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wasted opportunity. One other option (I didn't put it on the map ‐ because I already uploaded it) 
‐ would Figure out a way for the Galleria Drive corridor heading east to Lake Las Vegas be 
upgraded to a freeway route and connect up with a route around Frenchman Mountain.  This 
option would not create a true loop ‐ but it would be short drive north on the I‐95 to Galleria 
Drive and then you would be able to move east on a freeway route to the I‐11. This route 
behind frenchman mountain is something that I've been wanting and thinking about for years. (I 
drive between Henderson and Utah quite a bit ‐ and have alway wanted a Henderson exit on the 
I‐15 that would allow me to bypass the I‐15/I‐95 Interchange and head directly out to 
Henderson behind Frenchman Mountain.  I also believe this route would be a boon for the Lake 
Mead Recreation Area ‐ as there will be greater freeway access to this recreation area ‐ it would 
also provide access to the Nellis Dunes project that the county wants to build near this proposed 
route.  I will follow this project with great interest ‐ and am more than happy to participate in 
constructive dialogue about the best possible routes for I‐11 [GRAPIC INCLUDED] 

 
• I represent the Pingitore (ETAL) family.  They own the DG Ranch which covers 49,000 acres 

(State/BLM/Fee).  The ranch is on both sides of Hwy 93 ‐ about mile marker 167. We have 
attended previous state meetings regarding future planned improvements to Hwy 93 in the 
past.  Our stated concerns were:   
Ingress/Egress for traffic headed north off the east side of Hwy 93 at the ranch road entrance 
(there is a gated entrance there now) 
Cattle passage under the improved (if improved) Hwy 93) so that cattle can pass back and forth ‐ 
east side to west side of Hwy 93 as is provided now. 
Ingress/Egress for traffic headed south to the ranch entrance on the east side of Hwy 93.  
Entrance to the ranch needs to be accessible from both north and south directions. 
I can provide more detail, but you may have a copy of our previous correspondence. It looks like 
the planned improvements to Hwy 93 will not happen in favor of the I‐11 Freeway project. We 
certainly want our concerns heard early on and look forward to hearing from you when that 
appropriate phase of I‐11 hits the area of planning. 
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• I stand with Sierra Club on this issue. Furthermore, I‐11 would be an unnecessary disturbance of 
the environment along the Rt 93 corridor. In addition, the risk of aiding illegal activity between 
Mexico & Las Vegas does not outweigh any benefit of the proposal. 

• I support G, I, and LL as options for I‐11. 
• I support this project. This would be great for both ends. 
• I think it is a great idea to look at this new interstate highway corridor for the future, but before 

you plan on putting a lot of money toward design and construction, please upgrade the rest of I‐
10 between Phoenix and Tucson to minimum 3 lanes, and finish the last remaining gap of non‐
divided highway 260 east of Star Valley. I‐10 between Phx and Tucson is probably one of the 
heaviest traveled interstate highways in AZ, and maybe the US. And it is also one of the heaviest 
used truck routes. It has needed a complete upgrade to a minimum of 3 lanes each way for far 
too long. You are almost there now. Please finish it soon, and make it a priority. Hwy 260 
between Payson and the Rim country is another heavily used and vital route. You only have one 
segment left to complete this fully divided highway. Please place this on a priority list as well. 
Hwy 87 north of Payson is another dangerous, 2‐lane, capacity‐limited, critical highway in AZ 
that needs attention before starting a brand new Interstate 11 project. 

• I think the priorities need to shift.  Why is this new highway important?  When Tucson, AZ, just 
got ranked 5th worst roads in the country.  They can't even fill potholes down here. I think we 
need 3 lanes on I‐10, between Phoenix and Tucson, the whole drive, not just sections of it, 
before we go build another road, that this state will struggles to maintain. 

• I will vote against any one who approves this highway, the study or implementation. This is an 
outrageous waste of taxpayer money and a pipe dream I refuse to back. Environmental concerns 
cannot realistically be met. Money making as usual is the ultimate concern. 

• I would like the freeway to go west of Wickenburg.  This will preserve the quality of life for the 
citizens of Wickenburg. 

• I would like to ask that you not continue with Interstate 11 as it directly affects the wild‐lands of 
west Tucson as well as directly affecting the cycling community of Arizona. Many bicycle tourists 
come to Tucson and spend a lot of money here training suing the winter months. It is quite 
common for professional cyclists as well as novice riders to pay for training camps from one 
week to up to the whole winter. Those training camps include cycling in Tucson and it's 
surrounding areas including much of the preexisting road that Interstate 11 will occupy. By 
allowing Interstate to come through the route that is suggested many cyclists will turn their 
backs on training here in Southern Arizona and in turn we will lose the revenue that was already 
here. As I understand it El Tour de Tucson is one of the largest money making events on the 
Tucson calendar. I can't stress enough how this will negatively affect the cyclists that live locally 
in Tucson as well as the cycling tourists we get annually. Please do not continue with Interstate 
11, it is not in our best interest. 

• I would like to see the existing corridor maintained and improved, rather than making a new one 
out of Chicken Springs and Alamo Rd. 

• I would like to support the new i11 highway.  Having grown up in the midwest, coming to Las 
Vegas makes it seem like we are living on an island ‐ it takes a long time to get to major cities, 
north and south including our own northern cities.  I often travel both to Reno and Phoenix.  The 
roads are dangerous and the trips time consuming.  I would love to see more efficient links to 
our neighboring cities.  It is much more important than special interest groups wanting raises.   

• I wrote yesterday, but I'd like to add more: This proposed highway will almost certainly have a 
negative impact tourism in Tucson. Specifically, it will ruin recreational cycling for the area west 
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of Tucson, including the Saguaro Park area. I am a competitive cyclist and before moving to 
Tucson, I used to come here for a few weeks every winter for training. Many cyclists do the 
same‐‐ professional, amateur, and recreational riders alike. The climate, terrain, and open roads 
facilitate a fabulous on‐bike experience for all. 

• If the planners have their way, the Avra valley will develop like the Phoenix area, where nobody 
goes to ride. Everything that visitors love about that area will be destroyed forever. I recently 
learned that a large portion of Tucson's tourism comes from cycling. When new, large roads are 
built, people stop riding in the affected areas. And if I‐11 gets approved, that portion of Tucson's 
tourism will certainly prefer to go somewhere else.  

• I=11 should extend south to the Mariposa Port of Entry in Nogales, AZ.  Better access to our 
southern border for trade with Mexico is necessary for the economic well‐being of the entire 
U.S. and specifically Arizona and its trading partners. 

• I'm a fan of Alternative FF, as it's the way I normally drive between Las Vegas and Reno anyway. 
I'm hopeful that further analysis will look at alternatives that shave miles, particularly by routing 
directly between Coaldale Jct. and Goldfield, bypassing Tonopah. North of Reno, I would prefer 
a corridor that heads north/northwest, towards Lakeview or Klamath Falls. Anything further east 
of Lakeview (particularly a routing north from Winnemucca) would not be useful to me as a 
driver and would limit freight access to Oregon cities. 

• I'm a journalism student at NAU and I'm writing a story for one of my classes on Interstate 11. I 
need quotes for my story, and was also hoping to get more information about the project. For 
instance, where does the project stand at the moment? Is it still in the study phase, and if so, 
when is the undertaking expected to begin? I have more questions too if you'd be kind enough 
to email me. I'm very curious about the endeavor and hope to learn more.  

