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included in this appendix, and duplicate submissions are included in Appendix H5 (Public
Comments on Draft Tier 1 EIS and Responses).

Standard responses were prepared to provide broad responses to the most frequently raised
issues and to supplement unique comment responses. Standard response codes referenced in
comment responses correspond to the codes underlined in bold within Appendix H1 (Standard
Responses).
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ID

0-43-1

0-43-2

Comment Document

Altar Valley Conservation Alliance

ID Topic Response
0-43-1 Orange Alternative Thank you for your input and interest in the I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS. FHWA and ADOT value the
feedback on the Draft Tier 1 EIS provided by your organization.
GlobalTopic_4, BR-9, V-1 and GlobalTopic_1
0-43-2 Visual

GlobalTopic_1, BR-1, N-1, AQ-1, V-1, and LU-3
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-43-2
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ID

0-40-1

Comment Document ID

Topic

Arizona Automobile Hobbyist Council

Response

0-40-1

Transportation

GlobalTopic_8

FHWA is following a tiered environmental process, and a Tier 1 EIS was completed during this
phase of study. The Tier 1 EIS process is an effective method for managing the NEPA process
across a large geographic area such as the I-11 Project Area. It allows the NEPA process to move
forward prior to the identification of funding and lays the groundwork for where the corridor would
be located. While no tolling proposal has been identified at this time, as there is no funding
currently identified for the design and construction of I-11, tolling could be an option evaluated in
future Tier 2 studies.
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ID

0-30-1

0-30-2

0-30-3

Comment Document

Arizona Sonoran Desert Museum

ID Topic Response
0-30-1 Recommended GlobalTopic_4, GlobalTopic_1
Alternative
0-30-2 Recreation GlobalTopic_1, R1 and R2
0-30-3 Biologic Resources

GlobalTopic_1, BR-1, BR-5, BR-6, BR-10, WR-3, V-1, N-1, CR-1 and BR-9
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ID

0-30-3

0-30-4

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Response

Arizona Sonoran Desert Museum

0-30-4

Economics

GlobalTopic_1, BR-10, WR-1, AC-9 and AC-3
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-30-4
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ID Comment Document
Tucson Public Hearing, May 8, 2019

0-16-1

ID

Topic

Response

Arizona Sonoran Desert Museum

0-16-1

Recreation

GlobalTopic_1, N-1, BR-2, AQ-2,AC-3, R-2, and E-2
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-16-1
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-16-1
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response
0-37-1 NA No response needed.
0-37-2 Coordination and GlobalTopic_2 and CO-1 and CO-5
Outreach

0-37-3 Biologic Resources GlobalTopic_2, BR-1, BR-2, BR-4, BR-8 and BR-10

0-37-4 Agriculture GlobalTopic_2
0-37-5 Biologic Resources GlobalTopic_2 and BR-2
0-37-1
0-37-2 ‘
0-37-3 ‘
0-37-4 I
0-37-5 I
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ID

0-37-5

0-37-6

Comment Document

Audubon Arizona

ID Topic Response
0-37-6 Recommended GlobalTopic_2 and G-1
Alternative
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ID Comment Document
Marana Public Hearing, May 11, 2019

0-22-1

ID

Topic

Citizens for Picture Rocks

Response

0-22-1

Alternatives

GlobalTopic_4, BR-2, N-1, AQ-1, V-1, LU-3. BR-9, WR-2, R-2 and GlobalTopic_1
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ID

0-22-1

0-22-2

0-22-1

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Response

Citizens for Picture Rocks

0-22-2

Alternatives

GlobalTopic_1
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-22-1
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ID

0-22-3

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Response

Citizens for Picture Rocks

0-22-3

Economics

GlobalTopic_1, E-1, E-2, LU-1 and LU-3
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ID

0-3-1

Comment Document

Citizens for Picture Rocks

Citizens for Picture Rocks Statement of Policy Opposing Interstate Highway in the Avra Valley
August 15, 2017

Citizens for Picture Rocks is a non-profit 301(c)(4) membership civic improvement organization
dedicated to improving the quality of life in the community. Our members have told us that they
believe constructing Interstate highway I-11 through the Avra Valley will have significant negative
impacts as laid out in Pima County Board of Supervisors Resolution 2007-343: "... the Pima County
Board of Supervisors opposes the construction of any new highways in or around the County that
have the stated purpose of bypassing the existing Interstate 10 as it is believed that the
environmental, historic, archacological and urban form impacts could not be adequately mitigated.”

The Arizona Dept, of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration are in the middle of
a three-year, $15 million, Tier One Environmental Impact Study for Interstatel1 as required by the
National Environmental Protection Act. Two of their three very similar alternative routes are
through the Avra Valley and the third is along the existing Interstate 10 corridor. There is always a
"No Build" option as well.

Concerns have come from many directions, including about 1,000 comments from residents of
Picture Rocks. The City of Tucson worries about loss of tax revenue and tourism, and about the
effects on their water supply. I-11 will negatively affect tourism at Saguaro National Park, Tucson
Mountain Park, Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum, and Ironwood Forest National Monument.
Increased night light will hurt Kitt Peak observatory. Arizona Game and Fish Dept., US Bureau of
Land Management, National Park Service, US Bureau of Reclamation, US Environmental
Protection Agency and Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection are among those expressing
concerns about closing off wildlife movement corridors and prefer using the already-disturbed I-10
corridor rather than endangering natural and cultural resources.

As County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry's proposed Avra Valley route plan admits, with the
Bureau of Reclamation's Wildlife Mitigation Corridor on one side, established "in perpetuity” when
the CAP canal was built, and the Tohono O'odham Nation's Garcia Strip on the other, insufficient
Right-of-Way would mean building an elevated highway along Sandario Roads in the Mile Wide
Road area.

The thousands of families in the Picture Rocks — Avra Valley areas would be subjected to unsafe
and unhealthy intrusions of hazardous cargo along with air and noise pollution, with probable
increases in drug and human smuggling. The rural peace of our neighbors would be gone forever
with dozens facing eviction. Truckers would have more miles to drive.

District 3 Congressman Raul Grijalva told ADOT that "The proposed route of the Interstate would
bring in new development, roads, traffic, and have a negative impact on dark skies, wilderness
values and quality of life for residents of that community."

L.D. 11 State Representative Mark Finchem pointed out to ADOT that expanding I-10 "is the least
expensive option to increase capacity and improve safety for all...we will be taking on massive debt
to build this roadway." State Senator Steve Smith and Representative Vince Leach had earlier told
residents that they opposed any Avra Valley route.

ID

Topic

Citizens for Picture Rocks

Response

0-3-1

Avra Valley

GlobalTopic_4, E-1, WR-2, R-2, V-1, BR-2, AQ-1, N-1 and GlobalTopic_1
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-31
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ID

0-2-1

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Response

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

0-2-1

Comment Period
Extension

GlobalTopic_9
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ID Comment Document
Nogales Public Hearing, May 7, 2019

0-62-1

ID

Topic

Response

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

0-62-1

Biologic Resources

GlobalTopic_1, BR-10 and BR-1
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-62-1
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-62-1
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ID Comment Document
Tucson Public Hearing, May 8, 2019

0-13-1

ID

Topic

Response

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

0-13-1

Biologic Resources

GlobalTopic_1 and BR-1
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-13-1
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ID

0-13-1

0-13-2

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Response

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

0-13-2

Orange Alternative

GlobalTopic_4 and GlobalTopic_1

22



Appendix H4: Public Advocacy Organization Comments on Draft Tier 1 EIS and Responses Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-13-2
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ID Comment Document
Tucson Public Hearing, May 8, 2019

0-14-1

ID

Topic

Response

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

0-14-1

Biologic Resources

GlobalTopic_1 and BR-9
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-14-1

25



Appendix H4: Public Advocacy Organization Comments on Draft Tier 1 EIS and Responses Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-14-1
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ID Comment Document
Marana Public Hearing, May 11, 2019

0-21-1

ID

Topic

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

Response

0-21-1

Cultural Resources

CR-1, GlobalTopic_1, AQ-1, N-1, V-1, BR-3 and AC-3
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-21-1
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-21-1
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ID Comment Document

0-21-1

ID

Topic

Response

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

30
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ID

0-35-1

Comment Document

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

ID Topic Response
0-35-1 Recommended GlobalTopic_1
Alternative
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ID

0-35-1

0-35-2

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Response

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

0-35-2

Purpose and Need

GlobalTopic_4, AC-3, and AC-9
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ID Comment Document

0-35-2

0-35-3

0-35-4

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

ID Topic Response
0-35-3 NEPA Process GlobalTopic_1
0-35-4 Biologic Resources GlobalTopic_1 and BR-9
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ID

0-35-4

0-355

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Response

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

0-35-5

Biologic Resources

GlobalTopic_1, BR-2 and BR-10
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ID

0-355

0-35-6

0-35-7

Comment Document

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

ID Topic Response
0-35-6 Biologic Resources GlobalTopic_1 and BR-9
0-35-7 Biologic Resources GlobalTopic_1
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ID

0-35-7

0-35-8

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Response

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

0-35-8

Biologic Resources

GlobalTopic_1 and BR-4
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-35-8
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-35-8
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ID

0-35-8

0-359

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Response

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

0-35-9

Visual

GlobalTopic_1 and V-1
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ID

0-35-10

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Response

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

0-35-10

Economics

GlobalTopic_1, E-1 and E-2, LU-3
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ID

0-35-10

0-35-11

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

Response

0-35-11

Transportation

GlobalTopic_1 and E-3

Please see the cost analysis in Section 6.6 of the Final Tier 1 EIS.
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ID

0-35-11

0-35-12

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Response

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

0-35-12

Section 4(f)

GlobalTopic_1 and GlobalTopic_11
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ID

0-35-12

0-35-13

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

Response

0-35-13

Section 4(f)

4F-2, CR-1, GlobalTopic_1 and GlobalTopic_11
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ID

0-35-13

0-35-14

0-35-15

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

Response

0-35-14

Section 4(f)

GlobalTopic_1 and GlobalTopic_8

Section 4(f) allows for a preliminary Section 4(f) approval to be made when a first-tier, broad-scale
EIS is prepared (23 Code of Federal Regulations 774.7(e)(1)). The regulation acknowledges that
the detailed information necessary to complete the Section 4(f) process and obtain a final approval
may not be available. This is the case in the Tier 1 EIS for the 1-11 Corridor project. FHWA and
ADOT acknowledge that more design and analysis will be required in a Tier 2 process before a
final Section 4(f) approval can be obtained. During Tier 2 studies, a detailed analysis of the Section
4(f) properties will be undertaken and documented. This analysis will examine and compare
alternative, project-level alignments in accordance with the regulations of NEPA and Section 4(f),
in order to inform decision-making prior to a final NEPA Decision and final Section 4(f) approval.

0-35-15

Section 4(f)

GlobalTopic_1

FHWA and ADOT reviewed and revised or clarified the property information in the Draft
Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation. The document also clarifies that, according to 23 Code of
Federal Regulations 774.15(a), a constructive use of a Section 4(f) property cannot occur when
land from that property is incorporated into the transportation project, in this case the I-11 Corridor
project.

FHWA and ADOT quantified numbers of Section 4(f) properties in each 2,000-foot wide corridor in
Tier 1 study because the corridors are substantially wider than a project-level alignment width of
approximately 400 feet that will be studied in more detail in Tier 2. The Tier 1 methodology focused
on assessing the potential for each Section 4(f) property to be avoided by future design (by means
of accommodation, shift, or grade-separation). Closer examination and documentation of the
potentially impacted activities, features and attributes of each Section 4(f) property (for example,
buildings, ballfields, and picnic areas) will be required and undertaken in the Tier 2 Section 4(f)
Evaluation. At that time, project-level alignment alternatives will be developed, the potential for
those alignments to use Section 4(f) properties will be assessed, and the uses will be compared
among the alternative alignments prior to identifying an alternative with the least harm to Section
4(f) properties.”
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ID

0-35-15

0-35-16

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

Response

0-35-16

Section 4(f)

GlobalTopic_1

In accordance with 23 CFR 774.3(2)(c), if the determination is made that there is no feasible and
prudent avoidance alternative, FHWA may approve only the alternative that causes the least
overall harm in light of the preservation purpose of Section 4(f). ADOT will undertake a least
overall harm analysis during Tier 2 studies. At that time, more detailed study of each Section 4(f)
property and the potential for impacts to such properties will be completed. ADOT will develop and
evaluate roadway alignments at a project-level with the goals of avoiding or minimizing impacts on
the natural and built environment, including Section 4(f) properties.

