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July 8, 2019 

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

Sent via email: I-11ADOTStudy@hdrinc.com 

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

Dear Study Team members: 

National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) appreciates the opportunity to provide 
comments on the Interstate 11 Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Nogales to 
Wickenburg (DEIS). Since 1919, NPCA has been the leading advocate for the National Park 
System, with 1.3 million members and supporters, including 30,000 in Arizona, who want to 
make sure our children and their children can enjoy the beauty, majesty, and cultural heritage 
provided by parks like Saguaro National Park. 

NPCA strongly opposes the selection of the recommended route for I-11 through Pima County 
that would produce a new freeway at the doorstep of the highly visited west unit of Saguaro 
National Park, impacting park resources and the visitor experience. A more convenient, less 
expensive, and less destructive alternative – co-location along existing freeways through Tucson 
from between Sahuarita and Casa Grande – should be selected as the southern part of the 
preferred alternative. 

Summary 

NPCA provided comments during the first and second scoping periods for this project and was 
an active participant in the special stakeholders’ engagement meetings. We are surprised that 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has released a DEIS that recommends a route so 
thoroughly opposed in the majority of comments from cooperating agencies, local governing 
bodies, the public (and not just those living along the Avra Valley alternative routes), and 
nonprofit groups such as ours. Using a tiered approach to the normal National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) process will not work for the route selection decision in the South part of this 
corridor, where there are two very different choices to be compared. Further, in preparing the 
DEIS, FHWA used a flawed section 4(f) analysis. We urge the FHWA/Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) team to carefully review the input they have received during this 
comment period and to select co-location along existing freeways I-19 and I-10 from Sahuarita 
to Casa Grande as the preferred alternative route in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
The co-location route better meets the purposes and need of I-11 because it serves the 
economic needs of Tucson, is less expensive, is easier to construct incrementally, avoids any 
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impacts to important protected areas and several rural communities west of Tucson, would 
allow some multi-modal planning and co-location, and would provide an opportunity for 
transportation planners and the larger community of Tucson to be involved in 21st-century 
innovations to move people and freight. 

Tiering of the DEIS violates NEPA for failing to fully identify and analyze environmental 
impacts at the project level, including adverse environmental impacts to Saguaro National 
Park and other resources 

NPCA has stated from the beginning of the public input process that the decision whether to 
route I-11 west of Tucson in the Avra Valley (routes labelled Purple, Green, or Recommended in 
this document, originally and still sometimes referred to as segments C, D, and F) or co-located 
along existing freeways (Orange, or segments B and G) is a major federal decision that requires 
and deserves a full NEPA process before a selection is made. The Tier 1 process does not 
provide the site-specific detailed information on costs, impacts, cumulative and synergistic 
impacts, mitigation details, etc. that are needed to make an informed and credible decision. 

Throughout the Tier 1 DEIS document, even where potential impacts are well-listed, the 
impacts are not quantified. The decision is therefore being made with no real plans of how to 
best avoid or mitigate those impacts. This major decision to either build a new freeway route or 
to co-locate along existing freeways is not such a case. The level of controversy, opposition, the 
high price differential, and the many instances of this DEIS punting the resolution of impact 
concerns to the Tier 2 process, supports our contention that you cannot route a new freeway in 
Avra Valley with only half a NEPA process. 

The DEIS sometimes lists potential mitigation strategies, but always with the promise that what 
will be done will be determined only after Tier 2 analysis. The conundrum is that an important 
decision – a ROD with the preferred alternative – is to be determined without certain 
knowledge of whether such mitigation is feasible or likely to be successful. For instance, the 
plan to bisect the Tucson Mitigation Corridor (TMC), discussed in more detail below, relies on 
the promise of future wildlife studies that would be needed to design (let alone prove) that a 
plan to do “net benefit” mitigation is possible. This relies on new studies that would provide 
information that goes opposite to current professional opinions of wildlife experts and 
agencies: that it is highly unlikely or even impossible to achieve such mitigation. 

Another clear example of how the Tier 1 process cannot review adequately potential impacts is 
this DEIS’s very poor coverage of how the location of the recommended alternative will impact 
the City of Tucson’s water operations in the Avra Valley, facilities that provide almost all of 
Tucson’s water supply. At a recent public meeting of the City Council a representative of ADOT 
was unable to answer Tucson’s concerns to the point that  one city council member said during 
the meeting, “Over my dead body will ADOT build a freeway in Avra Valley!” – a sentiment he 
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repeated in an article emailed to his constituents.1 As is shown further on in these comments 
the DEIS discussion on this important point is remarkably shallow. 

The decision to choose a recommended alternative for the route of I-11 between Sahuarita and 
Casa Grande seems much more a project-level conclusion than a programmatic one because 
the choices are so different and the impacts so many, so controversial, and so complex. The law 
permits tiering only if the first tier is a programmatic statement, and the second tier is site-
specific. Thus, this project-level decision should be made only after a full EIS analysis as 
required by NEPA. In addition, our reading of the programmatic review in this DEIS is that it 
does not support the binding, site-specific conclusion that placing the freeway route in Avra 
Valley is better than co-locating it along existing freeways between Sahuarita and Casa Grande. 
In this case, tiering is being unlawfully used in violation of NEPA to avoid consideration of 
reasonable alternatives by deferring consideration of site-specific issues to a subsequent 
environmental impact statement (Tier 2). 

Recommended Alternative has too many significant impacts to Saguaro National Park and 
other nearby protected areas, too many to be adequately addressed in a tiered EIS 

The following specific concerns NPCA has about impacts a potential Avra Valley freeway would 
have on the park, directly and indirectly, lead us to support co-location. Collectively, our 
concerns about these impacts shows the Tier 1 DEIS does not adequately evaluate the project’s 
direct, cumulative, and secondary effects under NEPA as required by law. 

Visual 
Many people who visit Saguaro National Park’s West Unit, from across the country and around 
the world, are treated to a first-class introduction to the saguaro forests and the rich vegetation 
of the Sonoran Desert. Some visit briefly, stopping at the visitor center and taking a short walk 
in the desert to take a few photos while they marvel at the unusual plants, colorful birds, and 
other sights of this premier national park. Others take the time to visit all the scenic and 
informative stops, and some might take one of the longer hikes – up King’s Canyon or one of 
several other trails to the top of Wasson Peak. Park Rangers and volunteers offer educational 
programs, including special overnight camps for young people. The dramatic petroglyphs of 
Signal Hill are a popular draw, where modern visitors can ponder what it was like for others 
before us to live in this unusual and special place. 

For almost every visitor, the vistas across Avra Valley, largely unimpacted by the sparse 
development to be seen there, is a part of their experience of a trip to this part of Saguaro 
National Park. And almost every future visitor will have their experience at Saguaro National 
Park impaired if these vistas are bisected by a new freeway. 

Visual representation of this impact, which is a prerequisite for any analysis of impact, was not 
done in this Tier 1 analysis. If an Avra Valley freeway route is to be considered, the freeway 

1 https://www.tucsonaz.gov/ward-3/news/pauls-note-friday-june-21st-2019 
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superimposed on existing views should be done for every popular location in the park before 
locking in the decision for I-11 to be built so close to the park. Visual impact would be 
eliminated if the I-11 is co-located with I-19 and I-10 from Sahuarita to Casa Grande because 
adding a few lanes does not change the visual nature of what already exists on this route. 

Visual impact to Saguaro National Park is one of the reasons that NPCA believes co-location is a 
better alternative. 

Sound 
The Sonoran Desert derives its name from the Spanish word for sonorous in recognition that 
this place is remarkable for its beautiful sounds. Residents and visitors alike enjoy the early 
morning symphony of bird sound, among the chorus you might hear the je-je-jeeee of the black 
throated sparrow, the cascading notes of the canyon wren, or the amazingly wide repertoire of 
the mockingbird. On the trail you will hear rustlings of rodents and lizards in leaf litter, and you 
might be warned of danger by the iconic rattle of the Western Diamondback snake. Even the 
wind makes music, making dry tree branches become percussion instruments to accompany 
the flutter of leaves. 

The decidedly urban sounds of cars and trucks on a nearby freeway will provide a completely 
different and unwelcome soundtrack. The annoying repetitive beeps of a truck backing up to 
deliver cases of soda and beer to the inevitable gas station at every freeway exit will compete 
with the lilting cries of a family of Gambel’s quail or the faraway yips of coyotes. 

Adding freeway and new development noises to the acoustic ecosystem of Saguaro National 
Park will impact not just visitor enjoyment. It is well-documented that unnatural or introduced 
noise affects wildlife health and behavior.2 

A quick review of standard decibel levels at various distances between the potential freeway 
route and the park is not an adequate environmental review. The park deserves real modelling 
and sound tests, ones that account for the varied topography of this area. All of the park is at 
higher elevation than the proposed freeway route, and some locations will have unobstructed 
line-of-sight views of the freeway. Sound carries far in the desert. The agencies proposing this 
new freeway must review the probable impacts of the noise it will generate and show how 
noise impacts will be avoided or mitigated as conventional NEPA practice would require. 

To protect Saguaro National Park wildlife and visitors from the intrusive sounds of a new 
freeway is one of the reasons that NPCA believes co-location is a better alternative. 

Air Pollution 
Saguaro National Park is a Class 1 area and is supposed to be making reasonable progress 
toward national visibility conditions. NPCA has serious concerns about how far off track the 

2 See explanation and references at https://www.nps.gov/subjects/sound/effects_wildlife.htm 
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park is from clean air.3 Building a freeway next to the park, which would bring pollution from 
nearby car and truck emissions, additional emissions from resulting development, and dust 
from construction and traffic, will certainly not help. 

To protect the park, and the lungs of residents and visitors, it is imperative that air models be 
run on all the alternatives – a qualitative as opposed to quantitative assessment does not 
suffice – to determine the best alternative. Modeling should be comprehensive and include as 
close to real time/actual background emissions. 

In the DEIS a 2011 Arizona Department of Environmental Quality study is used to show this 
sector’s emissions of nitrogen oxides and particulate matter. That 2011 study predicts that 
2018 emissions of nitrogen oxides from vehicles contributed 23 percent of total statewide 
emissions. That contribution is not minor, and so it should be modeled to determine impacts on 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS, visibility, and other air quality related values at 
Class 1 areas). We also question whether this NEPA process should rely on the 2011 study as 
that study is likely outdated. Ecosystems at Saguaro are nitrogen limited and are especially 
impacted by nitrogen deposition from air pollution.4 

Several NAAQS nonattainment areas are in the study footprint and would be impacted, so it is 
necessary to ensure conformity with all Clean Air Act requirements by providing a path forward 
to help bring the areas in nonattainment back into attainment. 

At Saguaro National Park, particulate matter, ground level ozone, sulfur compounds, and 
nitrogen compounds are air pollutants of particular concern. Further studies on the impact of I-
11 on the park should assess these items and be done in close coordination with the Park 
Service. Any projected impacts should be well mitigated with plans to monitor progress and 
accommodate or correct the course if the mitigation measures don’t work or don’t work as well 
as expected. 