• I'm concerned about the adverse effect any expanded traffic corridor in Avra Valley would have 
on quality of life and property values.  My home is located at the corner of the wildlife corridor 
created during the construction of the CAP and Sandario.  A major highway in this area would 
ruin the peace and tranquility that attracted us to this area, not to mention the value of 
residential property. 

• I'm in favor of this project! I believe it will crate jobs and opportunity to the southwest.  
• Introduction: My comments address the Feasibility Assessment of the Southern Arizona 

Connectivity Segment (SACC) of the I‐11 Transportation Corridor.  I am a member of the Barrio 
Sapo community.  I live on West Fort Lowell Road north of Mile Wide Road, west off Sandario 
Road, and adjacent to Central Arizona Project property.  I write in opposition to the suggestion 
that I‐11 be routed west of the Tucson Mountains through the Avra Valley. I believe that this 
route is contrary to the interests of tourism, environmental preservation, and the continued 
growth of the local area as a center for retirement living and astronomy.  Moreover, I strongly 
believe that greater use of rail transportation, at least as an alternative to this segment, and 
possibly as an alternative to other portions of the corridor, would be a much wiser method in 
every respect for transporting freight and tourists, and for maximizing the availability of existing 
highways  Other commenters have knowledgeably addressed the wildlife corridors, so I will 
simply point out that issue and direct readers to those comments.  My comments concern noise 
pollution, air pollution, light pollution, and the unique beauty of the saguaro forest inside and 
outside Saguaro National Park West.  I foresee adverse affects in all of these areas.  Noise 
Pollution: Although the exact distance from Saguaro National Park of a possible Avra Valley I‐11 
SACC is still undecided, it is incredibly close, and, thus, likely to be extremely loud.  It looks as 
though it could be as close as one mile at the near side, and around two or three miles away at 
the center of the park.  It is unthinkable that this project should destroy the peace and quiet of 
this precious land  It has been set aside for the public’s enjoyment since 1933 when Herbert 
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Hoover designated it the first national monument designed to protect a species of plant.  The 
park was enlarged and designated a national park in 1994. The sounds of the wind and the birds 
would be irreparably disturbed by the noise of the highway.  At 500 feet (one‐tenth of a mile), 
truck traffic measures 90 decibels (90dB).  Ninety dB is the level at which hearing loss can result 
from sustained exposure. Based on the principle that traffic radiates noise in a cylindrical 
pattern, and will drop by 6 dB for each doubling of distance, the sound of the highway would be 
down to 72 dB at eight tenths of a mile ‐ comparable to a vacuum cleaner.  On the same 
principle, at 3.2 miles, the sound of the highway would be down to 60 dB ‐ comparable to 
background conversation in a restaurant.  Compare this to the average 30 dB level of a quiet 
rural area, which is one‐sixteenth as loud as 70 dB.  
(http://www.chem.purdue.edu/chemsafety/training/ppetrain/dblevels.htm; 
http://www.arpeggioacoustics.com/resources/faqs/what‐effect‐does‐distance‐have‐on‐the‐
propagation‐of‐sound/) The heavy diesel trucks likely to transport goods along the I‐11extension 
are serious air polluters.  The legal limit on trucks weighing more than 8,500 pounds is as much 
as that allowed for as many as several dozen modern cars, but many pollute up to as much as 
150 cars.   Air pollution will contribute to poor health, harm the beauty and appeal of the area, 
and cause global warming at a time when we as a society should be judging every single project 
against global warming. (www.cleanairtrus.org/trucks.dirtytruth.html) As to beauty and tourist 
appeal, more diesel transportation in the area will create smog.  We have blessedly free of smog 
up until now.  This is one of the attractions of the area. The particles in diesel exhaust are a 
component of smog.  In fact, according to a 2012 study at the University of California at 
Berkeley, diesel exhaust is responsible for 15 times more of the “secondary organic aerosol,” 
which is a major component of smog, than is regular gas exhaust per liter burned. 
(http://eponline.com/articles/2012/10/23/diesel‐exhaust‐creates‐more‐smog‐than‐
gasoline.aspx)  We do not need smog in the area west of the Tucson Mountains: it will harm the 
health of bicycle riders, hikers, and citizens. Smog will decrease the attractiveness to the area 
for senior citizens, many of whom come to Arizona and particularly to this area because of its 
relative safety for those with respiratory and heart diseases. Regarding global warming, the 
basic fact is that unless we reduce our emission of greenhouse gases immediately, the ultimate 
future of human and much animal life on the planet is in doubt.  How can we possibly be 
considering a highway and truck solution to the Canada‐Mexico freight issue in this situation?  
Despite encouragement from Congress in the Intermodal Transportation Act and the obvious 
greenhouse gas implications, those studying this issue appear to be considering less polluting 
alternatives superficially if at all.  These alternatives include both by ship, and, for purposes of 
our area, by rail. Figuring out a way to transport not only the freight but also the passengers to 
be served by the proposed highway by rail has the capacity to cut greenhouse gases by 75 
percent. (https://www.aar.org/keyissues/Documents/Background‐
Papers/Environ%20Benefits%20of%20Moving%20Freight%20by%20Rail%20April%202013.pdf)  
The Port of Tucson ‐ our rail hub ‐ is in line to receive a major upgrade with federal funds.  The 
study group should abandon the SACC and possibly the entire I‐11 extension  notion in favor of 
rail transportation along the existing rail corridor.  c. Light Pollution The potential I‐11 route 
through Avra Valley would seriously impact the progress of astronomical science pursued at Kitt 
Peak National Observatory overlooking the area west of the Tucson Mountains.  According to 
the observatory’s web site, at Kitt Peak, “The world’s largest collection of optical telescopes is 
located high above the Sonoran Desert under some of the finest night skies in the world. Kitt 
Peak, on the Tohono O’odham Reservation, is home to twenty‐four optical and two radio 
telescopes representing eight astronomical research institutions.” 
(http://www.noao.edu/outreach/kpoutreach.html)  Not only is the observatory doing nationally 
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important research; it also received a 2013 award as a tourist Center of Excellence by 
TripAdvisor.com. "A key reason the night skies are so good at Kitt Peak is the absence of light 
pollution.  The addition of a highway roughly 10 miles from the observatory will detract from 
these dark skies.  Even the fully or partially shielded fixtures used by the Arizona Department of 
Transportation reduce rather than eliminate light.  Arizona DOT naturally needs to make 
highway safety, including volume of traffic, a primary consideration in the plan for lighting 
lighting the road.  So there will be lights. 
(http://www.darksky.org/assets/documents/State%20DOT%20Top%205.pdf)  Moreover, the 
headlights themselves of truck and automobile traffic will also lighten the sky. In addition, 
headlights and highway lights have also recently been found to effect the ecosystems in which 
they occur.  “[R]esearchers are increasingly focusing on the impacts of so‐called ecological light 
pollution, warning that disrupting these natural patterns of light and dark, and thus the 
structures and functions of ecosystems, is having profound impacts.”  The unique and fragile 
ecosystems of the desert through which the Avra Valley I‐11 SACC would run could well be 
harmed by the extinction of the relatively deep darkness that currently prevails in the area. 
(http://e360.yale.edu/feature/bringing_back_the_night__a_fight_against_light_pollution/2681/
)  d. Uniqueness of Saguaro Forest As noted above, the potential I‐11 extension through the 
Avra Valley comes very close to the Sauguaro National Forest, the Tucson Mountain Park, and 
the Arizona ‐ Sonora Desert Museum.  These areas and the land surrounding them are principal 
locations of dense saguaro forest.  The saguaro plant is the state flower of Arizona, and is 
protected by Arizona state law.  The saguaro is finally recovering from its decimation by grazing 
in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.  The saguaro forest also boasts spectacular wildflower 
blooms in the spring.  In the entire world, the range of the saguaro plant is limited to a only 
portion ‐ at most two thirds ‐ of the 120,000 square mile Sonoran Desert.  The three 
conservation areas noted above offer among the main points of access to the saguaro forest.  A 
visitor to the parks or the desert museum hears many languages from all over the world being 
spoke by tourists from all over the world.  Such visitors served by docents and other volunteers 
from among the active elderly population who have retired to this area, creating a productive 
human ecosystem around the saguaro.  It is truly amazing ‐ actually unthinkable ‐ that serious 
consideration is being given to putting a major trucking highway right in the midst of the unique 
bio‐system where this remarkable plant is able to thrive.  Conclusion: In conclusion, the 
proposed I‐11 SACC through the Avra Valley would have adverse affects on health, tourism, 
population growth, the return and protection of animals and plants especially the saguaro, light 
pollution, attractiveness to tourists, and global warming.  I strongly recommend that an 
alternative be selected.  For example, rail transportation should be expanded or a second level 
should be built above the existing I‐10 to serve the transportation needs for the increase in 
freight traffic to and from Mexico.  To wreck this unique environment would be truly terrible 
public policy 

