Act, as amended, to conserve open spaces in or near urban areas and other areas
experiencing high growth pressures, will be met. This Easement seeks to conserve open space,
defined as land that is generally free of uses that would jeopardize the conservation values of the
land or development that would obstruct the scenic beauty of the land. Conserved land remains
open space if the stewards of the parcel maintain protection of both the natural and cultural assets
for the long-term benefit of the land and the public and the unique resources that the area
contains, such as scenic beauty, protected plants, wildlife, archaeology, passive recreation values
and the absence of extensive development.

2. Rights of Grantee. To accomplish the purpose of this Easement the following rights are
conveyed to Grantee by this easement:

2.1.To preserve and protect the conservation values of the Property;

2.2.To enter upon the Property at reasonable times in order to monitor Grantor’s compliance
with and otherwise enforce the terms of this Easement in accordance with paragraph 8; provided
that, except in cases where Grantee determines that immediate entry is required to prevent,
terminate, or mitigate a violation of this Easement, such entry shall be upon prior reasonable
notice to Grantor; unless entry is open to the public, in which case notice to enter upon Property
is assumed if it complies with the Grantor’s enforced rules of public access, and Grantee shall
not in any case unreasonably interfere with Grantor’s use and quiet enjoyment of the Property;
and

2.3.To prevent any activity on or use of the Property that is inconsistent with the purpose of
this Easement and to require the restoration of such areas or features of the Property that may be
damaged by any inconsistent activity or use, pursuant to the remedies set forth in paragraph 8.

3. Restricted Uses. Any activity on or use of the Property inconsistent with the purpose of
this Easement is prohibited. Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, the following
activities and uses are allowed only upon prior approval of the Grantee:

3.1.Construction of Buildings and Other Structures. The construction or reconstruction
of any building or other structure or improvement, except those existing on the date of this
Easement, is prohibited, except those alterations which are approved in advance by the Grantee
and listed in sub-paragraphs (b) and (c). Regardless, no more than 10% of the acquired land, up
to a limit of 20 acres total, may be eligible for alteration or development, and all such proposed
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work must be approved by the Grantee in advance, subject to Paragraph 6 below. No changes
may be made to the parcel that would seriously or negatively affect its conservation and open
space values.

3.2.Trail and Parking Lot Construction. No trail, road, parking lot, ramada, staging area
or other man made structure shall be constructed without the advance written permission of
Grantee. Such permission shall not be unreasonably withheld unless Grantee determines that the
proposed location of any trail, road, parking lot, ramada or staging area will substantially
diminish or impair the Conservation Values of the Property or is otherwise inconsistent with this
Deed. And no amount of construction for trails or roads or armadas or parking lots or staging
areas or any other alteration of the land shall be approved if the total amount of construction
would affect more than 20 acres of the Property.

3.3.Signage or Billboards. No signs, billboards, awnings or advertisements shall be
displayed or placed on the Property, except for appropriate and customary signs for interpretive
and recreational purposes, such as “no trespassing” signs and trail markers, and then only with
advance written permission from Grantee. Under no circumstances shall any sign or marker be
erected that materially adversely affects the Conservation Values of the Property.

3.4.Temporary Fundraising Activity. Grantor may request the right to perform periodic
and temporary fundraising activities on the Property if the revenues earned from those activities
will be used for stewardship of the Property. Such fundraising activities shall be allowed only
upon written approval of Grantee if Grantee determines that the proposed activity will not
substantially diminish or impair the Conservation Values of the Property or is otherwise
inconsistent with this Deed.

Where Grantee’s approval is required, as set forth above, Grantee shall grant or withhold its
approval in writing within a reasonable period of time. Grantor’s written request shall include a
description of the nature, scope, design, location, timetable, and any other material aspect of the
proposed activity in sufficient detail to permit Grantee to make an informed judgment as to its
consistency with purpose of this Easement. Grantee’s approval may be withheld only upon a
reasonable determination by Grantee that the action as proposed would be inconsistent with the
purpose of this Easement. If Grantee does not respond to the request within 60 days, the request
shall be deemed denied. In the event of approval, any deviation from the nature, scope, design,
location, timetable or any other material aspect of the proposed activity requires that Grantor
submit an additional request for approval.

4. Prohibited Uses. Any activity on or use of the Property inconsistent with the purpose of
this Easement is prohibited. Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, the following
activities and uses are expressly prohibited:

4.1.Subdivision. Any division or subdivision of title to the Property, whether by physical or
legal process, is prohibited.

4.2.Commercial or Industrial Activity. No commercial or industrial uses shall be allowed
on the Property.
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4.3.Mining. The mining or extraction of soil, sand, gravel, rock, oil, natural gas, fuel, or any
other mineral substance is prohibited.

4.4. Water Rights. Grantor shall retain and reserve the right to use water rights sufficient to
maintain and improve the Conservation Values of the Property, and shall not transfer, encumber,
lease, sell, or otherwise separate water rights necessary and sufficient to maintain and improve
the Conservation Values of the Property from title to the Property itself.

4.5.Trash and Dumping. The dumping or uncontained accumulation of any kind of trash or
refuse on the Property is prohibited.

5. Reserved Rights. Grantor reserve to itself, and to its personal representatives, heirs,
successors, assigns, all rights accruing from their ownership of the Property, including the right
to engage in, or permit or invite others to engage in, all uses of the Property that are not
expressly prohibited herein and are not inconsistent with the purpose of this Easement. Without
limiting the generality of the foregoing, and subject to the terms of paragraph 3, the following
rights are expressly reserved:

5.1.To engage in and permit others to engage in recreational uses of the Property, including,
without limitation, hiking, horseback riding, and other forms of passive recreation that require no
surface alteration or other development of the Property.

5.2.To engage in and permit others to engage in educational and scientific study activities,
without limitation, provided that no unauthorized alteration of the Property or of objects or sites
addressed in paragraph 7 will occur as a result of these activities.

5.3.To remove invasive plant species and to re-vegetate portions of the Property with
indigenous plants if needed after flood, fire, or other disturbance.

Grantor is required to notify Grantee prior to undertaking or permitting new activities on the
Property, if not specifically listed above, in order to afford Grantee an adequate opportunity to
monitor the activities in question to ensure that they are not inconsistent with the purpose of the
Easement. Grantor shall provide notice to Grantee in writing not less than 60 days prior to the
date Grantor intends to undertake or permit the new activity in question.

6. Historic Properties and Preservation of Resources.

6.1 Definition. Historic Properties are defined as sites, buildings, structures and objects
significant in this state’s history, architecture, archaeology, engineering and culture which meet
eligibility criteria which the Arizona Parks Board establishes for listing on the Arizona Register
of Historic Places or which are listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

6.2 General Preservation. Grantor agrees to consider the use of and impact upon historic
properties located on the Property and to undertake any reasonable preservation that is necessary
to carry out the terms of this Easement. In addition, the Grantor agrees to avoid any demolition,
substantial alteration or significant deterioration of historic properties and objects on the
Property.
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6.3 Land Uses and Historic Preservation. Grantor agrees that only those uses that are
compatible with preservation of the cultural resources located on the Property shall be allowed
on the Property and ensure that the pre-historical, historical, architectural or culturally significant
values will be preserved or enhanced.

6.4 Unintentional Disturbance. The Grantor agrees to monitor the Property for the
unintentional disturbance of human remains or funerary objects and historic properties on the
Property and shall report any such disturbance to the Director of the Arizona State Museum, the
State Historic Preservation Officer and the Grantee. The Grantor agrees to exercise any and all
measures recommended by either the Director of the Arizona State Museum, or other permitting
authority as established by state law, or the Grantee, to see that on further disturbance of the
remains or objects occurs.

6.5 Prohibition on Excavation. The Grantor agrees that it will not disturb or excavate or
grant any other person permission to disturb or excavate in or upon any historic property, or any
historic or prehistoric ruin, burial ground, archaeological or vertebrate pale ontological specimen.
For the purpose of this provision, archaeological specimen means any item resulting from past
human life or activities which is at least 50 years old including petroglyphs, pictographs,
paintings, pottery, tools, ornaments, jewelry, textiles, ceremonial objects, weapons, armaments,
vessels, vehicles and human skeletal remains. Archaeological specimen does not include
arrowheads, coins or bottles. Notwithstanding the applicability of these prohibitions, the
Grantee, in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer, may consider and allow for
the excavation in or upon a historic property, provided that the Conservation Values of the
Property are not adversely affected. In addition, any excavation of disturbance that is allowed by
the Grantee is still subject to approval by and the permitting requirements of the Director of the
Arizona State Museum, or other permitting authority established in law.

6.6 Prohibition on Defacing Property. The Grantor agrees not to deface or otherwise alter
any site or object on the Property and embraced within the terms stated in provisions 7.1 through
7.5. The Grantor further agrees to make reasonable efforts to avoid the potential that persons and
entities entering upon the site for approved purposes may deface or otherwise alter any site or
object embraced within the terms stated in provisions 7.1 through 7.5.

6.7 Reporting Discoveries. The Grantor agrees that during the course of acting as steward
of the Property and especially during any work to prepare the Property for public access, such as
a survey, excavation, construction or other like activity, that it shall report promptly to the
Director the Arizona State Museum, or other permitting authority as established by state law, the
State Historic Preservation Officer and the Grantee, the existence of any archaeological, pale
ontological or historical site or object that is at least 50 years old and that is discovered in the
course of such survey, excavation, construction, other like activity, or other activities undertaken
as the steward of the Property. All such discoveries are subject to the provisions of the Arizona
Antiquities Act. Any discoveries may require treatment such as remediation or restoration if the
site or object was adversely impacted as a result of the survey, excavation, construction or other
like activity, which the cost of any such remediation or restoration shall be borne by Grantor.
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7. Grantee’s Remedies.

7.1 Notice of Violation; Corrective Action. If Grantee determines that a violation of the
terms of this Easement has occurred or is threatened, Grantee shall give written notice to
Grantors of such violation and demand corrective action sufficient to cure the violation and,
where the violation involves injury to the Property resulting from any use or activity inconsistent
with the purpose of this Easement, to restore the portion of the Property so injured to its prior
condition in accordance with a plan approved by Grantee at Grantor’s expense.