During Tier 2, ADOT will examine the Preferred Alternative west and east options in detail and will
coordinate with the officials with jurisdiction over potentially affected Section 4(f) properties during
the studies and development of appropriate mitigation measures. These studies and coordination
activities will enable completion of a Final Section 4(f) Evaluation that compares the relative
impacts and mitigation effectiveness of the options prior to selection of the option with the least
overall harm.

The Sonoran Desert National Monument was designated by Presidential Proclamation 7397 for the
purpose of protecting objects of the Sonoran desert landscape. The Proclamation recognizes that
the property also contains historic sites. This is the primary purpose of the property and the source
for FHWA's assessment that Sonoran Desert National Monument is not protected by Section 4(f).
As described in FHWA's 2012 Section 4(f) Policy Paper, Question 1A, to be protected by Section
4(f), the property must be publicly owned and accessible to the public. The property must also be
formally designated with the primary use being a park, recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge,
or historic site. The Proclamation does not identify the property as having the primary purpose of a
park, recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or historic site, even though the Bureau of Land
Management may manage the property to allow such activities and objects. Therefore, the
Monument, as a whole, is not protected by Section 4(f).

When considering whether Section 4(f) may apply to Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area, FHWA first
applied the test of whether the land is under public ownership and is open to the public. FHWA
assessed that Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area is a mix of publicly-owned properties that are open to
the public and privately-owned properties that are not open to the public. Only the properties that a
publicly-owned and open to the public have the potential to be protected by Section 4(f). An
example of such a property within the Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area is Saguaro National Park,
which is protected by Section 4(f). For these reasons, the Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area, being a
grouping of publicly-owned and privately-owned lands, is not protected by Section 4(f).

Tier 2 studies will include a detailed assessment of the potential for impacts to NEPA resources
and Section 4(f) properties and will examine how project-level alignments could have cumulative
effects on multiple resources.”
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ID

0-35-16

0-35-17

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Response

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

0-35-17

Transportation

GlobalTopic_1, AC-3, and AC-9
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ID

0-35-17

0-35-18

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

Response

0-35-18

NEPA Process

GlobalTopic_4, GlobalTopic_1, AC-3 and GlobalTopic_8
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ID

0-35-18

0-35-19

Comment Document

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

ID Topic Response
0-35-19 Recommended GlobalTopic_4 and GlobalTopic_1
Alternative

48



Appendix H4: Public Advocacy Organization Comments on Draft Tier 1 EIS and Responses Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-35-19
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ID Comment Document -
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ID Comment Document -
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ID Comment Document -
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ID Comment Document -
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ID Comment Document -
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ID Comment Document -
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ID

0-67-1

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

Response

0-67-1

General

The 1-11 Team received the Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection letter.
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-67-1

57



Appendix H4: Public Advocacy Organization Comments on Draft Tier 1 EIS and Responses

ID Comment Document
Marana Public Hearing, May 11, 2019

0-23-1

ID

Topic

Response

Community Water Coalition of Southern Arizona

0-23-1

Water Resources

GlobalTopic_1 and WR-2
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-23-1
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-23-1
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-23-1
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ID

0-44-1

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Response

Desert Tortoise Council

0-44-1

Orange Alternative,
Biologic Resources

GlobalTopic_4, BR-4 and GlobalTopic_1
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

0-44-1
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ID Comment Document
Tucson Public Hearing, May 8, 2019

[-1325-1

[-1325-2

[-1325-1

Friends of Ironwood Forest

ID Topic Response
1-1325-1 General GlobalTopic_4 and WR-1
1-1325-2 Biologic Resources GlobalTopic_1 and BR-2
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

[-1325-1
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

[-1325-1
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ID

0-32-1

Comment Document

July 1, 2019

Proposed Interstate 11

Friends of Robles Ranch opposes the Recommended Alternative Route described in the Tierl DEIS for
Interstate 11 that proposes cutting through the rural Altar and Avra Valleys. We support the colocation
of I -11 in the Tucson area with the already existing infrastructure of | — 10 (Orange Route Alternative).

Friends of Robles Ranch is a 501 ¢ 3 organization of citizens of the Three Points/Robles Junction area
working to preserve the Historic Robles Ranch Community Center, to make Three Points a place to be
used and enjoyed by the community and to assist families in the Robles Junction area and encourage
our citizens to become part of a more unified community.

Three Points/Robles Junction is at the head of the Altar Valley and the base of the Avra Valley. Within it
lies a key piece of the voter-approved Pima County Sonoran Desert Protection Plan with 20,000 acres of
Conservation Land System. Itis one of the last undeveloped valleys in Southern Arizona. Itis also the
home of Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge and Kitt Peak National Observatory, which rely on dark
skies. Countless wildlife species also call these unfragmented landscapes home.

The proposed location of the Recommended Alternative Route described in the Tier 1 DEIS for | - 11
through the undeveloped landscape of the Altar and Avra Valley which would bring nothing to this
community but pollution, noise, air and light pollution.

As described in one brochure “The proposed | — 11 Corridor will be much more than an ordinary
interstate highway. It will include not just a minimum four-lane highway but also multiple rail lines and
fiber optics installations. In contrast to the typical interstate highway width of two or three hundred
feet, the proposed | — 11 right-of-way would be 800 to 2,000 feet wide. The anticipated preferred
alternative is “expected to be 2,000 feet wide.” In other words, that decision has already been made.
This is significant because the Avra Valley is only about 10 miles wide in some places.

ID

Topic

Response

Friends of Robles Ranch

0-32-1

Avra Valley

GlobalTopic_1,GlobalTopic_4, and LU-1

67



Appendix H4: Public Advocacy Organization Comments on Draft Tier 1 EIS and Responses

ID

0-32-2

Comment Document

And finally, this is not United States commerce. This traffic, both highway and rail, is from Mexico
slated for Canada or at least Phoenix and beyond. [f there are shoppers using | — 11 they will be going
to Phoenix bypassing Tucson to spend their money. So why would we support something which walks
all over us and brings us nothing?

The Altar and Avra Valleys are no place for an | —11 when the | — 10 corridor already exists and
development can be wisely planned to collocate within an already established transportation corridor.

ID

Topic
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Friends of Robles Ranch

0-32-2

Transportation

GlobalTopic_1 and GlobalTopic_4
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O-7-1

Avra Valley

GlobalTopic_4 and GlobalTopic_1
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O-7-2
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Break Pima County’s long-established and consistent public policies to preserve open space,
protect wildlife habitat and movement corridors, and conserve the Sonoran Desert ecosystem
by developing within the 1 mile Buffer Overlay Zone (Chapter 18.67, Pima County Town Code).

Be contrary to the purposes for which the Tucson Mountain District of Saguaro National Park
was established in 1961, to protect these lands “unimpeded” for future generations to enjoy.

FOSNP believes that our community will experience economic benefits from increased trade
between the United States and Mexico. To facilitate that goal, we support the upgrade,
expansion and redesign of our existing transportation alignments (I-10 and 1-19). This will
address the outlined I-11 project purpose, needs, and help to reconnect Tucson’s downtown
communities that were divided during the initial construction of I-10.

FOSNP opposes the I-11 corridor in the Avra Valley based on the myriad of negative impacts it

would have on Saguaro National Park and calls on the Arizona Department of Transportation
and the Federal Highway Administration to drop all further consideration of this route in favor
of upgrading, expanding and redesigning the existing transportation alignments through
Tucson.
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Friends of Saguaro National Park
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Friends of Saguaro National Park
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To the Arizona Department of Transportation regarding a proposed route for I-11 through the Avra
Valley.

Friends of the Sonoran Desert

July 7, 2019

Fellow Citizens:

The Friends of the Sonoran Desert, a charitable organization, headquartered in Arizona, is writing to
oppose the proposed alternative route for -11 through the region of Avra Varlley, East of the Tucson
Moutains. As the department is aware, the opposition to this route by Southern Arizonans is absolute
and overwhelming. Itis difficult to conceive of a more insulting and ill-conceived proposal.

Arizona is faced with significant transportation challenges that cannot be successfully addressed by
simply doing more of the same, i.e., building more freeways. Metropolitan Phoenix is a daily
demonstration of the folly of this approach. While the Department has taken years to analyze the I-11
alternatives and no doubt spent huge amounts of public money on this problem, all we have as a result
for our region is a proposal to do more of the same, without any new initiatives for real alternative
solutions. Itis, as been a recurring observation by many Arizonans, a 20" Century solution to a 21
Century problem.

For Decades Southern Arizonans have worked to protect and utilize the Tucson Mountains and
adjacent Avra Valley for our long-term benefit. The effort has included strong and active support for
Federal and Arizona public lands in the Ironwood Forest National Monument, Organ Pipe National
Monument, Tucson Mountains, as well as the conservation areas of the Tohono O’odum Nation, along
with establishment of the Arizona-Sonoran Desert Museum, Old Tucson, and other recreational sites.
This is an area of small communities, residences and businesses which have contributed to a major
revenue source for the region, providing much loved and valued recreational areas for its citizens and
visitors. Its value for the stewardship of prime Sonoran Desert habitat and wildlife has been an object of
extensive efforts by Federal, State and local government for almost a century. For decades Gates Path
has been a frequent destination of local residents and visitors alike for the spectacular views of this
treasure.

Now comes the Arizona Department of Transportation to destroy that vista and all it surveys. All to
build an industrial freeway through the very heart of this area destroying and eroding its values. Local

Friends of the Sonoran Desert

ID Topic Response
0-39-1 General GlobalTopic_1 and GlobalTopic_4
0-39-2 Biologic Resources GlobalTopic_1 and BR-5
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Interstate 11 Coalition

ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response
0-53-1 NEPA Process Thank you for your input and interest in the I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS. FHWA and ADOT value the
feedback on the Draft Tier 1 EIS provided by your organization.
GlobalTopic_4
0-53-2 Alternatives GlobalTopic_4
The Preferred Alternative in the Final Tier 1 EIS was revised to co-locate with 1-8 from the vicinity
of Chuichu Road west to Montgomery Road then north along the Montgomery Road alignment to
Option 12.
0-53-3 Land Use GlobalTopic_2 and GlobalTopic_4
0-53-1
0-53-2
0-53-3
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Hassayampa Framework Study) within the city limits of Buckeye. We concur with the City of
Buckeye and other regional planning and business organizations that Option X best meets the
public purpose and need objectives of Interstate 11 by “providing access to planned growth
areas” and is “consistent with local and county level planning” and urge you to move the
Recommended Alternative to follow Option X through that portion within the Buckeye city
limits.

3. During the public hearing in Wickenburg, a group of citizens living in a subdivision
Northeast of Wickenburg along US 93 near the northernmost connection of the Interstate 11
Recommended Alternative with US 93 requested that the point of intersection be moved further
west of their neighborhood. I understand that this point was selected, partially, due to the City
of Wickenburg requesting that the point of intersection be located as close as possible to the city
limits. We support the re-evaluated request to move this intersection further west along US g3.

Again, our appreciation for your diligent effort to advance the EIS process regarding Interstate
11 in Arizona. We appreciate the support of Governor Ducey, as indicated in the attached letter
he recently sent to Secretary of Transportation, Flaine Chao.

Please let me know if there are any questions regarding our letter and recommendations. I lock
forward to continuing to work with the Study Team on our mutual goal of finding the best route
for Interstate 11 that will provide economic enhancements to our State.