• It is irresponsible to spend tax dollars on a study of a route that cannot be built without an Act 
of Congress (i.e., one that infringes on the buffer for Saguaro NP. I am against the building of a 
new interstate, period. I believe this kind of transport should be done by rail. Will you study in 
equal detail the establishment/use of a rail line to achieve the transport goods? That would 
seem to be a more responsible approach, in terms of environmental impacts and impacts on the 
use of fossil fuels.  If not, inquiring minds would like to know WHY NOT! 

• It seems using and expanding the already established I‐19 and I‐10 roadways makes the most 
sense in the Nogales to Phoenix leg and would have the least developmental impact on the area.  

• It would seem that Alt G with segments 28 and 10 at the south end would be aviable canidate in 
Section 1.  
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• las vegas and Arizona to work as one to bring businesses networking corporations world wide to 
are two states if we can bring satellite facilities to Mohave county from all over the world and 
silicon valley to Kingman it wood be a win‐win for Arizona and Nevada could be developed along 
highway 93 las vegas to kingman and the large company's can tie in to hoover‐dam for power if 
Mohave county has win farms that is good for large company's. Thank You. Steven Cardon  
(702)871‐7822  or  (702)480‐0580  www.KingmanArizonaLand.com 

• Love it‐ way past due for this project! 
• My family drives from the Phoenix area to Las Vegas several times a year, both for vacation and 

for business conferences, and we are always amazed that there is no Interstate route linking the 
two cities from start to finish. After all, our family in Los Angeles can make the drive on the 
Interstate, as can our family in Flagstaff. Phoenicians and Tucsonans, by contrast, must cobble 
together a route with various state and US routes. The shortest route for us is to drive on US 60 
through Sun City and Wickenburg, which is scenic but full of traffic lights and speed traps. Worse 
than being inefficient and time consuming is the fact that it feels unsafe for so much traffic to be 
sharing what is often one lane in each direction. While we have, thankfully, never been in an 
accident on these trips, we have witnessed many close calls that could be attributed to road 
rage, a lack of a strong shoulder, and a lack of lighting.On our most recent trip, for example, 
there was a long queue behind a semi truck, which itself may have been stuck behind a sedan. 
We were about thirty minutes out of Wickenburg, headed back from Vegas, and the sun was 
setting. We were going the speed limit, and were close behind the line of cars ahead of us, but 
the cars behind us were impatient. One by one, they passed us, even though there was not 
enough time to get around us as traffic barreled toward us in the opposite direction, and not 
enough space to cut in front of us. We repeatedly witnessed this same pattern as the cars tried 
to pass each subsequent vehicle in the queue ahead of us. Suddenly, we heard a lot of honking 
and saw brake lights flashing. Then, at the last minute in the now dark night, we perceived that 
several cars had tried to pass and were now squeezing their way back into our lane. We had to 
pull onto the barely‐existent shoulder to avoid hitting the cars in front of us, even though we 
had hung back in order to stay out of the fray. Fortunately, since we had been paying extra 
attention, going more slowly, and driving a low‐clearance vehicle with modern electronic 
stability control, we did not veer off into the ditch or flip over, but the scenario could have 
played out much differently. Certainly, an Interstate route will not be a panacea for road rage or 
the impatience for which Arizona drivers are well‐known. However, it will be a safer road over 
all, with better lighting, grading, and shoulders, and with more lanes which will allow passing to 
occur as the desire emerges rather than forcing drivers to wait for long periods of time while 
they are stuck behind slower traffic. It would certainly also help with trade in the entire region 
as truckers would not have to use smaller state routes as main arteries for interstate deliveries. I 
encourage you to continue developing a plan for I‐11, a route which we would surely use several 
times per year with much greater confidence and security than we can currently use US60 and 
other state routes. 

• My only suggestion would be to select a route that does not include expansion of existing 
freeways except perhaps the 17 which should be widened anyway. The folks on the 210 
(including me) have been burdened enough! Any new freeways should be built where they have 
the least amount of impact on existing populace, especially a freeway carrying the huge amount 
heavy truck traffic transiting from Mexico and Canada.  

• Nothing more than a connection between Phoenix and Las Vegas is needed.  Even that is 
questionable, in my opinion, but it is understandable.  Occasionally, traffic from Wickenburg to 
I‐40 is pretty heavy. Where does the idea that this needs to run from Mexico to Northern 
Nevada come from, exactly?  I'll tell you where from ‐ from construction contractors salivating 
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over it.  Meanwhile, ever more of our beautiful Southwest will be denatured, and almost none 
of the locals want it. 

• Opposition to the sprawl inducing Hassayampa freeway alignment. Support for an alignment 
that realizes Phoenix’s primacy, stimulating infill and density over sprawl. Key requirement being 
the co‐development of regional rail and improvements for future commuter rail. In this case, 
Phoenix’s regional primacy needs to be asserted to insist on smarter growth.  

• Our daughter and family lives in Florence,AZ area,which is between Phenoix & Tucson and 
traveling on Hwy 79 is terrible. AZ has done a great job between Wikeup & Wickenburg,those 
round‐abouts don't stop people from going into town to have a meal or lodging.Hwy 93 from 
Wikeup to I‐40 needs more help. Overall, I think AZ has don't a good job with most of their 
roads. Nevada needs to get their act together and think about the benefit of this Intermountain 
Interstate,the amount of people that will use it to get further north out of the heat during the 
summer months(maybe buying homes in north NV or UT)The interstate commerce,jobs,new 
business,new gas stations,just to name a few. Lets hope our two States can get their heads 
together and work something out for the benefit of all of us out here in the .......West. Lets not 
be like our government and show everyone else how proud our two States are at working 
together.   