From the analysis done to date, co-location is the better build alternative in terms of air 
pollution, and especially in air quality impacts at Saguaro National Park. For this reason among 
others, NPCA supports co-location as the better choice. 

Climate Change 
The DEIS impact statement needs to do more than give four paragraphs of lip service to the 
production of greenhouse gasses in this proposed federal project. Our transportation sector 
adds a lot to the deadly serious problem of climate change, and we have an obligation to do all 
we can to prevent additional carbon emissions especially from large projects like the building of 
freeways. NPCA is particularly concerned because we know climate change is already impacting 
Saguaro National Park’s natural resources and is likely to do considerably more damage before 
we get carbon emissions under control. 

3 https://www.npca.org/reports/air-climate-report 
4 https://www.nps.gov/articles/airprofiles-sagu.htm 
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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, transportation 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 I-10 and I-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 
O’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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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 I-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. 
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From the DEIS, page 3.6-7.  “The economic impact analysis qualitatively considers the impact on 
outdoor and wildlife-related recreation and national parks, such as Saguaro National Park 
(SNP). The Build Corridor Alternatives may have positive or negative effects on these resources. 
For example, the Build Corridor Alternatives may open access and make it easier for more 
people to visit the region and its parks.”  Also: “I-11 has the potential to provide better access 
and opportunities for appropriate gateway services, such as lodging, that enhance ecotourism. 
Carefully planned, I-11 can help further the growth of outdoor tourism as an anchor of the local 
economy.” This sentiment is repeated in the summary on page 3.6-17. 

This is not the way to do an environmental analysis, even at the programmatic, qualitative level. 
It is not acceptable under NEPA to simply identify an impact and say that it can have positive or 
negative effects. 

As I have taken hundreds of visitors to Saguaro National Park, let me explain the current 
experience. We drive west into the Tucson Mountains, enjoying the transition from city to 
county park and the beautiful saguaro-covered hills. At the top of Gates Pass we often stop to 
marvel at the vista to the west, Avra Valley. We can see Old Tucson, and I explain how many 
western movies and TV shows have been filmed in this location. While some houses and other 
human features can be seen in the vast expanse of Avra Valley, the overarching view is one of 
open space and non-urbanity. Driving down into the valley, we pass the world-famous Arizona-
Sonora Desert Museum and stops there will include the experience of seeing the unimpacted 
Avra Valley in the background – especially during the amazing free-flight program performed 
with rescue hawks and owls.  Next stop is the park visitor center and we are then off to for a 
hike, enjoying the unusual desert vegetation and geology, soundscape and sights. We might 
also stop to see petroglyphs Signal Hill, and then take scenic Picture Rocks Road back into town. 

There is no way that I could say with a straight face that a freeway in Avra Valley would 
enhance this eco-tourism experience. No one plans their trip because a new freeway near a 
natural attraction would allow them to get there minutes faster, stay in a nearby chain motel by 
a freeway, or have a meal in a chain restaurant. The Saguaro National Park and area ecotourism 
experience is currently being met much better by existing scenic roads, charming Bed and 
Breakfast opportunities, a great dude ranch on the north side of the park, and accommodations 
from inexpensive motels to five-star resorts not all that far away in Tucson and environs. 
Current Avra Valley restaurants like Coyote Pause, Ironwood Terraces Restaurant, and Ocotillo 
Cafe are in keeping with the quality and diversity of dining opportunities afforded by Tucson, as 
shown by its designation by the United Nations as the first “City of Gastronomy” in the United 
States.5 

Finally, consider Grand Canyon National Park. Six million visitors annually to this premier 
ecotourism experience and the park is not within an hour’s drive of a freeway. 

5 https://www.visittucson.org/become-a-tucson-foodie 
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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 I-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 populations in 
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 I-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 
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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 I-11 co-located along I-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. 
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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 I-19 
and I-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 
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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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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.”  I was in that group and I 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 “qualitative” review of 4(f) fails to take into 
account its suggestions. 

As a busy, well-used interstate freeway I-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 21st-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 I-
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 I-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 Ironwood Forest National Monument is not a 
Section(f) property. While it does not have “park” or “wildlife refuge” in its name, it is 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 I-11 is co-located 
along I-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. 

· 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 
public input in a binary “support or oppose” the entire I-11 Corridor is an inaccurate way 
to summarize this information. 

· 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 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 I-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 
mobility for emergency evacuation and defense access compared to the congested I-19/I-10 
corridor through Tucson. Option D is part of the end-to-end alternative that reduces travel time 
for long-distance traffic between Nogales 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 I-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, 

17 



 

 

 

Dahl, K 
National Parks Conservation Association 

O-61

the Arizona Emergency Information Network, a project of the Arizona Department of 
Emergency and Military Affairs, has plans for 10-mile and 50-mile evacuation planning zones, 
both far from this segment of I-11.6 One would think that a freeway to be built near Tucson 
would be situated to actually help evacuation of the citizens of Tucson, but this segment’s north 
south route to the west of where most people in Pima County live, rules it out as an emergency 
route.  As for it being important for defense mobilization, it seems like our armed forces are 
doing just fine with their travels needs without having to go north and south through Avra 
Valley. 

It is likely that anyone traveling from Nogales, or even Tubac, Amado, or parts of Sahuarita 
(none of which are very populated towns), north to the western part of Maricopa county or 
eventually Wickenburg, would be able to save a few minutes of their travel time. Truck drivers 
from Nogales and Mexico might also take this alignment if their destination is further north. 
This is perhaps the only real advantage of the Purple, Green, and Recommended alternatives in 
this segment, an advantage for a few at a very high cost that will be borne by all American 
taxpayers. 

An alternative that is co-located with I-19 and I-10 would not only serve more economic activity 
centers, it would serve the city of Tucson. This is the second largest city in Arizona, and is where 
most southern Arizona travelers reside and work, very few of whom would benefit from an 
Avra Valley freeway. 

6.2.2. [second paragraph]: All of the Build Corridor Alternatives considered in this Draft Tier 1 EIS 
would result in adverse impacts, so potential mitigation strategies were considered in 
identifying the recommendation for this Draft Tier 1 EIS. While use of existing corridors would 
minimize new disturbances to environmental resources, all of the Build Corridor Alternatives 
would still require additional capacity on I-10 to accommodate the I-11 facility. This would result 
in unmitigable impacts on historic districts, archaeological resources, and the communities in 
Downtown Tucson. 

This has not been shown to be true. I-10 elsewhere in Tucson has recently been expanded, and 
important archaeological resources found there were carefully dealt with. The potential impact 
to historic districts and a couple of Section 4(f) parks would occur when (or if) six miles of I-10 
from I-19 interchange to Prince Road needed for potential additional lanes add up to 120 feet 
of right of way. That is less than 88 acres of land that might be needed (how much could be 
avoided is not certain until Tier 2 level analysis is undertaken). Stakeholders have urged that 
innovative methods of reducing traffic load at peak times on I-10 could be used to reduce the 
need for the maximum expansion that this DEIS projects being needed. Others have argued 
that the population and traffic growth models used to determine the need within the project 
timeline should be looked at more closely and with more up-to-date information. 

6 https://ein.az.gov/hazards/palo-verde-generating-station-pvgs 
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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) and 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 mitigate 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 an 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 Environmental 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 

19 



 

Dahl, K 
National Parks Conservation Association 

O-61

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 than in 
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 and buildings; however, there are a few spot locations that have 
a moderate potential for direct impacts. Based on known surveys, Option B in Downtown Tucson 
has a high potential for direct impacts on archeological 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]: Economic 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 I-19 and I-10 through this economic activity 
area. A seamless connection of the Sonoran Corridor and I-11 would enhance regional mobility 
and the functionality of both transportation facilities. Option D is consistent with some of the 
Sonoran 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 that a 
reviewer looks at benefit-cost equation. The recommended segment here is projected in this 
DEIS to cost $3.4 billion 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 (I-19 through San Xavier [Tohono O’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 Option 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 I-11 with I-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 TMC 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 would 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 and 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 maintained 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 data 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 I-10. Option B will require construction of additional capacity on I-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 I-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 on June 1, 2017: 
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I am very concerned about options “C” and “D” on the South Section map, which 
goes through Avra Valley and close to Saguaro National Park, Ironwood Forest 
National Monument, as well as protected open space and wildlife corridors. This 
proposed route of the Interstate would bring in new developments, roads, 
traffic, and have a negative impact on darks skies, wilderness values, and quality 
of life for residents of that community. Residents of my district affected by this 
option have called my office expressing these same concerns. Pima County votes 
have consistently opposed opening up the far western areas of Pima County to 
development via this transportation corridor. At some point, our state officials 
must be responsive and support alternatives that provide economic opportunity 
in the existing metro region and not continue to promote routes that local voters 
have overwhelmingly opposed. 

The Congressman reiterated these concerns in his comments submitted to this DEIS, 
adding: 

Frankly, it troubles me that after two scoping periods and a stakeholder 
engagement process that resulted in widespread opposition to proceeding with 
any route through Avra Valley – and with serious concern expressed all along by 
cooperating land and wildlife managing agencies – your study has determined 
that the much more costly alternative with greater negative impacts and fewer 
benefits for Pima County is the preferred alternative. 

The Pima County’s county resolution opposing any bypass freeway in Avra Valley was submitted 
to you by the two supervisors who represent the area where it would be built. Recently the City 
Council of Tucson voted unanimously to oppose it. 

NPCA joins these elected officials and the majority of public commenters in opposing your 
selection of a preferred alternative that includes the controversial and impactful Avra Valley 
route, and ask that it be changed so that I-11 is co-located along I-19 and I-10 from Sahuarita to 
Casa Grande. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Tier 1 DEIS. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin Dahl 
Arizona Senior Program Manager 
National Parks Conservation Association 
738 N. Fifth Ave. Suite 222 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
kdahl@npca.org 
(520) 603-6430 
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2420 S. Walking H Pl. 
Tucson, AZ. 85713 

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

RE: RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE ROUTE FOR INTERSTATE 11 

We are in absolute opposition to the Interstate 11 Recommended Alternative route to 
be located west of Tucson through the rural Altar and Avra Valleys. Please listen to 
those who oppose such a destructive plan. 

BARBARA LITTLE 
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David Day 
2420 S. Walking H Pl. 
Tucson, AZ 85713 
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Dear Review committee, 

Thank you for reading my comments. I hope that my comments, and those of my fellow 
citizens, will be considered objectively, before decisions regarding the I-11 corridor are made. 

I would like to be on the record stating my profound and unequivocal opposition to the I-11 
Corridor, in its current proposal or any proposed alternatives that result in the establishment of 
a potentially 1 to 2 football field wide, high speed, parallel road that essentially mirrors I-19 and 
I-10 vehicular and railway corridor. 