7.2 Injunctive Relief. If Grantor fails to cure the violation within 20 days after receipt of
notice thereof from Grantee, or under circumstances where the violation cannot reasonably be
cured within a 20 day period, fail to begin curing the violation within the 20 day period, or fail to
continue diligently to cure such violation until finally cured, Grantee may bring an action at law
or in equity in a court of competent jurisdiction to enforce the terms of this Easement, to enjoin
the violation, ex parte as necessary, by temporary or permanent injunction, and to require the
restoration of the Property to the condition that existed prior to any such injury.

7.3 Damages. Grantee shall be entitled to recover damages up to, but not in excess of the
grant amount, directly resulting from violation of the terms of this Easement or injury to any
conservation values protected by this Easement, including, without limitation, damages for the
loss of scenic, aesthetic, or environmental values. Without limiting the Grantors’ liability
therefore, Grantee, in its sole discretion, may apply any damages recovered to the cost of
undertaking any corrective action on the Property.

7.4 Emergency Enforcement. [f Grantee, in its sole discretion, determines that
circumstances require immediate action to prevent or mitigate significant damage to the
Conservation Values of the Property, Grantee may pursue its remedies under this paragraph 8
without prior notice to Grantor or without waiting for the period provided for cure to expire.

7.5 Scope of Relief. Grantee’s rights under this section 8 apply equally in the event of either
actual or threatened violations of the terms of this Easement. Grantor agrees that Grantee's
remedies at law for any violation of the terms of this Easement are inadequate and that Grantee
shall be entitled to the injunctive relief described in paragraph 8.2, both prohibitive and
mandatory, in addition to such other relief to which Grantee may be entitled, including specific
performance of the terms of this Easement, without the necessity of proving either actual
damages or the inadequacy of otherwise available legal remedies. Grantee’s remedies described
in this Paragraph 8 shall be cumulative and shall be in addition to all remedies now or hereafter
existing at law or in equity.

7.6 Costs of Enforcement. All reasonable costs incurred by Grantee in enforcing the terms
of this Easement against Grantors, including, without limitation, costs and expenses of suit and
reasonable attorneys’ fees, and any costs of restoration necessitated by Grantors’ violation of the
terms of this Easement shall be borne by Grantor.

7.7 Forbearance. Forbearance by Grantee to exercise its rights under this Easement in the
event of any breach of any term of this Easement by Grantor shall not be deemed or construed to
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be a waiver by Grantee of such term or of any subsequent breach of the same or any other term
of this Easement or of any of Grantee’s rights under this Easement. No delay or omission by
Grantee in the exercise of any right or remedy upon any breach by Grantor shall impair such
right or remedy or be construed as a waiver.

7.8 Waiver of Certain Defenses. Grantors hereby waive any defense of laches, estoppel, or
prescription.

7.9 Acts Beyond Grantor’s Control. Nothing contained in this Easement shall be construed
to entitle Grantee to bring any action against Grantor for any injury to or change in the Property
resulting from causes beyond Grantor’s control, including, without limitation, fire, flood, storm,
earth movement, or from any prudent action taken by Grantor under emergency conditions to
prevent, abate, mitigate significant injury to the Property resulting from such causes.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, nothing herein shall preclude Grantot’s and Grantee’s rights to
pursue any third party for damages to the Property from vandalism, trespass or any other
violation of the terms of this Easement.

8. Arbitration. Notwithstanding the remedies available to the parties pursuant to Paragraph 8
above, the parties agree to resolve all disputes arising out of or relating to this Easement through
arbitration, after exhausting applicable administrative review, to the extent required by A.R.S.
§12-1518 except as may be required by other applicable statutes.

9. Access. Grantor agrees to provide reasonable public access to the Property and agrees to
impose no restrictions that would limit reasonable public access.

10. Records Retention. Grantor agrees to retain all data, books and other records (“Records™)
relating to the grant for a period of five years. All records shall be open to inspection and audit
by the grantee at reasonable times. Upon request, the Grantor will provide a legible copy of any
or all such records within a reasonable time.

11. Annual Reports and Certification. Grantor agrees to report annually on the condition of the
Property and to report any change in the Property from the Baseline Documentation to the
Grantee in a format of the Grantee’s choosing. The Grantor shall certify compliance with the
obligations of the Deed of Conservation Easement every year in perpetuity, on a form to tbe
provided by the BOARD. In addition, on-site inspections shall be conducted periodically at the
discretion of the BOARD. The following point shall be taken into consideration during the
inspection of properties that have been acquired or developed with grant assistance: retention
and use appearance, maintenance, management, availability, environment, signing, and interim
use.

12. Costs, Liabilities, Taxes, and Environmental Compliance.

12.1. Costs, Legal Requirements, and Liabilities. Grantor retains all responsibilities and
shall bear all costs and liabilities of any kind related to the ownership, operation, upkeep, and
maintenance of the Property, including the maintenance of adequate liability self-insurance
coverage. Grantor remains solely responsible for obtaining any applicable governmental permits
and approvals for any construction or other activity or use shall be undertaken in accordance
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with all applicable federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and requirements. Grantor shall
keep the Property free of any liens arising out of any work performed for, materials furnished to,
or obligations incurred by the Grantors.

12.2 Taxes. Grantor shall pay before delinquency all taxes, assessments, fees, and charges of
whatever description levied on or assessed against the Property by competent authority
(collectively “taxes™), including any taxes imposed upon, or incurred as a result of, this
Easement, and shall furnish Grantee with satisfactory evidence of payment upon request.

12.3 Representations and Warranties. Grantors represent and warrant that, after
reasonable investigation and to the best of their knowledge:

(a) No substance defined, listed or otherwise classified pursuant to any federal, state, or
local law, regulation, or requirement as hazardous, toxic, polluting, or otherwise
contaminating to the air, water, soil, or in any way harmful or threatening to human
health or the environment exists or has been released, generated, treated, stored,
used disposed of, deposited, abandoned, or transported in, on, from or across the
Property;

(b) There are not now any underground storage tanks located on the Property, whether
presently in service or closed, abandoned, or decommissioned, and no underground
storage tanks have been removed from the Property in a manner not in compliance
with applicable federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and requirements;

(c) Grantor and the Property are in compliance with all federal, state, and local laws,
regulations, and requirements applicable to the Property and its use;

(d) There is no pending or threatened litigation in any way affecting, involving, or
relating to the Property; and

(e) No civil or criminal proceedings or investigations have been instigated at any time
or are now pending, and no notices, claims, demands, or orders have been received,
arising out of any violation or alleged violation of, or failure to comply with, any
federal, state, local law, regulation, or requirement applicable to the Property and its
use, nor do there exist any facts or circumstances that the Grantor might reasonably
expect to form the basis for any such proceedings, investigations, notices, claims,
demands, or orders.

12.4 Remediation. If, during Grantor’s ownership of the Property, there occurs, a release in, on,
or about the Property of any substance now or hereafter defined, listed, or otherwise classified
pursuant to any federal, state, or local law, regulation, or requirement as hazardous, toxic,
polluting, or otherwise contaminating to the air, water, or soil, or in any way harmful or
threatening to human health or the environment, Grantor agree to take all steps reasonably
necessary to assure its containment and remediation, including any cleanup that may be legally
required, unless the releases were caused by the Grantee, in which case Grantee shall be
responsible therefore.
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12.5 Control. Nothing in this Easement shall be construed as giving rise, in the absence of a
judicial decree, to any right or ability in Grantee to exercise physical or managerial control over
the day-to-day operations of the Property, or any of Grantor’s activities on the Property, or
otherwise to become an operator with respect to the Property within the meaning of The

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended
(“CERCLA™).

13. Extinguishment and Condemnation.

13.1 Extinguishment. If circumstances arise in the future that render the purpose of this
Easement impossible to accomplish, this Easement may be terminated or extinguished, whether
in whole or in part, by judicial proceedings in a court of competent jurisdiction or by mutual
written agreement of the parties. Unless otherwise required by applicable law at the time, in the
event of any sale of all or a portion of the Property (or any other property received in connection
with an exchange or involuntary conversion of the Property) after such termination or
extinguishment, and after the satisfaction of prior claims and net of any costs or expenses
association with such sale, Grantor and Grantee shall divide the proceeds from such sale (minus
any amount attributable to the value of improvements made by Grantor after the effective date of
this Easement, which amount is reserved to Grantor) in accordance with their respective
percentage interests in the fair market value of the Property, adjusted, if necessary, to reflect a
partial termination or extinguishment of this Easement. Grantor shall use all such proceeds
received by Grantor in a manner consistent with Grantor’s conservation purposes.

13.2 Condemnation. If all or any part of the Property is taken by exercise of the power of
eminent domain or acquired by purchase in lieu of condemnation, whether by public, corporate,
or other authority, so as to terminate this Easement, in whole or in part, Grantor and Grantee
shall act jointly to recover the full value of their interests in the Property, including Grantee’s
interest in the amount of the Grant Award, subject to the taking or in lieu of purchase and all
direct or incidental damages resulting there from. All expenses reasonable incurred shall be paid
out of the amount recovered.

14. Amendment. Notwithstanding the provisions related to extinguishment of this Easement, if
circumstances arise under which an amendment to or modification of this Easement would be
appropriate, the Grantor and Grantee are free to jointly amend this Easement, provided that no
amendment shall be allowed that will affect the qualifications of this document as an Easement
under the laws of Arizona, and any amendment shall be consistent with the purpose of this
Easement and shall not have a material negative affect on the Conservation Values. Such
amendments shall be in writing and executed by both Grantor and Grantee.

15. Subsequent Transfers. Grantor agrees to incorporate the terms of this Easement by
reference in any deed or other legal instrument by which they divest themselves of any interest in
all or a portion of the Property, including, without limitation, a leasehold interest. Grantors
further agree to give written notice to Grantee of the transfer of any interest at least 30 days prior
to the date of such transfer. The failure of Grantors to perform any act required by this
paragraph shall not impair the validity of this Easement or limit its enforceability in any way.