• Password protecting the I‐11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study and making it accessible 
only to "authorized" readers only instead of open to the "general public" will limit responses to 
only "approved" pre‐registered readers. Since few will be able to submit comments, very few 
changes will be needed. You folks sure know how to undermine democracy and are an 
inspiration to elitist bureaucrat's everywhere. 

• Phoenix and southern Arizona are in great need of a more secure corridor such as an interstate 
highway to and through Las Vegas. With all the trucking building up on existing highways, 
capacity will max out fairly soon. Trade with Mexico is only going to grow so we need to plan 
ahead and not fall behind the curve, so to speak. 

• Please do ALL YOU CAN to facilitate the expansion of this Corridor connecting Las Vegas to the 
Phoenix Metro Area.  My family lives in Las Vegas and we all regularly have to drive this route to 
care for my aging Father and this road NEEDS TO BE WIDENED AND IMPROVED, IF NOT 
REPLACED ENTIRELY.  Also, the ways into the South East Phoenix Metro area leave A LOT to be 
desired. We only have ONE INGRESS AND EGRESS FROM SAN TAN VALLEY and it's ELLSWORTH 
ROAD, which is LOADED with traffic and DIFFICULT to navigate in the best of circumstances. 

• Please don't do this to us. New highways add a huge traffic volume to surrounding areas, and 
destroy the quality‐of‐life for everyone who lives nearby. If you build this highway, you will 
affect a permanent and detrimental change to us. This type of project might bring in new 
money. But when the job is done, we'll be stuck with the mess that a highway will create. Please 
don't do this to us. 

• Please, consider G, I, and LL. Thank you. 
• Please, no tolls. 
• Reading the Wickenburg paper, it seems that the business owners in town are touting for a 

Freeway I11 through their town.  As a resident of the town of Wickenburg I would strongly 
recommend to design the I11 Freeway as far away as possible from the town of Wickenburg. I 
am concerned about the noise, polution, health and safety. Also, nobody wants to see a divided 
town, unless costly connections are made.  Even then, it is still a divided town! 

• Speaking from my experience as a long haul truck driver, I have some comments on the 
proposed I‐11 corridors. Corridor DD is by far the worst option, and should be removed from 
consideration. The problem with this corridor is that this section of 395 goes well above 8000 
feet, making it treacherous in winter, and a long hard climb for a truck anytime of year.  I always 
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turn right at Bishop California in order to avoid the 395 corridor, especially in winter, and so 
does every trucker I know. Reno is 40 miles farther via 95 but it is very much the better route.  
Another problem with DD is that the proposed corridor continues following US 395 north of 
Interstate 80. There really is nothing for a truck until you get to Interstate 5 at Weed, California, 
some 100 miles farther up the road. Corridor FF is much preferable. Not only does it avoid the 
hard climb and the unnecessary ice and snow at eight thousand plus feet, but the proposed 
corridor FF continues into Idaho north of Interstate 80. There is a lot of cargo traveling between 
Idaho and Southern  Nevada and I have hauled a share of that.  Corridor SS is unnecessary 
because Corridor DD should be abandoned. 

• Thank you for a most informative meeting on October 10 regarding the CANAMEX highway 
proposals.  The corridor is certainly a good idea economically.  Probably you should consider 
tying it into the ALCAN highway to the north and running it on down to the Panama Canal.  One 
downside I didn’t hear discussed is the unfortunate creation of an efficient corridor for drug 
smuggling, human trafficking and gun running.  Hopefully some safeguards can be engineered. 
You should be aware that Pima County has evidently designated a route for the southern 
portion of the proposed I11 corridor, right through Avra Valley.  I question the wisdom of this 
approach.  All the sound bites recorded for the media focused on the economic benefit of this 
corridor to Tucson, not Avra Valley.  Also, the Avra Valley route is being called a bypass which 
doesn’t make much economic sense for Tucson.  I hope Pima County does not have the deciding 
vote on this issue and that ADOT considers the very negative impact of the Avra Valley route on 
such economic engines as the Desert Museum, Kitt Peak, agriculture, the Saguaro National Park 
West, Tucson Mountain Park, Ironwood National Forest, Picture Rocks as well as on CAP, wildlife 
corridors and archaeological sites.  I hope I need not mention the negative impact of air, noise 
and light pollution on the tens of thousands of Avra Valley residents. Tucson is already polluted, 
noisy and visually unappealing.  One more ugly structure will make no difference there.  Please 
align this corridor through Tucson using the economically viable stacking proposal already 
floated by ADOT planners.  Please don’t spoil Avra Valley.  Thank you for your attention to these 
concerns.  I would appreciate a response when you have a chance.   

• Thank you for the meeting on i11 held here in Wickenburg, AZ last week.  It was informative, 
helpful. I have been a Wickenburg resident for more than 40 years, was a Wickenburg Mayor in 
the 1970's and have been a business owner, Wickenburg Tax Service, for more than 20 years. I 
am opposed to any i11 corridor which would be on the US 60 alignment or which would go 
through town or be generally along the US60/93 Wickenburg "interim bypass" route. The i11 
corridor running north/south should be several miles west of Wickenburg. 

• The 21st Century is going to be the post‐nation state century in the sense that borders will no 
longer hold significance for shopping, travel, or interpersonal interaction. Cities with the best 
broadband and the best transportation infrastructure will thrive, while isolated localities will 
whither away and die.  If Las Vegas wants to continue to exist and not be added to Nevada's list 
of boom and bust towns, this new highway is an absolute must.  

• The horrific  19 truck and car pile‐up on I‐10 during the dust storm this week near Picacho Peak 
is a tragic reminder why adding another major highway to the same area would continue and 
actually escalate the dangers.  When you chose your preferred alternative Tucson Corridor,  I‐11 
planners chose to ignore comments from the Arizona Dept. of Environmental Quality back in 
August.  ADEQ’s Manager of the Legal Support Section of the Air Quality Division, Diane L. Arnst, 
said then and is worth repeating in light of the deaths and destruction : Alternative alignments 
that would route more traffic, especially more truck traffic, to I‐10 south and east of the Phoenix 
metropolitan area would increase congestion even further resulting in more air pollution 
emissions from idling.  U.S. EPA is currently reviewing the National Ambient Air Quality 
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Standards for ozone for possible strengthening, and mobile sources are significant contributors 
to ozone especially in the Phoenix metropolitan area.  Many of the alternatives presented would 
connect I‐11 to I‐10 at Case Grande, which is the epicenter of numerous high wind exceptional 
events during monsoon season that cause extreme concentrations of particulate matter, 
affecting both public health and safety due to impaired driver visibility.  This month   
www.popularmechanics.com has ranked the 150‐mile stretch of I‐10 between Phoenix and 
California as one of the ’10 of America’s Most Dangerous Roads’ with up to 85 deaths a year. 
You need to rethink your choices, and put the health and safety of people ahead of illusory 
commercial gain. 