The I-11 Corridor comes across as a dull-minded, uncreative relic of 19th and 20th century 
porkbarrel thinking, harkening back to the days when our natural heritage of plants and 
dwindling wildlife, Native and rural peoples, and cultural sites were nothing more than an 
economic externality to be ignored and under the auspice of economic growth which in historic 
and contemporary times leverages financial and political benefits for select people. Today 
throwing in “homeland security” is another overused, politically cynical ploy to expedite 
projects. 

We must understand that just because an idea is proposed by a group (FAST Act) whose 
specific job it is to provide transportation proposals, does not necessarily make a proposal 
worthy of consideration, which is clearly the case for this project. FAST Act must consider 
safety as a criterion, but this project is not safe for people or other species. The I-11 corridor 
will fragment, isolate and result in the death of hundreds of thousands of plants and animals 
ranging from migrating insects, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals during the 
construction, the maintenance, and each and every year along the entire corridor via collisions 
(see, Effects of Roads and Traffic on Wildlife Populations and Landscape, Journal of Ecology 
and Society http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol16/iss1/art48/). 

The project is not safe for people as it will result in the injury and death of more humans via 
high speed traffic accidents According to the 2018 ADOT report on vehicular accidents on AZ 
roads 1,010 people were killed and 53,376 suffered injuries in 2018. The project is not safe as 
the industrialization of our western landscapes has fragmented and decimated the integrity of 
ecological systems to provide services such as clean air, surface and ground water, 
soundscapes. The air quality of Tucson will be impacted by the development, on-going 
maintenance, traffic, corresponding land use changes and sprawl development. Runoff,
erosion and flood control measures will alter the quality of water in the Avra Valley watershed 
which is a source of drinking water for Tucson. 

I-19 and I-10 already provides high-priority, access-controlled, north-south transportation 
corridor. Putting tax dollars into improving the already existing infrastructure, including 
railroads, which already run parallel to I-19 and I-10 for much of the distance, is an idea worth 
exploring in detail. This can be done without impacting the already highly fragmented and 
fragile Sonoran Desert Ecosystem, cultural sites, and our western rural heritage. 

I-19 and I-10 already provides regional mobility for people, goods, and homeland security. 
Investing the current infrastructure will increase the mobility of people, goods and even 
continue to support the increasing militarization of our region, if desired. Again, this can be 
done without impacting the already highly fragmented and fragile Sonoran Desert Ecosystem, 
cultural sites, and our western rural heritage. 

Yet again, I-19 and I-10 connects major metropolitan areas and markets with Mexico and 
Canada and access to the high-capacity transportation network to support economic vitality. 

http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol16/iss1/art48/
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Yet again, investing the current infrastructure will increase and enhance connectivity without 
impacting the already highly fragmented and fragile Sonoran Desert Ecosystem, cultural sites, 
and our western rural heritage. 

Climate change requires connected ecological systems to maintain the integrity of systems 
that humans and other Earthlings require. A recent UN report states that 1 million species are 
at risk of extinction in 20 years attributed to factors such as habitat fragmentation and
degradation which this project will do. Volume 232, April 2019, Pages 8-27 in the Journal of 
Biological Conservation demonstrates a 40% decline in global insect populations. This region 
is exceptional for its biodiversity but that does not mean that we have high populations of any
one species. All our species are vulnerable and unfathomably integral. 

Please look to the future and not the fossil fuel solutions of the past. What the Sonoran Desert 
Region region needs is exactly what our Nation the and world requires- inspired, creative 
approaches to ecological, social, cultural and economic systems. We need resiliency instead of 
the degradation of our ecosystems, our health, and our souls. 

Respectfully,
Eric Dhruv 
613 N Avenida Calma 
Tucson, AZ 85745 
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1-11 Tier 1 EIS Study Team 
c/o ADOT Communications 
1655 W. Jackson Street 
Mail Drop 126F 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

May 8, 2019 
Re: Comments on 1-11 Draft EIS in Wickenburg area 

Prepared by: 

Paul Dolter,PE (California and Arizona) 
21385 W. Vista Royale Drive 
Wickenburg, AZ 85390 
Tel: 928 684 5877 
pdolter65@gmail.com 

EIS Preparers: 

It was a pleasure to read the parts of the superbly written Draft Tier 1 EIS, 1-11 Corridor that 
pertain to us here in Vista Royale. Congratulations to the writers and document managers. The 
exercise brought back many fond memories of when I participated in the writing of the massive 
EIS for the MX Missile, Multiple Protective Shelter Program in the early 1980's. The document 
also reminded me of the numerous Environmental Impact Reports we wrote in conjunction with 
our water facility construction program at the East Valley Water District in southern California. 

As I perused the document, I notice a lack of acknowledgement that the subdivision called Vista 
Royale existed. I can only assume that the Town off Wickenburg (TOW), Yavapai County and 
our local residents (including myself) did not respond to the Scoping Process held in July 2016. 
Or, the preparers chose to almost totally ignore our unique community. A common misconception 
among our government agencies is; Vista Royale, with having a Wickenburg Zip Code, is in the 
City of Wickenburg. This not the case as we are not in the TOW, but we are development tucked 
away in a remote part of Yavapai County just to the south of the Purple and Orange alignment 
alternatives near MP 189 on US 93. 

Included is comment letter written by Dale Keiser (a fellow engineer) which superlatively 
addresses our specific concerns and suggestions. I thoroughly concur with his brilliant 
observations and professional recommendations. It appears that his suggestions can be inserted 
into in Final EIS without much difficulty and likely be consistent with the overall scope of the draft 
EIS and with the environmental documentation written for the previously constructed 
improvements to US 93 (to accommodate the future 1-11 ), northwesterly of MP 189. 

Thank u for professionalism. 

Paul Doller 

Atch: Dale Keiser letter RE: Comments on 1-11 study in Wickenburg Area 
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1-11 Tier 1 EIS Study Team 
c/o ADOT Communications 
1655 W. Jackson Street 
Mail Drop 126F 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

May 6, 2019 
Re: Comments on 111 study in Wickenburg area 

Prepared by: 

Dale Keiser 
35600 S. Antelope Creek Road 
Wickenburg, AZ 85390 
Tel: 928 684 1013 
rte@ibab.org 

Study Team, 

Debbie and I attended your recent presentation in Wickenburg for the Tier 1 Study. It is safe to 

say that at first, we were shocked by the corridors we saw on your maps. But, after talking with 

several members ofyour team, we felt confident in the processes that you follow. We think we 

still have a good opportunity to make changes to the current Recommended Alternative. 

I would like to tell you about our community and some of the things that are important to us that 

you may not be aware of. Then I would like to explain how the Recommended Alternative is in 

conflict with these important things. Then, rather than just complain, I would like to offer a 

modified Alternative (VR Alternative) along with an explanation ofhow the VR Alternative 
might meet your requirements as well as our interests. 

VISTA ROYALE: My impression is that your team may not be familiar with our 

neighborhood, Vista Royale. That familiarity is key to understanding the lifestyle and wishes of 
the neighborhood. 

See the following map ofour subdivision. The subdivision is made up of 156 lots with lot sizes 

ranging from 2 acres to 5 acres. There are currently just over 100 homes. You can view the area 

from your satellite imagery and see most ofthe lots and the developed areas. Note that some of 

the lots have been combined by owners to give more space around their homes. Be aware also 

that some of the lots adjacent to developed properties are owned by the owner of the developed 

property and serve as even more "buffer" space. The Subdivision Map has an asterisk placed in 
the lots that are recorded as Horse Properties and were purchased at premium prices. Notice that 

these properties are to the west and south of the development nearest the open State Trust Land. 
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For many (probably all) of us, open space is a commodity that is very valuable. Also note from 
the imagery the size of the homes and outbuildings plus the extensive horse facilities. 

Something that you don't see in the satellite imagery or the Subdivision Map is the number of 
homeowners who are avid outdoorsmen; hikers, bicyclists, and OHV operators who frequent the 
desert to the south and west ofVR. This p lus the open space is the reason that we live here. 
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To help make these points, please see the following sales brochure that I just picked up from a 
nearby home bordering the State Trust land. (I deleted realtor info.) 

2 



.. 
Dolter, P

I-3233

.$..S..Z..Q.,..0..0..0...~. 
35650 Gold Rock Circle 

~Master Suite + 3Br An Elegant 3,326 

A RARE BEAUTY! Life the way you always 
dreamed it to be in in this Territorial 
4Bedroom with 3Bath. Huge Kiva Poles 
Adorn Entrance and Open Living Nestled 
on Nearly 3 acres. Dining surrounded by 
Windows of Stunning Views. Enjoy the 
Luxury of the Master Bedroom Suite. All 
opening to Covered Patios Leading to 
Private Courtyards. A Masterful Gourmet 
Kitchen has More Views to Enjoy. A 

· 3,326 SF Home with 3-4 Car Garage. 
Take Path to Detached Dual His/Her 
Shops, with AC! One is Plumbed for Easy 
Convert to the Guest House. His Shop 
Sports another 3car Gar. Complete with 
Elaborate Bath and Instant Hot Water. 
Venture on to the Tack Room and Hay 
Storage and Out to the Dual Mare Motel, 

brllt'"'l!l.---1'. Pipe Fenced Turnouts. Your Horses will 
. Love the Gate to the Bordering State 
Land for Great Riding or Hiking! Land
scaped with Mature trees and Plantings. 
MLS 5796554 NOW REDUCED ! 

This brochure does a pretty good job ofdefining the "feel" of Vista Roy ale. And, this offering is 
typical of all ofthe homes in VR. 

Notice the view from the huge windows and the price of the property. What would that view be 
and what would the price be if the "Gate to the Bordering State Land" led to I 11 a few hundred 
feet away? 
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111 Alternative Corridors. Mile Posts and Vista Royale outline added by the author. 

THINGS FOR THE STUDY TEAM TO CONSIDER: 

When the residents ofVista Roya]e look to the West and to the South, they see wide open 

spaces. They have purchased ]and here and they have built their dream homes here because of 
that openness, the scenic beauty, and its easy access. 

The proximity of the Alternate routes provides a wall to the West as well as blocking trails for 

access to the South. If I11 is completed as it is currently defined, most ifnot al1 of the features 
that make VR special will be lost. Property values will certainly plummet. This is not an 
emotional reaction, it is fact. 
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The following map shows tanks and feeder washes that are important to the abundant local 
wildlife. The map also shows a trail that connects HWY93 to US60. This trail is used 
extensively by VR residents for its beauty, its challenge to OHV operators, its access to the 
TOW, and access to the whole Vulture Mountain area including the soon-to-be Recreation Park . 

I11 Study Group Alternatives with "Significant Features" overlay 

The only trail connecting HWY93 to US60 is shown on the above map's legend as "Favorite 
Trail". This connectivity exists now because of an old mining road. a ranch road, and a single 
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gated crossing under the railroad at the point designated by the yellow dot. That trail is 
destroyed by the current Recommended Alternative. 