10
86




16. Estoppel Certificates. Upon request by Grantor, Grantee shall within 30 days of receiving
the request, execute and deliver to Grantor, or to any party designated by Grantors, any
document, including an estoppel certificate, which certifies, to the best of Grantee’s knowledge,
Grantor’s compliance with any obligation of Grantor contained in this Easement or otherwise
evidences the status of this Easement. Such certification shall be limited to the condition of the
Property as of Grantee’s most recent inspection. If Grantor requests more current
documentation, Grantee shall conduct an inspection, at Grantor’s expense, within 30 days of
receipt of Grantor’s written request therefore.

17. Notices. Any notice, demand, request, consent, approval, or communication that either party
desires or is required to give to the other shall be in writing and either served personally or sent
by first class mail, postage pre-paid, addressed as follows:

To Grantors:

Pima County

130 West Congress, 10th Floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701

To Grantee:

Arizona State Parks

1300 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

or to such other address as either party from time to time shall designate by written notice
to the other.

18. Recordation. Grantee shall record this instrument in timely fashion in the official records of
Maricopa County, Arizona, and may re-record it at any time as may be required to preserve its
rights in this Easement.

19. General Provisions.

19.1 Controlling Law. The laws of the State of Arizona shall govern the interpretation and
performance of this Easement. Proper venue for any dispute relating to the Easement shall be
the Superior Court of Pima County.

19.2 Liberal Construction. Any general rule of construction to the contrary
notwithstanding, this Easement shall be liberally construed in favor of the grant to effect the
purpose of this Fasement and the policy and purpose of A.R.S. §33-271 through §33-276 and
AR.S. §41-511.23. If any provision in this instrument is found to be ambiguous, an
interpretation consistent with the purpose of this Easement that would render the provision valid
shall be favored over any interpretation that would render it invalid.

19.3 Severability. If any provision of this Easement, or the application thereof to any
person or circumstance, is found to be invalid, the remainder of the provisions of this Easement,
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or the application of such provision to persons or circumstances other than those as to which it is
found to be invalid, as the case may be, shall not be atfected thereby.

19.4 Entire Agreement. This instrument sets forth the entire agreement of the parties with
respect to the Easement and supersedes all prior discussions, negotiations, understandings, or
agreements relating to the Easement, all of which are merged herein.

19.5 No Forfeiture. Nothing contained herein will result in a forfeiture or reversion of
Grantors’ title in any respect.

19.6 Successors. The covenants, terms, conditions, and restrictions of this Easement shall
be binding upon, and inure to the benefit of, the parties, hereto and their respective personal
representatives, heirs, successors, and assigns and shall continue as a servitude running in
perpetuity with the Property. The terms “Grantor” and “Grantee,” wherever used herein, and any
pronouns used in place thereof, shall include, respectively, the above-named Grantor and its
successors, and assigns, and the above-named Grantee and its successors and assigns.

19.7 Termination of Rights and Obligations. A party’s rights and obligations under this
Easement terminate upon transfer of the party’s interest in the Easement or Property, except that
liability for acts or omissions occurring prior to transfer shall survive transfer.

19.8 Captions. The captions in this instrument have been inserted solely for convenience of
reference and are not a part of this instrument and shall have no effect upon construction or
interpretation.

19.9 Non-discrimination. The Parties hereby acknowledge that they are bound by
Executive Order 99-4 concerning non-discrimination in employment.

19.10 Non-Availability of Funds. Every payment obligation of the Grantee and Grantor
under this Easement is conditioned upon the availability of funds appropriated or allocated for
the payment of such obligation. If funds are not allocated and available for the continuance of
this Easement, this Easement may be terminated by the Grantee at the end of the period for
which funds are available. No liability shall accrue to the Grantee in the event this provision is
exercised, and the Grantee shall not be obligated or liable for any future payments or for any
damages as a result of termination under this paragraph.

19.11 Counterparts. The parties may execute this instrument in two or more counterparts,
which shall, in the aggregate, be signed by both parties; each counterpart shall be deemed an
original instrument as against any party who has signed it. In the event of any disparity between
the counterparts produced, the recorded counterpart shall be controlling.

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD unto Grantee, its successors, and assigns forever.

12
88




IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Grantor and the Grantee have executed this Deed of

Conservation Easement which shall become effective immediately upon signature by

both parties.

GRANTOR: PIMA COUNTY

CLAU ety

Signature /
C B Huc el \oerrv

Print Name

Counnly i

I5/7

Date

GRANTEE

NA STATE PARKS BOARD

SlgnatLvre
%\I C. z‘e Mawm

Print Nglme

(1(6%, b\’fu{‘b(

Title

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Lor @Co\ Cmen Na St e

Deput;/ County Attorney

ACKNOWLEDGMENT BY
GRANTOR

State of Arlzwa )
County of )

The foregoing instrument was

acknowledeed before me thISz day

of | ECfm , 2009

By Jma Cyﬂ(ﬂ[

GRANTOR

Notary Public
(Seal)

ACKNOWLEDGMENT BY
GRANTEE

State of Arizona
County of %{f

The foregoing instrument was -

ackpowledged before me this H:Qi{:day
of 2009

By “ZW\\/ C .2 e MARN

/(;:4:/1/(@&

Notary Public
(Seal)
OFFICIAL SEAL
VIVIA STRANG
Public - State of Arizona
RICOPA COU

NTY
My Comm. Expires July 3, 2013
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EXHIBIT “A”
LEGAL DESCRIPTION
53-113558-01

THAT PORTION OF LOT 1, OF SANTA CRUZ INDUSTRIAL PARK LOTS 1, 2 AND 3 AS RECORDED
IN BOOK 24 OF MAPS AND PLATS, PAGE 15, RECORDS OF PIMA COUNTY RECORDERS OFFICE,
LOCATED IN SECTION 11, TOWNSHIP 15 SOUTH, RANGE 13 EAST, OF THE GILA AND SALT
RIVER MERIDIAN, PIMA COUNTY, ARIZONA, AND MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS:

ALL THAT PORTION OF LOT 1 OF SAID SANTA CRUZ INDUSTRIAL PARK LOTS 1, 2 AND 3 AS
DESCRIBED IN BOOK 5167 AT PAGE 773, RECORDS OF PIMA COUNTY, ARIZONA.

EXCEPT THAT PARCEL AS DESCRIBED IN BOOK 9898 AT PAGE 641, RECORDS OF PIMA
COUNTY, ARIZONA

SAID PORTION OF LOT 1 IS NOW RECORDED IN BOOK 32 OF MAPS AND PLATS, PAGE 98,
RECORDS OF PIMA COUNTY RECORDERS OFFICE.

CONTAINING 67.17 ACRES MORE OR LESS.

JJJJ
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ATTACHMENT 2F.
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The Pima County Board of Supervisors adopted Pima Prospers on May 19, 2015. This
document is intended to provide an easily accessible overview and navigation aide to those
sections within Pima Prospers that relate to the Maeveen Marie Behan Conservation Lands
System.

NN NN

Background: Excerpts from Chapter 3 - Use of Land Distribution, Analysis, &
Current Conditions

3.4 Environmental — Maeveen Marie Behan Conservation Lands System

The Maveen Marie Behan Conservation Lands System (CLS) was adopted as part of the Environmental
Element of the Pima County Comprehensive Plan 2001 Update in December 2001 and was updated June
21, 2005. In 2009, it was renamed as the Maeveen Marie Behan Conservation Lands System to
commemorate Dr. Behan’s extra-ordinary contribution in bringing the CLS to fruition.

The CLS identifies and maps those areas where priority biological resources occur within Pima County. It
also establishes policy guidelines for the conservation of these resources; guidelines are to be applied to
certain types of land use changes that require approval by the Board of Supervisors. Other elements
include definitions of seven priority biological resource categories, conservation guidelines,
implementation strategies, and a map.

The Board has applied the CLS to well over 80 requests for land use changes since 2002. The Board and
County Administrator’s Office also negotiate with mining corporations and others not regulated by the
County but doing business here to mitigate voluntarily for their project-related impacts to lands and
resources within the CLS. A tribute to the soundness of the CLS is that the policy has been in place for
13 years with only one update to allow for the incorporation of new scientific information. The CLS was
constructed according to the most current tenets of conservation biology and biological reserve design.
The CLS:

* perpetuates the comprehensive conservation of vulnerable species;

¢ retains those areas that contain large populations of focal vulnerable species;
 provides for the adjacency and proximity of habitat blocks;

* preserves the contiguity of habitat at the landscape level; and

¢ retains the connectivity of reserves with functional corridors.

The collective application of these individual tenets produces a CLS that retains the diverse
representation of physical and environmental conditions, preserves an intact functional ecosystem,
minimizes the expansion of exotic or invasive species, maximizes the extent of roadless areas, and
minimizes fragmentation. Implementation of the CLS not only conserves those biological resources that
exist today but, because of its landscape focus, preserves the future ebb and flow of resources essential
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to a healthy functioning ecosystem. The seven CLS conservation land categories reflect relative values of
biodiversity for various lands across the landscape.

Adherence to Conservation Lands System Guidelines will accomplish the following:
e Protect against the loss of conservation values and landscape integrity through in-place
preservation and restoration or enhancement of degraded or otherwise compromised natural

resources.

e Create development that retains conservation values at both the micro and macro landscape
scale by minimizing impacts to site-specific sensitive conservation values, maximizing landscape
continuity, facilitating the movement of native fauna and pollination of native flora across and
through the landscape, promoting the long-term diversity of native flora and fauna, and
preserving the viability of the CLS.

Based on the science of the SDCP with participation and oversight by the SDCP Science Technical
Advisory Team (STAT), seven CLS conservation land categories (CLS categories) were created, defined,
and mapped. Each category has an associated conservation guideline policy (conservation guidelines
can be found in Chapter 3 — Land Use Policies; {See Plan Policy Chapter 3 excerpts herein}). The seven
categories are: (See Glossary for definitions {or Glossary Excerpts herein}).

Important Riparian Areas are critical elements of the Sonoran Desert where biological diversity is at
its highest. These areas are valued for their higher water availability, vegetation density, and biological
productivity. They are also the backbone to preserving landscape connectivity.

