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The meeting was initiated by a detailed, narrated PowerPoint presentation viewed on location and
online. Project team members provided a review of
the evaluation process and the universe of
alternatives (Figure 1), detailing those alternatives
specific to the segment meeting. Attendees were
invited to identify any additional alternative for : -
consideration by the team for Level 1 Evaluation, with § ¢ : \_‘
any additional feedback requested no later than Pram— articipants at the August 13 meeting in
August 23, 2013. Tucson. AZ

Figure 1: Universe of Corridor Alternatives
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Nevada and Beyond Meeting Summary

August 12, 2013; 1:30 p.m. PDT/MST
FHWA, Conference Room

705 N. Plaza St., Suite 220

Carson City, NV

Meeting Feedback
Following a brief PowerPoint presentation, Sondra Rosenberg led participants in a facilitated dialogue.
The following feedback was provided by participants as part of that discussion.

General Questions and Comments

What coordination has there been with Oregon and Idaho? With Oregon, there’s been little
coordination to date other than their preference to not use the US 395 corridor in the northern
part of the state. We’ve received similar questions from Idaho, mostly from a planning
organization in Boise; they’ve expressed a desire to connect |-11 to Boise.

Have the tribes been contacted for their opinion on these corridors? They have not been
contacted directly, but correspondence will be distributed to tribal leadership this month.

The importance of the corridors in Oregon and Idaho has to be considered, but Nevada is being
evaluated first. California, Oregon and Idaho are on the distribution lists for all information.
What is the status of the Interstate designation for the Corridor? At this time only the portion of
road between Phoenix and Las Vegas is interstate. NDOT’s Transportation Board has expressed
interest in extending the interstate to Reno. A congressional action is required to extend the
interstate north of Las Vegas.

Existing and future traffic generators need to be considered in the evaluation.

The Department of Defense would like connectivity of their bases but does not want the routes
near their bases. Navy is in Fallon and the Army is in Hawthorn.

A route on the western side of the state makes the most sense.

Nevada Transportation Board prefers a route that is located in western Nevada.

The question is whether to use a new corridor or use an existing one. Costs would dictate using
an existing one. A new corridor is costly and has environmental challenges.

Alternative Feedback

INTERMOUNTAIN WEST
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Alternatives DD and EE connect directly to I-580. Would not want the additional traffic
generated by I-11 to come through the Spaghetti Bowl (I-80 1-580/US 395 interchange) in Reno.
Connecting to Boise makes sense.

What about connection to the USA Parkway (Reno Tahoe Industrial Park) east of Reno? A new
road is being constructed between US 50 and I-80 through the industrial park. 1-11 could
connect to this if it runs up US 95A. Makes a lot of sense to connect to this industrial area.
Makes sense to place the Corridor in western Nevada between I-5 and I-15. |-5 and I-15 are
heavily travelled with I-15 designated the CANAMEX route.

Alternative EE may be a better route since it does not use the US 395 corridor into Oregon.
Could follow US 395 north of Reno to Herlong then swing to the northeast around Pyramid Lake.
Weather is better in the western parts of Nevada compared to the eastern parts. An eastern
corridor does not make sense.

Connect Las Vegas with the Fernley industrial park. Need to evaluate the Schurz Reservation.
NDOT Transportation Board said a full interstate may not be feasible north of Las Vegas.

Interstate 11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study
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SR 361 connects to US 50 at Middlegate east of Fallon (30 to 40 miles). This may be a good
alternative to avoid Schurz.

US 93 is the only route that directly feeds Idaho. US 95 feeds western Idaho but through
eastern Oregon first.

Alignment 78 (Alternative HH) could also follow SR 318 north of Alamo and SR 225 north of Elko
to the Owyhee Reservation.

Need to consider connecting Elko since it has the only commercial airport in eastern Nevada.
California wants I-11 to be as close to California as possible.

A route through eastern Nevada (Alternative HH) does not make a lot of sense due to low traffic
volumes and lack of generators. An alternative along US 95 (Alternatives FF or GG) makes a lot
more sense.

The Spaghetti Bowl in Reno is bad news and cannot handle the additional traffic of an I-11.
NDOT is working on long term improvements.

Truck traffic on US 395 needs to be look at including freight movement and type of freight.
Dean Haymore with Storey County can provide information on the future development of the
Reno Tahoe Industrial Park and the type of traffic that will be generated on USA Parkway.
Original concept for the project may have lead Oregon to believe US 395 was the choice for
Oregon.

Additional Potential Alternatives Identified

Interstate 11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study
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Nevada and Beyond Webinar Meeting Summary

August 12, 2013; 1:30 p.m. PDT/MST
Meeting conducted via Live Meeting and teleconference

Meeting Feedback
Following a brief PowerPoint presentation, Dan Andersen led participants in a facilitated dialogue. The
following feedback was provided by participants as part of that discussion.

General Questions and Comments

e Don Matson, Community Planning Association of Southwest Idaho: Have any alighments been
eliminated or is this the entire universe thus far? No; all these alignments will be considered in
Level 1 evaluation.

e Don Matson, Community Planning Association of Southwest Idaho: There have been three basic
schools of thought when it comes to I-11 heading north: one is to follow U.S. 95 north and
toward Boise, ID; another is to use U.S. 93; and finally using Nevada 225 to Idaho 51. Personally,
a more westward corridor (U.S. 95) connecting Reno to the Bay Area and San Jose would be
most valuable.

Additional Potential Alternatives Identified

Interstate 11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study
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Northern Arizona Meeting Summary

August 13, 2013; 9 a.m. PDT/MST

Mohave County Public Works, Turquoise Room
3715 Sunshine Dr.

Kingman, AZ

Meeting Feedback
Following a brief PowerPoint presentation, Sondra Rosenberg and Dan Andersen led participants in a
facilitated dialogue. The following feedback was provided by participants as part of that discussion.

General Questions and Comments

Will I-11 be a multimodal corridor? All of the alternatives will be evaluated based on their ability
to accommodate multiple modes.

How will new or expanded deep water ports in Mexico affect 1-11? We considered multiple
future scenarios, including new or expanded deep water ports in Mexico, which could influence
the I-11 Corridor. The analysis is found in the Corridor Justification Report. It is believed that they
would add demand for a north-south Intermountain West transportation corridor.

Historically, growth has occurred along Interstate highways. True. We need to be thoughtful
about where access is provided to manage future growth.

Is possible to have different rail and highway corridors? Yes. For now we are looking at what
areas should be connected by a high-capacity transportation corridor, and then consider the
appropriate mode.

Will usability of the Corridor be considered, especially for freight? Yes. See criteria 5, 6 and 2.
Will services be considered, such as truck stops? Those will be considered in future phases of the
study, in particular during design. At the planning level we want to make sure we have adequate
right of way to accommodate services.

When will environmental and cultural influences be considered? The Existing Natural and Built
Environment Technical Memorandum will provide a basis for a high-level evaluation during the
alternatives analysis phase, but will not be a detailed NEPA analysis.

Does this affect current studies? The West Kingman TI Study recommends Interstate standards
so these efforts would be consistent.

Is private funding an option? Tolling is an option, but currently the states of Nevada and Arizona
don’t have legislative authority.

The evaluation of the alternatives should be data driven and include length of the alternative,
freight origin-destination pairs, utility production centers, and rail centers.

The affect of weather on travel conditions should be considered in the evaluation.

[-11 needs to be a smart corridor, accommodating and providing data transfer and technology.
New alternatives might require changes to ports of entry at state lines.

Alternative Feedback

INTERMOUNTAIN WEST
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If I-40 and |-17 are selected as the preferred alignment, would they be renamed I-11 and would
it be considered a no-build alternative? It wouldn’t be renamed to I-11. That selection could
possibly be considered a “no build” alternative, as could an unimproved US 93.

Interstate 11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study
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Additional Potential Alternative Identified
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Northern Arizona Webinar Meeting Summary

August 13, 2013; 9 a.m. PDT/MST
Meeting conducted via Live Meeting and teleconference

Meeting Feedback
Following a brief PowerPoint presentation, Audra Koester Thomas led participants in a facilitated
dialogue. The following feedback was provided by participants as part of that discussion.