• There is a definite need for I‐11 and I look forward to the results of your study.   
• This is a fantastic concept.  I hope to see it completed sooner than later! 
• This is a great idea, connecting these two great cities and the two great states in this manner. I 

can only see benefits to both states and as long as it is built in a responsible manner, I believe 
this plan will be embraced by both communities, Arizona and Nevada. 

• This is a much needed roadway that would help and grow the Southwest part of the United 
States.  

• This is a terrific idea to keep NV up to speed with future needs.  My only comment would be 
that we need to being traffic into Las Vegas from the SW and thru to the NW.Our highways are 
filled to capacity and further clogging of these important thru ways needs to be closely 
monitored. 

• This is a visionary project that needs to be designed now to be ready for the future! 
• This is all about a transportation route for transportation companies out of Mexico to the 

northwest. It will damage much of the desert and harm the wildlife and the one to profit is the 
transportation companies, especially those running out of Mexico. We really do not need it. 
there are many more projects that need to be repaired before starting something of this 
magnitude. This is only to the benefit of trucking companies going from Mexico to the 
northwest. There are too  many other projects in this state that need to be repaired or 
completed before starting a project of this magnitude. There are so many natural deserts and 
wildlife that will be harmed all for the benefit of Mexico. DON'T EVEN ATTEMPT TO START THIS. 

• This is unbelievable! If this project is approved, it will used to help them complete their North 
American Union structure. This means our sovereignty and our borders will be in jeopardy! To 
track and trace their masses(servants), building on the massive displacement of humanity, 
caused by globalism, the New World Order is rapidly building the control grid. Their goal is to re‐
wild the rural areas, ripping out the roads and have people move to the cities. They will cordon 
off roads and some towns will be deserted. We have been N.A.U, since 2006!, betcha didn't 
know that. Have you got your N.A.U. drivers license with the RFID chip in it? They are paving the 
way for the New World Order! Beware! Have you heard the phase "All roads lead to Rome?" 
Wake up people!, they have the FEMA camps ready for us!  

• This projected Interstate is definitely needed!  We live near intersection of I‐8 & I‐10 and an 
alternate route to Las Vegas would be ideal. Thanks! 

• Very good idea, esp if the rout bypasses Salt Lake City 
• We need to study the traffic flow to and from the City. The freeway can not go through the town 

or down the hassayampa. 
• when the I10 bypass was discussed back in 2008. our property was in the pathway of it..  now 

with I11 in process what is the path of it through the Three Points area if any? our property is at 
Trigger Lane and Alice Vale with Sandario next to us.. 

• Why is it desired to connect to Mexico? Why is it needed?   
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Title VI Reporting Information 
 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
Avra Valley Petition   
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Attendance Matrix 
Reported City  Phoenix 

October 8 
Kingman 
October 9 

Tucson 
October 10 

Carson City 
October 16 

Las Vegas 
October 17 

Total 

Avondale  2          2 

Boulder City    1        1 

Buckeye  1          1 

Caliente          1  1 

Carson City        9  1  10 

Casa Grande  2          2 

Chacon, NM      2      2 

Chandler  1          1 

Chloride    1        1 

Dayton        2    2 

Douglas      1      1 

Englewood, CO  1  1        2 

Flagstaff  1          1 

Glendale  6          6 

Golden Valley    2        2 

Goodyear  5          5 

Green Valley      1      1 

Henderson    2      7  9 

Kingman    30        30 

Las Vegas    1      37  38 

Marana      2      2 

Maricopa  1          1 

Mesa  1          1 

Nogales      1      1 

North Las Vegas          3  3 

Oro Valley      1      1 

Peach Springs    3        3 

Peoria  3          3 

Phoenix  27  2        29 

Prescott    1        1 

Reno        3    3 

Rio Rico      1      1 

Scottsdale  4          4 

Sohi    1        1 

Stagecoach        2    2 

Sun City West  1          1 

Surprise  6          6 

Tempe  2          2 



October 2013 Public Information Meetings Summary Report 

             Interstate 11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study  Page 43 

Reported City  Phoenix 
October 8 

Kingman 
October 9 

Tucson 
October 10 

Carson City 
October 16 

Las Vegas 
October 17 

Total 

Tonopah  2          2 

Tucson      87      87 

Waddell  1          1 

Total  67  45  96  16  49  273 
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Title VI Reporting Information   
 
Phoenix Metropolitan Area Meeting 
October 8, 2013 

• Accommodation Requests: 0 
• Accommodations Made: N/A 
• Self‐Identification Surveys Returned: 6 

 
Northern Arizona Meeting 
October 9, 2013 

• Accommodation Requests: 0 
• Accommodations Made: N/A 
• Self‐Identification Surveys Returned: 14 

 
Southern Arizona and Beyond Meeting 
October 10, 2013 

• Accommodation Requests: 0 
• Accommodations Made: N/A 
• Self‐Identification Surveys Returned:  0 
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In partnership with

I-11 & Intermountain West Corridor StudyI-11 & Intermountain West Corridor Study

Southern Arizona Future Connectivity Segment: October 10, 2013

Priority Section #1: Phoenix Metro Area: October 8, 2013

Priority Section #2: Northern Arizona/Southern Nevada: October 9, 2013

Priority Section #3: Las Vegas Metropolitan Area: October 17, 2013

Northern Nevada Future Connectivity Segment : October 16, 2013

Public Information MeetingsPublic Information Meetings
Level 1 Evaluation ResultsLevel 1 Evaluation Results

Presentation Format and Public CommentPresentation Format and Public Comment

• Please hold all questions and comments until the presentation is 
completed

• Fill out a comment form and submit:

• Tonight by depositing in a comment box or providing to a team 
member

• By mail or e-mail to either of our project managers (contact 
information provided on comment form)

• Via project website (i11study.com) under the “Get Involved” tab

• Comments received by 5 p.m. Friday November 1, 2013 will be 
included in the public record for this meeting.
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Presentation OutlinePresentation Outline

• Project overview

• Range of alternatives under consideration

• Results of preliminary analysis

• Next steps

• How you can stay involved

• Questions and answers

Project OverviewProject Overview
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BackgroundBackground

• Federal transportation authorizations 
identified high priority corridors

• CANAMEX Corridor designated (1995)

• Corridor advanced through:
– MAG Hassayampa and Hidden Valley 

Framework Studies (2006 – 2009)

– Building a Quality Arizona (bqAZ, 2010)

– NDOT/RTCSNV Boulder City Bypass 
(2005 and ongoing)

• CANAMEX Corridor along US 93 
between Phoenix and Las Vegas 
designated as future “I-11” in MAP-21 
(2012) 

• Arizona and Nevada DOTs signed an 
interagency agreement and begin a 
joint planning study (2012+)

What Does this Study Entail?What Does this Study Entail?