Biological Core Management Areas have high biological values. They support large populations of
vulnerable species, connect large blocks of contiguous habitat and biological reserves, and support high
value potential habitat for five or more priority vulnerable species.

Special Species Management Areas are crucial to the conservation of three species of special
concern to Pima County: the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl, Mexican spotted owl, and southwest willow
flycatcher.

Multiple Use Management Areas support significant biological values, but these values do not
attain the level associated with Biological Core Management Areas. They support populations of
vulnerable species, connect large blocks of contiguous habitat and biological reserves, and support high
value potential habitat for three or more priority vulnerable species.

Scientific Research Areas are lands within the Tucson Basin that are managed for scientific
research: the Santa Rita Experimental Range and the University of Arizona’s Desert Laboratory at
Tumamoc Hill.
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Agricultural In-Holdings within the CLS are areas where active, or abandoned, agriculture lands
exist within the Conservation Lands System.

Critical Landscape Connections are six broadly-defined areas where biological connectivity is
significantly compromised, but where opportunity to preserve or otherwise improve the movement of
wildlife between major conservation areas and/or mountain ranges still persists. Roads, other
infrastructure services, and residential and commercial land uses within these areas, depending on
configuration, can result in habitat loss and fragmentation that inhibits the movement of native fauna
and interrupt the pollination processes of native flora. These six areas generally focus attention on
maintaining connectivity with the Santa Cruz River in northwest Tucson and southern Pima County,
between the Catalina and Tortolita Mountains, between the Tohono O’odham Nation and Tucson
Mountains, along the Cienega Creek corridor, and through Avra Valley.

As the CLS created a new paradigm for development of privately-owned property in unincorporated
Pima County, a great deal of initial effort was devoted to developing and implementing procedures and
requirements that promote implementation of the CLS. Significant accomplishments include:

¢ Modification of Site Analysis inventory requirements for rezoning applications to better
identify the presence of conservation values and identify areas most suitable for development;
¢ Modification of comprehensive plan amendment submittal requirements to include
information on conservation values;

e Modification of Biological Impact Report requirements for rezoning and conditional use permit
applications to standardize information necessary to assess potential impacts to conservation
resources and the integrity of the CLS;

e Standardized the review process for comprehensive plan amendment and rezoning
applications to determine the application’s conformance with CLS, consistency with existing or
logical expansion of infrastructure, and long-term conservation of highly valued natural
resources; and

e Promulgated a new zoning ordinance to allow for the transfer of development rights.

Pima Prospers: Excerpts from Chapter 3 — Use of Land
3.4 - Environmental Element

The Environmental Planning Element calls for analysis, policies and strategies to address anticipated
effects of implementation of plan elements on natural resources. Policies and strategies under this plan
element are designed to have countywide applicability. Conservation actions are to be encouraged, and
protection of biological resources is considered an essential component of land-use planning. The
Maeveen Marie Behan Conservation Lands System (CLS) is designed to protect biodiversity and provide
land use guidelines consistent with the conservation goal of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan
(SDCP). The CLS identifies areas important to the conservation of our natural resources heritage and
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embodies the biological goal of the SDCP which is to “ensure the long-term survival of the full spectrum
of plants and animals that are indigenous to Pima County through maintaining or improving the habitat

III

conditions and ecosystem functions necessary for their surviva
Goal 1: Conserve and protect natural resources

Policy 1: CLS category designations and CLS conservation guidelines apply to land uses and activities
undertaken by or under the jurisdiction of Pima County or Pima County Regional Flood Control District
(Flood Control District) as follows:

a. Pima County and the Flood Control District will seek consistency with the CLS through federal
and state land-use decision plans and processes;

b. Application of CLS designations or guidelines shall not alter, modify, decrease or limit existing
and legal land uses, zoning, permitted activities, or management of lands;

c. When applied to development of land subject to county or Flood Control District authority, CLS
designations and guidelines will be applied to:

1. New rezoning and specific plan requests;
2. Time extension requests for rezoning cases;

3. Requests for substantial change modifications or waivers of rezoning or specific plan
conditions, including substantial changes;

4. Requests for Comprehensive Plan amendments;
5. Type Il and Type Ill conditional use permit requests; and
6. Requests for waivers of subdivision platting requirement of a zoning plan.

d. Implementation of these policies shall achieve the level of conservation necessary to protect a
site’s conservation values, preserve landscape integrity, and provide for the movement of native
fauna and pollination of native flora across and through the landscape; and

e. Projects subject to these designations and guidelines will be evaluated against the Conservation
Guidelines for the CLS categories provided in conservation guideline policies, where applicable,
to determine their appropriateness.

Conservation Guidelines

Policy 2: The Conservation Guidelines for the associated CLS designation apply to the total acreage of
the site that lies within the boundaries of that designation:

a. If a CLS designation applies to a portion of a site, Conservation Guidelines for that designation
will apply only to that portion of the site affected by that category;

95



b. For purposes of this policy, site is defined as a single lot or combination of contiguous lots; and

c. Where more than one CLS categories overlap, the more protective Conservation Guideline will
apply to the affected portion.

Policy 3: The following Conservation Guidelines apply to Important Riparian Areas (IRA):

a. Across the entirety of the CLS landscape, at least 95 percent of the total acreage of lands within
this designation shall be conserved in a natural or undisturbed condition;

b. Every effort should be made to protect, restore and enhance the structure and functions of IRA,
including their hydrological, geomorphological and biological functions;

c. Areas within an IRA that have been previously degraded or otherwise compromised may be
restored and/or enhanced; and

d. Such restored and/or enhanced areas may contribute to achieving the 95 percent conservation
guideline for IRA;

e. Restoration and/or enhancement of degraded IRA may become a condition or requirement of
approval of a comprehensive plan amendment and/or rezoning; and

f.  On-site mitigation is preferable, however mitigation may be provided on-site, off-site, or in
combination.

Policy 4: The following CLS Conservation Guidelines apply to Biological Core Management Areas:

a. Across the entirety of the CLS landscape, at least 80 percent of the total acreage of lands within
this designation shall be conserved as undisturbed natural open space;

b. Land use and management focus on the preservation, restoration, and enhancement of native
biological communities including nut not limited to preserving the movement of native fauna
and flora across and throught the landscape and promoting landscape integrity; and

c. Projects subject to this policy and within this designation will yield four conserved acres
(mitigation) for each acre to be developed:

1. Mitigation acres may be provided on-site, off-site, or in combination;

2. The preference is for the mitigation acres to be within Biological Core Management Area
or Habitat Protection Priority Areas;

3. For purposes of this policy, Habitat Protection Priority Areas are those areas referenced
and mapped as part of the 2004 Conservation Bond Program or subsequent
conservation bond programs;
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The 4:1 mitigation ratio will be calculated according to the extent of impacts to the total
surface area of that portion of any parcel designated as Biological Core Management
Areas;

Development shall be configured in the least sensitive portion(s) of the property;

On-site mitigation area(s) of undisturbed natural open space will be configured to
maximize conservation values and preserve the movement of native fauna and
pollination of native flora across and through the landscape; and

A Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) may be used in order to secure mitigation
lands.

Policy 5: The following Conservation Guidelines apply to Scientific Research Areas:

a. Scientific Research Areas should continue to be managed for the purpose of scientific research

on the environment and natural resources;

b. Scientific research activities should minimize any long-lasting impacts that may affect adjacent

or nearby CLS lands; and

¢. Any land-use changes subject to Pima County jurisdiction should achieve the conservation goals
of the underlying CLS category.

Policy 6: The following Conservation Guidelines apply to Multiple Use Management Areas:

a. Across the entirety of the CLS landscape at least 66 % percent of the total acreage of lands
within this designation shall be conserved as undisturbed natural open space;

b. Land use and management goals within these areas focus on balancing land uses with
conservation, restoration, and enhancement of native biological communities and must:

1.

Facilitate the movement of native fauna and pollination of native flora across and
through the landscape;

Maximize retention of on-site conservation values; and

Promote landscape integrity.

c. Projects subject to this policy within this designation will yield two conserved (mitigation) acres
for each acre developed:

1.

Mitigation acres may be provided on-site, off-site, or in combination;

2. The preference is for mitigation acres to be within Multiple Use Management Areas, any

more protective category of the CLS, or Habitat Protection Priority Areas;
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3. For purposes of this policy, Habitat Protection Priority Areas are those areas referenced
and mapped as part of the 2004 Conservation Bond Program or any subsequent
conservation bond program;

4. The 2:1 mitigation ratio will be calculated according to the extent of impacts to the total
surface area of that portion of any parcel designated as Multiple Use Management
Areas;

5. Development shall be configured in the least sensitive portion(s) of the property;

6. On-site mitigation area(s) of undisturbed natural open space will maximize conservation
values and facilitate the movement of native fauna and pollination of native flora across
and through the landscape;

7. Additional conservation exceeding 66% percent will be encouraged through the use of
development-related incentives and may utilize undisturbed natural open space on
individual lots; and

8. ATransfer of Development Rights (TDR) may be used in order to secure lands utilized for
mitigation, restoration, and/or enhancement purposes.

Policy 7: The following Conservation Guidelines apply to Agriculture In-Holdings within the Conservation
Lands Systems:

a. Intensifying land uses of these areas will emphasize the use of native flora, facilitate the
movement of native fauna and pollination of native flora across and through the landscape, and
conserve on-site conservation values when they are present; and

b. Development within these areas will be configured in a manner that does not compromise the
conservation values of adjacent and nearby CLS lands.

Policy 8: The following Conservation Guidelines apply to Special Species Management Areas:

a. Across the entirety of the CLS landscape, at least 80 percent of the total acreage of lands within
this designation shall be conserved as undisturbed natural open space and will provide for the
conservation, restoration, or enhancement of habitat for the affected Special Species;

b. Projects subject to this policy and within this designation will yield 4 conserved (mitigation)
acres for each acre to be developed:

1. Mitigation acres may be provided on-site, off-site, or in combination;

2. The preference is for the mitigation acres to be within a designated Special Species
Management Area;
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3. The 4:1 mitigation ratio will be calculated according to the extent of impacts to the total
surface area of that portion of any parcel designated as Special Species Management
Area;

4. Development shall be configured in the least sensitive portion(s) of the property;

5. On-site area(s) of undisturbed natural open space will be configured to facilitate the
movement of the relevant Special Species through the landscape and will include
conservation values essential to survival of the relevant Special Species; and

6. A TDR may be used in order to secure mitigation lands.

c. Special Species and associated Conservation Guidelines may be added or deleted in the future
based on the best available regional scientific information as developed by the Science Technical
Advisory Team and added to or deleted from the Special Species Management Areas as shown
on the CLS map; and

d. Additions and/or deletions to the list of Special Species or Conservation Guidelines for Special
Species Management Areas will be processed as a comprehensive plan amendment.