Sincerely,

SCOTT HIGGINSON

Executive Director
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Interstate 11 Coalition

0-53-4

Wickenburg +VR

GlobalTopic_5

80



Appendix H4: Public Advocacy Organization Comments on Draft Tier 1 EIS and Responses Interstate 11 Coalition

ID Comment Document -

81



Appendix H4: Public Advocacy Organization Comments on Draft Tier 1 EIS and Responses

ID Comment Document
Tucson Public Hearing, May 8, 2019

[-1357-1

Living Streets Alliance
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0-4-1
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National Parks Conservation Association

April 18, 2019

I-11 Tier 1 EIS Study Team c/o ADOT Communications
1655 W. Jackson Street Mail Drop 126F
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Also submitted online and emailed to I-11ADOTStudy@hdrinc.com

Re: the I-11 Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement and Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation
(Draft Tier 1 EIS) Nogales to Wickenburg

Request for extension of comment period

National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) respectfully requests that the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) extend the public
comment period for the above-referenced Draft Tier 1 EIS by a minimum of sixty-four days beyond
the currently scheduled public comment deadline.

National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) is a nonprofit organization that for 100 years has
been the leading voice advocating for our National Parks. NPCA has more than 1.3 million
members and supporters, including more than 24,000 in Arizona.

NPCA needs additional time to complete and submit a detailed review of the Draft Tier 1 EIS.
Further, the public deserves more time to review and comment on this long and complex document.

Please consider:

* A 56-day comment period (April 5 through May 31) does not provide enough time to adequately
review this document and prepare well-researched comments on concerns the document may raise.

* Volumes one and two of the Draft Tier 1 EIS (six chapters) total 762 pages, not including the
additional twenty-six appendices.

* The public has shown great interest and concern about this planning process. In the previous two
scoping periods, the public expressed specific opposition to the route alternative through the Avra
Valley, which has been incorporated into the Draft Tier 1 EIS preferred alternative. This level of
interest and concern merits more public scrutiny.

+ A public works project that could cost as much as $7 billion warrants as much transparency and
public involvement as possible.

* The nationally-significant natural and cultural resources to be evaluated and, perhaps,
significantly affected by the result of this process, are worthy of careful consideration. The agencies
have taken a lot of time to develop a section 4F analysis, so it is fitting that a longer comment
period would be required to gather quality input from the public, experts, and knowledgeable
organizations in the preparation of this EIS.

* NPCA is especially concerned that enough time be taken to analyze a proposed freeway that
would run one mile from Saguaro National Park and through protected mitigation lands that are
important to wildlife which have a habitat that includes the park.
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Comment Period
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National Parks Conservation Association
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0-49-1 Recommended Thank you for your input and interest in the I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS. FHWA and ADOT value the
Alternative

feedback on the Draft Tier 1 EIS provided by your organization.
GlobalTopic_4 and GlobalTopic_1
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National Parks Conservation Association

ID Topic Response
0-49-4 Noise GlobalTopic_1 and N-2
0-49-5 Air Quality GlobalTopic_1, GlobalTopic_8, AQ-1, AQ-2 and AQ-3
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Comment Document

Many millions of tons of extra carbon will be released should the recommended alternative
route be chosen by FHWA and Interstate 11 constructed in Avra Valley. The DEIS does not do
adequate analysis as required by law to determine ways to avoid or mitigate these emissions
that are certain to occur. The ways this decision will add carbon and affect climate change in a
negative way are:

1. Construction of the freeway, including raw material production, transpartation of those

materials, and onsite construction.

2. Maintenance of the freeway during its lifespan.

3. Vehicle emissions, with a new freeway encouraging more vehicle miles travelled.

4. Commercial development and residential sprawl spurred by the new freeway.

Co-location of I-11 with 1-10 and 1-19 from Sahuarita to Casa Grande will have smaller impacts
in the first three categories. It will not contribute to suburban sprawl, the fourth category. The
impacts will be less because there will be many fewer lane miles constructed. In addition, there
would be more opportunities for freight traffic, travelers, and commuters to utilize other
modes of transportation (rail, public transit, carpools, etc.) that contribute less carbon.

The Avra Valley freeway route’s greater contribution to the release of carbon into the

environment and subsequent promotion of climate change is one of the reasons that NPCA
believes co-location is a better alternative.

Wildlife Connectivity

Last but not least of our concerns about direct impacts to the park is how a north-south
freeway to the west of Saguaro National Park’s west unit would cut off the park {(and Tucson
Mountain Park directly to the park’s south) from wildlife in protected and wild areas across the
Avra Valley. There are important wildlife linkages that connect the Park with places like
Ironwood Forest National Monument and the mostly undisturbed open spaces on the Tohono
0O’odham Nation south of the monument. A freeway here would end almost all significant
wildlife movement. Such a valley-long impediment cannot be mitigated by purchase of off-site
comparable acreage. Wildlife crossings can be designed and built, and are useful, but we would
want to see specific plans and costs for these for the Avra Valley route before we would begin
to believe that such would solve the problem caused by a freeway in this location. The Tier 1
standard operating procedure of offering a promise of mitigation is not good enough and is
inadequate under NEPA.

We are not convinced that your investigations into mitigating a freeway through the Tucson
Mitigation Corridor will result in adequate wildlife connectivity to avoid impacts to Saguaro
National Park. This DEIS and draft preliminary Section 4(f) evaluation proposes that it does, but
does not make a scientific case that simply locating it along the CAP canal would avoid the
massive impact to wildlife that a freeway in the TMC and throughout the Avra Valley would
have.
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0-49-8

0-49-9
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Without free flow of wildlife in and out of Saguaro National Park and the other protected areas
affected, we would see devastating and irreversible consequences for wildlife diversity, genetic
health, and overall ecosystem resilience.

There are wildlife connectivity problems with the existing I1-19 and 1-10 alignments, which
ironically might be helped by co-locating I-11 along them. In adding new lanes, it would be
possible to also add wildlife crossings at key points, including at the north end of the Tucson
Mountains to provide a crossing into the Tortolita Mountains, which would aid Saguaro wildlife
populations.

Recommended Alternative impacts to Tucson, Avra Valley, and nearby protected areas

Sprawl development and impacts to current residents

As you have heard rather loudly from Avra Valley residents, almost no one currently living there
wants to sell their home to allow for a freeway or stay and find that their country lifestyle has
been destroyed by having a freeway nearby. Not only will this unwanted freeway become part
of the valley, the commercial development (gas stations, motels, strip malls, etc. that spring up
at freeway interchanges) and increased housing construction associated with new
transportation corridors will soon follow. Many of Saguaro National Park’s staff and volunteers
live in current Avra Valley neighborhoods and have spoken up alongside their neighbors to
oppose the recommended alternative.

The increased growth that will spring up at every interchange and beyond will also add to the
other impacts to the Park noted earlier, including light, noise, impacts to wildlife, etc.

Increased traffic on roads into Tucson, including an important park road

Nowhere mentioned in the DEIS is how freeway traffic and regular traffic from the subsequent
growth in residential development will increase traffic on existing roads that connect Avra
Valley to Tucson. Through the Tucson Mountains there are only two routes — one through Gates
Pass {internal to Tucson Mountain Park) and the Picture Rocks Road (internal to the Saguaro
National Park, which is responsible for this road). In addition to tourist access, both these
routes provide commuting between Avra Valley and Tucson. No one living or working in Avra
Valley is likely to take the freeway north or south and then return to Tucson, though some in
the south might access Ajo Boulevard and some in the north will take one of several roads into
Marana. Increased traffic on Picture Rocks road, which can be very crowded during rush hour,
and Gates Pass Road, need to be evaluated in this DEIS.

Gateway visitor experience

The authors of the DEIS seem to be hopeful that the recommended alternative would be
helpful to the Tucson area’s important tourism economic sector, a sentiment that could not be
included if a more thorough analysis had been done of each alternative’s impact to tourism.

National Parks Conservation Association

ID Topic Response
0-49-7 Land Use LU-3
0-49-8 Transportation GlobalTopic_1, IC-1
0-49-9 Economics GlobalTopic_1, E-2 and E-4
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0-49-10

0-49-11

Comment Document

The negative impact to the gateway experience of park visitors, their access to outdoor
recreation, and tourism in general are some of the reasons NPCA supports an I-11 that would
be co-located along 1-19 and I-11 from Sahuarita to Casa Grande over any alterative that would
be through Avra Valley.

Impacts to nearby protected areas

Saguaro National Park is surrounded by other protected public lands, connected by broad
wildlife linkages. The health of these places is tied to the health of Saguaro’s ecosystem. The
recommended alternative would have similar impacts to Tucson Mountain Park, Ironwood
Forest National Monument, and other places.

Invasive species
The most dangerous invasive species in Pima County that this project needs to plan to prevent

is buffelgrass. This explosively fire prone, fast-spreading import threatens to change the
Sonoran Desert into a degraded African savannah as few plants except itself survives fires fed
by stands of buffelgrass. Fire is not possible in healthy Sonoran Desert because there is plenty
of open space between plants; when it invades buffelgrass fills in those spaces. In residential
settings it can fuel deadly fires. It produces lots of seeds and spreads quickly in disturbed soils
and along roadsides where it thrives on the extra water than runs off the roadbed. Saguaro
National Park is using both staff and volunteer resources to reduce buffelgrass populationsin
the park, as are managers for other protected spaces in the area, but they are far from done
with this difficult task.

While buffelgrass is also of concern along I-10 and I-19, the recommended alternative’s new
freeway would produce a greater need for buffelgrass prevention and removal. This is one of
the reasons NPCA supports co-location with 1-19 and I-10 from Sahuarita to Casa Grande.

Tucson’s water supply

The preferred alternative’s impact to the two City of Tucson facilities in Avra Valley that
recharge Central Arizona Project water and retrieves it to supply most of the city is surprisingly
missing from the DEIS (including the technical appendix E13 which has a total of four references
and all are of descriptive nature). The potential impact to this facility has enormous
ramifications, yet is only mentioned briefly in the water section, which states in Table 3.13-3
that for both the Green and Purple alternatives “Edge of corridor is located within 1,000 feet of
the CAVSARP and SAVSARP.” Also, on page 3.3-13 the DEIS states that using the CAP Design
along Option C “would avoid impacting properties associated with the City of Tucson’s
CAVSARP/SAVSARP facilities.” On page 3.3-23 the DEIS states that using the CAP Design along
Option D “would avoid impacting properties associated with the City of Tucson’s SAVSARP
facility.” Is it one or is it both? The City of Tucson has expressed their concerns for these all-
important facilities, and we don’t believe those concerns have been answered in this DEIS.

As concerns all water resources, Table 3.13-2 Summary of Potential Impacts on Water
Resources describes the Orange Alternative as determined at this Tier 1 level to have only low

National Parks Conservation Association
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to moderate impacts, while the recommended alternative is uniformly high as concerns surface
water (sensitive resources), surface water (impaired waters), groundwater, potential waters of
the U.S., wetlands, and floodplains.

The impact to water is one of the reasons NPCA opposes any freeway in Avra Valley and urges
that [-11 co-located along [-19 and I-10 between Sahuarita and Casa Grande become the
preferred alternative.

Impacts to Riparian Areas

The simplest way to avoid impacting existing riparian areas in the South Section, and there are
important riparian corridors that the recommended alternative parallels or would have to
cross, is to choose co-location. In the South Section this alternative only adds up to 120 feet of
right of way along a six mile stretch of existing I-10 in downtown Tucson. Riparian impacts have
already been dealt with, for better or worse, in this area.

This practicable alternative should be chosen if direction from Executive Order 11990 is to be

followed, which is noted in the DEIS on page 3.12-2:
“Each agency shall provide leadership and shall take action to minimize the
destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the
natural and beneficial values of wetlands in carrying out the agency's
responsibilities” and, per the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA),
“shall avoid undertaking or providing assistance for new construction located in
wetlands unless the head of the agency finds (1) that there is no practicable
alternative to such construction, and {(2) that the proposed action includes all
practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands which may result from such
use.” (42 FR 26961)

With such explicit direction, the FHWA seems compelled to select co-locating I-11 along
I-19 and I-10 from Sahuarita to Casa Grande as part of the preferred alternative, which is
what NPCA recommends.

Flood prone areas

Like riparian areas, the simplest way to avoid impacting flood prone areas, of which there are
significant amounts along the recommended alternative in Avra Valley, is to choose co-locating
I-11 with I-19 and I-10 from Sahuarita to Casa Grande.

From page 3.12-2: Executive Order 11988: Floodplain management requires federal agencies
“to avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the
occupancy and modification of floodplains, and to avoid direct and indirect support of
floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative” (42 FR 26951)

The co-location of I-11 along I-19 and I-10 from Sahuarita to Casa Grande is a practicable route,
and so should be selected as NPCA recommends.