General Questions and Comments

e Scott Higginson, The Interstate 11 Coalition: You’ve gone above and beyond the mark with the
number of alternatives! Given that congress designated US 93 as the future I-11 route, why are
you going through the effort to evaluate so many alternatives? Because this study is evaluating
I-11 and the Intermountain West Corridor (with the potential to expand south of Phoenix and
north of Las Vegas), and with the potential for future federal monies, our team is doing due
diligence to review the scope of potential alternatives to move into evaluation.

e Gordon Taylor, Arizona State Land Department: How did the project initiate? Several decades of
previous planning efforts had identified a potential high-capacity transportation corridor
through the Intermountain West. This specific effort was initiated after the passage of the latest
transportation bill, MAP-21, in which a future I-11 was congressionally designated to connect the
Las Vegas and Phoenix metropolitan areas. Our study kicked-off last summer with efforts
delivering the milestone product, Corridor Justification Report, last month which indicated there
was sufficient enough justification for moving into the next stage of analysis for a potential
future corridor. We’re currently beginning that effort this month, with your help, to identify the
universe of potential alternatives.

e Gordon Taylor, Arizona State Land Department: Is the objective to create the most direct
alignment between major metropolitan areas, or to connect through incorporating connectivity
to other smaller communities? We have a myriad of evaluation criteria for alternatives to be
considered by in a two-phased analysis. The evaluation criteria can be reviewed and/or
downloaded from the Stakeholder Partners review portal online.

Additional Potential Alternatives Identified
None identified.

Interstate 11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study
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Southern Arizona Meeting Summary

August 13, 2013; 1 p.m. PDT/MST

Pima Board of Supervisors Hearing Room
130 W. Congress

Tucson, AZ

Meeting Feedback
Following a brief PowerPoint presentation, John McNamara led participants in a facilitated dialogue.
The following feedback was provided by participants as part of that discussion.

General Questions and Comments

INTERMOUNTAIN WEST
CORRIDOR STUDY

When will specific alignments be developed for the Southern Arizona future connectivity area?
That will not occur as part of this study. When the study is complete next summer, ADOT will
evaluate next steps and determine the appropriate timeframe to conduct a more detailed
corridor definition through southern Arizona. Federal regulations do not allow “over planning”
without funding available for future work efforts (i.e., recommendations needs to stay relevant).
What is insufficient about the existing 1-10 and I-19 corridors that would require a new
connection? This study is looking at the broader purpose and need to determine what kind of
facility is needed (rail, highway) and then decide what corridors are most appropriate based on
anticipated traffic levels and types of traffic. Utilizing existing corridors may be our
recommendation in some corridor segments.

Is cost being analyzed as part of this process? Yes, but not yet. After the universe of alternatives
has been finalized, they will go through a screening process based on a series of evaluation
criteria — one being cost.

| understand the need for a future connection to Mexico. Which of the five routes is under
prime consideration to meet the trade/economic need? Based on the preliminary business case,
the Mex-15/Nogales connectivity is a strong candidate; however we will know more when the
evaluation of alternatives is complete.

Four alignments pass through the Tucson region. The other passes through Yuma. What is the
background for why the latter made the list of alternatives? The Southern Arizona alternatives
make connections to Mexico using the land port of entries. Several of these are located in the
eastern part of the state, which would require a connection through Tucson based on geography
and existing corridors.

Is there an overriding benefit of not passing through the Tucson region? Unknown at this time;
will narrow down the alternatives through the Level 1 evaluation based on how well each
alternative swath meets the project’s goals and objectives.

Will environmental factors being taken into consideration for the evaluation? Yes, but broad
lines represent wide swaths of land. Within each swath, there are likely various alternatives that
are feasible/infeasible based on specific environmental factors. That level of detail will not be
reached as part of this study.

Assuming that I-10 and I-19 will break down due to congestion at some point in the future and
that a parallel corridor would be required, are there any mechanisms in place to set aside
funding now? We can barely maintain our existing infrastructure, how will we will be able
support new investments? The business case will identify and consider potential funding options
for this Corridor. This will also consider the long-range strategic plans of the Arizona and Nevada
departments of commerce/economic development.

Interstate 11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study
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e Is the Mexican government involved in this study’s recommendations? The conversation with
the Mexican government is ongoing through several ADOT and Governor’s Office-related
initiatives, including the Arizona-Mexico Commission. Recent coordination to complete the
Arizona-Sonora Border Master Plan has resulted in very up-to-date transportation
recommendations.

e What potential financing systems will be considered for this Corridor? Everything. We are not
that far in the process yet to have identified any potential financing/funding mechanism. That
will be further explored through the final business case, as cost estimates are established and
potential revenue strategies are explored.

e Where is this project expected to be in October/December and when will be alternatives be
narrowed down? At the October meeting of the Stakeholder’s Partners, the team will present
the results of the Level 1 analysis and what alignments are recommended to move forward. This
may include one or more alignment swaths. A specific alignment alternative will not be
recommended as part of the Southern Arizona segment outcome.

e Has the corridor between Las Vegas and Phoenix been determined yet? Yes and no. The MAP-
21 federal designation has placed this on the US 93 corridor, but we still need to follow the
federal process which requires us to consider and evaluate several corridor alternatives.

e As|understand it, this study will make recommendations for connections, but will not take
immediate action (e.g., 1-10 and I-19 will continue to be improved as planned, and remain the
primary transportation corridors through the Tucson region). Specific alignments for I-11 will be
determined after this study when funding could become available and the location of the
alignment, as well as the facility type, could depend on alternate economic outcomes and travel
demand patterns. “I-11” will not be designated in the near-term in the Tucson area. Correct.

e  Will economic measures be included in the evaluation? Yes, there are a series of specific
economic evaluation criteria to support the project’s goals and objectives.

e Please further explain what the goals and objectives mean. Phase Il of the study focused on
understanding the project’s purpose and need and justifying the Corridor. A major goal
expressed was to diversify the state’s economy, leading to an objective to create a major trade
corridor facilitate international trade and related economic development.

e What instigated this study in the first place? This Corridor concept was initiated with the
designation of the CANAMEX corridor as a major trade corridor throughout the Intermountain
West. It was further explored in several studies, including the more recent bqAZ statewide
visioning effort. Several factors contributed to the proposal of such a high-capacity facility in
bgAZ, including trade and economic development trends.

e Has there been any analysis done to understand the overall success of the Corridor if no
connection to Mexico is made? Not yet, although that is unlikely due to the work of the Arizona
Commerce Authority who sees trade with Mexico key to Arizona’s economic diversification. The
ACA is completing their own economic study on I-11 and those results will contribute to this
study’s corridor recommendations.

e How does the CANAMEX designation align with this study and how/where does it align with the
corridor alternatives? They are very closely coordinated. The I-11 designation overlays the
CANAMEX designation between Phoenix and Las Vegas. The original designation utilized I-19
and I-10 in southern Arizona.

e How much traffic is anticipated on |-10? Is there a need for a new highway connection based on
changing socioeconomic preferences and the decision for the younger population to not drive,
or start driving later in life? We will have these numbers later in the process. Corridor
recommendations will consider the freight versus passenger demand and how this impacts
existing capacity constraints.

Interstate 11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study

( -
INTERMOUNTAIN WEST
CORRIDOR STUDY




August 2013 Stakeholder Partners Meetings Summary

e Will ADOT’s next Five-Year Plan consider improvements within the Avra Valley? Will this plan
include improvements for I-11? The Five-Year Plan is reviewed each year. ADOT will not move
ahead with incorporating proposed I-11 improvements until this concept is studied further and
adopted by the State Transportation Board.

e How will the October meetings be advertised? Will more advance notice be given? October’s
meetings will include a meeting of the stakeholder partners during the afternoon and another
meeting open to the public in the evening. Advance notice will be given through email mailing
lists and other mechanisms deemed appropriate through the ADOT Communications group.
Please make sure you are on the sign-in sheet and your information is correct.

e On behalf of the Avra Valley area, some additional considerations for this study:

0 Tucson Mitigation Corridor
0 Sandario Road
0 Make community acceptance criteria a higher priority criteria (listed last)
0 Consider previous transportation proposals (double decking I-10, Ruthrauff to I-19)
O Avra Valley area has good water quality and good air quality
e Please hold future public meetings in the evenings.