Policy 9: The following Conservation Guidelines apply to Critical Landscape Connections:
a. Land-use changes in these broadly defined areas should protect existing biological linkages;

b. Where they occur, barriers to the movement of native fauna and pollination of native flora
across and through the landscape should be removed and fragmented corridors of native
biological communities should be restored;

c. Opportunities to remove barriers and restore corridor connectivity may arise as part of other,
non-land use related activities (e.g., new construction for or upgrade of infrastructure services).
Such opportunities should be pursued; and

d. High priority shall be given to identifying, preserving, and re-establishing the connection
between native biological communities especially where natural connectivity is most
constrained.

Policy 10: The Board of Supervisors has the sole authority to modify mitigation specified in any
Conservation Guideline or otherwise determined the appropriate amount of mitigation necessary for a
comprehensive plan amendment or rezoning to comply with the CLS, including increases, reductions and
exemptions:

a. Requests to modify or be exempt from providing mitigation will be deliberated on a case-by-
case basis; and
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b. Staff may review proposals and make recommendations for the modification of mitigation
rations, including exemption.

Conservation Lands System Off-site Mitigation:
Policy 11: The following guidelines apply to properties being considered for off-site mitigation:

a. The location of off-site mitigation properties should be within the same general geographic
region of the original project site;

b. Off-site mitigation property should provide the same or better resource values as the original
project site including, but not limited to:

1. CLS designations inclusive of 2004 Conservation Bond Habitat Protection Priority
designations or subsequent conservation bond programs;

2. Vegetation community type (s);

3. Habitat values for applicable CLS Special Species (e.g., breeding, dispersal);
4. Surface water or unique landforms such as rock outcrops;

5. Contribution to landscape connectivity; and

6. Demonstration that the resource and conservation values of the off-site mitigation
property will be protected in perpetuity.

c. Off-site mitigation of IRA may include the purchase and transfer of water rights that directly
impact and/or support groundwater dependent ecosystems.

Policy 12: Lands that are to be reserved from development and which will provide CLS mitigation shall
be conserved and managed, in perpetuity, for the benefit of the natural resources:

a. Various means may be utilized to protect conservation or mitigation lands including, but not
limited to, the transfer of deeded property to Pima County, pending approval by the Board of
Supervisors, or other conservation entities and the granting of conservation easements;

b. CLS mitigation lands shall be established as separate, natural open space parcel(s) from the
development area; and

c. Residents, or associations of residents, of a development may not serve as the sole
administrator or enforcement entity for the management and protection of those conservation
or mitigation lands.
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Amendments to the Conservation Lands System Map and Policies

Policy 13: Amendments to the CLS map and policies are appropriate only at such time as new,
comprehensive, region-wide information is available.

Goal 1 Implementation Measures:
a. Applications for Comprehensive Plan amendment will:

1. Inventory and assess the site's conservation values and context within an area-wide
landscape;

2. Analyze the biological impacts of the requested amendment;

3. Demonstrate that intensifying the land use designation will preserve the integrity of the
CLS;

4. Promote development that is consistent with the existing infrastructure service area or
land use planning and infrastructure studies that address the logical expansion of
infrastructure services;

5. When requesting modification of or exemption from CLS Conservation Guidelines
demonstrate that:

i.  SDCP goals are upheld;
ii. Landscape integrity of the CLS remains intact;
iii. On-site conservation values are protected, restored, or enhanced; and
iv. Native fauna retain the ability to:
1. Move across the landscape; and
2. Pollinate native flora.
b. Staff will review Comprehensive Plan Amendment applications, at a minimum, for the following:

1. Thesite's landscape context as it relates to the biological, hydrological and built
environments;

2. Potential biological impact of the requested amendment;
3. Preservation of the integrity of the CLS; and

4. Consistency with the existing infrastructure service area or land use planning and
infrastructure studies that address the logical expansion of infrastructure services.
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c. Approvals of Comprehensive Plan Amendments:

1. May include special area policies in order to govern or otherwise direct subsequent
rezoning to specifically address conservation of certain landscape attributes; and

2. Will apply any modification of or exemption from Conservation Guidelines through any
subsequent rezoning.

d. Applications for rezoning will:

1. Inventory and assess the site's conversation values and context within an area-wide
landscape;

2. Analyze the biological impacts of the requested application;
3. Demonstrate that intensifying the land use will preserve the integrity of the CLS;
4. Demonstrate that highly valued native flora and fauna species are conserved;

5. Provide for development that achieves at the least as much conservation as
development under the existing zoning; and

6. When requesting modification of or exemption from Conservation Guidelines
demonstrate that:

i.  SDCP goals are upheld;
ii. Landscape integrity of the CLS remains intact;
iii. On-site conservation values are protected, restored, or enhanced; and
iv. Native fauna retain the ability to:
1. Move across the landscape; and
2. Pollinate native flora.
e. Staff will review rezoning requests fro the following, at a minimum:
1. Potential biological impact of the requested rezoning;
2. Thessite's landscape context as it relates to the biological and built environments;

3. The on-site presence of or potential to support highly valued native flora and fauna
species and conservation of these species;

4. The occurrence of physical characteristics that contribute to biodiversity; and

5. Preservation of the integrity of the CLS.
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f.  Approvals of rezoning requests:

1. May include special conditions in order to govern or otherwise direct conservation of
certain landscape attributes; and

2. Will apply any modification of or exemption from Conservation Guidelines.
g. Continue to implement the CLS of the SDCP.

h. Develop and implement development-related incentives appropriate for use in Multiple Use
Management Areas. Incentives may, if appropriate, be established through revision of
allowable zoning districts, overlays, comprehensive plan land use designations.

i. Continue to develop and refine guidance criteria for restoration, enhancement, and mitigation
proposals.

j. Continue to develop and refine site design guidance and other site planning recommendations
for environmentally-sensitive development.

k. Assess existing environmentally-related zoning code ordinances for opportunities to align
implementation and create incentives accessible to existing and legal land uses, zoning, and
permitted activities to promote broader support of CLS and goals of the Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan. Ordinances appropriate for review and revision may include:

Native Plant Preservation Ordinance (18.72);

Buffer Overlay Zone Ordinance (18.67);

Cluster Development Option (18.09.040);

Conservation Subdivision Requirements (18.09.100);

Hillside Development Zone Ordinance (18.61);

Modification of Development Standards in Riparian Areas (18.07.080);
Landscape Buffering and Screening Standards (18.73); and

Off-Street Parking and Loading Standards (18.75).

N A WN R

Pima Prospers: Excerpts from Chapter 10 - Comprehensive Plan Administration

10.13 - Conservation Lands System Definitions

Any proposed change in Appendix E to a definition related to any part of the Conservation Land System
that would have the effect of changing a policy in Goal 1 of Section 3.4 of this plan (including Exhibits
3.4.1 and 3.4.2) shall be considered a substantial change requiring public hearings by the Planning and
Zoning Commission and the Board of Supervisors.
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Pima Prospers Glossary (Appendix E): Selected Terms & Definitions

Agriculture In-Holdings within the Conservation Lands System: Those designated lands utilized for
agricultural purposes and lands where agricultural uses have been abandoned. Agricultural land uses, in
general, are more conducive to the movement of native fauna and functional pollination processes than
other lands supporting higher intensity uses. Intensifying the land uses on these areas could
compromise landscape integrity, promote the spread of exotic species, and otherwise compromise the
biodiversity of adjacent or nearby Conservation Lands System lands.

Biological Core Management Areas: Those lands that fulfill the five tenets used to construct the
Conservation Lands System (CLS), but which provide greater biological diversity than Multiple Use
Management Areas. They are primarily distinguished from other lands within the CLS by their potential
to support high value habitat for five or more priority vulnerable species as identified by the Sonoran
Desert Conservation Plan.

Conservation: The controlled use and systematic protection of a resource including, but not limited to,
environmental or cultural resources, with the purpose of keeping such resources from harm.

Conservation Lands System: The Conservation Lands System (CLS) is the ultimate expression of those
lands where conservation is fundamental and necessary to achieve the Plan’s biological goals, while
delineating areas suitable for development. The CLS was renamed the Maeveen Marie Behan
Conservation Lands System in November 2009 in memory of Dr. Behan’s work on the Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan (SDCP) and the development of the CLS.

Critical Landscape Connections: Six broadly-defined areas that provide connectivity for movement of
native biological resources but which also contain potential or existing barriers that tend to isolate
major conservation areas. These regional-scale connections are:

(1) Across the I-10 / Santa Cruz River corridors in the northwest;

(2) Between the Catalina and Tortolita Mountains;

(3) Across the I-10 corridor along Cienega Creek in the east;

(4) Across the I-19 and Santa Cruz River corridors in southern Pima County;
(5) Across the Garcia strip extension of the Tohono O'odham Nation; and
(6) Across the Central Arizona Project canal in Avra Valley.

Development: The physical extension and/or construction of the built environment. Development-
related activities include: subdivision of land; construction or alteration of structures, roads, utilities,
and other facilities; grading; and clearing of natural vegetative cover (with the exception of agricultural
activities); as well as, the creation of parks and recreation facilities.

Important Riparian Areas: Areas characterized by hydro-riparian, meso-riparian, and xero-riparian
biological communities. Hydro-riparian communities generally exist where vegetation is supported by
perennial watercourses or springs. Meso-riparian communities generally exist where vegetation is
supported by perennial or intermittent watercourses or shallow groundwater. Xero-riparian
communities generally exist where vegetation is supported by an ephemeral watercourse. Important
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riparian areas are valued for their higher water availability, vegetation density, and biological
productivity. In addition to the inherent biological values, important riparian areas including their
associated upland areas provide a framework for linkages and landscape connections. They are
essential elements in the Conservation Lands System.