10
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Endangered wildlife and species of concern

The DEIS does a fairly good job of listing the species that would be impacted by build
alternatives, though it should be augmented by the species list provided by the Coalition for
Sonoran Desert Protection July 2019 comments to the DEIS. Specifically, the Tucson shovel-
nosed snake needs to be looked at closer as the recommended alternative route would have
dire consequences on this snake both through road strikes and habitat fragmentation.

The recommended alternative route through Avra Valley would have much greater impact to
endangered and other species of concerns, another reason that NPCA co-locating I-11 with [-19

and 1-10 from Sahuarita to Casa Grande.

U.S.-Mexico border issues

For a proposed freeway whose purpose is to improve commercial traffic between the United
States, Canada, and Mexico, there is very little in this document about trade relations and other
issues between the U.S. and Mexico. An additional route designed to provide for more traffic
would certainly be impacted by and also affect these issues. The DEIS should address how each
alternative would affect or be affected by border wall construction, port of entry operations,
trade tariffs, efforts to stop drug and human trafficking originating in Mexico, and concerns
about terrorists entering the United States.

Some of these concerns at first might seem far-fetched, but in the past so did having a
permanent Border Patrol security checkpoint on Interstate 19 (which reduces travel time of all
traffic going north). They should at least be considered. For instance, if the recommended
alternative is built, then how would that affect Border Patrol and other law enforcement
operations in Avra Valley, efforts that work to interdict drug traffic and stop illegal immigration
which we know currently travels in this area. How often would temporary checkpoints be
utilized in Avra Valley, or would a permanent checkpoint be considered? Would faster travel
time and additional traffic afforded by an Avra Valley freeway create more illegal activity in
protected areas like Saguaro National Park and Ironwood Forest National Monument?

Timeline and Implementation

Implementation, which could be incremental if the co-location alternative is selected is not
even mentioned in this DEIS. Co-location offers an incredible advantage as far as every
additional improvement could be helpful. In contrast, any Avra Valley freeway would have to be
completely constructed from one end to the other before it could be of use to commercial
traffic.

The timeline used in this DEIS needs to be updated. It is assumed in the DEIS that the freeway
would be constructed in five years, from 2020 through 2024. We know that promised wildlife
studies for TMC mitigation and the Tier 2 EIS process going forward will take at least three years
from when the ROD on this DEIS is released, which we have been told would be middle of next
year. As projected traffic need is based on the extension of local five-year plans and population

11
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projections, we ask that all this information be updated and compared to revised timelines in
the Final Tier 1 EIS.

The preceding review of impacts, from visual to implementation, shows that the DEIS fails to
adequately evaluate the project’s direct, cumulative, and secondary effects under NEPA.

The draft preliminary Section 4(f} analysis fails to demonstrate that there is no feasible or
prudent alternative to avoid impacts to the Bureau of Reclamation’s Tucson Mitigation
Corridor

NPCA contends that the draft preliminary Section 4(f) evaluation that was issued as an Errata to
the DEIS is incomplete and flawed. It also comes to the opposite and wrong conclusion of much
of the public input the team has received.

It concludes that it is impossible to avoid or mitigate impacts to seven small protected
properties along I-10 in Tucson from right of way expansion of no more than 120 feet at some
points along a six mile stretch through downtown, despite not doing the site-specific project
level analysis to show this. Based on this unsubstantiated conclusion, the evaluation tries
unsuccessfully to show that bisecting a Section 4{f) property in Avra Valley as part of 43 miles of
new freeway, can be mitigated.

The Section 4{f) analysis fails to demonstrate that there are not feasible or prudent alternatives
to the Avra Valley alternatives that would impact TMC, such as co-location. It also fails to
adequately consider the impact on Saguaro National Park and other Section 4(f) properties and
other protected properties in Avra Valley.

NPCA asks that this evaluation be redone to correct its flaws and provide a fair comparison
between unavoidable impacts to the Tucson Mitigation Corridor and impacts to the two small
parks, one yet-to-be completed urban trail, three historic districts and one historic building if
the co-location alternative is chosen.

The Section 4{f) section does not show that a “net benefit” could be achieved for the TMC 4(f)
property, to make up for building a freeway through it. The DEIS provides no information on the
actual impacts that might be inflicted on the TMC, and very few specifics on the mitigation. It
does not include information about the baseline conditions for wildlife and wildlife travel
through the TMC. Without this information there is no way for the reviewer to understand
what a “net benefit” means in this context. Because a net benefit determination is controversial
and probably inappropriate, it is imperative that the DEIS provide actual information regarding
potential impacts, such as what is provided for other potentially impacted 4(f) properties.

From the beginning, NPCA has argued and many have pointed out during the public
involvement process that there is no way to achieve a net benefit to wildlife connectivity in the
Avra Valley (the purpose of the TMC) when the plan is to put a freeway through this important
mitigation area. The freeway and its impacts to wildlife movement extend north and south from
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In accordance with 23 CFR 774.3(2)(c), if the determination is made that there is no feasible and
prudent avoidance alternative, FHWA may approve only the alternative that causes the least
overall harm in light of the preservation purpose of Section 4(f). ADOT will undertake a least
overall harm analysis during Tier 2 studies. At that time, more detailed study of each Section 4(f)
property and the potential for impacts to such properties will be completed. ADOT will develop and
evaluate roadway alignments at a project-level with the goals of avoiding or minimizing impacts on
the natural and built environment, including Section 4(f) properties.

During Tier 2, ADOT will examine the Preferred Alternative west and east options in detail and will
coordinate with the officials with jurisdiction over potentially affected Section 4(f) properties during
the studies and development of appropriate mitigation measures. These studies and coordination
activities will enable completion of a Final Section 4(f) Evaluation that compares the relative
impacts and mitigation effectiveness of the options prior to selection of the option with the least
overall harm."
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the TMC, impacting wildlife migration throughout Avra Valley. There is no possibility that offsite
mitigation land could replace wildlife routes east and west when a freeway will bisect the entire
valley and block off every route except where wildlife crossings over or under the freeway are
provided.

To even begin the conversation that “net benefit” can be used to breach the TMC, the 4(f)
analysis must make the inaccurate claim that the Orange Alternative is not an avoidance
alternative because it would impact more Section 4(f) properties. The creation of the three
build alternatives from the various segments studied seems a little arbitrary. A hybrid from
among them might be the best solution, as long as that hybrid includes co-location from
Sahuarita to Casa Grande. Farther north, for instance, the Orange Alternative could instead
include segments that avoid going through the Sonoran Desert National Monument, another
Section 4(f) property, further minimizing impacts to 4(f) properties. Thus, a better preferred
alternative could possibly be created by combining the Orange route from Nogales to Casa
Grande, and the Purple route for the rest of the way north.

The Green and Purple Alternatives cannot be an avoidance alternative because they would
inevitably impact a more significant Section 4(f) property. It is easy to see how to achieve “net
benefit” from the I-10 4(f) properties. We believe that with more detailed Tier 2 analysis, along
with innovative planning that has been advocated from involved members of the Tucson
community, the purpose and needs of I-11 can be achieved by the co-location through Tucson
without needing much mitigation of the affected properties.

This was the conclusion that NPCA and others from your stakeholder process presented to you
in an August 3, 2018, position paper. This paper was inexplicitly omitted from the original DEIS
and in its place the cover email alone was included in the public comment appendix. In the
table that summarizes public comments, it was listed as neutral, when in fact it supported co-
location of I-11 with I-19 and I-10 and suggested some improvements be incorporated into its
planning. Classifying all the comments as positive, negative, or neutral is somewhat of a
simplistic and inaccurate way to describe them in the DEIS.

After the three facilitated stakeholder meetings and our requests that both stakeholder groups
be allowed during the last meeting to meet as one group was denied, most of the active
stakeholders met together several times to develop this proposal. This proposal would be a
much more accurate representation of what came out of the stakeholder process than the few
paragraphs at pages 4-84 and 4-85. Your 4(f) analysis states, “Stakeholders from the Avra Valley
stakeholder group meetings proposed different strategies to mitigate these concerns, including
co-locating with the CAP Canal.” | was in that group and | would not summarize the mitigation
we proposed as co-location with the CAP; while it is possible that one person said that it seems
more likely that this mitigation possibility is something the agencies came up with. The
stakeholder process did produce a consensus recommendation, which is available in the Errata
document in the back section without page numbers, identified as Reference #998. The fact
that it was originally mis-identified as neutral, and despite being available to the study team for
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almost a year now, perhaps explains why the “gualitative” review of 4(f) fails to take into
account its suggestions.

As a busy, well-used interstate freeway 1-10 will continue to need improvements. Our hope is
that co-locating I-11 along I-10 will not only achieve the purposes of the I-11, but will also allow
us to adapt the existing freeway into a 21°'-century transportation system that will avoid
impacts to historic structures and communities (and thus all the section 4(f) properties and
more), be less costly, and have fewer environmental impacts. This is a vision first put forth in /-
11 Supercorridor: a next generation infrastructure case study, a 2014 publication prepared by
students and faculty at the University of Nevada, Arizona State University, and University of
Arizona, and reflects the community values that are inherent in resolutions against an Avra
Valley freeway by both the Pima County Board of Supervisors and the City of Tucson.

All three build alternatives contain 4(f) properties, so the prescribed step is to do a Least Harm
Analysis, which is attempted in section 4.6. The required analysis factors demonstrate why the
Least harm Analysis falls short for the Sahuarita to Casa Grande alternatives:

Least Harm Analysis Factor 1 — Ability to mitigate adverse impacts on each Section 4(f)

property.

When considering this factor, the list of potential strategies to mitigate and minimize impacts of
Section 4(f) properties in downtown Tucson that are given on page 4-76 should be carefully
considered. The innovative ways provided in the Stakeholder’s Position Paper that could reduce
the need for the maximum number of lanes to meet transportation needs should be added. The
DEIS list includes measures such as replacement of land, design modifications, restoration,
preservation of impacted historic buildings, and compensation — standard means of mitigation
for transportation projects. However, on p. 4-96 it states, “There is a low ability to mitigate the
impacts of the Orange Alternative.” The summary on page 4-108 goes farther and states, “After
careful consideration, FHWA and ADOT determined Orange Alternative impacts are
unmitigatable...” Leaving aside the fact that these statements are clearly contradictory to one
another, the document provides no meaningful information to support these declaratory
statements. The DEIS fails to adequately identify and assess opportunities for mitigation under
NEPA here and for all the impacts of concern to NPCA as described elsewhere in these
comments.

Least harm analysis Factor 2: Relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation. The DEIS
states on page 4-96: “As indicated in Table 4-7 (Summary of Potential Section 4(f) Uses by Build
Corridor Alternative) and described for Factor 1, FHWA and ADOT will be required to provide
specific mitigation in order to achieve the potential types of uses presented in the table. By
achieving the programmatic net benefit finding, the Purple, Green, and Recommended
Alternatives would substantially reduce and possibly eliminate remaining harm to the TMC
property.” [emphasis added] This debatable declarative statement is not consistent with the
need for future wildlife studies before the potential mitigation can even be evaluated for its
ability to achieve net benefit, and flies in the face of agency and expert comment that putting a
freeway through the TMC cannot adequately be mitigated.
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Least harm analysis Factor 3: Relative significance of each Section 4{f) property.

“FHWA considers each Section 4(f) property to be equally significant in this evaluation; none of
the properties has been determined through this evaluation or through coordination with
officials with jurisdiction to be of different value.” The agencies fail to assess relative
significance of each property as required under 4{f) policies, Least Harm Analysis (23 CFR
774.3(2)(c)). The agencies ignore relative importance assessment and instead just assume all
are equal when that is not the case. The TMC is not equal in value to part of the parking lot at
the rear of the Manning House (which is the only part of this historic property required for 1-10
expansion). This is not to say that protecting historic properties and community parks are not
important. But they can be mitigated much like historic properties and community parks have
been avoided or mitigated for highway projects across the country, and recently in Tucson
during expansions for Broadway and Grant Roads.