Alternative Feedback

e The draft alignment received by the Pima County Administrator’s Office does not appear on the
alternatives maps. Is this considered as a subset? This alternative is considered within the wide
swath that covers the Nogales connection. At this stage of the study, we are looking at broad
connections to Mexico; we are not evaluating specific alignments within or around metropolitan
areas.

e Whyisn’t Lukeville being considered? It was. The connection to Lukeville was originally included
in the bqAZ statewide visioning process as a potential high-capacity transportation corridor, but
was downgraded to recommend corridor improvements only, due to concerns voiced by State
Parks, the Military (bombing range facility), and Arizona Game and Fish Department.
Additionally, the Mexican government is not reciprocally planning any transportation
improvements south of the border (per the Arizona-Sonora Border Master Plan).

e No major highways/transportation corridors exist in Mexico except Mex-15, so why are you
considering any alternate connections besides Nogales? The recently completed Arizona-Sonora
Border Master Plan was a joint effort between ADOT, FHWA, SIDUR, and SCT which identifies
anticipated future transportation improvements.

e Does the Corridor swath centered on I-10 refer to using I-10 as a specific alignment, or
potentially including an adjacent corridor? Both; this study will leave that option open
depending on capacity constraints.

e Construction of I-19 really changed the character of the area. Since it already connects into
Mex-15 (to Mexico City), why wouldn’t it be considered as the primary connection? It is one of
the alternatives under consideration.

e The previous ADOT I-10 Bypass Study would not consider double decking 1-10 (S500 million)
over an alighment through the Avra Valley (512 billion). The math doesn’t add up. Please
include this suggestion in your alternatives.

Interstate 11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study
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Additional Potential Alternatives Identified
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Southern Arizona Webinar Meeting Summary

August 13, 2013; 1 p.m. PDT/MST
Meeting conducted via Live Meeting and teleconference

Meeting Feedback
Following a brief PowerPoint presentation, Dan Andersen led participants in a facilitated dialogue. The
following feedback was provided by participants as part of that discussion.

General Questions and Comments

e Charla Glendening, ADOT: Is the intention to use existing right of way for an I-11 or could we
look for new areas for an I-11 to traverse? While we’ve largely utilized existing roadways, we’re
open to looking at any feasible alternative.

e Elsa Swyers: Looks like Tohono O’odham Nation was generally avoided; can you speak to the
wildlife mitigation corridor and how it’s considered in this process? Please review the Existing
Natural and Built Environment Technical Memorandum on the project website.

e Thor Anderson, ADOT: We’re concerned related to wildlife areas and finding potential
opportunities for wildlife linkages or connectivity opportunities.

e Elsa Swyers: As a resident of Picture Rocks, I’'m concerned that people in Tucson think Avra
Valley is just a “place of dust and old cactus”—as was published in a Daily Star editorial recently.
Care should be taken to considerations related to the residential neighborhoods, Saguaro
National Park, Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum and Tucson Mountain Park that exist west of
Tucson. Thank you for providing this opportunity to provide feedback as a citizen.

e  MiMi Battin: I’'m concerned about wildlife issues and of I-11 coming through our homes in the
Avra Valley. Thank you for providing this opportunity to provide feedback as a citizen.

Alternative Feedback
e Charla Glendening, ADOT: Why wasn’t an alternative south through Lukeville considered?
We’ve understood that there are significant environmental constraints, in addition to the lack of
existing connectivity through the Tohono O’odham Nation to Mexico.

Additional Potential Alternatives Identified
None identified.

Interstate 11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study
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Phoenix Metropolitan Area Meeting Summary

August 14, 2013; 9 a.m. PDT/MST
Communiversity @ Surprise, Community Room
15950 N. Civic Center Plaza

Surprise, AZ

Meeting Feedback
Following a brief PowerPoint presentation, John McNamara led participants in a facilitated dialogue.
The following feedback was provided by participants as part of that discussion.

General Questions and Comments

How is census data being applied to this project? Census data has been utilized as part of the
analysis to understand clusters of existing and future population and employment, as
documented in the Corridor Justification Report. This information assists us with traffic
projections, as well as understanding locations of future activity centers.

Why are there two levels of screening on the Priority Corridor and just one for the future
connectivity segment? The scope of this study is to conduct detailed analysis of the
congressionally designation portion of I-11 and a high-level review of potential expansion of that
corridor north of Las Vegas and south of Phoenix.

How will this project prioritize looking at current/future traffic? People will usually take the
path of least resistance. What about the traffic that does not want to bypass central Phoenix
because of deliveries or other destinations? A lot of freight traffic desires to access the
warehousing and distribution centers on the east side of the metropolitan area too. We will
perform traffic modeling runs that will take traffic patterns into consideration, including
understanding major origins and destinations among passenger and freight traffic.

Suggest color-coding existing roads versus new road alignments.

Doesn’t Yuma have the highest unemployment rates in the state? Based on current trends, an I-
11 Corridor through Yuma could allow opportunities for job creation.

The YMPO Regional Transportation Plan will be approved and available for review soon.

The Yuma County Rail Study has recently been completed that proposes a new rail corridor
between the Mexican border and the UPRR Sunset Route. The region is looking into economic
development initiatives related to the rail corridor. They’ve received a business grant to
develop a Business Plan for the Madrino Business Park.

What is the intended width of this Corridor? We can’t build this Corridor to meet the needs of
today, we need to build this for 50 years out. We don’t want to end up with an “I-5” situation
through Phoenix. Not supportive of an alternative that traverses the core of the Phoenix
metropolitan area. These corridors (1-10, I-17, SR-303L) are too congested and cannot handle
increased volumes.

On future maps, show other proposed freeways, so we can understand other anticipated high-
capacity connections that can complement I-11.

Keep the Red Rock inland port site in consideration from a freight perspective.

Alternative Feedback

INTERMOUNTAIN WEST
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Great idea not including US 60/Grand Avenue through central Phoenix. Too congested. Difficult
to widen (right-of-way not available; parallel railroad corridor). Does not make a direct
connection to I-10.

Interstate 11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study
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e The proposed North-South Freeway Corridor (under study by ADOT in Pinal County) could
provide a good rail candidate; Grand Avenue as well. Rail needs to be considered in any
alternative. Alternate modes of passenger travel need to be anticipated for a project with this
long a timeframe. This project will look at multimodal alternatives, with multiple modes within
one corridor, or within separate corridors. We are also looking at gaps in the existing railroad
network to make rail connections more efficient. However, it is important to keep in mind that
railroad companies are private businesses and they will make their own improvements on their
own time schedules, unless joint efforts are agreed to.

e Do any alternatives that utilize the Hassayampa Freeway connection compromise the planned
capacities for the Corridor? Would they require an additional new corridor in that region? No,
capacities are not comprised. The Hassayampa Freeway was always intended as a major trade
corridor. Based on the preliminary standards envisioned for the Corridor, it would be able to
accommodate freight and passenger traffic.

e Do any alternatives complement West Valley airport expansions? And would that be a purpose
of this Corridor? The proposed Hassayampa Freeway corridor is planned to complement
expansion of the Buckeye airport; other alternatives would serve regional airports in
Wickenburg, Glendale, Goodyear, and Phoenix (Deer Valley).

e There are extreme air quality concerns with using existing corridors through central Phoenix.
There is already too much congestion. Even with widening, these corridors will likely continue
to be congested in the future and extensive idling during rush hours causes air quality issues for
the whole metropolitan area. Do not support using I-10 or I-17 through central Phoenix.

Additional Potential Alternatives Identified

=

Interstate 11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study
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Phoenix Metropolitan Area Webinar Meeting Summary

August 14, 2013; 9 a.m. PDT/MST
Meeting conducted via Live Meeting and teleconference

Meeting Feedback
Following a brief PowerPoint presentation, Dan Andersen led participants in a facilitated dialogue. The
following feedback was provided by participants as part of that discussion.