• Two levels of investigation:
– Detailed corridor planning 

between Las Vegas and 
Phoenix

– High-level visioning from Las 
Vegas to Canada, and from 
Phoenix to Mexico 

• Multimodal consideration:
– Interstate/highway, freight rail, 

passenger rail, and public 
transportation

– Power, telecommunication, etc. 
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Study ParticipantsStudy Participants

Progress UpdateProgress Update
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Study Phases 1 & 2 Deliverables Study Phases 1 & 2 Deliverables 

Deliverables (Phases 1 & 2):
(Available on Website)

 Corridor Vision Summary

 Public Involvement Plan 

 Corridor Justification Report 

 Existing Natural and Built Environment 

Tech Memo 

Key Business Case FindingsKey Business Case Findings

• Under a wide range of future scenarios, the region will 
experience:

– Significant sustained growth in the regional economy

– Accompanied by corresponding growth in travel demand

• Additional investment in transportation infrastructure is 
required to realize the full extent of economic benefits

• Mexico and Latin America are increasing in importance as a 
trading partner

• The Intermountain West Corridor has the potential to become 
a major trade corridor and capitalize on excess demand in 
Southern California
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Key Justifications (Thus Far)Key Justifications (Thus Far)

• Integrate the economies of the 
Southwest Triangle megaregion

• Capitalize on Mexico’s growing 
role in North American 
manufacturing/trade

• Support economic 
development initiatives of 
Arizona and Nevada

• Prevent congestion from 
crippling economic 
competitiveness

• Comply with enabling federal 
legislation

Source: UNLV, Brookings Mountain West, 2012

Alternatives and the Evaluation ProcessAlternatives and the Evaluation Process
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Universe of AlternativesUniverse of Alternatives

• Broad arrows for Future 
Connectivity Segments (could 
include various existing and/or new 
corridors)

• Specific corridor alignments for the 
Priority Corridor

• Southern Arizona Future 
Connectivity Segment: 6 
alternatives

• Priority Section #1: 9 alternatives

• Priority Section #2: 8 alternatives

• Priority Section #3: 11 alternatives

• Northern Nevada Future 
Connectivity Segment: 5 
alternatives

Evaluation ProcessEvaluation Process

 Multi-level evaluation process

– Priority Corridor Segment

– Future Connectivity Segments

 “Alternative” is an alignment containing 
one or more modes (e.g., highway, 
rail) within one or more corridor 
segment

– Alternatives could consist of a new or 
existing transportation facility (or a 
combination of both)

 Alternatives to be evaluated using 
evaluation criteria which can be 
measured qualitatively or quantitatively

 Evaluation to result in two or more 
alternatives for further planning
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Evaluation ProcessEvaluation Process

Level 2 Screening

Level 1 Screening

Recommended
Alternatives

Universe of Alternatives

Evaluation Criteria

Recommended Alternatives
Recommend two or more alternatives, including No‐Build, for 
further planning and environmental work during the next phase 

of project development  

(February 2014)

Evaluation Criteria
Establish a set of criteria in order to evaluate how well each 

alternative address the identified project goals and objectives.

(July 2013)

Level 1 Screening
Utilizes a limited number of Evaluation Criteria to eliminate, or 
screen out, alternatives that do not meet the project goals and 

objectives

(October 2013)

Level 2 Screening 
Detailed screening that incorporates a large number of 

Evaluation Criteria and Measures of Effectiveness to identify 
the Recommended Alternatives

(December 2013)

Universe of Alternatives
Stakeholders identify a broad range of alternatives for I‐11 & 

Intermountain West Corridor

(August 2013)

Level 1 Evaluation CriteriaLevel 1 Evaluation Criteria

Evaluation Process
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Southern Arizona Future Connectivity Segment 
Level 1 Screening Results
Southern Arizona Future Connectivity Segment 
Level 1 Screening Results

Alternative C

Alternative C – Recommended for 
Further Analysis
Alternative C – Recommended for 
Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Connects major freight and 
economic activity centers 
within Arizona and Mexico 
(e.g., Phoenix, Tucson, 
Hermosillo and Mexico City)

– Mariposa and DeConcini
LPOEs have capacity/can be 
expanded to accommodate 
passenger and freight traffic

– Strong multimodal and 
intermodal opportunities

• Constraints 

– Potential environmental 
constraints
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Alternative II

Alternative II – NOT Recommended 
for Further Analysis
Alternative II – NOT Recommended 
for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Freight activity/multimodal 
opportunities in Yuma

• Constraints 

– Does not connect to high 
capacity trade corridor in 
Mexico; no plans for Sonora 
to implement a high capacity 
trade corridor connecting to 
San Luis II POE 

– Potential environmental 
constraints

Alternative A

Alternative A – NOT Recommended 
for Further Analysis
Alternative A – NOT Recommended 
for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Freight activity/multimodal 
opportunities in Yuma

• Constraints 

– Does not connect to Phoenix 
and Tucson metropolitan 
area economic activity 
centers

– Does not connect to high 
capacity trade corridor in 
Mexico; no plans for Sonora 
to implement a high capacity 
trade corridor connecting to 
San Luis II POE 

– Potential environmental 
constraints
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Alternative E

Alternative E – NOT Recommended 
for Further Analysis
Alternative E – NOT Recommended 
for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Freight activity/multimodal 
opportunities in Douglas

• Constraints 

– Limited connectivity to 
economic activity centers in 
Mexico

– Does not connect to high 
capacity trade corridor in 
Mexico; no plans for Sonora 
to implement a high capacity 
trade corridor connecting to 
Douglas POE 

– Long corridor length could 
result in highest cost

Alternative D

Alternative D – NOT Recommended 
for Further Analysis
Alternative D – NOT Recommended 
for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Potential for rehabilitated rail 
crossing at Naco LPOE

• Constraints 

– Limited connectivity to 
economic activity centers in 
Mexico

– Naco LPOE and connecting 
transportation infrastructure 
not conducive to major freight 
traffic

– Potentially significant 
watershed, critical habitat, 
and other environmental 
constraints
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Alternative B

Alternative B – NOT Recommended 
for Further Analysis
Alternative B – NOT Recommended 
for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Serves Phoenix and Tucson 
activity centers

• Constraints 

– Sasabe LPOE and 
connecting transportation 
infrastructure not conducive 
to major freight traffic

– Limited connectivity to 
economic activity centers in 
Mexico

– Significant environmental and 
land ownership constraints

Alternative JJ

Alternative JJ – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative JJ – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Constraints 

– Significant environmental, 
land ownership, and right-of-
way constraints

– Does not connect to high 
capacity trade corridor in 
Mexico; Lukeville LPOE and 
connecting transportation 
infrastructure not conducive 
to major freight traffic
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Alternative Recommended for Further AnalysisAlternative Recommended for Further Analysis

Alternative C

Priority Section #1: Phoenix Metro Area
Level 1 Screening Results
Priority Section #1: Phoenix Metro Area
Level 1 Screening Results
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Alternative G

Alternative G –
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis
Alternative G –
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Creates missing linkage in 
CANAMEX designation

– Contributor to the regional 
transportation system that 
provides relief to congested 
corridors

– Consistent with 
documentation of local and 
regional growth strategies 
and transportation plans

• Constraints 

– Potential environmental 
constraints

Alternative H

Alternative H –
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis
Alternative H –
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Creates missing linkage in 
CANAMEX designation

– Contributor to the regional 
transportation system that 
provides relief to congested 
corridors

– Consistent with 
documentation of local and 
regional growth strategies 
and transportation plans

• Constraints 

– Potential environmental 
constraints
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Alternative MM

Alternative MM –
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis
Alternative MM –
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Creates missing linkage in 
CANAMEX designation

– Contributor to the regional 
transportation system that 
provides relief to congested 
corridors