Note the number ofTanks near and within the Recommended Alternative corridor. These tanks 
are vital to the diverse and abundant wildlife in the area (another VR perk). The closeness ofl 11 

will impact that wildlife. I can't speak for the hunters, but I know that these tanks see a lot of 
action during bird seasons and we often see Javalina and deer watering there. 

Tanks are located where they are because of the concentrated runoff ofrainwater. With 
increased runoffcomes increased erosion and deeper washes. Those deeper washes are noted on 
the map. Deeper washes increase construction complexity. 

CONSIDERATIONS FOR DEVELOPING THE VR ALTERNATIVE: 

Regarding Public Interest: 

1} Try to understand why the intersection of I11 and HWY93 at Mile Post 189 has been 
specified by almost every alternative that has been considered to date. Is there a reason 
that can be identified with Purpose and Need? 

2) What is the logic for the path of the corridor as it approaches the HWY 93 intersection? 

Regarding Vista Royale Interest: 

3) Move 11 1 as far away from VR as possible. 
4) Retain as much open area, open view, and open access as possible. 
5) Minimize loss oftanks, washes, and local wildlife 
6) Provide safe access routes for people and wildlife to cross I 11. 

7} Retain the HWY93 / US60 connector trail. 
8) Minimize the negative economic impact to VR. 

Following is a map showing the VR Alternative. 

6 



The VR Alternative (green) 

"' 

.. 
Dolter, P

I-3233



Dolter, P
I-3233

DISCUSSION OF THE CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE VR ALTERNATIVE: 

1) Try to understand why the intersection ofIll and HWY93 at Mile Post 189 has been 
specified by almost every alternative that has been considered to date. Is there a reason 
that can be identified with Purpose and Need? 

The I 11 Study Process defines and emphasizes the importance of Purpose and Need. After that, 

a technical analysis is tasked with, among many other things, "minimizing potential to impact 
existing development". 

There should be little doubt in anyone's mind that the Project will negatively impact Vista 
Royale. The primary question is; does the Recommended Alternative have a local Purpose and 
Need that limits or prohibits change to the Recommended Alternative locally? 

I understand the Purpose and Need ofI 11. But, I don't see a local Purpose and Need that 
precludes local changes to the Recommended Alternative. The selection of Mile Post 189 versus 
the selection ofMile Post 188 or 187 or any other more-western Mile Post obviously has no 
impact on the Purpose and Need of the overall project. It is conceivable though that local 

government, the Town ofWickenburg, might consider that connector point important to its 
needs. 

So, it seems safe to assume that either the connector point at MP189 is non-critical or it is driven 
by input from the TOW. Let's consider what we have found regarding Wickenburg's interest at 
this point. 

A letter from the TOW to the Maricopa Association ofGovernments {March 28, 2018) requests a 
"Preferred Alternate" route as shown on the following map: 
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Town of Wickenburg submitted "Preferred Alternate" route 

In the letter to the MAG, the TOW specifies that it wants to provide for the visibility from I 11 of 
"houses, businesses, and the Municipal Airport, potentially compelling reasons to exit the 
interstate and visit Wickenburg". Their map shows the "Preferred Alternative" as aligning to 
Corridor Vin the south and then joining the termination ofCorridors V, S, and U in the north. 
The TOW is obviously interested in minimizing the proximity ofI11 to downtown Wickenburg 
near businesses and the airport and is not concerned about its connector point at MP189. 
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The fact that Corridors S, U, and V tenninated at MPl 89 before this particular proposal from 

TOW indicates that this proposal from TOW had nothing to do with the selection ofMP189. 

Given that the TOW proposed "Preferred Alternative" is not shown on the current Alternatives 
maps, it can be concluded that the TOW request has been rejected. 

I briefly viewed a document at the Wickenburg 111 meeting that referenced TOW Resolution 

2043 and one sentence reference a connector point at "MP189". I understood that to specify the 
same point as all other Alternatives rather that a specific request for the connector point to be at 

MP189. I am unable to find that document on the I11 Study site. I find a date entry of May 1, 
2017 in Wickenburg public records for Resolution 2043. I find an earlier 111 study document 
that shows Il 1 connecting to HWY93 at MP189. That would indicate that MP189 was chosen 
long ago and that the TOW had nothing to do with it. 

We can safely conclude that the specific location of the Ill to HWY93 intersection is not a 
Purpose and Need issue for the Ill project, and that it has not been identified as such by 
and for the TOW. 

I think we are safe to request that the MP189 point be moved. 

Ofcourse, nothing says that there will be no objection ifwe change the tie point away from 
MPl89. 

lfwe leave the connector point at MP189 per the VR Alternative, there is no reason for 
objections. 

It would be advantageous to Vista Royale to move the tie point even farther West, primarily to 
move the interchange structure farther away. 

Even though the VR Alternative is a reasonable compromise, VR would ask that 111 
engineers work to optimally distance the roadway and the interchange from the VR 
development. 

2) What is the logic for the path ofthe corridor as it approaches the HWY 93 
intersection? 

It appears that the MP I 89 connector point has been in existence since the beginning ofthe 
project. It was likely placed there as a starting point for future planning (i.e. HWY93 
improvements, etc.). The terrain is ofsimilar complexity within a few miles of this corridor so I 

don't think that is a major engineering factor. More road length means a higher cost of 
construction. Any additional length that bypasses HWY93 roadway will be viewed as more 
expensive. Keeping the MP189 connector point minimizes that concern. 
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The most important question is: Why was the Corridor approaching MP189 positioned so close 

to VR? The answer is probably, it was a first cut design by Engineering. Their task is to 
minimize costs. The topography near VR is slightly better than the topography to the west, 
hence slightly cheaper to build on. 

Ifthat is the case, then we should be able to convince the Design Team that the personal and 
economic costs to the Vista Royale community far outweigh the implementation cost to the 
State. 

3) Move I I 1 as far away from VR as possible. 

Probably, the Study Team realized how close the Orange Alternative was to VR and that's why 
we have the Recommended Alternative. So, I think they are trying. The VR proposal gives VR 
a buffer of almost 1.5 miles which is a huge difference from the Preferred Alternative. Ifthe 
Engineering and Finance teams would work with us we might make that a 2 mile buffer. I see no 
downside for the State. 

4) Retain as much open area, open view, and open access as possible. 

The VR Alternative pushes the open area to near max. I11 Engineering could optimize things 
further in our favor if we could get them to do that. That might be done given huge amounts of 
input from our residents. 

Accessibility to areas west of I11 could possibly be had at the intersection with HWY93 with an 
elevated interchange structure. The same could be true at the RR and Sols Wash crossings if an 
underpass were provided. 

Additional access between HWY93 and US60 might be more difficult to obtain. Wildlife 

crossings are important as well. Washes could serve as a convenient and natural path but the 
roadway would probably need to be elevated to accommodate OHVs, horses, etc. 

It isn't ourjob to engineer the project but I think it is important to at least consider the effects of 
our request. One request is then; Provide crossing points to accommodate OHV's, 
pedestrians, equestrians, and wildlife at several locations along the US60 to HWY93 stretch 
of111. 

5) Minimize loss of tanks, washes, and resulting local wildlife and wildlife habitat. 
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The VR Alternative intentionally bypasses important tanks and their feeder washes. Most of the 

animals that visit VR are likely attracted to tanks within a couple miles of us. The tanks and 

washes are literally miniature riparian areas. Five years ago we documented 124 bird species 
at a nearby tank during the Spring migration. 

6) Provide safe access routes for people and wildlife across I 11. 

See #4. These issues may come into play during a later Study Level. 

7) Retain the HWY93 / US60 connector trail. 

The VR Alternative does that. The trail is very close to the VR Corridor at one point but 

Engineering could steer the roadway to the opposite side ifthey are aware of the trail. 

8) Minimize negative economic impact to VR. 

The impact ofIll can only be negative. Distance is the only thing that will improve the 
situation for VR. 

See #3. 

CONCLUSIONS: 

There is no chance to relocate the I 11 completely out ofsight ofVR. 

The current Blue Preferred Alternative is unacceptable for many reasons to everyone in the VR 
community. 

The VR Alternative is an acceptable (in my opinion) version of the I 11 corridor in our area. 
The corridor is moved as far as possible from Vista Royale. The State Engineers could optimize 
the roadway within that corridor and possible gain more separation if given enough incentive 
(public feedback!). 

The terrain traversed by the VR Alternative is very much like that ofthe Blue Preferred 
Alternative so engineering and construction should be minimally impacted. 

The VR Alternative connector point, MP189, is very much like the connector point of the Blue 
Alternative so issues regarding proximity to the Town of Wickenburg (which appear to be none), 
are avoided. 
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The VR Alternative provides a reasonable compromise between the currently recommended 
Preferred Alternative and the wishes of every resident and land owner within a few miles ofthe 
project. 

The Study Team should easily recognize what we are trying to achieve and the reasons for that. 
We ask that they consider tweaking the corridor and roadway to minimize the impact to Vista 
Royale. Basically, that means farther away is better. 

The impact ofIll on Vista Royale can only be negative. Distance will improve the 
situation for VR. In my opinion, there is little downside to the State to meet that request. I 
think we can all win! I hope you agree. 

Thank you for your consideration of this proposal. I am offering to assist in any way to help you 
understand our wonderful and unique environment and lifestyle. 

Thanks again, 

Dale 
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05/28/2019 

Interstate 11 Tier 1 EIS Study Team 
c/o ADOT Communications 
1655 W. Jackson Street, MD 126F 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Dear ADOT and FHWA, 

We have attended a few meetings re: i-11 and read your informational booklet. We understand 
AZ would benefit from an additional interstate now and the future. 

After reading all your material several times and attempting to balance the benefits versus the 
damage to our beautiful natural landscapes, interruptions to our wildlife's natural corridors and 
the danger to many of the top tourist attractions, we have come to the following conclusions: 

1.) Don't build i-11; that would pose the least threat. 

2.) Build a "double-decker'' over 1-10 and 1-19. We have ridden over 1-35 through Austin, 
TX and 1-70 in the Rocky Mountain many times. We had no problem with it; never 
heard objections to it from the local people. 

3.) That would pose much less adverse effect on everything. 

4.) That would be much less costly!!! 

5.) Please, DONOT build through Avra Valley. Building through Avra Valley would cause 
too many problems for Wildlife, Federal Parks, County Parks and Native Animal 
Preserves, and the Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum. An interstate in Avra Valley 
would negatively impact our appeal to the Tourists from our Country, and, from all 
over the world. Tourism is extremely important to the State of Arizona. 