General Questions and Comments

Joanie Cady, ADOT: Do these alignments consider work from the Passenger Rail Study
(connecting Phoenix and Tucson). Yes.

Claudia Whitehead, Greater Phoenix Chamber of Commerce: What routes have been favored so
far? We have not yet received feedback on the preferences of alignments; we’re simply
identifying the universe of alternatives for purposes of future evaluation.

Doug Hansen, Pinal County: Thank you for providing these virtual forums for those of us in the
rural portions of the study area.

Alignment Feedback

INTERMOUNTAIN WEST
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Joanie Cady, ADOT: Why aren’t you considering segment 24 on Grand Avenue? Because of the
existing congestion in addition to the lack of a secondary connection, that roadway was not
deemed viable for consideration at this point.

Jon Findley, Sierra Club: Why haven’t you included the proposed South Mountain Freeway as a
potential alternative? Because that study is in the final phases of NEPA review, and because the
corridor wasn’t considered to accommodate Interstate traffic, that roadway was not deemed
viable for consideration at this point. Additionally, as you may know, that area has several
environmental considerations that would apply.

Jim Kenny, El Dorado Holdings: If one of the reasons for an I-11 was to help address congestion
that existed on I-10 and 1-17, why look at any alternatives that wouldn’t address that? We have
a variety of criteria that we will be using to evaluate these alignments; only alignments that best
meet the criteria will move forward in the analysis.

Jim Kenny, El Dorado Holdings: Segment 14 parallel to I-8 does not necessarily seem like a cost-
effective solution; perhaps a reason to consider continuing “Loop 303” south to I-8. [see
alignment highlighted below]

Claudia Whitehead, Greater Phoenix Chamber of Commerce: | concur with the decision not to
include Grand Avenue as an alternative.

Doug Hansen, Pinal County: | concur that a potential alternative could drop from Loop 303 south
to 1-8. [see alignment highlighted below]

Interstate 11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study
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Additional Potential Alternative Identified
=
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Las Vegas Metropolitan Area Meeting Summary

August 15, 2013; 9 a.m. PDT/MST
RTC of Southern Nevada, Room 108
600 S. Grand Central Pkwy.

Las Vegas, NV

Meeting Feedback
Following a brief PowerPoint presentation, Sondra Rosenberg and Bardia Nezhati led participants in a
facilitated dialogue. The following feedback was provided by participants as part of that discussion.

General Questions and Comments

e Arerail alternatives being considered? Yes. All of the alignments identified on these maps will
be evaluated as multimodal corridors. Following that evaluation, additional rail only segments
might be considered as needed. In addition, combinations of corridors might be considered for
rail alignments. We are coordinating with the FRA and private rail companies.

e Isthe EPAinvolved? Yes. They are a Stakeholder Partner and have participated in some of our
meetings.

e Do you have a list of evaluation criteria? Yes; the criteria can be found for review on the
Stakeholder Partners web portal.

e Are you considering connecting with Mexico and Canada? Yes.

e What has been done to evaluate traffic? The Corridor Justification Report addresses this.

e You should consider primary and alternate routes, especially for potential hazardous materials.

e Do you know the requirements of these alternatives, such as the number of lanes? We will
develop high-level considerations as part of the Corridor concept report at the end of this study.

e Wildlife connectivity must be considered, including impacts to listed species and habitats.

e |f the goal of the Corridor is to create national connections, we may not want transcontinental
traffic.

Alternative Feedback

e Are you considering the importance of connectivity within the Las Vegas Valley, and not just
connectivity to major population centers north and south? For instance, a bypass around the
Valley won't serve us well. We need local connectivity too, to promote economic development.
Alternatives will be evaluated on local connectivity as well. In addition, all of the bypass
alternatives considered have connectivity to the Valley through existing facilities—a driver would
not be required to only use the bypass.

e Alternatives BB and CC should be shown to continue north on I-15

e US 95 south of Las Vegas is flat and conducive to rail.

e Trucks with triple trailers will use I-11 as an alternative to I-5, because of restrictions in
California.

Interstate 11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study

INTERMOUNTAIN WEST
CORRIDOR STUDY




August 2013 Stakeholder Partners Meetings Summary

Additional Potential Alternative Identified
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Las Vegas Metropolitan Area Webinar Meeting Summary

August 15, 2013; 9 a.m. PDT/MST
Meeting conducted via Live Meeting and teleconference

Meeting Feedback

Following a brief PowerPoint presentation, Audra Koester Thomas led participants in a facilitated
dialogue. The following feedback was provided by participants as part of that discussion.

General Questions and Comments
e Faye Streier, Bureau of Reclamation: What study did segments like 58 and 59 derive from?
They are of particular interest because they cross Bureau of Reclamation lands. Many of the Las
Vegas-area alignments were derived from reports, including the I-15 Corridor Master Plan.
Visiting www.il5alliance.org may provide additional insight.

Alternative Feedback
e Faye Streier, Bureau of Reclamation: Regarding segments 58 and 59, what type of facility would
that be (four-lane, etc.)? We are not to that point in the study yet; these are simply illustrative
corridors to evaluate. Later in the process we’d review the type and kind of facility relative to
proposed alternative(s).
e Jackie Brady, Laughlin Town Manager’s Office/Clark County: I-15 or any of the alignments going
through town really add to the existing congestion.

Additional Potential Alternatives Identified
None identified.

Interstate 11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study
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Appendices

List of Attendees by Agency

PowerPoint Presentation

Avra Valley Coalition Letter (submitted at August 13, 2013 meeting)

Robin Clark Letter (submitted at August 13, 2013 meeting)
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" INTERMOUNTAIN WEST
CORRIDOR STUDY




August 2013 Stakeholder Partners Meetings Summary

List of Attendees by Agency

Attendance Designations

C=Carson City, NV K=Kingman, AZ S=Surprise, AZ T=Tucson, AZ V=Las Vegas, NV
W=Webinar/conference call