• Constraints 

– Potential environmental 
constraints

Alternative I

Alternative I –
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis
Alternative I –
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Creates missing linkage in 
CANAMEX designation

– Contributor to the regional 
transportation system that 
provides relief to congested 
corridors

• Constraints 

– Potential environmental 
constraints

– Not fully consistent with local 
transportation plans
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Alternative LL

Alternative LL –
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis
Alternative LL –
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Creates missing linkage in 
CANAMEX designation

– Contributor to the regional 
transportation system that 
provides relief to congested 
corridors

• Constraints 

– Potential environmental 
constraints

Alternative KK

Alternative KK – NOT 
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis
Alternative KK – NOT 
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Creates missing linkage in 
CANAMEX designation

• Constraints 

– Does not connect to Tucson 
metropolitan area, or major 
economic hubs in Mexico

– Potential environmental 
constraints
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Alternative J

Alternative J – NOT 
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis
Alternative J – NOT 
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Opportunity to connect 
several freight hubs

• Constraints 

– Not fully consistent with 
regional growth strategies 
and transportation plans; 
previous studies have noted 
issues with the SR-303L 
corridor as a major trade 
route

– Widening existing corridors 
may not be practical; 
additional trade flows could 
contribute to congestion

Alternative NN

Alternative NN – NOT 
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis
Alternative NN – NOT 
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Opportunity to connect 
several freight hubs

• Constraints 

– Not fully consistent with 
regional growth strategies 
and transportation plans; 
previous studies have noted 
issues with the SR-303L 
corridor as a major trade 
route

– Widening existing corridors 
may not be practical; 
additional trade flows could 
contribute to congestion
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Alternative K

Alternative K – NOT 
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis
Alternative K – NOT 
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Utilizes existing 
transportation corridors

• Constraints 

– Utilizing existing corridors as 
major trade route not 
consistent with regional 
growth strategies and 
transportation plans; includes 
potential right-of-way issues 

– Widening existing corridors 
may not be practical; 
additional trade flows could 
contribute to congestion

Alternative L

Alternative L – NOT 
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis
Alternative L – NOT 
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Utilizes existing 
transportation corridors

• Constraints 

– Widening the existing I-17 
and I-10 corridors to support 
additional freight traffic may 
not be practical, therefore 
additional trade flows would 
contribute to existing 
congestion

– Not as direct a connection to 
Las Vegas
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Alternative F

Alternative F – NOT 
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis
Alternative F – NOT 
Recommended for Level 2 Analysis

• Constraints 

– Bypasses Phoenix 
metropolitan area as a major 
economic activity center

– Not consistent with regional 
growth strategies, economic 
development, and 
transportation plans; existing 
corridors not anticipated to 
handle capacity of major 
trade corridor

– Potential environmental 
constraints

Alternatives Recommended for Level 2 AnalysisAlternatives Recommended for Level 2 Analysis

Alternative G Alternative H

Alternative MM Alternative I

Alternative LL
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Priority Section #2: No. Arizona/So. Nevada 
Level 1 Screening Results
Priority Section #2: No. Arizona/So. Nevada 
Level 1 Screening Results

Alternative Q

Alternative Q –
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative Q –
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities

– Provides most direct 
connection between Phoenix 
and Las Vegas, and to major 
activity centers and freight hubs

– Utilizes an existing high 
capacity corridor and crossing 
of the Colorado River, as well 
as the proposed Boulder City 
Bypass

– Supports high number of 
economic industry cluster 
targets for the state/region

• Constraints

– Possible environmental 
constraints
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Alternative UU

Alternative UU –
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative UU –
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities

– Provides direct connection 
between Phoenix and Las 
Vegas, and to major activity 
centers and freight hubs

– Supports multimodal 
connectivity south of Kingman 
and economic development

• Constraints

– Environmental constraints

Alternative P

Alternative P – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative P – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities

– Utilizes improved US-95 in 
Nevada with possible improved 
opportunities for multiple uses

• Constraints

– Potential environmental 
constraints (traverses and/or 
borders the Black Mountains –
prime habitat for bighorn sheep 
and Sonoran Desert tortoise. 
Also, traverses areas identified 
by AGFD as priority areas for 
maintaining wildlife 
connectivity)
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Alternative T

Alternative T – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative T – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities

– Uses existing high capacity 
corridors

• Constraints

– Significant environmental 
constraints and potential 
right-of-way issues to widen 
I-17

– Not as direct a route, less 
likely to be used, especially 
for freight

Alternative S

Alternative S – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative S – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities

– Topography more conducive to 
major freight flows

• Constraints

– Significant environmental 
constraints (passes through 
mountain ranges with 
considerable connectivity 
challenges. Also, bisects Chino 
Valley – important American 
pronghorn habitat)  

– Potential open space and land 
ownership constraints 
traversing Prescott National 
Forest land.
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Alternative R

Alternative R – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative R – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities

– Potential alternative high 
capacity corridor to I-17

• Constraints

– Significant environmental 
constraints (passes through 
mountain ranges with 
considerable connectivity 
challenges. Also, bisects 
Chino Valley – important 
American pronghorn habitat)  

– Land ownership and open 
space constraints traversing 
Prescott National Forest land.

Alternative O

Alternative O – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative O – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities

– Supports economic activity in 
western Arizona

• Constraints

– Does not connect to major 
activity center or freight hubs 
in Phoenix metropolitan area

– Potential environmental 
constraints

– Does not support economic 
industry targets for the 
state/region
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Alternative PP

Alternative PP – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative PP – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities

– Potential alternative high 
capacity corridor to I-40

• Constraints

– Significant environmental 
constraints (passes through 
mountain ranges with 
considerable connectivity 
challenges. Also, bisects 
Chino Valley – important 
American pronghorn habitat)  

– Land ownership and open 
space constraints traversing 
Prescott National Forest land.

Alternative OO

Alternative OO – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative OO – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities

– Potential alternative high 
capacity corridor to I-40

• Constraints

– Significant environmental 
constraints (passes through 
mountain ranges with 
considerable connectivity 
challenges. Also, bisects Chino 
Valley – important American 
pronghorn habitat)  

– Land ownership and open 
space constraints traversing 
Prescott National Forest land.
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Alternative M

Alternative M – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative M – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities

– Supports economic activity in 
western Arizona

• Constraints

– Does not connect to major 
activity center or freight hubs in 
Phoenix metropolitan area

– Potential environmental and 
land ownership constraints

Alternative N

Alternative N – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative N – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities

– Supports economic activity in 
western Arizona

• Constraints

– Does not connect to major 
activity center or freight hubs in 
Phoenix metropolitan area

– Potential environmental and 
land ownership constraints
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Alternatives Recommended for Level 2 AnalysisAlternatives Recommended for Level 2 Analysis

Alternative Q Alternative UU

Priority Section #3: Las Vegas Metro Area 
Level 1 Screening Results
Priority Section #3: Las Vegas Metro Area 
Level 1 Screening Results
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Alternative AA

Alternative AA –
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative AA –
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities

– Supports Las Vegas 
metropolitan area activity 
center and economic 
development goals