We take issue with your conclusion that the lronwood Forest National Monument is not a
Section(f) property. While it does not have “park” or “wildlife refuge” in its name, itis a
significant protected public property that serves both functions. It is popular for outdoor
recreational pursuits, including hiking, camping, picnicking, photography, enjoyment of cultural
and historical sites, etc. It provides habitat for wildlife, including protected species (including
plants) and animals like deer and bighorn sheep which are known to migrate to Saguaro
National Park, and is managed for the protection of this wildlife — so it does provide a refuge.
The federal agency that manages it has recommended against routing I-11 in Avra Valley as a
freeway so situated would impact recreational access and have other impacts. Leaving this
monument out of Section 4(f) analysis shows the analysis is inadequate.

Least Harm Analysis Factor 4: Views of the officials with jurisdiction over each Section 4{f)
property.

It is proper that the expert opinion and concerns of the State Historic Preservation Office
provide information that informs the 4(f) analysis and DEIS, but the views of elected officials
must also be taken into account. The City of Tucson and Pima County are on the record (see
elsewhere in this comment) that least harm will occur if I-11 is co-located along I-10 through
Tucson compared to any alternative in the Avra Valley.

Least Harm Analysis Factor 5: Degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need for
the project.

We can assume that all the build alternatives being reviewed by this DEIS meet the broad
purposes and need of I-11. The differences are relatively miniscule compared to the difference
in cost (see Factor 7, below).

Least Harm Analysis Factor 6: The EIS fails to consider magnitude of adverse impacts on
properties not protected by Section 4(f)

For Purple and Green Alternatives: This must include the Ironwood Forest National Monument
(which, as we note above, should be a 4(f) property but since excluded as such should be
included here) and the Tucson Mountain Wildlife Area.
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Least Harm Analysis Factor 7: Substantial differences in costs among the alternatives.

Most of the capital cost difference between the Orange Alternative and the recommended
alternative ($4.5 billion according to Table 4-8) occurs in the South Section, the area of focus for
most of the 4{f) discussion and the area of most interest to NPCA. If the future |-11 is co-located
along 1-19 and I-10 from Sahuarita to Casa Grande, the cost savings is $3.4 billion.

It would be callous to say that the seven 4(f) properties of concern in downtown Tucson is
worth the money saved by co-location. Instead, we would encourage that some small portion
of this cost savings be used to do the innovative planning and work that the community is
requesting of the agencies to produce a plan for this area that most effectively avoids and
mitigates these properties.

It appears that the agencies have worked hard to try to establish a net-benefit mitigation for
their recommended alternative, while not doing a similar effort for the properties in Tucson.
Our conclusion is that the alternative with the least harm for the southern section is an
alternative that co-locates along I-19 and I-10 from Sahuarita to Casa Grande, in contrast to the
DEIS that incorrectly assumes a net benefit achievement for TMC mitigation at its core. We urge
a complete and more unbiased reworking of the Draft Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation.

Miscellaneous errors in the Tier 1 DEIS

A few things we noted in reviewing this document:

¢ Table 3.4-5 doesn’t include Saguaro National Park, Tucson Mountain Park, and Ironwood
Forest National Monument as recreational areas impacted by the Purple and Green
routes.

s+ On page 3.5-28 the DEIS states, “Throughout the scoping and outreach process, the
Project Team received input from the members of the public in Pima County expressing
opposition to the I-11 Corridor.” This is not accurate. The majority of input was
opposition to Segments C and D, or any new freeway through Avra Valley. Lumping
publicinput in a binary “support or oppose” the entire |I-11 Corridor is an inaccurate way
to summarize this information.

e Table 3.6-8 on page 3.6-18 is missing the year labels in the yellow rows.
¢ Indirect and cumulative effects are shown in tables to be the same (labelled “similar”) in

all build alternatives for Impacts and Beneficial Effects to Communities (Table 3.5-6),
Economic Effects (Table 3.6-9).
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The indirect effects to the listed recreational properties are discussed generally in Table 3.4-5. The
properties indirectly effected are not listed individually in the Table. Indirect effects will be
assessed quantitatively as part of the Tier 2 studies.

0-49-19

NEPA

The document needs to be representative of all input received from the members of the public.
Most comments regarding the Environmental Justice analysis suggested general opposition to the
I-11 Corridor, or did not identify specific segments for which they were in opposition. In cases
where specific areas were identified in general opposition comments, various locations along the |-
11 Corridor were identified. A detailed discussion of impacts for each Build Corridor Alternative
along individual segments is included in the analysis.

0-49-20

Economics

Table 3.6-8 in the Draft Tier 1 EIS was fixed and the Table 3.6-1 in the Final Tier 1 EIS is the new
version.

The use of the word "'similar™ in Table 3.5-6 and Table 3.6-9 in the Draft Tier 1 EIS is accurate.
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The Interstate 11 Tier 1 DEIS fails to adequately identify and assess viable alternatives to the
preferred project

Conventional NEPA process would suggest that viable alternatives to the preferred
recommendation be clearly identified and given a thorough assessment. We have already
commented above that the selection of segments for the Orange Alternative north of Casa
Grande could have varied to produce a better comparison for it to the preferred
recommendation. The DEIS does an inadequate job of fairly assessing the recommended
alternative to co-locating I-11 with [-19 and I-10 from Sahuarita to Casa Grande, as detailed in
the next section of these comments. We believe that NEPA requires a much better explanation
for the selection of a widely opposed recommended alternative over one that is cheaper in the
order of billions of dollars, would be faster to implement, and has been shown to have many
fewer environmental impacts.

A paragraph by paragraph review of DEIS 6.2.2 shows that by failing to adequately assess the
alternatives the wrong decision was made in selecting the recommended alternative that
would build a new freeway in Avra Valley

The important decision to recommend a new freeway in Avra Valley to serve as the I-11
segment between Sahuarita and Marana, completely bypassing Tucson, is explained in the DEIS
on pages 6-6 through 6-9. Here is our review, with the DEIS being quoted in italics, and followed
by NPCA’s response.

6.2.2. [first paragraph]: One of the decision points for the Recommended Alternative is to pursue
the use of existing facilities (Orange Alternative, Option B} or a new corridor (Purple and Green
Alternatives, Options C or D) between Sahuarita and Marana in Pima County. The
Recommended Alternative uses new corridor Option D (Green Alternative} between Sahuarita
and Marana. The new corridor provides an alternate regional route to facilitate efficient
mability for emergency evacuation and defense access compared to the congested 1-19/1-10
corridor through Tucson. Option D is part of the end-to-end alternative that reduces travel time
for long-distance traffic between Nogaies and Wickenburg and achieves LOS C or better
throughout the I-11 Corridor. It will serve planned growth areas and key economic centers as
well as attract and divert traffic, including trucks, from existing roadways. The Orange
Alternative would serve a higher number of economic activity centers.

Comments on 6.2.2. first paragraph

The purpose and need item that promotes I-11 to provide emergency evacuation and better
defense travel, a leftover from Eisenhauer era freeway building, is by its very nature biased
toward new freeway segments rather than using existing infrastructure. But it should be
required for this argument to be justified in its application to specific situations such as this
segment of |-11. Evacuation from a catastrophic emergency from Palo Verde Nuclear Station,
located west of Buckeye, has been mentioned as an evacuation need. But there is no evidence
that state authorities in charge of such an evacuation have planned for this area at all. In fact,
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6.2.2. [third paragraph]: The new Corridor Options provide an alternate route for emergency
and incident management, but would further fragment wildlife habitat and impact the
endangered Pima pineapple cactus (PPC) (Coryphantha scheeri var. robustispina) ond several
other protected species. The Purple and Green Alternatives also are located closer to Tucson
Mountain Park, the Tucson Mitigation Corridor (TMC), and Saguaro National Park (SNP)} —West
and designated wilderness within the park). A new interstate in this area would result in varying
degrees of change in noise, light, air quality, and visual character for SNP-West, Tucson
Mountain Park, and the TMC. After careful consideration, FHWA and ADOT determined Orange
Alternative impacts are unmitigable, whereas impacts under the Purple and Green Alternatives
could be mitigated. This Draft Tier 1 EIS identifies effective mitigation strategies to avoid,
minimize, and mitigote these impacts, and if a Build Corridor Alternative is selected, it will be
included in the ROD for the Tier 1 EIS. As future projects move I-11 forward into more detailed
design, those efforts would continue in a more detailed manner when the specific alignment of
I-11 is developed.

The new freeway in Avra Valley would be a place for emergency and incident management, but
not for problems facing Tucson. It would be a place where first responders would have to gear
up to take care of the sorts of accidents and incidents that occur on freeways everywhere,
adding to the burden of those agencies in this rural part of Pima County. The “careful
consideration” has identified potential mitigation strategies by listing possible actions, but the
needed baseline information and actual plans for mitigation so that they can be reviewed and
commented upon are missing with the excuse that this is just a Tier 1 analysis, and there is no
specific alignment to mitigate. Land managing agencies, expert commenters, and NPCA do not
believe that mitigation is possible no matter where the alignment ends up being in the corridor,
and therefore support co-locating the I-11 with I-19 and I-10 from Sahuarita to Casa Grande.

6.2.2. [fourth paragraph]: Community impacts: Option D would avoid impacts in downtown
Tucson, but would impact the rural communities of Avra Valley and Picture Rocks. downtown
Tucson is on urban area with a high concentration of low-income and minority individuals, and
the Orange Alternative would impact these communities. The adverse effects on the low-income
and minority populations in Tucson have the potential to exceed those borne by non-
environmental justice populations. By contrast, demographic data indicate that Avra Valley and
Picture Rocks communities do not contain low-income or minority populations. While Option D
is located in close proximity to the Tohono O’odham Nation, it is not located on Tribal land and
would not require any relocations or displacements on Tribal land. Section 3.5 (Communities,
Community Resources, and Environmentol Justice) provides more detail on the effects to
communities and environmental justice populations.

It is recognized that the construction of 1-10 through low-income and minority communities in
Tucson are a historical example of those with privilege taking advantage of those without. The
combined stakeholder group has made the point that co-locating the I-11 along I-10 through
downtown Tucson could provide the opportunity to make up for these past injustices by
providing transportation and other amenities to these communities. There may need to be
some slight expansion of right of way (or maybe not), but the impact to communities is
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nowhere near as severe as the original impact of I-10 construction — or the impact of new
construction of a freeway in Avra Valley to those disadvantaged residents who live in Avra
Valley. The demographic data is misinterpreted in this paragraph. There are certainly minority
populations in Avra Valley and low-income residents — just in a smaller percentage thanin
downtown Tucson. But compare the impact of adding a few lanes to an existing freeway to
building a freeway where your home once was. Multiply that by all the Avra Valley residents to
be displaced, and add in everyone else who will be impacted by living next to a new freeway.
Even if the percentage of minority and low-income persons is lower than in downtown Tucson,
the actual number of disadvantaged people impacted will be larger. This is speculative, of
course, because Tier 1 has not done a quantitative review of these sorts of impacts.

6.2.2. [fifth paragraph]: Historic Districts and Archaeological Resources: Option D through the
Avra Valley area generally has a low potential for direct impacts on archaeological sites, historic
structures, and historic districts ond buildings; however, there are a few spot locations that have
o moderate potential for direct impacts. Based on known surveys, Option B in Downtown Tucson
has a high potential for direct impacts on archeoiogical sites and historic districts and buildings
due to the greater density of historic properties in downtown Tucson, and there are a few spot
locations with low to moderate potential. FHWA anticipates, and the State Historic Preservation
Office concurs, that the Orange Alternative would result in findings of adverse effect under
Section 106 for multiple historic properties in downtown Tucson. These adverse effects would be
unmitigable. Section 3.7 (Cultural Resources) provides more detail on the assessment of the
potential to affect cultural resources.

Again, while we prefer that innovative designs in downtown Tucson avoid or minimize these
impacts by making fewer added lanes necessary, it is not true that this sort of impact cannot be
mitigated. In fact, the DEIS lists a number of potential strategies for mitigating this impact.
Tucsonans know from recent non-freeway road projects {(Grant and Broadway Roads widening)
that historic properties can be mitigated for transportation projects.