(C © ©
© c [ = 2
= 8 8§ 2 %
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~ E o <é on E < 2 10w
o £ 4 £ A& A4 o «d©
22 82 52 8 8
5SS S5 8 S5 S 0 3>
BT T WS Wwo W,
SO S5O0 S o 3£ S g
<2 42 <w»n < a < dJ firstName  Last Name Organization
T Marshall Colley
T Mike Fitzmorris
T Catalina Hall
T Diane Hall
T Gary Hall
T Bonnie Koeppel
S Barry McCain
T Barbara Moon
T Rick Morrison
T Constance Negley
T Christopher  O'Rourke
T Susan Wedge
W S W  Thor Anderson ADOT
K Michele Beggs ADOT
W Joanie Cady ADOT
W  Laura Douglas ADOT
W Charla Glendening ADOT
K Michael Kondelis ADOT
w w T S W  Carlos Lopez ADOT
T C.T. Revere ADOT
T Paki Rico ADOT
T W  Jaclyn Kuechenmeister AECOM
T S John McNamara AECOM
T Rob Morton Arizona Commerce Authority
S Diane Arnst Arlzpna Department. of
Environmental Quality
- . Arizona Game and Fish
T Kristin Terpening Department
S Dana Warnecke Arizona Game and Fish
Department
T Tim Bolton Arizona State Land Department
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<2 92 <w»n <a < dJ fFirstName  Last Name Organization
w Victoria Carella Arizona State Land Department
W Gordon Taylor Arizona State Land Department
S Jim Dickey Arizona Transit Association
T Curtis Clark Bario Sapo Community
T Robin Clark Bario Sapo Community
T Sarah Smallhouse Brown Foundations
S Hillary Conner Bureau of Land Management
Ramone McCoy Bureau of Land Management
K John Reid Bureau of Land Management
T Eve Halper Bureau of Reclamation
W  Faye Streier Bureau of Reclamation
W  James Camarillo Caltrans
W  Richard Dennis Caltrans
W T S Scott Higginson CAN-DO Coalition
C Graham Dollarhide Carson City
T Mick Meader Cascabel Conservation Association
V  Rob Mrowka Center for Biological Diversity
. . Central Yavapai Metropolitan
S Chris Bridges Planning Oranization TCYMPO)
W K W w V Dan Andersen CH2M HILL
C Bill Crawford CH2M HILL
w w w V  Bardia Nezhati CH2M HILL
w Jennifer Roberts CH2M HILL
T Dan Barnett Citizens for Picture Rocks
T Sandra Barnett Citizens for Picture Rocks
T Carolyn Barry Citizens for Picture Rocks
w MiMi Battin Citizens for Picture Rocks
T Della Grove Citizens for Picture Rocks
T Allan Jackson Citizens for Picture Rocks
T Alberta Johnson Citizens for Picture Rocks
W Margaret Macleish Citizens for Picture Rocks
T Carol Owens Citizens for Picture Rocks
W Elsa Swyers Citizens for Picture Rocks
S Thomas Ritz City of Glendale
Vv Derek Allen City of Henderson
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V  Barbra Coffee City of Henderson
V  Santana Garcia City of Henderson
Vv Robert Herr City of Henderson
V  Javier Trujillo City of Henderson
Burley Hambrick City of Kingman
Frank Marbury City of Kingman
Rob Owen City of Kingman
Andy Reed City of Las Vegas
V  Julia Gusse City of Maricopa
Qiong Liu City of North Las Vegas
Kelly Udall City of Sahuarita
Tadeo De La Hoya City of San Luis
Ralph Velez City of San Luis
Geno Martini City of Sparks
Ron Smith City of Sparks
Stephen Chang City of Surprise
T Laura Dent City of Tucscon
T Leslie Ethen City of Tucson
T Thomas Fisher City of Tucson
T Nicole Gavin City of Tucson
W David Higuera City of Tucson
T Juan Padres City of Tucson
T Diana Rhoades City of Tucson
T Maximiliano Torres City of Tucson
V  Sue Baker Clark County
W  Jackie Brady Clark County
V  Philip Klevorick Clark County
W  Deborah Murray Clark County
V  Michael Shannon Clark County
vV Tom Peterson Clalrk.County Department of
Aviation
W Mark Silverstein Cla.rk.County Department of
Aviation
COMPASS - Community Planning
D
on Matson Association of Southwest Idaho
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Detrick Sanford Cohgressman Steven Horsford's
office
Cynthia Lester Cynthia Lester Consulting
Jack Braman Dolphin Bay
Diane Mattison Dueling Gardens Community
Gardens
Greg Mattison Dueling Gardens Community
Gardens
Jim Kenny El Dorado Holdings
. Fresh Produce Association of the
Allison Moore -
America's
John Hiatt Friends of Nevada Wilderness
Irene Kovala Glendale Community College
Bonnie Medler Governor’s Office (Arizona)
Jon Findley Grand Canyon Chapter of Sierra
Club
Claudia Whitehead Greater Phoenix Chamber of
Commerce
Stuart Martin Holman's of Nevada, Inc.
House of Representatives-Rep.
zak Royse Ann Kirkpatrick
William Campbell Inter-Tribal Council of Nevada
David Perkins Kimley-Horn Associates
Robert Riley Kingman Airport Authority, Inc.
Steve Gervais Land Advisors Organization
Paul Moradkhan Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce
Ingrid Reisman Las Vegas Monorail
Alexcandra  Chavez Marana Chamber of Commerce
Leigh Johnson Maricopa County
K Bennett Bratley Mohave County
K Joy Brotherton Mohave County
K Steven Latoski Mohave County
K Gary Watson Mohave County
w Marianne Salem Mohve County
Nolan Bade National Park Service
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Darla Sidles National Park Service, Saguaro
National Park
C Steve Cooke NDOT
w Damon Hodge NDOT
Tracy #i:(rl:ason NDOT
\ Tony Letizia NDOT
C Jeffrey Richter NDOT
C Sondra Rosenberg NDOT
C Kent Steele NDOT
C W  Todd Stefonowicz NDOT
W  Kevin Verre NDOT
V  John O'Rourke Nevada Highway Patrol
\Y, Lynn Stewart Nevada State Legislature
Pete Konesky Nevada State Office of Energy
Scott Stonum NPS
Shawn Arnold NV Energy
Cash Jaszczak Nye County
T Jamie Brown Pima Association of Governments
T Patrick Cavanaugh Pima Country
T Carla Blackwell Pima County
T Priscilla Cornelio Pima County
T Jonathan Crowe Pima County
T John Moffatt Pima County
T Robert Young Pima County
w Marlene Pearce Pinal Country
w Doug Hansen Pinal County
David Maestas Pinal County
T Stefan Baumann Port of Tucson
w Audra Koester Thomas PSA
T Sean Samsel PSOMAS Engineering
T Albert Lannon Rancho del Conejo Community
Water Co-op, Inc.
T Priscilla Huff Rancho Sahuarita
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v Andrew  Kellmen Commission of Southern Nevads
. Regional Transportation
¢ Lee Gibson Cofr;nmission oprashoe County
. Regional Transportation
¢ Bonnie Weber Cofr;nmission oprashoe County
C Dan Bartholomew Reno/Tahoe Airport Authority
C Lissa Butterfield Reno-Tahoe Airport Authority
S Kevin Adam Rural Transportation Advocacy
Council
T Elna Otter Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter
S lan Dowdy Sonoran Institute
T Ted Maxwell Southgrn Arizona Leadership
Council
C Adam Mayberry Sparks
V  Randy Botzet Teamsters Local 631
V  Joeseph Sampson Teamsters Local 631
T Marisa Guarinello The Nature Conservancy
T Marcos Robles The Nature Conservancy
T Dale Turner The Nature Conservancy
V  Ryan Arnold The Skancke Company
T Mark Pugh Tohono O'odham Nation
S Jackie Meck Town of Buckeye
C Tom Dallaire Town of Gardnerville Nevada
T Keith Brann Town of Marana
T Patti Comerford Town of Marana
T Ed Honea Town of Marana
T Curt Woody Town of Marana
T Bill Bracco Town of Sahuarita
T Farhad Moghimi Town of Sahuarita
T Tom Murphy Town of Sahuarita
John Cook Town of Wickenburg
S Joshua Wright Town of Wickenburg
T Jordan Feld Tucson Airport Authority
T Larry Lucero Tucson Electric Power
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Tucson Metro Chamber of
T Robert Medler
Commerce
T Steve Huffman Tucson Realtors Association
Tucson Utility Contractors
T Ramon Gaanderse L Y
Association
K Michael Gibelyou UNS Electric, Inc
C Marsha Berkbigler Washoe County
C Chad Giesinger Washoe County
C Yann Ling-Barnes Washoe County Health-Air Quality
C Ron Radil V\{est_ern Nevada Development
District
. Yuma Metropolitan Planning
S Charlene FitzGerald
Organization (YMPO)
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I-11 and Intermountain West Corridor
Study: Stakeholder Partners Meetings

I-11 & Intermountain West Corridor Study

Stakeholder Partners

Universe of Alternatives

INTERMOUNTAIN WEST
CORRIDOR STUDY

EVADA
/a,o, ADOT
In partnership with

US. Depariment of Transpdation
NWMM Federal Highway Adminishalion
SN Covarraasrirs Federal Rairood

August 12-15, 2013

Northern Nevada: August 12, 2013

Northern Arizona/Southern Nevada: August 13, 2013
Southern Arizona: August 13, 2013

Phoenix Metropolitan Area: August 14, 2013

Las Vegas Metropolitan Area: August 15, 2013

e Progress update

e Summary of July Stakeholder Partners meetings
— Revised evaluation criteria
— Schedule of upcoming meetings

e Purpose of this meeting

— Discuss alternative alignments
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y Progress Update

34 Alterna y of Priority
Section | e 1 itar Are

3.6 Alernatives Analysts Study of Priority
Section 3 - Lat Vegas Metropolitan Area

¢ Conducted three meetings:

i
| 53 — July 16: Southern Arizona Future
| B | Connectivity Segment (Tucson)
| — July 17: Priority Corridor (Surprise, Las
= : Vegas)

| — July 22: Northern Arizona Future

T Connectivity Segment (Reno
{

e

¢ Discussion Topics:

, — Existing Natural and Built Environment
I — Goals and objectives

_ o — Level 1 evaluation criteria

¢ Meeting notes are available online
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* Refined criteria to How well does the alternative meet the intent of legislative actions,
Lagislation 1 | including MAP-21 and the 1995 National Highway Systems Designation
respond to T

Hew well does this alternative connect majer national and mternational

2| activity centers from Mexico ta Canada through the Intermcunt;
comments from e IR
How well does this alternative most directly close gaps and/or develop

stakeholders 3 g T s natwork?