– Connection to major freight 
hubs, existing highway, rail 
and intermodal yard 

– Minimal environmental 
impacts

• Constraints

– Will aggravate already 
congested corridor with 
widening constraints

Alternative QQ

Alternative QQ –
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative QQ –
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Provides missing link; 
completes the system around 
Las Vegas metropolitan area

– Provides relief to congested 
corridors through the 
metropolitan area 

– Supports Las Vegas 
metropolitan area activity 
center and provides 
connection with major freight 
hubs/areas

• Constraints 

– Traverses environmentally 
sensitive areas



I-11 and Intermountain West Corridor 
Study: Public Meetings

October 2013

28

Alternative BB

Alternative BB –
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative BB –
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Provides missing link; 
completes the system around 
Las Vegas metropolitan area

– Provides relief to congested 
corridors through the 
metropolitan area 

– Supports Las Vegas 
metropolitan area activity 
center and provides 
connection with major freight 
hubs/areas

• Constraints

– Traverses environmentally 
sensitive areas with land 
ownership constraints

Alternative Y

Alternative Y –
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative Y –
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Supports Las Vegas 
metropolitan area activity 
center and economic 
development goals

– Relatively direct route

– Minimal environmental 
impacts with sufficient right-of-
way if widening is needed

• Constraints

– Does not provide missing 
linkages

– Contributes additional traffic to 
congested corridors
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Alternative Z

Alternative Z –
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative Z –
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities

– Supports Las Vegas 
metropolitan area activity 
center

– Most direct route that follows 
congressionally designated 
high priority corridors

– Minimal environmental 
impacts

• Constraints

– Will aggravate already 
congested corridor with 
widening constraints

Alternative CC

Alternative CC – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative CC – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Provides missing link in 
system and relief to congested 
corridors through the 
metropolitan area 

• Constraints 

– Traverses environmentally 
sensitive areas with land 
ownership constraints

– Difficult grades

– Does not efficiently connect to 
Boulder City Bypass
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Alternative RR

Alternative RR – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative RR – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Provides partial missing link 
in system and relief to 
congested corridors through 
the metropolitan area 

• Constraints 

– Out of direction travel

– Traverses environmentally 
sensitive areas

Alternative X

Alternative X – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative X – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Provides missing link in 
system and bypasses 
congested “Spaghetti Bowl”

• Constraints 

– Limited connectivity to Las 
Vegas metropolitan area 
activity center or major 
existing or planned freight 
hubs

– Potential environmental 
impacts
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Alternative W

Alternative W – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative W – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Provides missing link in 
system and bypasses 
congested “Spaghetti Bowl”

• Constraints 

– Limited connectivity to Las 
Vegas metropolitan area 
activity center or major 
existing or planned freight 
hubs

– Potential environmental 
impacts

Alternative V

Alternative V – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative V – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Provides missing link in 
system and bypasses 
congested “Spaghetti Bowl”

• Constraints 

– Limited connectivity to Las 
Vegas metropolitan area 
activity center or major 
existing or planned freight 
hubs

– Potential environmental 
impacts
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Alternative U

Alternative U – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative U – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Provides missing link in 
system and bypasses 
congested “Spaghetti Bowl”

– Partially follows proposed rail 
corridor

• Constraints 

– Very limited connectivity to 
Las Vegas metropolitan area 
activity center or major 
existing or planned freight 
hubs

– Potential environmental 
impacts

Alternatives Recommended for Level 2 AnalysisAlternatives Recommended for Level 2 Analysis

Alternative AA Alternative QQ

Alternative BB Alternative Y

Alternative Z
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No. Nevada Future Connectivity Segment
Level 1 Screening Results
No. Nevada Future Connectivity Segment
Level 1 Screening Results

Alternative SS

Alternative SS –
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative SS –
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities

– Supports Las Vegas and Reno 
metropolitan area activity 
centers and regional/state 
economic development goals

– Connection to major freight 
hubs, existing highway, rail 
and intermodal yard 

– Closes gaps between two 
Congressionally-designated 
corridors and aligns with 
corridor-related actions taken 
to date

• Constraints

– Potential environmental 
constraints
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Alternative FF

Alternative FF –
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative FF –
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities

– Supports major economic 
activity centers and 
regional/state economic 
development goals

– Connection to major freight 
hubs, existing highway, rail 
and intermodal yard 

– Provides opportunity to 
connect to high priority 
corridor (US-95 from Oregon 
to Canada)

• Constraints

– Potential environmental 
constraints

Alternative DD

Alternative DD –
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative DD –
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities

– Supports Las Vegas and Reno 
metropolitan area activity 
centers and regional/state 
economic development goals

– Connection to major freight 
hubs, existing highway, and 
rail yard 

– Closes existing gaps between 
I-580 and US-95

• Constraints

– Not compatible with major land 
ownership – traverses U.S. 
Forest Service land
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Alternative EE

Alternative EE – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative EE – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 
– Supports Las Vegas and 

Reno metropolitan area 
activity centers and 
regional/state economic 
development goals

– Closes existing gaps 
between I-580 and US-95

• Constraints 

– Significant environmental 
constraints

– Traverses National 
Conservation Area

– Land ownership constraints 
traversing U.S. Forest 
Service and tribal lands

Alternative TT

Alternative TT – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative TT – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Connections to existing 
highway, freight hubs, 
intermodal yards and airport 
in Elko 

• Constraints 

– Limited connections to major 
freight and economic activity 
centers

– Potential environmental 
constraints

– Does not fully support 
regional/state economic 
development goals (limited 
connectivity)
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Alternative HH

Alternative HH – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative HH – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Accommodate multiple 
modes in shared alignment –
along existing rail line

• Constraints 

– Limited connections to major 
freight and economic activity 
centers

– Potential environmental 
constraints through 
aboriginal roaming area

– Does not fully support 
regional/state economic 
development goals (limited 
connectivity)

Alternative GG

Alternative GG – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis
Alternative GG – NOT 
Recommended for Further Analysis

• Opportunities 

– Provides opportunity to 
connect to high priority 
corridor (US-95 from Oregon 
to Canada)

• Constraints 

– Limited connections to major 
freight and economic activity 
centers

– Potential environmental 
constraints

– Not consistent with 
transportation plans –
Connecting Nevada
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Alternatives Recommended for Further AnalysisAlternatives Recommended for Further Analysis

Alternative SS Alternative FF Alternative DD

Next StepsNext Steps
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Next StepsNext Steps

• Priority Segment Alternatives

– Conduct Level 2 evaluation involving additional and more detail screening of 
alternatives in 1) Phoenix metropolitan area, 2) Northern Arizona and 
Southern Nevada segment and 3) Las Vegas metropolitan area

– Prepare Corridor Concept Report

• Northern Nevada and Southern Arizona Future Connectivity 
Segments

– Prepare Feasibility Assessment Report for these future connectivity 
segments only

– Identify potential future studies

• Analyze in greater detail the recommended corridors 

• Identify and evaluate specific alignments 

• Public Meeting (estimated for June 2014)

– Review draft Corridor Concept Report

How you can stay involvedHow you can stay involved

• Project website: www.i11study.com

Project Documents
Most current information

Get Involved
• Comment form
• Join email distribution list to 
be notified of new postings 
and public meetings
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Project Contacts:Project Contacts:






































































































