6.2.2. [sixth and seven paragraphs]: Fconomic Development Benefits: The connection of Option
D with I-19 in the Sahuarita area would serve key southern Arizona economic activity centers.
This connection 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. Both are located within the Sonoran Corridor economic development zone.
This zone, which stretches from I-19 to I-10 south of the Tucson metropolitan core, is expected
to continue to evolve into a dense cluster of industrial uses. In past studies, ADOT identified this
zone as a major freight focus area. As an import center, this is where products entering the
country from Mexico are prepared for inland distribution. As freight-related industries continue
to locate here, the volume of truck traffic leaving the area for points east or west on I-10 will
continue to grow. Option D may attract some freight traffic to the new corridor, possibly
improving travel time reliability due to less daily congestion.

Option D also offers an opportunity for the Sonoran Corridor transportation study to evaluate
alternatives that connect to an I-11 Build Corridor Alternative. The Sonoran Corridor is currently
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under analysis in a separate Tier 1 EIS study effort and is looking at alternatives that provide a
high-capacity transportation facility connecting 1-19 and i-10 through this economic activity
area. A seamless connection of the Sonoran Corridor and 1-11 would enhance regional mobility
and the functionality of both transportation facilities. Option D is consistent with some of the
Soncran Corridor alternatives still under development. The Sonoran Corridor Tier 1 EIS is
considering the I-11 connection as part of its process.

We believe it is important that economic benefits of a project are paired with the cost so thata
reviewer looks at benefit-cost equation. The recommended segment here is projected in this
DEIS to cost $3.4 hillion more than co-location (which achieves basically the same good).
Improvement of I-19 and I-10 also serves Sahuarita area economic development, the Tucson
International Airport, and the University of Arizona Tech park. It would also not be the next part
of a bypass that is fed by the proposed Sonoran Corridor. Both the City of Tucson and Pima
County elected bodies have opposed any bypass freeway, preferring that economic activity
within the city, and not at its far edges, be encouraged.

It is instructive to read carefully the weasel words (“may attract” and “possibly improving”) in
the last sentence of the sixth paragraph, which shows that the claim that the recommended
alternative would reduce congestion on the I-10 is unsubstantiated in this DEIS, and is no more
than a hopeful guess used to justify the construction of a new bypass freeway.

6.2.2. [eighth paragraph): Separation from Tribal Lands: Compared to Option B and Option C,
Option D provides the largest separation between I-11 and Tribal lands. The need for I-11 to stay
off Tribal lands is a key theme in the input from Tribal stakeholders, who have expressed a
preference for Build Corridor Alternatives that stay as far as possible away from Tribal lands.
Chapter 5 (Coordination and Outreach) documents Tribal input in more detail. Option B along I-
19 extends through a permanent transportation easement within the San Xavier District of the
Tohono O’odham Nation (see Appendix | {I-19 through San Xavier {Tohono Q’odham Nation]).
Option C of the Purple Alternative is located along the western boundary of the San Xavier
District, putting I-11 immediately adjacent to Tribal lands. The Central Arizona Project (CAP)
Design Option would provide a greater separation from the Schuk Toak District of the Tohono
O’odham Nation than the original alignments of Options C and D along Sandario Road.

The Tohono O'odham have not asked that the permanent ROW through San Xavier be changed,
so it unfair to characterize Qption D as providing the largest separation from tribal lands. The
Purple, Green, and Recommended alternatives all impact tribal land by being close to the
Garcia Strip, and they also traverse traditional O’odham land. The co-location of 1-11 with 1-19
and I-10 from Sahuarita to Casa Grande has the least impact to actual tribal concerns.

6.2.2. [ninth, tenth, and eleventh paragraphs)]: Section 4(f) Analysis — Tucson Mitigation
Corridor: The purpose and function of the TNIC is protection of wildlife movement. The TMC
facilitates east-west wildlife movement between large habitat blocks to the east (SNP- West,
Tucson Mountain Park} and west (Ironwood Forest National Monument). Option D would
introduce a new linear facility onto the TMC. The Purple and Green Alternatives would directly
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impact the TMC, which wotld be a permanent use under Section 4(f), and mitigation strategies
to address the effects to wildlife connectivity will be incorporated into the Recommended
Alternative. The mitigation strategies reflect ond expand upon those outlined in input received
from the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), see Reclamation’s letter dated June 8, 2018, in
Appendix F. FHWA and ADOT will continue coordination with Reclamation, with the goal of
reaching a net benefit finding in which the existing function of the TMC is mointained and
enhanced.

In order to design effective mitigation, studies to better understand wildlife movement needs in
Avra Valley would be conducted. These studies will be developed and completed prior to the Tier 2
analysis to ensure adequate dato are available for that process.

Section 4(f) Analysis — Downtown Tucson: Historic districts in downtown Tucson are partially or
entirely within the 2,000-foot-wide Project Area for Option B, with buildings immediately
abutting both sides of 1-10. Option B will require construction of additional capacity on 1-10,
which will impact historic districts, historic structures, and parks. The adverse impacts to the
historic districts and structures in downtown Tucson are unmitigable. The avoidance analysis
considered alignment shifts and design changes (including an elevated structure and tunneling
below I-10). No feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to the permanent use of these
historic districts could be identified. See Chapter 4 (Preliminary Draft Section 4(f} Evaluation) for
more detail on the Section 4(f} analysis.

We have commented above about the inadequacy of the Section 4(f) analysis, which shows
clearly here. Net benefit has not been reached because mitigation to achieve has not been
designed and awaits further wildlife studies. Once that fact is acknowledged, a Least Harm
Analysis shows that it can be more easily and effectively achieved by an 1-10 co-location design
that avoids and reduces harm to the seven Section 4{f) properties there that might be
impacted.

Recommended alternative route selection disregards the comments of the general public and
elected officials

It is instructive that elected officials from three levels of government oppose the recommended
alternative. It would also be useful to tally the number of comments to this DEIS, and those that
came in during the prolonged scoping periods, as to who opposed, objected to, or expressed
serious concerns about an Avra Valley route. Presenting them in tab form that lists negative,
positive, or neutral as to the whole Interstate 11 obscures the real concern with the Avra Valley
routing of the preferred alternative.

Congressman Grijalva, who represents most of the area of the Avra Valley preferred alternative,
wrote onJune 1, 2017:
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0-49-21
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response

Tucson Public Hearing, May 8, 2019

0O-11-1 Avra Valley GlobalTopic_1, AQ-1, V-1, and N-1

0-11-2 Transportation GlobalTopic_1 and GlobalTopic_8

0-11-1

0-11-2
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ID Comment Document

0-11-2

0-11-3

0-11-6

0-11-1

0-11-5

ID

Topic

National Parks Conservation Association

Response

0-11-3

Biologic Resources

GlobalTopic_1 and BR-5

0O-11-4

NA

No response needed

0O-11-6

Section 4(f)

The publicly owned portions of this property, which are managed by BLM, are accessible to the
public. The property was designated in 2000 by Presidential Proclamation 7320 for the protection
and management of ""historic landmarks, historic and prehistoric structures, and other objects of
historic or scientific interest.™ This formal designation serves as the definition of the primary
purpose of the property as a whole. Within the BLM's Ironwood Forest National Monument, Record
of Decision and Approved Resource Management Plan (BLM 2013), the agency states that other,
secondary uses (recreation, timbering, and rangeland, for example) may be allowed under specific
criteria so that the primary purpose of the property is supported. However, these other, secondary
uses are not relevant to the Section 4(f) test of primary purpose.

As explained in FHWA's 2012 Section 4(f) Policy Paper, Question 1A, to be protected under
Section 4(f), land must be formally designated as a park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl
refuge, or historic site (23 CFR 774.17). FHWA interprets formal designation as meaning that the
land has been identified through an official process, such as a Presidential or legislative action, or
is included in an adopted master plan by the official with jurisdiction over the property. As part of
the formal designation, the primary purpose and function of the land is identified. Referring again to
FHWA's 2012 Section 4(f) Policy Paper, Question 1A, primary purpose is related to the land's
primary function and how it is intended to be managed. Incidental, secondary, occasional, or
dispersed activities that are similar to park, recreational, or refuge activities do not constitute a
primary purpose within the context of Section 4(f). Determining the primary purpose of land is also
important because the criteria for assessing use of a Section 4(f) property differs depending on
whether the land is formally designated as a park, recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or
historic site.

On the basis of these Section 4(f) tests, FHWA assessed that, although IFNM contains publicly
owned land that is open to the public, the primary purpose of the IFNM is not a park, recreation
area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or historic site as defined by Section 4(f). Thus, FHWA
preliminarily determined that IFNM is not protected under Section 4(f).

0-11-5

Economics

GlobalTopic_4
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0-11-5

0-11-1
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0-20-1
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National Parks Conservation Association
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Avra Valley

GlobalTopic_1 and GlobalTopic_4 GlobalTopic_13
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National Parks Conservation Association

0-20-2

Transportation

GlobalTopic_1
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0-20-2

0-20-3
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National Parks Conservation Association

ID Topic Response
0-20-3 Indirect and GlobalTopic_1 and IC-1
Cumulative
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Palo Verde Elementary School District

ID Topic Response
0-24-1 Recommended GlobalTopic_2, EJ-1 and AQ-1
Alternative
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Palo Verde Elementary School District

0-24-2

Orange Alternative

GlobalTopic_2
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Pinal County I-11 Coalition
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0-5-1

Support

GlobalResponse_4

The Preferred Alternative in the Final Tier 1 EIS was revised to co-locate with I-8 from the vicinity

of Chuichu Road west to Montgomery Road then north along the Montgomery Road alignment to
Option 12.
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0-27-1

Comment Document
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Pinal County I-11 Coalition

Response

0-27-1

Support

GlobalTopic_4

The Preferred Alternative in the Final Tier 1 EIS was revised to co-locate with I-8 from the vicinity

of Chuichu Road west to Montgomery Road then north along the Montgomery Road alignment to
Option 12.

127



Appendix H4: Public Advocacy Organization Comments on Draft Tier 1 EIS and Responses Pinal County I-11 Coalition

ID Comment Document -

128



Appendix H4: Public Advocacy Organization Comments on Draft Tier 1 EIS and Responses Pinal County I-11 Coalition

ID Comment Document -

129



Appendix H4: Public Advocacy Organization Comments on Draft Tier 1 EIS and Responses

ID

0-36-1

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Response

Santa Cruz Valley Citizens Council

0-36-1

General

GlobalTopic_4 and PN-3 and AQ-3 and N-1
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0-51-1

0-51-2

Comment Document

Sierra Club - Grand Canyon (Arizona) Chapter

ID Topic Response
0-51-1 Alternatives Thank you for your input and interest in the I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS. FHWA and ADOT value the
feedback on the Draft Tier 1 EIS provided by your organization.
GlobalTopic_4 and AC-9, LU-3
0O-51-2 NEPA Process

GlobalTopic_4, GlobalTopic_10, AQ-2, PN-3, AC-7, and AC-9

Indirect and cumulative impacts were evaluated and documented in Chapter 3.17 of the Draft and
Final Tier 1 EIS.
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Sierra Club - Grand Canyon (Arizona) Chapter
ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response
0-51-3 Purpose and Need PN-3
For the additional factors used in the decision-making for the Preferred Alternative, see Draft and
Final Tier 1 EIS Chapters 3-6.
0-51-2

0-51-3
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response
0-51-4 Transportation GlobalTopic_4 and EJ-1
0-51-5 Biologic Resources GlobalTopic_4 and BR-2
0-51-3
0-51-4
0-51-5
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ID Comment Document

0-51-5

0-51-6

0-51-7

Sierra Club - Grand Canyon (Arizona) Chapter

ID Topic Response
0-51-6 Air Quality AQ-1 and AQ-2
O-51-7 Air Quality R-2, AQ-3, BR-1, and BR-2
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ID Comment Document

0-51-8

0-51-9

0-51-10

0-51-11

Sierra Club - Grand Canyon (Arizona) Chapter

ID Topic Response
0-51-8 Biologic Resources GlobalTopic_4, GlobalTopic_8 and BR-1
0-51-9 Air Quality GlobalTopic_4 and E-3
0-51-10 Air Quality AQ-3
0-51-11 Environmental Justice | EJ-1 and GlobalTopic_8
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Sierra Club - Grand Canyon (Arizona) Chapter
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0-51-12

Biologic Resources

LU-3, GlobalTopic_1, GlobalTopic_2, BR-9, R-1, and R-2
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ID

0-51-12

Comment Document

The Recommended Alternative for the proposed I-11 freeway in the Phoenix area is not justifiable and
will have significant negative impacts on the people, plants and animals of the region.