. - o | How well does ths alternative connect major freight hbs and high-

&  Will develop and e capctytrasporaion riors? _

S Py | present Level 2 e R e
. . . . i ent int {big rail)?

criteria for priority e wad S gz o RGQagiing g ongution |

Horw well does this alternative relieve existing and projected congestion

bet ind within the major activity centers in Nevada and Arizona?

Segments with Capactyfcong 4| How well does this alternative align with existing conditions or proposed
mprovements at land 5 of ent 5 riate)?

Level 1 screening Gconamic iy | | o ¥l does s amativecuppor repona,ata nd neoret

F. Horw well does this s oy idor-related actions

| Project Status / n
| How well does this alt to locally adopted
|
|

Podicy 12
!Iﬂn!?
; i How compatible is this altermative with regional open space,
conservation, and and MANAGement gency Eﬂi\‘?
-‘ Sustalnability 14 | How well does this it i =

inieni [such as
drainage. aphy, ies, and bi ical connectivity)?
How consistent is this alternative with regicnal land use and growth
- strategies?
—— 16 | How compatible is this alternative with major land ownership patterns?

Land Use and 15

How well is this al

'l

- Whiat is the overall relative cost of this alternative, where 15 the highest
|15 relative cost and § the lowest?

5

Evaluation Criteria e Level 1 screening results and
Level 2 evaluation criteria (for
priority segments)

— Week of October 7, 2013

— Meeting by geographic
segment (5 meetings)

Universe of Alternatives

» Level 2 screening results
— Week of December 9, 2013

— Meeting by Priority Corridor
segment (3 meetings)

« Recommended alternatives
— February 11, 2014

' — Joint Stakeholder Partners
~ Recommended meeting/teleconference

Alternatives
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Universe of Alignment Alternatives

. * Broad arrows for Future
. Connectivity Segments (could
' include various existing and/or

"1 new corridors)
| A » Specific corridor alignments for the
=25 | Priority Corridor

¢ Southern Arizona Future
Connectivity Segment: 5
alternatives

*'____, « Priority Section #1: 7 alternatives -. . TN ' ¥ U WS ﬂ
o ) ) : Al . " .‘
| | « Priority Section #2: 8 alternatives w7 L a
. = l‘t.\. A%
=a » Priority Section #3: 9 alternatives - 1.‘.

=~ A v

* Northern Nevada Future
o = Connectivity Segment: 5
alternatives

ALL ALTERNATIVES PRELIMINARY / SUBJECT TO REVISION
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Southern Arizona Future Connectivity Segment
Alternatives

Southern Arizona Future Connectivity Segment:
7 Alternatives A - E

w: pRogrIhis sag
B0 NGt KNGy SPECRT BgATMntS. no! prechude Muffipke akgnmants wine ssch siematve 10
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Southern Arizona Future Connectivity Segment:

" Alternative A

|| Traverses
western
Arizona

_%/le Connects to
Mexico via San
Luis Il LPOE

¢ Connects to
Priority Section
#1 via US-60

¢ Connects to
Priority Section
#2 via AZ-95

Maps identify desired connections between project geographic segments; does not identify
specific alignments nor preclude multiple alignments within each alternative.

11

Southern Arizona Future Connectivity Segment:
7 Alternative B

 Travels through
Tucson region

? « Connects to
Mexico via
Sasabe LPOE

» Connects to
Priority Section
#1 via I-10
corridor

v TS B ”

Lazn cames) Cruus Lo et SR QUSFRG MgTANT AMTatery
ALL IRFORMATION 15 PRELIMIRARY | SUBJECT TO REVISION e

Maps identify desired connections between project geographic segments; does not identify
specific alignments nor preclude multiple alignments within each alternative.

12
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Southern Arizona Future Connectivity Segment:
* Alternative C

« Travels through
Tucson region

_® || « Connectsto
Mexico via
Mariposa
LPOE

e Connects to
Priority Section
#1 via I-10
corridor

Blapa ety Serec oo ons b project eeRR sdgrany ARratrs
ALL INFORMATION 15 PRELIMINARY | SUBJECT TO REVISION e e Tl T ol

Maps identify desired connections between project geographic segments; does not identify
specific alignments nor preclude multiple alignments within each alternative.
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Southern Arizona Future Connectivity Segment:
7 Alternative D

 Travels through
Tucson region

» Connects to
Mexico via
Naco LPOE

» Connects to
Priority Section
#1 via I-10
corridor

Vircy cmet, dered zamrmtes brbeyee s s e Aweabs
i o iy e Tt o FrEie e A e RS ST

Maps identify desired connections between project geographic segments; does not identify
specific alignments nor preclude multiple alignments within each alternative.

14
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| Southern Arizona Future Connectivity Segment:
# Alternative E

| « Travels through
Tucson region

¢ Connects to
Mexico via
Douglas LPOE

¢ Connects to
Priority Section
#1 via I-10
corridor

1

ALL INFORMATION i3 PRELIMINARY | SUBJECT TO REVISION O e

Maps identify desired connections between project geographic segments; does not identify

specific alignments nor preclude multiple alignments within each alternative. 15

Priority Section #1: Phoenix Metro Area
Alternatives
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1 Priority Section #1: Phoenix Metro Area
? Alternatives F - L

August 12-15, 2013

5. Priority Section #1
7 Alternative F

: Phoenix Metro Area

Bypasses the
Phoenix
metropolitan area

Connects to
Priority Section #2
through
Wickenburg

Connects to
Southern
Connectivity
Segment through
Yuma

18
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Priority Section #1: Phoenix Metro Area

? Alternative G

» Bypass the core of
the Phoenix
metropolitan area to
the west and south

» Connects to Priority
Section #2 through
Wickenburg

e Connects to
Southern
Connectivity
Segment through
Casa Grande

Priority Section #1: Phoenix Metro Area

» Bypass the core of
the Phoenix
metropolitan area to
the west and south

» Connects to Priority
Section #2 through
Wickenburg

e Connectsto
Southern
Connectivity
Segment through
Casa Grande

20

10
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August 12-15, 2013

Bypass the core of
the Phoenix
metropolitan area to
the west and south

Connects to Priority
Section #2 through
Wickenburg

Connects to
Southern
Connectivity
Segment through
Casa Grande

Priority Section #1: Phoenix Metro Area

" Alternative J

Bypass the core of
the Phoenix
metropolitan area to
the west and south

Connects to Priority
Section #2 through
Wickenburg

Connects to
Southern
Connectivity
Segment through
Casa Grande

22

11
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Priority Section #1: Phoenix Metro Area

? Alternative K

Traverse the
Phoenix
metropolitan area

Connects to Priority
Section #2 through
Wickenburg

Connects to
Southern
Connectivity
Segment through
Casa Grande

August 12-15, 2013

Priority Section #1: Phoenix Metro Area

" Alternative L

Crosses through the
core of the Phoenix
metropolitan area

Connects to Priority
Section #2 through
Prescott or Flagstaff
(via I-17)

Connects to
Southern
Connectivity
Segment through
Casa Grande

24

12
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Priority Section #2: Northern Arizona/Southern
Nevada Alternatives

\ Priority Section #2: Northern Arizona/Southern Nevada
7 Alternatives M - T

13
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August 12-15, 2013

Priority Section #2: Northern Arizona/Southern Nevada

& Alternative M

Connects Las
Vegas and Yuma
regions

Connects to
Priority Section #3
via US-95

Connects to
Priority Section #1
via AZ-95 (at I-10)