Please consider our remarks, 

Respectfully, 

Mary Donovan-Popa and Warren Popa 
7759 W. Amber Sky Lane 
Tucson, AZ 85735 
414-218-4154 414-520-0604 
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Warren & Mary Popa 
7759 W. Amber Sky Lo 
Turson AZ 85735-8965 
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Spriggs, Brian (OST) 

From: DOTExecSec (OST) 

Sent: Monday, June 24, 2019 1:19 PM 

To: Spriggs, Brian (OST) 

Subject: FW: Letter to Sec Chao Re 1.11.pdf 

Attachments: Letter to Sec Chao Re 1.11.pdf 

From: Reinke, Anne (OST) 

Sent: Monday, June 24, 2019 12:43 PM 

To: DOTExecSec (OST) <DOTExecSec@dot.gov> 

Cc: Miller, Jannine (OST) <jannine.miller@dot.gov>; Sullivan, Adam (OST) <adam.sullivan@dot.gov> 

Subject: FW: Letter to Sec Chao Re 1.11.pdf 

Please see attached. 

Thanks, 
Anne 

Anne C. Reinke 

Deputy Assistant Secretary- Intergovernmental Affairs 

(202) 366-9693 
Anne.Reinke@dot.gov 

From: gconger@az.gov [mailto:gconger@az.gov] 

Sent: Monday, June 24, 2019 12:39 PM 

To: Reinke, Anne (OST) <anne.reinke@dot.gov> 

Cc: Nie Pottebaum <Nicholas.d.Pottebaum@who.eop.gov> 

Subject: Letter to Sec Chao Re 1.11.pdf 

Anne-

This letter is on its way to the Secretary via snail mail but I wanted to be sure she had a copy today. I believe she is 

meeting this afternoon with business community members from Arizona and wanted to be sure she was aware of the 

Governor's support of 1-11. Should you have any questions, please let me know! 

Thank you, 

Gretchen Conger 
Deputy Chief of Staff 
Arizona Governor Doug Ducey 

480-330-2593 

Sent from my iPhone 

1 
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DOUGLAS A. DUCEY 
GOVERNOR 

STATE OF ARIZONA 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR EXECUTIVE OFFICE 

June 24, 2019 

The Honorable Elaine L. Chao 
Secretary, U.S. Department of Transportation 
Attn: Jannine Miller, Sr. Advisor to the Secretary 
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE 
Washington, DC 20590 

Dear Secretary Chao, 

The State of Arizona is committed to the full development of Interstate 11, America's newest 

Interstate, traveling 450 miles north from our border with Mexico to the Colorado River and our 
border with Nevada. 

Interstate 11 will be a significant improvement to Arizona's system of high-priority, high

capacity, access-controlled transportation corridors traversing our state. It will connect major 

economic centers, relieve congestion in downtown Phoenix and along Interstate 5 in California, 

stimulate economic development and improve trade and commerce connectivity with Mexico 

and throughout the Intermountain West. It truly is an Interstate of state, national and 

international importance. 

A 20-mile segment of Interstate 11 is already open for travelers in Nevada and, working with the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 

is well along in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Tier One process for identifying 

the potential route for Interstate 11 from Wickenburg, Arizona to the Mexican border. A 

Recommended Alternative has been detennined, public hearings have been held throughout the 

state and the public comment period is set to close on July 8, 2019. 

After another 18 months of consideration of the public and community input received throughout 

this process, we anticipate FHWA will issue a final Record of Decision (ROD) in early 2021. 

This will enable all of us to focus our attention on the next step, a Tier Two evaluation, when the 

deeper environmental analysis and review occurs and an actual 300/400-foot-wide, on-ground 

alignment can be determined. 

1700 WEST WASHINGTON STREET, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 
OST-S10-190624-064 602-542-4331 ° www.azgovernor.gov 



I'm writing to seek your assistance on two fronts: 

1. We must keep the Tier One process moving forward and in compliance with Federal 
regulations. Once the Tier One Study is completed, we need your support in immediately 
moving forward to the Tier Two evaluation for any "segments of independent utility" that 
have been included in a local Transportation Improvement Program and are ready for 
further evaluation, planning, and actual construction. If there are ways to speed up the 
Tier One process for any segments of independent utility, we would like to work with 
FHW A to move those segments forward more rapidly through the NEPA process to reach 
a ROD sooner than 18 months from now. 

2. Federal funding support will be needed going forward. The $15 million spent to conduct 
the Tier One Study and all other costs incurred to date, have been borne by the State of 
Arizona. Moving forward, funding will need to come from all levels of government and 
the private sector, which could include right-of-way donations. We need your support to 
identify and receive additional federal assistance through federal DOT grants and/or 
legislation to contribute and participate in the funding of the more rigorous Tier Two 
evaluation process. 

There is still much to be accomplished before this critical new Interstate is open and we can all 
enjoy its benefits to our citizens and our national economy. 

As a state, in partnership with local governments, we will be ready to do our part in moving 
Interstate 11 along to eventual construction. ~ look forward to working with the Trump 
Administration, our Congressional Delegation, and the Department of Transportation to engage 
the federal government in not only the NEPA approval process for Interstate 11, but in the vital 
need to fund our joint efforts going forward. 

1~y•·~ 
Sincerely, 

Governor 
State of Arizona 

OST-S10-190624-064 



Anne M. Eccles 
12820 West Well Pump Drive 

Tucson.AZ 85743 

Eccles, A
I-3505

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

To Whom It May Concern: 

The proposed 1-11 freeway will forever change the desert in the Avra Valley. 

Iconic places like Saguaro National Park West, Tucson Mountain Park, Ironwood Forest 
National Monument, and the Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum would be negatively 
affected. Now, natives and visitors alike are attracted by the area's scenic beauty and the 
opportunities for outdoor activities like hiking, running and rock climbing. In these quiet 
places, you can observe wildlife, listen to birdsong, and breathe in clean fresh air: 
activities which renew people mentally and spiritually. The Central Arizona Project's 
Tucson Mitigation Corridor allows for necessary migration of animals between protected 
areas. 

A freeway slicing through the valley would trade all this for urban sprawl, air, noise and 
light pollution, and would threaten wildlife and the unique Saguaro cacti and other 
special desert trees and plants. 

Joni Mitchell, in a late sixties song ofenvironmental concern, lamented that you don't 
know what you've got till it's gone. 

Let's not let that happen to the Avra Valley! 

Sincerely, 

Anne M. Eccles 

https://Tucson.AZ


15 April 2019 
 
 
To: Arizona Department of Transportation 
Re: Interstate 11 (I-11) Environmental Impact Statement public comments 
 
Dear Interstate 11 Final Tier 1 EIS Review Team, 

As previously submitted in my May 2017 comments on the Tier 1 study, I am a conservation biologist 

who has lived and worked in Tucson for 25 years. For the last 20 years my research has focused on the 

population genetics of desert tortoise and other, local reptiles and I share my comments with you from 

the perspective of someone who has an intimate knowledge of landscape connectivity across the desert 

southwest.  

In my review of the proposed alternative actions for the Interstate 11 Corridor, I am strongly against the 

Preferred Alternative route for the proposed Interstate 11, as released in the Tier 1 DEIS in April 2019. 

The large footprint of the preferred alternative will have destructive and negative consequences to 

hundreds of thousands of acres of federally protected lands, local open spaces, and private property. 

Specifically, this option will negatively impact Saguaro National Park and Ironwood Forest National 

Monument. While I favor options that co-locate with existing transportation facilities, in the Northern 

Section, although there is an existing roadway along highways 60 and 93, these already bisect an 

environmentally sensitive area and would require new infrastructure which bring with them new 

development, branching roads, and more traffic. 

While an important part of our nation’s infrastructure, roads unfortunately have a number of negative 

impacts on our environment; sound pollution, light pollution, air pollution, scenic views and of course 

direct and indirect impacts on wildlife. In addition to direct mortality, roads result in habitat 

fragmentation which impacts the long-term sustainability of wildlife populations. Many of the reptile 

species that I work most closely with, such as desert tortoise (Gopherus morafkai), Gila Monster 

(Heloderma suspectum) and chuckwalla (Sauromalus atar) are distributed across the landscape in small, 

disjunct patches and for which the immigration of individuals among populations is critical for the long-

term maintenance of populations (through “gene flow”; the movement of individuals, and/or the 

genetic material they carry, from one population to another). In my population genetic study of desert 

tortoises in southern Arizona that was published in the journal of Conservation Genetics in 2004, I 

observed that anthropogenic barriers obstruct movements of tortoises between populations and disturb 

patterns of gene flow. Out of the nine populations included in my study, all but two population pairs 

currently have human barriers that seriously obstruct natural tortoise movements.  

Habitat fragmentation through the construction of roads results in smaller populations with limited to 

no gene flow. Smaller populations are then more susceptible to other habitat disturbances and are 

negatively affected genetically through increased inbreeding and a reduction in heterozygosity, each of 

which can result in further reductions in population size. This negative feedback loop is referred to as an 

“extinction vortex”. Each new road that causes further habitat fragmentation and degradation is 

another step toward this negative cycle. In a recent study I contributed to on Gila Monsters, we 
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observed that the robust population of this species that remains protected in Saguaro National Park 

benefits from landscape connectivity without major impacts from roads. 

I purposefully focus here on the smaller fauna of the desert, although it is well documented that Puma, 

Bighorn Sheep, Pronghorn and other mega fauna are equally as impacted by habitat fragmentation and 

roads. The fact that so many species face the same issues is an indication that the negative effect of 

roads impacts the entire ecosystem. Where roads already exist we can document this impact. Where 

roads do not exist or are less traveled, we should try to preserve wildlife corridors and connectivity 

throughout landscape. In the context of the preferred corridor through Avra Valley, this is a biologically-

rich part of our region with significant protected open space, wildlife linkages, and mitigation lands. Avra 

Valley is located between Pima County's Tucson Mountain Park and Saguaro National Park to the east 

and Ironwood Forest National Monument and the Tohono O'odham Nation to the west. It also contains 

mitigation lands managed by the Bureau of Reclamation for impacts from the Central Arizona Project 

canal, open space lands owned by Pima County and the Regional Flood Control District, and the Santa 

Cruz River. A new interstate through or adjacent to these protected lands would be devastating and 

irreversible. 

If there is a proven need for expanded capacity of highway traffic, making improvements to the existing 

Interstate 10 corridor is the best alternative to manage increased traffic volumes in southern Arizona. All 

transportation options also need to be investigated, including an expanded rail corridor between Tucson 

and Phoenix and multi-modal transportation solutions generally. 

Please feel free to contact me for any follow-up questions.  

Sincerely, 

 

 

Taylor Edwards, MSc, PhD 

Herpetologist, Conservation Geneticist 
Tucson, Arizona 
tayache@gmail.com 
 

References: 

Farrar, V.S., T. Edwards and K.E. Bonine. 2017. Elusive does not always equal rare; genetic assessment of 
a protected Gila Monster (Heloderma suspectum) population in Saguaro National Park, Arizona. 
Amphibia-Reptilia, 38:1–14. 