Multiple Use Management Areas: Those lands that fulfill the five tenets used to construct the
Conservation Lands System (CLS), but which are not as biologically rich as those lands designated as
Biological Core Management Areas. They are primarily distinguished from other lands within the CLS by
their potential to support high value habitat for three or more priority vulnerable species as identified
by the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan.

Scientific Research Areas: These areas are currently managed for scientific research: the Santa Rita
Experimental Range and the University of Arizona Desert Laboratory at Tumamoc Hill. Land uses and
management within these areas focus on balancing conservation, restoration, and enhancement of
natural communities in support scientific research on the environment and natural resources (e.g.,
monitoring ecological change, measuring effects of experimental grazing methods).

Special Species Management Areas: Areas defined as crucial to the conservation of specific native floral
and faunal species of special concern to Pima County. Currently, three species are designated as Special
Species: Cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl, Mexican spotted owl, and Southwest willow flycatcher.

Transfer of Development Rights (TDR): Transfers of development rights are used to transfer ownership
of development potential from lands where development is less desirable to lands where it is more
desirable. The land from which development is transferred is generally called the “Sending Property”
and the property to which it is transferred is called the “Receiving Property”.
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ORDINANCE 2016-_64

AN ORDINANCE OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF PIMA COUNTY,
ARIZONA RELATING TO ZONING; REZONING APPROXIMATELY 77.9 ACRES
OF PROPERTY FROM THE SR (SUBURBAN RANCH) ZONE, SR (BZ)
(SUBURBAN RANCH —BUFFER OVERLAY) ZONE, AND SR (PR-2) SUBURBAN
RANCH - HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY (LEVEL 2 PEAKS & RIDGES))
ZONE TO THE SR-2 (SUBURBAN RANCH ESTATE) ZONE, SR-2 (BZ)
(SUBURBAN RANCH ESTATE — BUFFER OVERLAY) ZONE, AND SR-2 (PR-2)
(SUBURBAN RANCH ESTATE - HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY (LEVEL
2 PEAKS & RIDGES)) ZONE IN CASE C09-15-04 LANDMARK TITLE TR 18109
— WEST SUNSET ROAD REZONING, ON PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE
SOUTH SIDE OF W. SUNSET ROAD, APPROXIMATELY 1,300 FEET WEST OF
N. CAMINO DE OESTE, AMENDING PIMA COUNTY ZONING MAPS NO. 43
AND 44.

IT IS ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF PIMA COUNTY, ARIZONA:

Section 1. The 77.9 acres of land located on the south side of W. Sunset Road, approximately
1,300 feet west of N. Camino de Oeste and illustrated by the shaded area on the attached
rezoning ordinance map (Exhibit A), which amends Pima County Zoning Maps No. 43 and 44, is
rezoned from the SR (Suburban Ranch) zone, SR (BZ) (Suburban Ranch — Buffer Overlay) zone,
and SR (PR-2) (Suburban Ranch — Hillside Development Overlay (Level 2 Peaks & Ridges)) zone
to the SR-2 (Suburban Ranch Estate) zone, SR-2 (BZ) Suburban Ranch Estate — Buffer Overlay)
zone, and SR-2 (PR-2) Suburban Ranch Estate — Hillside Development Overlay (Level 2 Peaks
& Ridges)) zone subject to the conditions in this ordinance.

Section 2. Rezoning Conditions.

1. The owner shall:
A Submit a development plan if determined necessary by the appropriate County
agencies.
B. Record the necessary development related covenants as determined appropriate
by the various County agencies.
C. Provide development related assurances as required by the appropriate agencies.
D. Submit a title report (current to within 60 days) evidencing ownership of the

Co9-15-04

property prior to the preparation of the development related covenants and any
required dedications.

1of7
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2. There shall be no further lot splitting or subdividing of residential development without the
written approval of the Board of Supervisors.

3. The owner shall adhere to the preliminary development plan as approved at public
hearing (Exhibit B), with the exception of changes in number, size, or configuration of lots
due to a required provision of common area for detention basins if an alternative is not
accepted by the Floodplain Administrator.

4. Transportation conditions:

A. The property shall be limited to two access points as indicated on the preliminary
development plan (Exhibit B).

B. The eastern access point shall align with the access point on the north side of
Sunset Road.

5. Flood Control conditions:
A Native riparian vegetation shall be used to enhance drainage improvements.
B. First flush retention (retention of the first %z inch of rainfall from impervious and

disturbed surfaces) shall be provided.

C. Regulatory floodplains and riparian habitat shall be within permanently identified
open space through easement or dedication.

D. Development shall meet Critical Basin detention requirements.

E. Maintenance responsibility for stormwater infrastructure, including detention
basins, shall be assigned to the homeowners association or other designated
representative by Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions.

F. Detention basins shall be located in common area unless an alternative is
proposed and accepted by the Floodplain Administrator. Placement of basins
in common area may result in fewer lots or changes in size and/or configuration
of lots than shown on the conceptual layout on the preliminary development plan.

G. Building envelopes shall be identified during the platting process and shall be
oriented to avoid or minimize impacts to local, unregulated drainageways.

6.  Environmental Planning conditions:

A The property owner/developer shall achieve compliance with the Maeveen Marie
Behan Conservation Lands System conservation guidelines by providing 52 acres
as on-site natural open space (NOS) and 19 acres as off-site NOS. On-site NOS
will conform to the approximate location and configuration as shown on the
approved Preliminary Development Plan. Off-site NOS must conform to the CLS

20f7
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Off-site Mitigation Policies (Pima County Comprehensive Plan 2015, Chapter 3
Use of Land Goals and Policies, Section 3.4 Environmental Element, Policy 11)
Conservation Lands System Mitigation Lands) and comply with all of the following:

) Off-site NOS is acceptable to the Pima County Planning Official or designee;
and

) Prior to the approval of the final plat, off-site NOS will be permanently
protected as natural open space by a separately recorded legal instrument
acceptable to the Pima County Planning Official or designee.

The maximum amount of grading per lot shall not exceed 15,000 square feet
and will occur entirely within the buildable part of the lot as demarcated on the
Preliminary Development Plan by the ‘No Build Line’.

Upon the effective date of the Ordinance, the owner(s)/developer(s) shall have a
continuing responsibility to remove invasive non-native species from the property,
including those below. Acceptable methods of removal include chemical treatment,
physical removal, or other known effective means of removal. This obligation also
transfers to any future owners of property within the rezoning site and Pima County
may enforce this rezoning condition against the property owner. Prior to issuance
of the certificate of compliance, the owner(s)/developer(s) shall record a covenant,
to run with the land, memorializing the terms of this condition.

Invasive Non-Native Plant Species Subject to Control
Ailanthus altissima Tree of Heaven
Alhagi pseudalhagi Camelthorn

Arundo donax Giant reed
Brassica tournefortii  Sahara mustard
Bromus rubens Red brome
Bromus tectorum Cheatgrass

Centaurea melitensis Malta starthistle
Centaurea solstitalis  Yellow starthistle

Cortaderia spp. Pampas grass

Cynodon dactylon Bermuda grass (excluding sod hybrid)

Digitaria spp. Crabgrass

Elaeagnus angustifolia Russian olive

Eragrostis spp. Lovegrass (excluding E. infermedia, plains lovegrass)
Melinis repens Natal grass

Mesembryanthemum spp.  Iceplant
Peganum harmala African rue
Pennisetum ciliare Buffelgrass
Pennisetum setaceum Fountain grass

Rhus lancea African sumac
Salsola spp. Russian thistle
Schinus spp. Pepper tree

Schismus arabicus  Arabian grass
Schismus barbatus Mediterranean grass

3of7
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Sorghum halepense  Johnson grass
Tamarix spp. Tamarisk

The owner/developer must secure approval from the Pima County Department of
Environmental Quality (PDEQ) to use on-site sewage disposal systems within the
rezoning area at the time a tentative plat, development plan or request for building permit
is submitted for review.

The property owner shall execute and record the following disclaimer regarding Prop
207 rights. “Property Owner acknowledges that neither the rezoning of the Property nor
the conditions of rezoning give Property Owner any rights, claims or causes of action
under the Private Property Rights Protection Act (Arizona Revised Statutes Title 12,
chapter 8, article 2.1). To the extent that the rezoning or conditions of rezoning may
be construed to give Property Owner any rights or claims under the Private Property
Rights Protection Act, Property Owner hereby waives any and all such rights and/or
claims pursuant to A.R.S. §12-1134(})."

In the event the subject property is annexed, the property owner shall adhere to
all applicable rezoning conditions, including, but not limited to, development conditions
which require financial contributions to, or construction of infrastructure, including without
limitation, transportation, flood control, or sewer facilities.

During the development plan stage, the applicant shall contact Tucson Unified School
District (TUSD) concerning the provision of adequate space for safe bus stops, bus
turn- arounds and pedestrian access to the appropriate schools.

Structures shall be limited to a maximum height of 24 feet and shall be sited and
landscaped to minimize negative visual impacts. The color of structures shall be in
context with the surrounding environment.

In addition to the requirements of the Native Plant Preservation Ordinance, all
transplantable saguaros 6 ft or less in height inside the disturbance area envelopes shall
either be preserved in place or transplanted within the site.

The developer shall consult with the Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection and Pima
County prior to submittal of a subdivision plat to explore ways to reduce the need for large
basins located along the downstream edge of the property while still meeting detention
requirements. Any basins to be constructed throughout the site shall be designed using
permaculture concepts and incorporate gradual slopes of natural materials in order to
facilitate wildlife movement.

The developer shall consult with the Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection and

Pima County prior to submittal of a subdivision plat on lot configuration and placement of
building envelopes, particularly those that are impacted by “flows under the regulatory
threshold per the submittal, but are significant,” (reference Commission staff report pg. 8)
and on lots 19 and 22 where buildable area incurs into the Erosion Hazard Setback.