Priority Section #2: Northern Arizona/Southern Nevada

2 Alternative N

Connects Las
Vegas and Yuma
regions

Connects to
Priority Section #3
via US-95

Connects to
Priority Section #1
via AZ-95 (at 1-10)

28

14
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Priority Section #2: Northern Arizona/Southern Nevada

& Alternative O

» Connects Las
Vegas and Yuma
regions

» Connects to
Priority Section #3
via Boulder City
Bypass

« Connectsto
Priority Section #1
via AZ-95 (at I-10)

Priority Section #2: Northern Arizona/Southern Nevada
7 Alternative P

¢ Connects Las
Vegas and
Phoenix
metropolitan areas

¢ Connectsto
Priority Section #3
via US 95

« Connects to
Priority Section #1
through
Wickenburg

30

15
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August 12-15, 2013

Priority Section #2: Northern Arizona/Southern Nevada

7 Alternative Q

Connects Las
Vegas and
Phoenix
metropolitan areas

Connects to
Priority Section #3
via Boulder City
Bypass

Connects to
Priority Section #1
through
Wickenburg

Priority Section #2:
7 Alternative R

Northern Arizona/Southern Nevada

Connects Las
Vegas and
Phoenix
metropolitan areas

Connects to
Priority Section #3
via Boulder City
Bypass

Connects to
Priority Section #1
through
Wickenburg (via
Prescott region)

32

16
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August 12-15, 2013

Priority Section #2: Northern Arizona/Southern Nevada

& Alternative S

Connects Las
Vegas and
Phoenix
metropolitan areas

Connects to
Priority Section #3
via Boulder City
Bypass

Connects to
Priority Section #1
via I-17 (Prescott)

Priority Section #2: Northern Arizona/Southern Nevada

2 Alternative T

Connects Las
Vegas and
Phoenix
metropolitan areas

Connects to
Priority Section #3
via Boulder City
Bypass

Connects to
Priority Section #1
via I-17 (Flagstaff)

34

17
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Priority Section #3: Las Vegas Metro Area
Alternatives

18
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Priority Section #3: Las Vegas Metro Area

? Alternative U

¢ Bypasses the core of
the Las Vegas
metropolitan area
using newly
proposed corridors

e Connectsto
Northern Nevada
Connectivity
Segment through
western Nevada via
NV-161/US-95

» Connects to Priority
Section #2 via
Boulder City Bypass

} Priority Section #3
" Alternative V

Bypasses the core of
the Las Vegas
metropolitan area to
the west and south
using newly
proposed corridors

e Connects to
Northern Nevada
Connectivity
Segment through
western Nevada via
US-95

» Connects to Priority
Section #2 via
Boulder City Bypass

38

August 12-15, 2013
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August 12-15, 2013

Priority Section #3: Las Vegas Metro Area

Bypasses the core of
the Las Vegas
metropolitan area to
the west and south
using newly
proposed corridors

Connects to
Northern Nevada
Connectivity
Segment through
western Nevada via
US-95

Connects to Priority
Section #2 via
Boulder City Bypass

Priority Section #3: Las Vegas Metro Area

? Alternative X

Bypasses the core of
the Las Vegas
metropolitan area to
the west and south
using newly
proposed corridors

Connects to
Northern Nevada
Connectivity
Segment through
western Nevada via
US-95

Connects to Priority
Section #2 via
Boulder City Bypass

40

20
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Priority Section #3: Las Vegas Metro Area

2 Alternative Y

e Traverses the Las
Vegas metropolitan
area

e Connectsto
Northern Nevada
Connectivity
Segment through
western Nevada via
US-95

» Connects to Priority
Section #2 via
Boulder City Bypass

August 12-15, 2013

1 Priority Section #3: Las Vegas Metro Area
? Alternative Z

e Traverses the Las
Vegas metropolitan
area

e Connectsto
Northern Nevada
Connectivity
Segment through
western Nevada via
US-95

» Connects to Priority
Section #2 via
Boulder City Bypass

42

21
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August 12-15, 2013

Priority Section #3: Las Vegas Metro Area

? Alternative AA

Traverses the Las
Vegas metropolitan
area

Connects to
Northern Nevada
Connectivity
Segment through
eastern Nevada via
US-93

Connects to Priority
Section #2 via
Boulder City Bypass

Priority Section #3: Las Vegas Metro Area

" Alternative BB

Bypasses the core of
the Las Vegas
metropolitan area to
the east and north
using newly
proposed corridors

Connects to
Northern Nevada
Connectivity
Segment through
western Nevada via
US-95

Connects to Priority
Section #2 via
Boulder City Bypass

a4

22
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August 12-15, 2013

Priority Section #3: Las Vegas Metro Area

7 Alternative CC

Bypasses the core of
the Las Vegas
metropolitan area to
the east and north
using newly
proposed corridors

Connects to
Northern Nevada
Connectivity
Segment through
western Nevada via
US-95

Connects to Priority
Section #2 via
Boulder City Bypass

45

Northern Nevada Future Connectivity Segment
Alternatives

23
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August 12-15, 2013

Northern Nevada Future Connectivity Segment:

" Alternative DD

Traverses western
Nevada through
Reno

Connects north of
Nevada to California
and Oregon

Connects to Priority
Section #3 west of
the Las Vegas
metropolitan area
via US-95
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August 12-15, 2013

Northern Nevada Future Connectivity Segment:

7 Alternative EE

Traverses western
Nevada through
Washoe County

Connects north of
Nevada to Oregon

Connects to Priority
Section #3 west of
the Las Vegas
metropolitan area
via US-95

Northern Nevada Future Connectivity Segment:

» Alternative FF

Traverses western
Nevada through
Fernley/Fallon

Connects north of
Nevada to Oregon
via Winnemucca

Connects to Priority
Section #3 west of
the Las Vegas
metropolitan area
via US-95
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I-11 and Intermountain West Corridor
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August 12-15, 2013

Northern Nevada Future Connectivity Segment:

7 Alternative GG

Traverses central
Nevada through
Tonopah

Connects north of
Nevada to Oregon
via Winnemucca

Connects to Priority
Section #3 west of
the Las Vegas
metropolitan area
via US-95

Northern Nevada Future Connectivity Segment:

» Alternative HH

Traverses eastern
Nevada

Connects north of
Nevada to ldaho via
US-93

Connects to Priority
Section #3 east of
the Las Vegas
metropolitan area
via US-93
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I-11 and Intermountain West Corridor

Study: Stakeholder Partners Meetings

s Next Steps

» Comments on alternative alignments due by 8/23

» Screening of Level 1 alternatives to occur in August
and September

» Upcoming Stakeholder Partners meetings:
— October: Level 1 Evaluation (all segments)
— December: Level 2 Evaluation (priority segments)
— February: Recommendations (joint meeting)
— April: Draft Business Case (joint meeting)
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Project Contacts:

Sondro Rosenberg, PTP Michaol Kies, PE

Nevada Department ol Transporiafion Anizona Deporiment of Tronsporiu
1263 South Stewar! Street 206 5. 17th Avenve

Carson Gify, NV 89712 Phoenix, AZ 85007

sivsenberg(@ dolslule.aves mkiey@uzdol.gov

{775) 883-7241 (602} 712-8140

August 12-15, 2013
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NO I-11 FREEWAY THROUGH THE AVRA VALLEY !l

On June 30 the Arizona Daily Star published a front-page story about a possible new 56-mile-long freeway,
Interstate 11, through the Avra Valley. Proposed as part of a “Canamex Highway” linking Canada, the U.S. and
Mexico, a draft route was presented to a special Arizona-Mexico Commission earlier that month. The story
notes Pima County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry’s support, despite a Pima County Board of Supervisor’s
2007 resolution in opposition. Huckelberry stated, “We cannot be left out of this.” Exactly who “we” are is
unclear. No discussions were held with residents and property owners who will be affected, and none of
the 47 families — Huckelberry’s numbers — whose homes would be taken for the freeway were
contacted.

The map accompanying the Star story shows I-11 coming southeast from Las Vegas, hooking up with I-10
north of the I-8 interchange, then paralleling I-10 and hooking up with Sandario Road at Mile Wide Road,
eventually connecting to I-19. The route would probably run alongside the CAP canal along the edge of Picture
Rocks. This is the same route adopted 4% years ago as an “I-10 Bypass” by the State Transportation
Board (STB). That plan stalled due to the recession and lack of funding.