Edwards, T., C.R. Schwalbe, D.E. Swann and C.S. Goldberg.  2004.  Implications of Anthropogenic 
Landscape Change on Inter-population Movements of the Desert Tortoise (Gopherus agassizii).  
Conservation Genetics 5:485–499. 
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July 7, 2019 

Dear Interstate-11 Tier 1 EIS Study Team, 

I last submitted comments during the scoping process for this project in May, 2017. As a resident of Avra 
Valley, I have closely followed the introduction of various infrastructure proposals through this 
beautiful, fragile, and beleaguered land with mounting dismay. 

The extensive and thorough responses from all the entities and stakeholders concerned with 
conservation of wildlife and the environment continue to underline one essential point: all the proposed 
routes through Avra Valley would cause irreparable harm to important wildlife movement corridors and 
to public lands, including Saguaro National Park, Ironwood Forest National Monument, Tucson 
Mountain Park, and Sonoran Desert National Monument. 

No amount of mitigation would be able to eliminate these impacts.  I am surprised and disappointed 
that the Bureau of Reclamation, having established the wildlife corridor as mitigation for the CAP, has 
shifted from its position (opposition to routes through the Avra Valley which bisect the wildlife 
mitigation corridor) to which it held steadfastly over many years. The idea that additional mitigations to 
the original legally required mitigation could responsibly serve the impacted wildlife corridors and wild 
connectivity seems flawed. 

It has been repeatedly demonstrated that, if additional highway development is in fact needed to serve 
the commercial traffic between Arizona and Mexico, a far more economic and dramatically less 
impactful option is the one that already exists via I-10 and I-19.  Given the widespread opposition by, 
not only the people who live in the Avra and Altar Valleys, but also the voters of Pima County, the city of 
Tucson, the Sonoran-Desert Museum, and many organizations which work to support the historic, 
archaeological, and environmental values inherent to this region, the fact that this unpopular proposal 
continues to surface on a regular basis seems unwarranted and suspect.

 Who are the stakeholders who want this?  If the answer is “developers”, then I would question the 
viability of providing the ever-shrinking water resources of Tucson and Pima County to support such 
development. Vehicle emissions, light and noise pollution, soil and water degradation, and the spread of 
dangerous, e.g. fire-inducive, invasive plant species, all would contribute to a greatly diminished habitat 
for animals and people. 

Other concerns include:  the effect of locating the current proposed route near the CAP waterway, 
thereby placing Tucson’s water supply in jeopardy; the deleterious impact to the iconic viewshed and 
experience of the Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum and Saguaro National Park visitors; and the hugely 
negative impact of a freeway relative to the goals of  the award-winning Sonoran Desert Conservation 
Plan. 

I therefore urge the Study Team to revisit the I-10/I-19 option utilizing the Sonoran Desert Conservation 
Plan as a long-term guide. 

Thank you for reading my comments. 

Kathleen Erickson 
































I oppose the I-11 recommended alternative route thru Avra Valley for the following 
reasons: 

Evans, C
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1. The natural landscape in the area is a cherished community resource. Locating a 
freeway there will cause unnecessary damage to the area. It will also foster and 
facilitate higher density growth adjacent to the new roadway, which is inappropriate 
for the area and will significantly damage and undermine the natural character of 
the natural resources (Saguaro National Park, Tucson Mountain Park, etc.) in the 
area. 

2. Tucson as a community has long sought to limit the impact of growth on its natural 
resources, which are a primary economic driver for the area. This will undermine 
those efforts to be perceived as a premier and distinctive tourist destination for its 
natural resources. 

3. Private property rights: Thousands of property owners, who purchased property in 
a low-density area, will be adversely affected by this new freeway. People who 
purchased in Avra Valley could have reasonably assumed that no such freeway 
would be built in the area and had hoped to have a more rural living environment. 

4. Self-determination: In a situation where a freeway is being installed in a community 
for the benefit of entities outside the community, the community should at least 
have the right to determine for itself how best to accommodate that new freeway. 
The community has resolutely responded that the I-11 should be routed concurrent 
with I-19 and I-10. 

5. Cost: The proposed route thru Avra Valley will cost BILLIONS more; it is a gross 
waste of public money. 

6. Transportation infrastructure planning is typically based on a range of assumptions 
that produce hypothetical traffic volumes for load demands 30, 40 and 50 years in
the future. History has shown that these traffic volumes are often wildly inaccurate, 
largely because of the assumptions that are made at the beginning of the process. 
Examples in the area include the Broadway Corridor and the Eastern Arizona 
studies completed by ADOT. If the estimates prove to be overstated, as is quite 
possible, then the costs and impacts would be best mitigated by locating the new
I-11 freeway adjacent to the existing freeway routes. The benefit of this kind of 
cost-benefit analysis cannot be overstated for projects that rely on assumptions 
about the future. 

Thank you,
C. Evans 
18 June 2019 
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VIA Email: JHalikowski@azdot.gov 

May 15, 2019 

Mr. John Halikowski, Director 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
206 S 17th Ave 
Room 125 Mail Drop 1 00A 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Re: Proposed Alignment of Interstate-11 in Pinal County 

Dear Mr. Halikowski: 

Global Water Resources, Inc. is one of Arizona's largest water and wastewater utility companies 
with significant service areas in Pinal County and Western Maricopa County. These certificated 
service areas include the Belmont Planned Area Development, Hassayampa Ranch Planned Area 
Development, all land within the City of Maricopa Municipal Planning Boundary, the western 
portion of the City of Casa Grande's municipal planning boundary, and additional areas along the 
planning corridor, including Red Rock. We fully support the development of the Interstate-11 and 
Intermountain West Corridor. 

Currently, our utilities provide water, wastewater, and recycled water utility service to the City of 
Maricopa. The Company has also planned, designed and built the primary water and wastewater 
infrastructure that will serve the area located to the west of Maricopa and to the south of the 
Maricopa Ak Chin Reservation. Constructed infrastructure includes a full wastewater reclamation 
facility and a water distribution campus, a total ofover $32 million in investment by our Company. 

The existing water and wastewater infrastructure was planned and sized to serve the area 
surrounding the planned 1-11 Conidor, including the Terrazo subdivision. In reviewing 
Environmental Impact Statement and Interactive Map of the corridor, we have identified that the 
Alizona Department of Transp01iation's (ADOT) preferred alignment bisects the Te1Tazo 
subdivision and specifically includes in the conidor the water distribution campus which was sized 
and constructed to serve this region. The water distribution campus is located generally in the 
northwest corner of the intersection ofNorth White Road and West Louis Johnson Drive. 

The water distribution campus includes a well, significant distribution infrastructure, and a 3.5 
million gallon storage tank. Exhibit A shows the water distribution campus in relation to ADOT's 
preferred alignment in this area. The water distribution campus cannot be moved. It is sized and 
constructed for the planned density of Terrazo and other communities to the north. Given the 
significant investment in this facility and the fact that it is essential to providing regional water 

Global Water Resources, Inc. • Corporate Headquarters Phone: 480-360-7775 
21410 North 19t h Avenue, Suite 220, Phoenix, AZ 85027 Fax: 844-232-3517 
gwresources.com 

mailto:JHalikowski@azdot.gov
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utility service in this area, we oppose the proposed alignment oflnterstate-11 through the Terazzo 
subdivision. 

The alternative alignment shown in yellow on Exhibit B is more appropriate. This alternative 
alignment preserves the water distribution campus and the significant investment in the regional 
water utility infrastructure to serve this area. Additionally, the alternative will preserve the planned 
density in Terrazo and the surrounding region, which was specifically considered in the design and 
sizing of the regional water and wastewater infrastructure. 

1Sin;?Jl ......._ --
Ron L. Fleming 
Chainnan, President and CEO ' 
Global Water Resources, Inc. 



Exhibit A 
General Area 
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Exhibit B 
Preferred Alignment in Yellow 
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July 4, 2019 
ADOT 
1-11 Tier l Study Team, c/o ADOT Communications 
1655 W. Jackson St. 
Mail Drop I 26F 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

RE: I-11 corridor location and Vista Royale concerns 

To whom it concerns; 

This letter is being presented in opposition to planned routes for the proposed Interstate 11 (l-11) 
freeway where it exits US 93 northwest of Wickenburg and intersects US 60 another l Omiles south 
near the Towu's western boundary. 

A freeway's main purpose is to support the transportation of interstate commerce, typically 
aboard tractor-trailer semi trucks. Freeways also serve the general traveling public in getting from 
point A to point B quicker and more efficiently than on rural roads or using surface street alternatives. 
To this purpose, I would submit that those who have been planning the I-11 corridor from 
Wickenburg, south, have tossed out the most logical and straightest route, noted as the Yellow 
Alternative in your original list ofoptions, in favor ofa more politically pleasing option that would 
have this major traffic route brush right up against the Vista Royale housing subdivision, where 158 
homeowners reside. 

The original Yellow Alternative submitted in your first series of introductory routes began 
approximately l Omiles west of Wickenburg and continued directly south through the desert in a 
straight line until it met Interstate I0, near Tonopah. This route perfectly served the purpose ofan 
interstate freeway, providing a straight pathway for truckers to carry their cargo from one freeway to 
the second freeway. Then, for an undisclosed reason, when an updated map of option was revealed in 
a second round ofpublic information, the Yellow Alternative was removed. Later you planners 
announced a "preferred option" route that would have the freeway actually going through the back 
yards ofseveral ofour neighbors in Vista Royale. It also slides around a set ofsmall hills directly 
south ofour community, then snakes slightly southwest and intersects with Highway 60 much nearer 
the Town ofWickenburg's western border than it would have with the Yellow Alternative. 

Why is the Yellow Alternative gone, political expediency? Did someone who owus land where 
the "preferred route" is to be steered going to benefit financially? 

In the weeks since this latest map of alternatives was released the community of Vista Royale has 
mounted a unified protest of the plan. At the same time the Wickenburg Town Council has also 
revised an earlier suggestion for where it wanted the freeway to go and has now submitted a proposal 
that it intersect with US 93 five miles further west ofour Vista Royale community. While this would 
save property owners in the western side ofour subdivision from having a freeway in their yard, the 
plan still calls for l-11 to cross the desert within a mile ofour community and to what end? A winding 
freeway doesn't benefit commercial truckers looking to get from one place to another as safely and 
quickly as possible, and there really isn't any reason for someone driving on the freeway to 
particularly want to get off it to see what's in Wickenburg; we already have many thousands of 
travelers each day pass within 500 feet ofOld Town (on US 93), plus many hundred more using US 
60 who actually drive through the heart ofthe town, and guess what? Most ofthem never stop -
they're going from Phoenix to Vegas and only a gasoline pit stop will get them to get off the roadway. 
It will be the same forthose driving 1-11 between US 93 and Interstate 10, so why not get them there 
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on a straight road, like the Yellow Alternative you first suggested in your initial presentation? It would 
probably be cheaper too. 