40f7
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15. Signage indicating the prohibition of motorized vehicles shall be posted on trail
easements.

16.  The “Proposed Pedestrian Access Easement to TUSD School Property” shall be
removed from the Preliminary Development Plan.

17. Perimeter lot fencing within the designated natural open space is prohibited.
Section 3. Time limits of conditions. Conditions 1 through 17 of Section 2 shall be completed no
later than July 5, 2021.

Section 4. The rezoning conditions of Section 2 may be amended or waived by resolution of the
Board of Supervisors in accordance with Chapter 18.91 of the Pima County Zoning Code.

Section 5. The effective date of this Ordinance is the date the Chair of the Board of Supervisors
signs this Ordinance.

Passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of Pima County, Arizona, on this 13th day

of December . 2016.

C%(,\a\./u. &/}/H Se)

Chair, Pima County Board of Supervisors

ATTEST:

\Wker ‘K

Clerk, Board of Supervisaf

Approved As To Form:

Executive SéCretary,
Planning and Zoning Commission

50f7
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When Recorded Return to:

Pima County Real Property Services
201 N. Stone Avenue, 6" Floor
Tucson, AZ 85701-1215

Exempt from Affidavit of Value per A.R.S. Section 11-1134(A)(3)

Special Warranty Deed
With Restrictions

Fidelity National Title Agency, in its capacity as Trustee under Trust Numbers 60,104;
30,199; and 60,461, the “Grantor” herein, does hereby convey to PIMA COUNTY
FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT, a political taxing subdivision of the State of Arizona,
the “Grantee” herein, the following real property (the “Property”) situated in Pima
County, Arizona, together with all rights and privileges appurtenant thereto:

As described in Exhibit “A” and depicted in “Exhibit A-1” attached hereto.

Subject to all taxes and other assessments, reservations in patents and all easements,
rights of way, encumbrances, liens, covenants, conditions, restrictions, obligations, and
liabilities as may appear of record and all matters a survey or inspection of the Property
would reveal.

Subject, further, to an express restriction prohibiting any development of the Property, or
any subdivision or splitting of the Property into smaller parcels (the “Deed Restriction™),
except as set forth below. The Deed Restriction may only be amended in a writing
signed by Grantor and Grantee, or their respective successors and assigns. The Deed
Restriction shall run with the land in perpetuity and be binding upon the Grantee, its
successors and assigns.

The Deed Restriction is intended for the express benefit of the citizens of Pima County,
Arizona and shall be enforceable by Grantor and any third party expressly designated by
Grantor in writing to enforce the Deed Restriction contained herein. Any party who may
enforce the Deed Restriction may maintain an action in equity to enforce said restriction,
including the granting of injunctive relief, and if successful will be entitled to an award of
attorney fees and costs incurred in such enforcement action.

The following activities are not in violation of the Deed Restriction and shall be
considered permitted activities for purposes of the Deed Restriction:

Vegetation removal and/or alteration as reasonable and necessary for habitat
improvements, to promote the recovery or reestablishment of native species, and/or for
fencing and maintaining utility easements;

Use of surface or subsurface water from water developments or natural sources
for habitat improvements, wildlife waters, fire-fighting, or dust control;

De Anza Deed v.1 mds 70617
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Flood control maintenance activities such as vegetation removal or alteration,
sediment removal, and the placement of drainage structures;

Prescribed fire for areas of 10 acres or less;

Construction of new roads, permanent or temporary, but only where reasonable
and necessary to provide access to adjacent public lands;

Construction and maintenance of trails for non-motorized recreation including
hiking, wildlife-watching, mountain biking, and horseback riding; and/or

Wildlife management activities carried out in cooperation with the Arizona Game
and Fish Department.

The Grantor hereby binds itself and its successors to warrant and defend the title as

against all acts of the Grantor herein and no other, subject to matters above set forth.

Grantor: Fidelity National Title Agency, Inc., an Arizona corporation as Trustee
under Trugt 60,104 and not in its corporate capacity:

Martha L. Hill

By: Date: /-2 -r7

Its: Trust Officer

Grantor: Fidelity National Title Agency, Inc., an Arizona corporation as Trustee
under Trust 30,199 and not in its corporate capacity:

Martha L. Hill

By: Date: /2.t

Its: Trust Officer

Grantor: Fidelity National Title Agency, Inc., an Arizona corporation as Trustee
under Trust 60,461 and not in its corporate capacity:

_ 5% _ Date: /4., 7

Martha .. Hill

Its: Trust Officer

2 De Anza Deed v.1 mds 70617
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STATE OF ARIZONA )
COUNTY OF PIMA )
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 26th day of July, 2017, by

Martha L. Hill, as Trust Officer of Fidelity National Title Agency, Inc., an Arizona
corporation as Trustee under Trust Numbers 60,104; 30,199; and 60,461.

Notal‘yﬁlf)l{-c N

My commission Expires: OFFICIAL SEAL

1. 152020 SHERRY G. SOURIS

NOTARY PUBLIC-ARIZONA
PIMA COUNTY
My Comm. Exp. Nov. 15, 20204

ACCEPTED AND AGREED:

GRANTEE: PIMA COUNTY, a Political
Subdivision of the State of Arizona

BY
Neil J. Konigsberg, Manager
Pima County Real Property Services

APPROVED AS TO CONTENT:

Fl?Shcpp for Suzanne Shields, Director, Date
Pima County Flood Control District

APPROVED AS TO FORM.:

Andrew ]"Iagg; Députy Pima County Date
Attorney, Civil Division

3 De Anza Deed v.1 mds 70617
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STATE OF ARIZONA )

) SS.

COUNTY OF PIMA )
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of

, 2017, by ,
as of Fidelity National Title Agency, Trust Numbers
60,104; 30,199; and 60,461.

Notary Public

My commission Expires:
ACCEPTED AND AGREED:

GRANTEE: PIMA COUNTY, a Political
Subdivision of thg‘l_State of Arizona

% 7/a7//‘>

Neil J. Konigsberg, Ma ger " Date
Pima County Real Prope rvices

By

APPROVED AS TO CONTENT:

%—\ /%t_(ﬁm z’?,fj //Zs///

Eric Shepp for Suzanne Shields, Director, ' Date
Pima County Flood Control District

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

;/
/ W) ki [""‘r (‘7
&“ Andrew Flagg, Deputy Pima County Date

Attorney, Civil Division

3 De Anza Deed v.1 mds 70617
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION
FOR OPEN SPACE AT DeANZA

All the portion of Common Areas “A” and “E” as shown on DeAnza, Lots 1 thru 265 and Common Areas
“A”,"B",“C", “D", “E” and “F" recorded in Sequence No. 20170060460, Records of Pima County,
Arizona, more particularly described as follows:

COMMENCING at the northeast corner of Section 26, Township 12 South, Range 12 East, Gila and Salt
River Meridian, Pima County, Arizona;

THENCE S 89°49'41" W along the north line of said Section 26, a distance of 80.00 feet to the west
right-of-way of Hartman Lane and the POINT OF BEGINNING;

THENCE S 00°03'50" W along said line common with the east line of said Common Area “A”, 264.98
feet;

THENCE leaving said line along the southerly boundary of said Common Area “A”, the following courses
and distances:

N 89°56'10" W, 79.49 feet to a point of curvature;

Northwesterly along a curve concave to the northeast, having a radius of 5.00 feet and a
central angle of 54°53'20", an arc length of 4.79 feet to a point of tangency;

N 35°02'50" W, 109.79 feet to a point of curvature;

Westerly along a curve concave to the south having a radius of 320.00 feet and a central angle
of 81°46'08", an arc length of 456.68 feet to a point of reverse curvature;

Westerly along a curve concave to the north having a radius of 562.00 feet and a central angle
of 48°33'22", an arc length of 476.27 feet to a point of compound curvature;

Northwesterly along a curve concave to the northeast having a radius of 50.00 feet and a
central angle of 14°18'17", an arc length of 12.48 feet to a point of reverse curvature;

Southwesterly along a curve concave to the south having a radius of 320.00 feet and a central
angle of 74°55'13", an arc length of 418.43 feet to a point of tangency;

§51°07'28" W, 120.66 feet to a point of curvature;

Page 1 of 5 Pages
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Southwesterly along a curve concave to the northwest having a radius of 800.00 feet and
a central angle of 12°24'18", an arc length of 173.20 feet to a point of tangency;

$63°31'46" W, 19.00 feet to a point of curvature;

Westerly along a curve concave to the north having a radius of 150.00 feet and a central angle
of 33°19'41", an arc length of 87.25 feet to a point of tangency;

N 83°08'33" W, 379.34 feet to a point of curvature;

Southwesterly along a curve concave to the southeast having a radius of 600.00 feet and a
central angle of 25°19'54", an arc length of 265.27 feet to a point of tangency;

$71°31'33" W, 298.67 feet to a point of curvature;

Westerly along a curve concave to the north having a radius of 710.00 feet and a central angle
of 32°20'58", an arc length of 400.87 feet to a point of tangency;

N 76°07'29" W, 643.59 feet;
§71°13'47" W, 363.04 feet to the east line of Joplin Lane;
THENCE N 42°03'27" W along said east line, 382.56 feet to a found % inch iron rebar tagged LS 36715;

THENCE leaving said line N 89°50'21" E, 1751.43 feet to a found % inch iron rebar tagged
LS 36715;

THENCE N 00°08'54" W, 45.00 feet to the Quarter corner common to Sections 23 and 26, marked by a
found 1 % inch aluminum capped pin marked LS 7599;

THENCE N 89°49'41" E along the common line between said Sections 23 and 26, a distance of 1313.33
feet to a found % inch rebar tagged LS 36715;

THENCE leaving said line N 00°08'15" E, 817.68 feet;
THENCE N 90°00'00" E, 365.20 feet;
THENCE S 78°41'24" E, 464.01 feet;

THENCE N 83°39'36" E, 416.56 feet to the west right-of-way of Hartman Lane;
Page 2 of 5 Pages
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THENCE S 00°12'45" W, 768.98 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINING 41.421 acres of land, more or less.