Maricopa County includes several regional parks, national monuments, and other public lands,
wilderness areas, and protected lands that could be affected by this proposed corridor. Special
consideration should be given to the Hassayampa River and other riparian and flood-prone areas
relative to environmental impacts, as well as public safety. The Juan Bautista de Anza National
Historic Trail runs through portions of Maricopa County and could be affected by this proposed
corridor. Special consideration and avoidance of parks and wildlands is necessary, and impacts
should be thoroughly evaluated, including to Buckeye Hills, White Tanks, and Estrella Mountain
regional parks; Sonoran Desert National Monument; Sierra Estrella Wilderness; North and South
Maricopa Wilderness, and others. This route will promote urban sprawl in Rainbow Valley and
exacerbate the air quality problems for an area already plagued with high ozone and particulate
concentrations.

The Recommended Alternative remains the most intrusive route in the Vulture Mountain Recreation
Area (VMRA) located near Wickenburg, as the alignment appears to cut off about a quarter of the
western end of this regional park. The park’s upper Sonoran Desert remains relatively pristine despite
past impacts from mining and other uses and continues to hold much biological diversity and natural
beauty. According to the 2012 Master Plan for the VMRA, the park is home to many species of wildlife
including black tailed rattlesnakes, desert tortoise, Gila monsters, mule deer, javelina, mountain lion,
and kit fox. In addition, the park contains an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) to help
protect several raptor species that utilize the cliffs of the Vulture Mountains. This past year, about 1,000
acres of the eastern part of the park was conveyed to Maricopa County under the Recreation and Public
Purposes Act in part to provide additional protection to the perennial Hassayampa River and nearby
corridor. The bulk of the park, about 70,000 acres, continues to be jointly managed by the Bureau of
Land Management and the County.

Construction of I -11 through the park has further implications. If built, another plan exists for an
extension of H 74 in the Morristown area westward across the Hassayampa through the southern part of
the park and then connecting with I — 11. Dubbed the Lake Pleasant Freeway, such a scenario would
have an end result of riddling the park with freeways, cutting it into sections and greatly blocking
wildlife movement and degrading its scenic qualities. This is a significant cumulative and unmitigable
impact.

Much time and effort has gone into the creation of this park; its primary purpose is to protect open space
and scenic values for recreation. If I-11 is built as proposed, these values would be greatly impaired.

Interstate 11 would cross the Gila River near the community of Liberty, about midway between the Tres
Rios Recreation Area and Robbins Butte Wildlife Area. There are remarkable birding and wildlife
populations downstream of the 91 Ave. water treatment plant west to Tres Rios. Despite some
urbanization, this Salt/Gila segment downstream to Robbins Butte remains a flyway and corridor for
wildlife, and should not be unnecessarily interrupted by a busy freeway like I — 11.

The proposed route, once north of the proposed park, would curve to the east side of Black Mountain,
bringing the freeway close to Wickenburg Airport where it would eventually join up with US 93. In
addition to degrading and fragmenting a large BLM area, the freeway would encourage urban sprawl on
the State Trust Lands to the west and north of the county park.
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Sierra Club - Grand Canyon (Arizona) Chapter
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0-51-13

0-51-14

Comment Document

A Rail Only Alternative Should Have Been Analyzed

Sierra Club has long supported a passenger rail line connecting Tucson to Phoenix with stations at
key points in between. Such a line could be expanded to other communities along a route tracking
the I-10 corridor. A high-capacity passenger rail line is essential for relieving congestion on
highways and getting people to their destinations. Such a rail system can also help protect public
health, benefit our economy, enhance the human environment, and reduce negative environmental
effects by decreasing transportation-related pollution and energy use and by reducing the need to
build additional roadways and other infrastructure.

Regarding passenger transport, ADOT’s own studies (i.e., passenger rail study) have found
passenger rail from Phoenix through Tucson to Nogales in existing rail corridors to be viable.
Passenger rail enjoys healthy success in California, Utah, and the Pacific Northwest, and there s no
reason to believe it would not succeed in Arizona. In these times of global climate change, rail must
be our transportation future — the sooner we begin developing it, the better.

By locating a rail line in an already-developed area, such as along the I-10 corridor, which is already
fragmented by the freeway, the needs of I-11 could be met while providing opportunities for safer
and more efficient travel. A thorough EIS and evaluation of alternatives is needed to determine the
full impacts, however. I-10 is the most commonly traveled route between Tucson and Phoenix and is
used by travelers from most of the Phoenix area. Similarly, this route would provide a more direct
connection between the Phoenix and Tucson population centers. Following the route that is most
commonly traveled could promote ridership as the rail would act as both an introduction and a
reminder to users of I-10 that alternative transportation options are available. It also provides more
of what is needed to make this successful — mass transit on each end of the line. There is still work to
do in these communities, but Tucson and Phoenix have the most developed transit. By placing the
rail line through more remote areas, including areas that are not as heavily traveled or through a new
corridor, ridership may not be as high. Similarly, by concentrating on areas that are already
disturbed, such as along existing freeways or rail lines, damage to environmental resources could be
greatly diminished and less infrastructure may be needed.

The DEIS is dismissive of considering rail, inferring that it is already handled. “The Selected Corridor
Alternative would parallel I-10 to Eloy and then divert north, entering Phoenix from the east (ADOT
2016). With local and regional transit systems in place within the Study Area, additional passenger rail
capacity is not warranted at this time.” (DEIS at 2-11) That is just not true. Additional passenger rail is
warranted and needs to be funded. We ask that ADOT drop this I-11 proposal and concentrate on the
needed rail between Phoenix and Tucson.

Summary

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on the DEIS developed for this project.
FHWA and ADOT appear to be stuck in the past with transportation planning. Sierra Club
encourages you to look forward and move beyond outdated transportation solutions that destroy
habitat, harm communities, and continue to give us unhealthy air quality. FHW A and ADOT must
seriously consider whether this project is necessary and appropriate or whether it is being pushed
forward based on outdated and inaccurate data and needs. Negative impacts to our state’s diverse
natural resources are unavoidable with a project of this magnitude, and mitigation efforts will not
adequately offset the direct, indirect, and cumulative negative effects. We expected a thorough
analysis of the impacts and a hard look at the full range of reasonable alternatives, including those
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Sierra Club - Grand Canyon (Arizona) Chapter

0-51-13

Transportation

AC-9
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Sierra Club - Grand Canyon (Arizona) Chapter

0-51-14

Alternatives

GlobalTopic_4
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Tucson Public Hearing, May 8, 2019

0-17-1
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Sierra Club Rincon Group

0-17-1

Air Quality

GlobalTopic_1, AQ-2, and AQ-3
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Sierra Club Rincon Group

1-1328-1

Biologic Resources

GlobalTopic_4, BR-1, and AQ-1
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Sierra Club Rincon Group

1-1328-2

Transportation

AC-9 and GlobalTopic_4
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[-1328-2
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ID

0-54-1

Comment Document

Sonoran Audubon Society

Sonoran Audubon Society is the National Audubon chapter in the West Valley communities in the
Phoenix Metro Area. Our 600 members watch birds for fun and, as volunteers, count birds for
scientific monitoring of bird populations. We see no reason to build a road in areas that are prime
habitat for wildlife and birds, both those that are year round in AZ and those many species who fly
through on yearly long distance migrations. These areas and their denizens attract birding
enthusiasts from all over the world to the Phoenix area. These folks buy things contributing to the
economic well-being of our state millions of dollars per year. Do we really want to jeopardize this
by building intrusive infrastructure on sensitive lands and not on already-existing ROWs? Sonoran
Audubon opposes the recommended "Purple” route for Route #11 because it would bisect
farmlands, it is too close to the Gila River flood plain and because its placement on this alignment
increases the danger of losing Yuma Ridgeway's Rail occupied habitat, as demonstrated by
Audubon Arizona.

Sonoran Audubon Society

ID Topic Response
0-54-1 Recommended GlobalTopic_4 and GlobalTopic_2
Alternative
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The Nature Conservancy
ID Comment Document

ID Topic Response

0-52-1 Biologic Resources Thank you for your input and interest in the I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS. FHWA and ADOT value the
feedback on the Draft Tier 1 EIS provided by your organization.

GlobalTopic_8, GlobalTopic_2, GlobalTopic_1, BR-1, BR-2, BR-4, BR-6, and BR-10

0-52-1
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The Trust for Public Land
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Avra Valley

GlobalTopic_1, GlobalTopic_4 and BR-9
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Tucson Audubon Society
ID Comment Document

ID Topic Response

0-59-1 Biologic Resources Thank you for your input and interest in the I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS. FHWA and ADOT value the
feedback on the Draft Tier 1 EIS provided by your organization

GlobalTopic_1, BR-1, BR-5, BR-7, BR-8, and BR-10

0-59-1
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0-15-1
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Tucson Audubon Society

0-15-1

Avra Valley

GlobalTopic_1, BR-1, BR-5, BR-7, BR-8, and BR-10
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0-15-1

161



Appendix H4: Public Advocacy Organization Comments on Draft Tier 1 EIS and Responses

ID

0-38-1

Comment Document

ID

Topic

Response

Tucson Herpetological Society

0-38-1

Biologic Resources

GlobalTopic_1, AC-9, BR-6, BR-7 and BR-9
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Tucson Public Hearing, May 8, 2019

See response on next page.

0-12-1
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Tucson Mountains Association

0-12-1

Biologic Resources

GlobalTopic_1 and BR-1
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0-42-1

0-42-2

0-42-1

Comment Document

The Tucson Mountains Association

Human intensification of land use is causing a mass extinction worldwide. This is the message of
the UN report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. Wherever, we look, whether overseas or in
the USA, ever more species are in decline and are threatened with extinction. Let there be no
mistake, the primary cause is us. We are taking away habitat, degrading habitat, fragmenting
habitat, and isolating habitat.

And here we are talking about freeway through the Avra Valley. It would be a huge mistake,
because of the habitat destruction that it would cause, the land use changes in a beautiful natural
valley, and the isolation of habitats that it would cause.

Habitats that become isolated lose species. They lose some species quickly, but others take a long
time. This proposed I-11 route through the Avra Valley would cut off the Tucson Mountains. They
would be totally surrounded by roads and development. This is where some key natural gems of the
Tucson region are. The Tucson Mountains are an extraordinary biologically rich mountain range.
They have the order of 700 species of plants. And untold numbers of animals live there too. This
biological resource would be seriously harmed by this road. Many species would not be able to
move between it and other places. Invasive species would become worse. Buffel grass thrives in
disturbed areas. How would we ever deal with this extraordinary threat to this gem of an
ecosystem?

How is it that ADOT and FHWA can ignore what they have been hearing in the all the various
meetings on I-117 The people here do not want it to go through the Avra Valley. We do not want
the Tucson Mountains isolated. We do not want to see the Valley destroyed.

ADOT and FHWA have some strong alternatives to the Avra Valley, including not building this
freeway, or building it along the existing I-10 and I-19. There is no need for more destruction of
nature. No need to spoil the beautiful Avra valley, no need to harm the National Park and the
Tucson Mountain Park. Let these gems of Tucson, these wonderful parks for the citizens, these
extraordinary tourist attractions, and their extraordinary biological resources, remain extraordinary.

What is the moral case for continuing to destroy nature? There is none. In fact, there is a strong
moral case against it.

Why must ADOT and Fed highway admin contribute to the mass extinction of life on Earth? Why
must it put this freeway through the Avra Valley. It does not have to, and if we are not going to have
a much impoverished earth, the place to start is by not deliberately choosing to destroy nature, to
destroy habitat, when it is so easy to make a different choice as it is here. If I-11 is to be built, it
does not have to go through the Avra Valley. Putting it through there is wanton destruction.