In addition to the annoyingly close proximity of I-11 to Vista Royale, there are several other 
concerns I would like to share as well: 

1.) By adding a freeway you are introducing a new source ofwildfire danger for our community. 
About 85 percent ofthe year the prevailing wind comes from the southwest of Vista Royale, right 
where you want to put I-11. A flipped cigarette, a crash that results in a burning vehicle or any other 
such incident would light up the desert quickly, as most of the shmbs growing in this area are creosote 
bushes and mesquite trees. It would blow unchecked right onto our homes. Perhaps the state would 
consider adding a fire-break road parallel to the freeway to help alleviate this potentially devastating 
problem. 

2.) That same southwest wind brings with it whatever is in the air and with a busy new freeway 
that would mean much more air pollution, mostly Co2. I would expect increased health problems for 
those of us who will now have to breathe in those fumes. 

3.) Wildlife here includes the usual suspects such as coyotes, rabbits, deer, quail, doves and lots 
of lizards, but I have also photographed bobcats and desert tortoises and seen badgers and evidence of 
cougars here. It's a wilderness that will be forever changed ifa freeway is introduced close by. 

4.) Light pollution will ruin the dark night sky and freeway traffic noise sounding like a seashore 
will replace the quiet, still night we so love here. 

5.) The land on which you plan to put down your permanent asphalt ribbon is presently used by 
many of us who actually get out and enjoy the out-of-doors. We ride horses and run or hike on trails 
plus, we make use ofthe hundreds ofmiles ofoff road vehicle roadways through the desert lands. 

6.) For those ofus living in Vista Royale, having a freeway set down so close to our community 
will most likely decrease our property values, as well as the livability ofour neighborhood. At this 
moment the crime rate is extremely low. That could change to one degree or more if you decide to 
locate the freeway next to our community. Whoever thought out the corridors for I-11 on our stretch of 
the plan didn't. 

I think we all realize that Interstate 11 will eventually become a reality. I am not tilting at that 
windmill. Wbat I am asking is that the corridor be moved westward where the original Yellow 
Alternative was first sited. 

The good ofthe many outweigh the needs ofthe few. In this case the many include us 
homeowners in Vista Royale, the commercial truckers who will use 1-11 for their livelihood, the 
traveling public who are simply trying to get to the next destination as fast as possible and those who 
will come here after us. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

35975 S Joshua Place 
Wickenburg, AZ 85390 
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Lale Johnson 
35975 S. Joshua Place 

Wickenburg, AZ 85390 
lalejohnson@frontier.com 

July 4, 2019 

ADOT 
i-11 Tier 1 Study Team c/o ADOT communications 
1655 W. Jackson Street, Mail Drop 126F 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
i-1 lADOTStudy@hdrinc.com 

RE: 1-11 and the residential subdivision Vista Royale 

Greetings: 

I wrote to you in 2017 regarding the best route to take 1-11 (it was referenced as the T route, 
which went down Hwy 71 to Hwy 60). Things have gone the wrong direction so I am now 
pleading with you to not move forward with your most recent route with takes 1-11 up against 
Vista Royale, and even taking away properties from my neighbors. 

Of all places you could put 1-11, why would you choose to put it up against our neighborhood? 

This is a beautiful neighborhood with gorgeous homes. Many properties allow for horses. The 
land surrounding us provides trails for of horseback riding, running, hiking, biking and ATV use. 
There is grazing rights and infrastructure for cattle, including extensive water piping and water 
tanks. We of course, have all kinds of Arizona wildlife; javelinas, coyotes, deer, rabbits, jack 
rabbits, tortoises, snakes, gila monsters, lizards, horny toads, etc. We also have the railroad to 
the south of us, a private airfield to the east of us, and of course, highway 93 to the north of us. 
We have ample water, fresh air, and quiet. All of this would be negatively affected. 

if you proceed with bringing 1-11 to our neighborhood, you will not only take our way of life 
away from us, but you will create noise and cause us grave health concerns from the pollution. 

This option has already negatively impacted our neighborhood financially due to the threat of 
us being saddled with 1-11. 

When I attended the most recent meeting with you on April 30,2019, your representative was 
not aware that there had been a better option, the T route. I asked him to help me pin-point 
on the map where the historical site, Wickenburg Massacre is, as I fear your current route will 
take it out. The representative indicated he knew nothing about it, but was sure you wouldn't 
do that. I suspect you don't know where it is, and thus could unwittingly take it out. 

mailto:lADOTStudy@hdrinc.com
mailto:lalejohnson@frontier.com


Flynn_J
I-3544

I also spoke to the incoming mayor, and he said that he was against your chosen route as well. 

A couple of neighbors followed up with a Wickenburg town council member and Mayor Sickles and have
learned that the whole town council is opposed to the proposed corridors and the town council will be
sending documentation to you indicating that Wickenburg opposes the location of the corridors near
Vista Royale and wants it moved far away from our neighborhood. Please watch for the information. 

I had learned previously that the power-at-be wanted to accommodate the developer of Wickenburg
Ranch and Perk's Ranch, as the developer wanted 1-11 as close to their property as possible. If correct, I
find it inappropriate to help a developer at the expense of over 100 homeowners in Vista Royale. There
are a total of 156 acre lots in our development, plus other nearby neighbors. 

Wickenburg is known for wanting to keep their town small. Historically they have not allowed any box
stores in the city. The town of Wickenburg already has a hard time dealing with all the traffic from
Highway 93 (lots of accidents, many in the round-abouts). It makes little sense to provide them with
additional traffic that 1-11 would create. 

An engineer neighbor spent extensive time in preparing a route he named, "the green route." In the
event you stick with your plans to accommodate the Wickenburg Ranch and Perks developers over our
neighborhood and that of the wishes of the town ofWickenburg, his route would lessen some of the
damage to our neighborhood that your current route would create. 

Your main objective is to provide a north-south transportation that connects U.S. markets to Canada and
Mexico through the western U.S. Please keep that as your priority as hurting neighborhoods
unnecessarily is not good for anyone. 

I implore you to go back to the T-option and implement this choice. This option provides the most
straight-forward route for your purposes. (I have attached it to this letter for your reference) 

Your current route plan is not a good choice. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Lale Johnson 

Attachments: 1 

cc: 

The Honorable Doug Ducey 
Governor 
1700 West Washington Street 
Phoenix Arizona 85007 
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For Release: Immediately Contact: Carolyn Campbell 520.388.9925 o; 520.629.0525 c 
May 3, 2019 or Kevin Dahl 520.603.6430 or Diane Call 520.405.7940 

Community Groups Assail Plan for New Freeway near Saguaro National Park 

The new proposed Avra Valley freeway, located at the doorstep of Saguaro National Park, Ironwood Forest 

National Monument, and the Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum, would cut a large swath through protected 

public mitigation land and bisect important wildlife corridors. However, the recently released draft Tier 1 Study 

for Interstate 11 – the first half of a complete environmental review process – concludes that a new north-south 

freeway west of Tucson is needed and would be better than improving existing freeways. Local community 

groups disagree with this conclusion. 

“Hundreds of thousands of pristine acres have been protected by cooperative efforts over the last many 

decades, which contributed to the success of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan,” said Carolyn Campbell, 

Executive Director of the Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection. “There is no logical reason to construct a 

new highway immediately adjacent to these parks and destroy the resources that have been protected. The 

direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of this proposed freeway to these natural and cultural iconic places of 

the Sonoran Desert simply cannot be mitigated. This route should not receive any further consideration.” 

Kevin Dahl, Arizona Senior Program Manager for National Parks Conservation Association said, “It 

would cost several billion dollars more than the next, much more acceptable alternative – co-locating Interstate 

11 along I-19 and I-10. A freeway west of the Tucson Mountains would poorly serve and severely impact the 

residents of that rural valley, who vehemently oppose this project. National Parks Conservation Association, 

America’s leading voice for our beloved park system which includes Saguaro National Park, is strongly 

opposed to this ill-conceived and poorly studied freeway plan because of its tremendous impacts to the natural 

and cultural resources of the park.” 

The Sustainable Cities Lab, hosted at the UA College of Architecture, Planning and Landscape 

Architecture, completed a transdisciplinary study on the I-11 corridor along with Arizona State University and 

University of Nevada, Las Vegas. This study, submitted to ADOT in 2016, focused on opportunities from 

Marana to south of downtown Tucson. Study recommendations incorporated a variety of transportation 

alternatives – not just a new highway - including the addition of light and heavy rail, walking, cycling, new 

technology for controlling traffic, and incorporating alternative forms of energy production and transportation. 

Diane Call of the Avra Valley Coalition agreed, stating, “The federal and state transportation agencies 

are using 1950s solutions to address issues in the 21st century. We know now that new interstates encourage 

and facilitate development along their corridor; this interstate would assure increased sprawl. As well, 

thousands of current residents would either lose their property or live next to a new intrusive highway”. 

The public is encouraged to attend one of the public meetings in the Tucson area, one at the Tucson 

Convention Center on Wednesday, May 8th from 3-8pm and the other at Marana High School from 11am-4pm 

on Saturday, May 11th. Written comments will be accepted until July 8. More information can be found at 

www.sonorandesert.org/learning-more/interstate-11/ 

---end---

www.sonorandesert.org/learning-more/interstate-11
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Daniel and Ellen Gery 

13050 W Gunsmoke Rd 

Tucson AZ 85736 

520-490-9379 

October 9, 2019 

URGENT! 2.5 Million Dollar Lawsuit will be in order. 

Regarding: Alternative Route 1-11 study on Riveria Road Tucson AZ 

To whom it may concern: 

We are requesting not to take 1-11 up Riveria Road in Tucson AZ. 

Our property, 13050 West Gunsmoke Road, Tucson AZ, is located 330 feet west of Riveria Road. Therefore, 

according to your alternative route 1-11 study, this project will go through our existing home. 

We argue this decision. 

Our newly constructed a two story log cabin, 2400 square feet, deep water well, guest house, business art 

studio and recording studio, 12 foot x 26 foot pool, fenced in horse corral, hay shed, citrus fruit tree orchard, 

eight-thousand-gallon rain-water collection with controlled operating irrigation system and controlled 

operating gray water irrigation system, small miniature gulf field. This all will have to be dismantled and re

erected on another property location. 

We urge you to select another alternative route on this huge South Sierrita Mountain Road area for this route 

1-11 project. 

We, our two sons and six grandchildren, will take legal action against this project if Riveria Road is chosen for 

the alternative route for 1-11. 

Our US Constitution states that everyone in America has the right to succeed. This action violates our 

Constitutional Rights to succeed. To you it is just a house, to us it is our home, our livelihood that we worked 

hard to succeed in accomplishing to completion. You are harassing two seniors. One of which is a 100% 

disabled Vietnam veteran, who is facing more stress with this situation than anyone can bear. Therefore, this 

will cause legal action to be taken towards this project and costing this project additional 2.5 million dollars. 