The Basis of Bearing for this survey or LEGAL DESCRIPTION? is the east line of the southeast Quarter of
the northeast Quarter of Section 26, Township 12 South, Range 12 East, recorded in Book 51 of Map

and Plats at Page 6, Records of Pima County, Arizona, and as shown on said DeAnza recorded Plat,
bearing being N 00°04'06" E.

Prepared by:

AMERSON SURVEYING, INC. , |

MICHAEL K. AMERSON

MICHAEL KARL
AMERSON

EXPIRES 0873120
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PIMA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF:
REAL PROPERTY SERVICES

. CONTRACT
PROJECT: Accept Donation of Real Property NO M‘PN" JB-0/0

Consisting of Approximately 41 Fee Acres

AMENDMENT NO.
Thi b wst I
DONOR: Fidelity National Title Agency involces - cotrespondence . end
Trust Nos. 60,104; 30,199; and documents  penzlning o This

contract.

60,461

AMOUNT: $0.00

AGREEMENT TO DONATE REAL PROPERTY

1. Parties; Effective Date. This agreement ("Agreement”) is entered into by and
between Fidelity National Title Agency, Trust Numbers 60,104; 30,199; and 60,461
(hereinafter, collectively “Donor”) and Pima County Flood Control District, a political
taxing subdivision of the State of Arizona ("Donee”). Donor and Donee are hereinafter
referred to collectively as the “Parties”. This Agreement shall be effective on the date
Donor and Donee have executed this Agreement (the “Effective Date”). The date
Donee signs is the date this Agreement is signed by the Pima County Procurement
Director.

2. Background & Purpose.

2.1. Donor is the owner of certain real property in Pima County, Arizona
consisting of approximately forty-one (41) acres, legally described and depicted,
collectively, on Exhibit A attached hereto, and commonly known as a portion of

Assessor's Tax Parcel 221-06-7280, including all structures and improvements situated
thereon, if any (the “Property”),

2.2.  Donor desires to donate the Property to Donee, subject to those terms
and conditions as set forth with specificity in this Agreement; and

2.3.  Donee desires to accept the Property, subject to the express terms and
conditions of this Agreement.

3622.60.1112716.2 3/28/2017

124

¢ eme e e e s cams



3. Donation.

3.1. Donor agrees to donate the Property, including all wells, water rights and
mineral rights appurtenant to the Property, if any, to the extent, if any, that Donor has
an interest therein, to Donee, free and clear of all liens and encumbrances, except as set
forth on Exhibit B attached hereto.

3.2. Donor will execute a Special Warranty Deed (the "Deed") and any and all
related documents conveying the Property to Donee upon presentation of said
documents to Donor by Donee’s agents or representatives.

~ 3.3.  Donor acknowledges and agrees that the decision to donate the Property
was made without any undue influence or coercive action of any nature and that the
right to an appraisal and to just compensation is hereby waived.

4. Inspection and Access.

4.1. Inspection Period. For a period of forty-five (45) days commencing on the
Effective Date (the “Inspection Period"), Donee (and its respective employees, agents,
representatives and contractors) shall have the right to enter upon the Property at
reasonable times and from time to time, upon forty-eight (48) hours notice by
telephone to Donor, for the purpose of viewing, inspecting, testing, appraising,
surveying and studying the Property (“Inspection”). Donee shall, promptly following
any such Inspection, return the Property to the condition it was in immediately prior to
such Inspection. Donee shall, and does hereby agree, to the extent permitted by law, to
indemnify and defend Donor and the owner of the Property (if not Donor) against, and
hold Donor and the owner of the Property (if not Donor) harmless from, all claims,
damages, expenses, and actions arising from any negligence or wrongful misconduct of
Donee or Donee’s employees or agents, as a result of such Inspection.

42. Reports. Within ten (10) days after the Effective Date, Donor shall provide
copies to Donee of the following, to the extent such exist and are in Donor’s possession
or control, use agreements regarding the Property; service, management and other
agreements regarding the Property whose terms do not expire prior to the date of the
Closing; permits, certificates, plans or specifications regarding the Property; soils reports,
property inspections, hazardous/toxic material or environmental reports regarding the
Property; surveys of the Property; and registrations, test results and studies regarding
any wells located on the Property (all of which shall hereinafter be referred to as the
"Donor Documents”). |f this Agreement is terminated for any reason, all of Donor’s
Documents and any copies made by Donee of Donor’s Documents shall be returned to

2 T 5/3/2017
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Donor. During the term of this Agreement, Donee shall deliver to Donor copies of all
non-proprietary third party reports, studies, surveys, plats, engineering data or work
product or other work product pertaining to the Property as the same are prepared. If
Donee terminates this Agreement for any reason, all such third party reports, studies,
surveys, plats or other work product shall be returned to Donee. The delivery by Donor
or Donee to the other Party of any such third party reports, studies, surveys, plats,
engineering data or work product or other work product shall be without any
representation or warranty. '

43. Environmental Inspection. If an environmental inspection recommends
further testing or inspection, Donee may elect, by giving written notice to Donor, to
extend the Inspection Period for an additional twenty (20) days, to conduct further
investigations. If the Inspection Period is extended, the term "Inspection Period" shall
then include the additional period.

44. Objection Notice. Donee shall provide written notice to Donor, prior to
expiration of the Inspection Period, of any items disapproved by Donee as a result of
Donee’s inspections (including environmental conditions) (the “"Objection Notice"). If
Donee sends an Objection Notice, Donor may, within ten (10) business days of receipt of
the Objection Notice, notify Donee if Donor is willing to cure any of the items to which
Donee objected (the “Cure Notice”). If Donor elects not to send Donee a Cure Notice
or if Donor's Cure Notice is not acceptable to Donee, then Donee may elect to terminate
this Agreement in which case the Agreement shall be terminated and of no further force
and effect. If Donee fails to give the Objection Notice to Donor on or before the
expiration of the Inspection Period, Donee shall be deemed to have waived the right to
give the Objection Notice.

45. Closing Before Inspection Period Expires. Nothing in this Agreement shall
preclude Donee from electing to proceed with Closing prior to the expiration of the

Inspection Period.
5. Donor’s Covenants.

51. No Salvage. Donor shall not salvage or remove any fixtures,
improvements, or vegetation from the Property, but this shall not prohibit Donor from
removing personal property prior to the Closing. In addition, prior to Closing, the

Property shall not be materially degraded by Donor or otherwise changed in any
material aspect by Donor.

5.2.  Use of Property by Donor. Donor shall, during the term of this Agreement,

3 5/3/2017
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use the Property on a basis substantially comparable to Donor’s historical use thereof.
Donor shall make no use of the Property other than the use being made of the Property
as of the date this Agreement is signed by the Parties. Donor shall maintain the Property
in substantially the same condition as it is presently in, ordinary wear and tear excepted,
and without liens or encumbrances that Donor will be able to cause to be released
before the Closing.

53. No Encumbrances. Donor shall not encumber the Property with any lien
that Donor will be unable to cause to be released before Closing. Donor covenants and
agrees that from and after that Agreement Date through the Closing, Donor shall not
enter into, execute or record any covenant, deed restriction, or any other encumbrance
against the Property.

6. No Personal Property. The Parties acknowledge that no personal property is
being transferred pursuant to this Agreement, and Donor represent that there is now, or
as of Closing will be, no personal property located on Property.

7. Closing.

7.1 Closing, The Closing shall take place at Stewart Title and Trust of Tucson,
Kim Moss, Escrow Agent, after completion of the Inspection Period, but no later
than August 8, 2017, unless otherwise agreed to by the Parties.

7.2  Prorations. The date of closing shall be used for proration of rents,
property taxes and other similar costs; assessments due for improvement districts
shall be paid in full by the Donor prior to closing; and property taxes shall be
prorated based upon the date of closing.

7.3  Deliveries by Donor at Closing. At Closing, Donor shall deliver to Donee
the following:

7.3.1 an executed Special Warranty Deed ("Deed") in the form of Exhibit
C attached, conveying fee simple title to the Property subject only to the
Permitted Exceptions and to the Deed Restrictions expressly set forth
therein;

732 one or more assignments of all the water rights and well
registrations, certificated or claimed, in which Donor has an interest and
appurtenant to the Property, if any, and all certificated or claimed Type 2
water rights related to the Property which Donor owns, if any; and

4 5/3/2017
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7.3.3 possession of the Property.

74  Closing Costs. Donor shall pay all closing costs, including but not limited
to title insurance premium, escrow fees and recording fees.

8. Binding Agreement. All provisions set forth herein are binding upon the heirs,
successors and assigns of the Parties.

9. Governing Law. This Agreement shall be construed under the laws of the State
of Arizona.

10. Conflict of Interest. This Agreement is subject to cancellation within three (3)
years after its execution pursuant to ARS, § 38-511 if any person significantly involved
in initiating, negotiating, securing, drafting or creating this Agreement on behalf of the
County is, at any time while this Agreement or any extension of the Agreement is in
effect, an employee or agent of any other party to the Agreement with respect to the
subject matter of the Agreement.

The Parties have signed this Agreement on the dates set forth below.

Donor:  Fidelity National Title Agency, Inc., an Arizona corporation as Trustee
under.Trust 60,104 and not in its corporate capacity:

Date: /2677

Martha L. Hill

Its: Trust Officer

Donop~ Fidelity National Title Agency, Inc, an Arizona corporation as Trustee

under Tfust 30,199 and not in its corporate capacity:
By: Y223 X .,Zgé Date: _ -2 -/7

Martha L. Hill :

Its: Trust Officer

S 5/3/2017
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Donor: Fidelity National Title Agency, Inc,, an Arizona corporation as Trustee
underJrust 60,461 and not in its corporate capacity:

% Date: 7 R24-77

By:

Martha L. Hill

Its: Trust Officer

REMAINDER OF THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK
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Donee: Pima County Flood Control District, a political taxing subdivision of the

State of Arizona:

NN o QA

Pima Cmbty @c%ment Ijiamr

APPROVED AS TO CONTENT:

Ne:IJ Konigsberg,
Real Property Servnces Dep

K—’\ éfz, Exrc )47_,55)

Eric Shepp for Suzanne Shlelds Director
Pima County Regional Flood Control District

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
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