What is the response of ADOT and FHW A? Some wildlife crossings and some stretches of highway
with no off ramps. These are just tokens. Better than nothing, but much worse than not having this
highway. If you want to keep the area for free movement of wildlife, elevate the whole freeway,

and stop development following it by having no off ramps between major cities. But even these
measures do not get rid of the disturbance from its construction, do not get rid of noise, light
pollution, and air pollution from this highway. And the Valley remains visually scarred. The case is
clear, do not build it in the Avra Valley or any other natural area.

Tucson Mountains Association

ID Topic Response
0-42-1 Biologic Resources GlobalTopic_1 and BR-7
0-42-2 No Build Alternative GlobalTopic_4 and GlobalTopic_1
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0-8-1

Comment Document

University of Arizona Cycling

We're writing to oppose the I-11 options (all of them) for not only the environmental impact they
would bring on the Sonoran Desert, Saguaro National Park, and Ironwood National Forest but also
the impact on cycling in our region. While we are deeply concerned about the effects of I-11 on the
natural environment, which would largely sever wildlife connectivity to the west of the
aforementioned resources, it would have a drastic impact on the quality of cycling in the region.
The Tucson region is one of the top cycling destinations in the country, bringing in millions of
dollars annually due to visiting recreational and professional riders. I-11 would ruin riding to the
west and south of Tucson. Numerous routes utilize Sandario, Manville, Amway, and Avra Valley
roads-many of which would become inaccessible with the freeway.

Additionally, the purposed route crosses Mission road south of Helmet Peak- this road is utilized by
hundreds of riders each Saturday on the nationally known Shootout ride. The loss of these routes,
especially the Shootout, would have a dramatic impact on the quality of riding in Tucson and our
ability to attract cyclists to our region. Additionally, we are well aware that sprawl development
follows freeway construction- especially in flat areas such as the Avra Valley and west of Mission
Road. This sprawl would put an end to cycling to the west and south of Tucson. Tucson is known
for quiet desert roads, stunning vistas, and pristine desert- let's keep it that way. Cosign I-11 on the
8. 10, and 19. Research shows millennial, and generation 7. are driving less and value transit more-
so let's invest in those technologies to make our region more efficient!

ID

Topic

Response

University of Arizona Cycling

0-8-1

Recreation

GlobalTopic_4 and GlobalTopic_1, LU-3
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Western Maricopa Coalition

ID Topic Response
0-48-1 Support GlobalTopic_4
0-48-2 Land Use GlobalTopic_4
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ID Comment Document |D) Topic Response
0-55-1 Recommended Thank you for your input and interest in the I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS. FHWA and ADOT value the
Alternative feedback on the Draft Tier 1 EIS provided by your organization.
Wlld Arizona GlobalTopic_4, GlobalTopic_1 and BR-2
July 8, 2019

To Whom it May Concern:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the I-11 Draft Tier 1 EIS, Nogales to Wickenburg.

We submit these comments on behalf of Wild Arizona and its members. Wild Arizona fully
supports and incorporates here by reference the extensive comments submitted on July 4, 2019 by
the Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection, strongly opposing the Recommended Alternative route
in the Draft Tier 1 EIS. Our organization and its members are especially concerned about the
damage to wild lands, natural waters, and riparian areas that serve as important core and
connectivity habitat for Southwest wildlife, as well as wild landscapes and open space for
human-powered outdoor recreation, outdoor education, and ecological research. Many such areas
would be unnecessarily and directly damaged, including being further fragmented by the
Recommended Alternative route.

As a statewide conservation organization we are additionally strongly opposed to the Recommended
Alternative route through Maricopa County to Wickenburg, north of Pima County. We participated
in and contributed to the multi-stakeholder (see list of partners here:
http://mymountainparks.org/about-us/alliance-partners/) Regional Open Space Strategy for
Maricopa County (ROSS) and the Natural Infrastructure Viewer (the Greenprint) maps. An analysis
based on overlaying the Recommended Alternative route with the Ensure Habitat Integrity map
demonstrates extensive negative impacts to areas identified in the mapping and planning as
important wild lands and connectivity habitat, vital to open space conservation values and therefore
to the residents of and visitors to Maricopa County. The Ensure Habitat Integrity map is also
included by reference in our comments and uploaded here as a pdf.

0-55-1

We appreciate the opportunity to comment, and to advise inclusion and thorough analysis of the
many detailed regional conservation plans developed through extensive public engagement along
the Recommended Alternative route. In summation, we strongly oppose the Recommended
Alternative.

Sincerely,

Kelly Burke
Executive Director, Wild Arizona
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ID

0-41-1

0-41-3

0-41-4

u-

Comment Document

Wildlands Network
300 East University Blvd Suite 264
Tucson, AZ 85705

Interstate 11 Tier 1 EIS Study Team
c¢/o ADOT Communications

1655 W. Jackson St., MD 126F
Phoenix, AZ 85007

RE: Comments on the Interstate 11 Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Nogales to
Wickenburg

Wildlands Network opposes the Recommended Alternative route identified in the I-11 Tier 1
DEIS. The Recommended Alternative for I-11 would have significant environmental impacts to
the region. The route would severely fragment protected lands and conservation areas and
impact existing wildlife corridors between Ironwood Forest National Monument, Saguaro
National Park and Tucson Mountain Park. Additionally, from a fiscal and transportation
perspective, Recommended Alternative is 7 miles longer than using the existing I-10 and I-19
routes (see Figure 1).

The Recommended Alternative for I-11 would have significant environmental impacts to the
region.

e Impacts to federal lands such as Saguaro National Park, Ironwood Forest National
Monument, and the Bureau of Reclamation’s Central Arizona Project Mitigation
Corridor.

e Impacts to local conservation lands such as Tucson Mountain Park and the Pima County
Conservation Lands System.

e Impacts to planned mitigation lands for Pima County’s Incidental Take Permit and Multi-
Species Habitat Conservation Plan, which was finalized in October 2016 and is now
being actively implemented, along with planned mitigation lands for an Incidental Take
Permit submitted by the City of Tucson to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 2014
(currently under review).

e Impacts to critical wildlife linkages and connectivity between large wildland blocks as
described in the 2006 Arizona’s Wildlife Linkages Assessment (completed by a diverse
group of statewide stakeholders) and the 2012 Pima County Wildlife Connectivity
Assessment {conducted by the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD)), including
the Coyote-lronwood-Tucson Wildlife Linkage and the Ironwood-Picacho Wildlife
Linkage.

Impacts to increasingly rare riparian habitat.

chemicals, petroleum products and other toxins that will contaminate the regional

e Impacts to an unknown number of rare archaeological sites.
0-41-5 e Impacts to Tucson Water’s CAP water recharge facilities in Avra Valley, groundwater,
and surface water, including inevitable spills from trucks carrying gases, dangerous
-6

Wildlands Network

ID Topic Response
0-41-1 Recommended GlobalTopic_1, BR-4, BR-9, BR-10
Alternative
0-41-2 NA No response needed
0-41-3 Recreation GlobalTopic_1 and BR-9
0-41-4 Biologic Resources GlobalTopic_1 and BR-10
0-41-5 Cultural Resources GlobalTopic_1 and CR-1
0-41-6 Water Resources GlobalTopic_1, WR-1, WR-2 and WR-3
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0-41-6

0-41-7

0-41-8

0-41-9

Comment Document

aquifer serving drinking water to a major metropolitan area, including water banked by
Metro Water, Marana, Tucson, Oro Valley, and Phoenix.

e Impacts to Tucson’s businesses and economy and its position as an international port
and center for commerce and logistics, including impacts to tourism powerhouses such
as Saguaro National Park and the Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum.

e Impacts to established and long-standing rural communities and private property
owners in Avra Valley and surrounding areas.

e Increasing the risk of devastating wildfires, given the extensive buffelgrass infestation
present in Avra Valley.

Impacts to Wildlife Linkages

The Recommended Alternative route would sever critical wildlife linkages that have been
identified for protection by state and local agencies through various planning processes. Pima
County’s Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan, a nationally recognized regional conservation plan
developed and implemented over the last 19 years, identifies a Critical Landscape Connection
across the Central Arizona Project canal in Avra Valley. The Arizona Wildlife Linkages
Workgroup identified three wildlife linkage corridors that fall within the I-11 Recommended
Alternative. More recently, AGFD’s 2012 Pima County Wildlife Connectivity Assessment
identified and modeled the Coyote-lIronwood-Tucson Wildlife Linkage Design, included Avra
Valley. The Recommended Alternative route would also sever the Ironwood-Picacho wildlife
linkage.! he three linkages of specific interest to this section of the route are listed below.

In general, severed wildland blocks create isolated wildlife populations, which then become
more susceptible to extinction than connected populations. Connectivity is also necessary for
wildlife to move across the landscape as they attempt to adapt to rapidly changing habitat
conditions driven by climate change. The impact of a massive linear feature, such as a new
highway severing important movement areas, valley wide, for wildlife, cannot be adequately
mitigated off-site. This is especially true in the Tucson Mountains, home to Saguaro National
Park and Tucson Mountain Park. Scientists are becoming increasingly concerned about the
isolation of this wildland block as development pressures increase from the east and north. The
Recommended Alternative route would only further cement the total isolation of wildlife that
live in the Tucson Mountains. This would result in devastating and irreversible consequences for
wildlife diversity, genetic health, and overall ecosystem resilience in this area.

! Arizona Wildlife Linkages Assessment: https://www.azdot. gov/business/environmental-
planning/programs/wildlife-linkages

Pima County Wildlife Connectivity Assessment:
http://conservationcorridor.org/cpb/Arizona_Game_and_Fish_Department_2012-Pima.pdf

Wildlands Network

ID Topic Response
0-41-7 Economics GlobalTopic_1 and E-1
0-41-8 Biologic Resources GlobalTopic_1 and BR-1
0-41-9 Biologic Resources GlobalTopic_1, BR-4, BR-6, BR-7 and BR-9
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Comment Document

Arizona Wildlife Linkages Affected by the Recommended Alternative.

L25. Brawley Wash/Avra Valley across CAP Canal Wash Siphon to Saguaro National Park
(West)

Area Connected: Brawley Wash Riparian Movement Area — Saguaro National Park
(West) Species Identified: None listed Current Threats/Barriers: Canal (Central Arizona Project
canal); Land ownership Notes: This linkage uses an official wildlife crossing per Central Arizona
Project operations and maintenance agreement (C3). This linkage travels mostly through State
Trust and private lands.

L26. Saguaro National Park (West) across buried CAP Canal Pipeline to Avra Valley

Area Connected: Saguaro National Park (West) — Avra Valley Species Identified:
Mountain lion Current Threats/Barriers: Low density residential development; High density
residential development; \WWind energy development Notes: Though the area within this linkage
is developed, it is the only area adjacent to the park where the Central Arizona Project canal is
underground (C2) and an ideal place for a wildlife crossing. Numerous organization/agencies
support this linkage. This linkage is largely within private land.

L27. CAP Wildlife Mitigation Corridor: Roskruge Mountains to Tucson Mountains

Area Connected: Roskruge Mountains Wildland Block & Tohono ©’'odham Nation
(Garcia Strip) — Saguaro National Park (West) Species Identified: Bobcat; Mountain lion Current
Threats/Barriers: Powetline (proposed SunZia); Paved road (ADOT proposed |-10 Bypass)
Notes: This linkage was digitized based on land ownership and is completely within U.S. Bureau
of Reclamation Central Arizona Project wildlife mitigation corridor. U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
owns the corridor and Pima County Natural Resources, Parks and Recreation. This linkage
contains numerous unofficial wildlife crossings per Central Arizona Project operations and
maintenance agreement (C3).

Impacts to at-risk species

The Recommended Alternative route would negatively impact a range of specific wildlife
species and especially those classified as federally “endangered” or “threatened,” those
identified by the state of Arizona HabiMap (www.habimap.org) as “species of conservation
concern or species of economic and recreational importance,” and those identified by Pima
County and FWS as “vulnerable” under the SDCP and ITP. Some of these species include, but
are not limited to:

Aberts towhee

Bell's vireo

Western burrowing owl
Cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl

ID
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Wildlands Network
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0-41-9
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ID Comment Document
Tucson Public Hearing, May 8, 2019

0-18-1

ID

Topic
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Wildlife Network

0-18-1

Biologic Resources

GlobalTopic_1, GlobalTopic_4 and BR-2
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0-18-1
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