Please, re-consider this chosen alternative route on Riveria Road, Tucson AZ for 1-11. There were other 

suggested routes to cut up South Sandario Road and go up along state land on South Sierrita Mountain Road 

by the power lines on Shane Road. Please do not go up Riveria Road. 
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May 14, 2019 

West Valley Community Members 

The Honorable Doug Ducey 

Governor of Arizona 
1700 W. Washington 
Phoenix, AZ. 85007 

Dear Governor Ducey, 

We, the business owners, land owners, home owners, and community members who will be directly 

affected by the Interstate 11 are voicing our strong objections to the Arizona Department of 

Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration's "preferred" Blue corridor. Our concerns 

consist of the negative consequences our West Valley will sustain if this route is designated. This 

proposed corridor will reek havoc on the agricultural land, businesses, schools, churches, and individual 

residents in our communities. 

Thousands of acres of prime farm ground could be deemed useless, affecting our state's contribution in 

feeding and clothing the people of our nation. It is vital that our country consider the national security 

risks that come into play if agriculture continues to be devalued across our United States. Arizona has 

always considered agriculture of high importance to our economy; as evidenced by our 5 C's taught in 

schools and the field crops represented in our State capitol's mosaic seal. 

The Blue corridor completely alters the Buckeye Conservation and Drainage District's water delivery 

system. In short, this is the irrigation system for 17,000 acres of land. The canal itself, the laterals, the 

head gates, as well as irrigation wells would be displaced. This disruption of water delivery at any time 

would be devastating to not only farmland in the area near the route; but also thousands of acres that 

are watered by the BWCDD. The impact of this possible disruption would amount to millions of dollars 

of losses in crop production, as well as jobs lost in the agriculture sector. The economic burden would 

be felt across our state. 

Hundreds of homes, from small homes to custom homes, stand in the path of this route. Many of these 

families are descendants of the first homesteaders on this land. There is no way to define the value of 

this heritage. Regardless of time lived in this area, the value of our property set by the state as they 

condemn it, will not begin to adequately compensate for our homes and our rural lifestyle. 

We heard during the April 29th public meeting in Buckeye that even if ADOT and the FHWA do proceed 

with the Blue corridor designation it may not come to fruition for 20 to 30 years. However, if this 

corridor is designated our property values drop immediately because of the unknown factors this 

corridor presents for the future. 

The impact to our communities, specifically our businesses, schools, and churches would drastically 

change the face of our West Valley. A great many businesses of various types in the direct path of this 

route could ultimately be lost. Those lying in close proximity of the route would have either altered 

access or be denied access completely. Jobs and employment would effectively be lost. 
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Our schools, our children's education, would be threatened. Most of the communities affected are rural
districts, thus encompassing many miles serviced by our schools. Transportation would be difficult and
costly for families, as well as school districts, and ultimately the state. This route causes, at the least,
changes in bus runs and family schedules; and at the worst the real possibility of the closing of schools.
Travel time to and from schools would be increased, encroaching on the school day. We could see a
similar effect on our church and community groups. This route carves through the heart of many small
towns and communities. We join together for community wide functions and activities to support
families and individuals alike. This would threaten the well being of our West Valley life. 

In summary, we strongly object to the state of Arizona moving forward with the Blue corridor. The
divisive nature and the impending destruction to our communities is far too great. However, the
proposed Orange corridor, which uses existing roadways appears more conducive to the 1-11 goals and
with far fewer negative effects to West Valley communities. 

Respectfully, 

West Valley Community Members 

CC ADOT Director John S. Halikowski 
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I-11 DRAFT TIER 1 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
AND PRELIMINARY SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION (DRAFT 
TIER 1 EIS) Nogales to Wickenburg 

These are my comments: 

I see no reasons to build a new Interstate to parallel I-10 from Casa Grande to Green Valley.  The 
proposed route is going to disrupt sensitive and protected desert areas, where hardly any economic 
activities exist. So, why build a new road there? 

I would suggest that the money should rather go to enlarging and better equip I-10 and I-19, where 
necessary. These are roads connecting geographic areas of high-density economic activities, which can 
use a better infrastructure. 

At the same time, please leave our desert intact.  The national parks and forests are what stimulates 
tourism in our area. Tourists like the remoteness and natural integrity of what they find here. 

Many thanks, 

Giulio Grecchi 
5146 East Circulo Las Cabana, Tucson, AZ 85711 
5120-207-1794 
ggrecchi@aol.com 

mailto:ggrecchi@aol.com
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Grijalva, R 
E-21511 Longworth HOB 

Wash1112ton. DC 20515 
RAUL M. GRIJALVA 

3RD D,smc-r. ARIZONA 
Phone (202) 225-2-135 I Fax (202) 225-15-11 

101 W. Irvington Rd.. Bldg.-1 
COMMITTEE ON NAT URAL RESOURCES Tucson. AZ 85714 

C1t1\IR~1t\N Q!nngrtss nf t4t 1!tnitth ~tatts Phone (520) 622-6788 I Fax (520) 622-0198 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCAT ION /\ND LABOR 
146 N. State Ave. ]l{nusr nf f!lrprrsrntatiursHtGlll::R EDUCATION AND \VORKFORCE )SVESTMEITT 

P.O. Box 4105 
Somerton. AZ 85350 

SUBCOMMITTEE 

llas4tngtnn. i<!r 20515-0307CIVI L RIGUTS AXD H UMAN S ERVICl:S Suuco~tMITTEE Phone (928) 3-13-7933 I Fax (928) 3-13-79-19 
CONGRESSIONAL PROGRESSIVE CAUCUS W E BS IT E: http://grijalva.housc.gov/ 

1-11 2 N. Central Ave .. Suite B
CHAIR E\·IERITUS 

Avondale. AZ 85323 
Phone (623) 536-3388 I Fax (623) 535-7-179

May 8, 20 19 
FACEOOOK: Faccbook.com/ Rc p.Grijalva 
TWITrER: Twittcr.com/ RcpRaulG rijalva 

1-11 Tier I EIS Study Team c/o ADOT Communications INSTAG RAM: lnstagram.com/RcpRaulGrijalva 

1655 W. Jackson Street Mail Drop 126F 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Also emai led to: l-l lADOTStudy@ hdrinc.com 

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

Dear Mr. Yan Echo, 

I would like to take this opportunity to provide input during the public comment period on the Draft Tier I EIS 
referenced above. 

I am concerned that the current comment period is too sho1t for a comprehensive review of this extremely large 
document (762 pages plus appendices). I request that the comment period be extended for a total of 120 days
which is common for projects of this magnitude and controversy-making the revised due date for comments 
August 3, 20 19. 

I suppott efforts to physically connect Arizona and Nevada via transportation corridors to fac ilitate Canadian and 
Mexican trade routes. The C ity ofTucson and the metro region of Pima County would benefit most by enhancing 
existing infrastructure that already provides the connection: Interstate IO and 19, or option "A" and " B" that have 
been included in your route studies. 

I am very concerned that a hybrid option of routes going through Altar and Avra Valleyhas instead been chosen 
for the preferred alternative in the Draft Tier I EIS. This route would necessitate building new interstate. This 
route would negatively impact rural communities in Avra Valley, Saguaro National Park, Tucson Mountain Park, 
Ironwood Forest National Monument, and other protected open spaces and w ildlife corridors. I pointed this out 
during the scoping process in a June I, 20 I 7, letter to project manager Jan Van Echo. For the record I would like 
to repeat my concerns: 

This 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. Even a limited access roadway would still open th is ma inly undeveloped area to 
massive sprawl. Residents of my district affected by this option have called my office expressing 
these same concerns. Pima County voters have consistently opposed opening up the far western 
areas of Pima County to development v ia this transpo1tation corridor. At some point, the Federal 
Highway Administration and the Arizona Department of Transportat ion must be responsive and 
support a lternatives that provide economic opportunity in the existing metro region and not 
continue to promote routes that local voters have overwhelmingly opposed. 

Frankly, it troubles me that after two scoping periods and a stakeholder engagement process that resulted in 
widespread opposition to proceed ing with any route through Avra Valley- and with serious concerns expressed 

mailto:lADOTStudy@hdrinc.com
https://lnstagram.com/RcpRaulGrijalva
https://Twittcr.com/RcpRaulGrijalva
https://Faccbook.com/Rcp.Grijalva
http://grijalva.housc.gov
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all along by cooperating land and wi ldlife managing agencies - your study has determined that the much more 
costly alternative w ith greater negative impacts and fewer benefits for Pima County is the preferred alternative. 

One explanation for this conclusion is that a Tier I analysis is not enough for a federal process to come up with 
the better route alternative. The tiering of the required environmental comp liance means that the decision is not 
informed by the best information and that vague promises of future mitigation is enough to allow the incredible 
dec ision to bisect an important wildlife mitigation area with a major freeway. This calls into question the 
Department of Transportation's unusual practice of coming to a decision without the full environmental 
compliance that most other federa l projects regu larly require. 

A proposed MOU giving the state environmental compliance responsibilities for federa l highway projects in 
Arizona, which would include the Tier 2 study, further demonstrates the inappropriate fragmentation of planning 
and compliance this project will receive, especially compared to projects with this sort of impact on protected 
lands that our community would normally expect. 

Another issue ofconcern is the regularity with which this route keeps re-surfacing. Voters overwhelmingly voted 
aga inst a ½ cent sales tax that would have funded a simi lar project back in the mid- l 980s. The Picture Rocks 
community along with many other Pima Country residents and organizations have and continue to vocally oppose 
it, yet this route keeps being promoted as the preferred option. 

Very little is being done to address a lternatives to continuous freeway expansion, such as facilitating the 
expansion and use of intennodal shipping yards, facilitating the creation of public rai l transportation lines as 
alternatives to continuously promoting freeway development-especially in pristine habitat corridor areas. I 
consistently remain opposed to any highway plan that opens up the Avra valley to w idespread environmental 
destruction. 

The possible fast tracking of this project, despite infonnation typically disseminated by the project's managers at 
public meetings that there is not current funding avai lable, is concerning. While that may be currently true, th is 
project is in conj unction with the Federal Highway Administration, 1-11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study 
(I WCS) completed in 20 14. With talk in Congress about developing an infrastructure spending package, the state 
appears to be attempting to remove a ll barriers to fast tracking this project once, and if, funding is available. If 
Congress is able to pass an infrastructure package, the voters w il l have no say, as planning will be completed, and 
routes will have been previously selected. 

If the project's purpose is to provide a high-priority north to south transportation corridor to connect to major 
metropolitan areas and markets with Mexico and Canada, then I be! ieve that the best option is using Interstate I 0 
and 19, which already includes metropolitan Tucson and protects the environmentally sensitive area west of 
Tucson. 

Thank you for your time and the oppo1tunity to provide input. 

Sincerely, 

Raul M. Grijalva, 
Member of Congress, (AZ-03) 

Cc: Jan Yan Echo, PE, ADOT 1-11 Study Manager 
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