The 1-10 Bypass proposal was specifically designed for trucks and hazardous cargo to bypass Tucson. The
STB’s then-chairman, real estate attorney Si Schorr, jammed through a vote without hearing from a single one
of the over 100 people present opposing the Bypass. An audience uproar resulted in five opponents being heard,
even though the vote was over. Those included representatives of Saguaro National Park, Arizona Game and
Fish, and the US Bureau of Reclamation.

The Bureau of Reclamation oversees a wildlife mitigation corridor just south of Saguaro National Park that was
established when the CAP canal was built. The Bypass and I-11 face the same problem of trying to squeeze
between the mitigation corridor and the Tohono O’odham Reservation. Sandario Road has an 80-foot right-of-
way while I-11 needs at least 300 feet. One proposed “solution” is to use Sandario as a base for an elevated
freeway between the O’odham Garcia Strip and the Mitigation Corridor.,

It’s worth repeating what was said then; just substitute I-11 for I-10 Bypass:

Bruce Ellis, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, speaking for Area Manager Carol Irwin:

“(The Wildlife Mitigation Corridor) is intended to preserve the fragile desert habitat and maintain an open
wildlife movement corridor...Let me reiterate that the Bureau of Reclamation has no intention of allowing our
CAP right-of-way or the Tucson Mitigation Corridor, to be used for the bypass project. We believe the status of
these lands as a wildlife preserve should rule out this (route) from further consideration...(You would be)
setting up certain future conflict with Reclamation and the department of the Interior.”

Sarah Craighead, then Superintendent, Saguaro National Park:

“An 1-10 Bypass that lies immediately west of the Park is inconsistent with the purposes for which the
Park and the wilderness areas were established... This bypass would effectively block all animal migration
from the Tucson Mountains to the west. We would expect significant impact on large mammals. ..road
construction and traffic...would be expected to spread invasive and exotic plants into the Park, and also have an
impact on surface water flows and groundwater as well as water and soil contamination...adverse impact...on
visitor use... Emissions put out from vehicles would degrade any experience of clean air and clean views, which
are currently a hallmark of Saguaro National Park.”



John Windes, Habitat Specialist, Arizona Game and Fish Department, reading letter from the Director:

“It would appear that increasing the capacity of the existing footprint would provide the best solution... The
Department does not find the [-10 Bypass proposal to be consistent with smart, thorough, and sustainable
planning principles...(A) careful and accurate comparison of costs between a stacked freeway and the
proposed bypass (should be) presented to the public. In addition, this report should carefully re-examine the
cost associated with impacts on Arizona’s wildlife resources.”

Pima County Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 2007-343 (partial text):

“Whereas a...route runs through the Avra Valley, negatively impacting Tucson Mountain Park, Saguaro
National Park, Ironwood National Monument, Bureau of Reclamation’s Central Arizona Project mitigation
area, and important elements of the County’s Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan by slicing through sensitive
areas, severing linkages between important habitat areas, and disturbing an unknown number of archaeological
sites...(A new highway would cause) significant air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions...promote urban
sprawl, causing local governments to incur large financial responsibilities...divert cars and trucks away from
existing businesses...NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Pima County Board of Supervisors
opposes the construction of any new highways in or around the County that have the stated purpose of
bypassing the existing Interstate 10 as it is believed that the environmental, historic, archaeological, and
urban form impacts could not be adequately mitigated.”

Part of the Department of Transportation (ADOT) staff’s justification for the Bypass was based on cost. At that
time, ADOT staff said that double-decking just six miles of the present I-10 would solve future transportation
problems as well as the Bypass, but that it cost too much, $700-900 million. While the cost-per-mile would be
more than building a Bypass or I-11, the total cost of double-decking I-10 would be about ten percent of the
cost of building the Bypass, according to ADOT staff’s numbers.

ADOT staff member Jennifer Toth said in 2008 that double-decking I-10 would cause “visual impact, as
well as increased air and noise pollution.”

Imposing that same noise and air pollution on the families of Picture Rocks and Avra Valley, along with truck
traffic and hazardous cargo leaves those of us country bumpkins who live there wondering just why the Avra
Valley is a dumping ground for projects others don’t want in their back yard.

There is another concern: We have really good water in Picture Rocks, nothing added. I-11 will, as Saguaro
National Park noted, impact negatively on our groundwater. It is unfair and immoral to impose that risk on us.
It is unfair and immoral to run trucks with hazardous cargo just one mile from two schools and a community
center. It is unfair and immoral to pollute our air, destroy our viewshed, and bring freeway noise to our
quiet community.

If plans go forward to fund any I-11 link with money from the bond proposal currently being crafted,
many worthwhile projects will be imperiled. Including Huckelberry’s $90 million for an I-11 link in the
bond measure will be a “poison pill” that could doom the entire package.

We who live in the Avra Valley intend to protect our homes, our desert and its multitude of wild things, for
future generations. People have lived here peacefully for more than 10,000 years and left artifacts behind that
we today marvel at. We will not leave them a freeway to remember us by. You will not destroy our
community. We won’t let you.

AVRA VALLEY COALITION

Contact; Albert Vetere Lannon - albertlannon@powerc.net




Comments for |-11 Stakeholder meeting August 13, 2013

Presented by: Robin Clark, Barrio Sapo Neighborhood Stakeholder contact, 10750 West Calle
Madero, Tucson, AZ 85743, robinandcurtis.clark@yahoo.com

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. My name is Robin Clark. My husband Curtis and |
live in the Barrio Sapo Neighborhood community. Barrio Sapo is located on the south side of
Mile Wide Road, and east of Sandario Road and the CAP canal. Our neighborhood shares
borders with Saguaro National Park West, Tucson Mountain Park, the Bureau of Reclamation’s
Wildlife Mitigation Corridor and the CAP canal.

Although my comments here today express my personal views, many of my 49 neighbors in
Barrio Sapo share my concerns and are aware of my intent to address this meeting. Although
many of them cannot be here today in person, several are attending by webinar.

We are vigorously opposed to any potential highway bypass route through the Avra Valley and
adjacent to the Barrio Sapo neighborhood. In fact, the Bureau of Reclamation, the
Superintendant of Saguaro National Park, Arizona Game and Fish, Tohono O’odham Nation,
Pima County Board of Supervisors, and hundreds of residents of Avra Valley are already on
record as opposing such a bypass when it was proposed back in 2007.

We specifically chose this area to live because of its abundant natural beauty and wildlife, and
its proximity to the protected lands of Tucson Mountain Park and Saguaro National Park. Also,
as an amateur astronomer, | particularly value the relatively dark skies and lack of light
pollution in our neighborhood and in the Avra Valley to our west.

Any highway bypass through the Avra Valley would absolutely destroy the peace and quiet of
our neighborhood, disrupt wildlife, and bring increased noise, air, and light pollution to our
doorstep. It would be a true disaster for our environment and our quality of life.

The only thing worse than a highway at the western edge of our neighborhood along Sandario
Road near Mile Wide Road, would be an elevated highway. Yet, that is exactly what the Pima
County Department of Transportation’s “Preliminary Roadway Alignment and Impact Study”,
dated June 21* of this year proposes, if additional right of way to create a 300-foot wide
highway is not granted by either the Tohono O’odham Nation which owns the land on the west
side of Sandario Road, or the Bureau of Reclamation which manages the Wildlife Mitigation
Corridor on the east side of Sandario Road. Any highway here, especially an elevated highway,
violates the Pima County zoning code Chapter 18.77.040, which has designhated Sandario Road
as a Major Scenic Route, the intent of which is to preserve and enhance the visual resources of
the natural environment.

In closing, | urge you to reject a highway bypass through the Avra Valley because the
environmental impacts could not be adequately mitigated. Instead, | urge you to focus your
transportation planning studies on expanding the capacity of existing transportation corridors,
which already have the infrastructure (such as gas stations, hotels, restaurants, etc.) to support
the traffic along those corridors. Thank you.



