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FHWA and ADOT coordinated with the public as required by the Section 4(f) regulations (23
CFR 774.5(2)). Public coordination activities for Section 4(f) were combined with the public
involvement activities undertaken for the EIS process, documented in Final Tier 1 EIS
Chapter 5 (Coordination and Outreach) and in Final Tier 1 EIS Appendix H (Comments on
Draft Tier 1 EIS and Responses). Key themes among the public comments relevant to Section
4(f) were concerns regarding the potential for I-11 Corridor project impacts to Vulture
Mountains, Saguaro National Park, other protected properties in the Avra Valley region, and
historic properties in the City of Tucson.
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9  Early coordination with the Bureau of Reclamation and Tucson Mitigation Corridor management
10 partners included discussions pertaining to the application of Section 4(f) on the Tucson
11  Mitigation Corridor as well as the consideration of applying the Programmatic Net Benefit
12  approach for the Tucson Mitigation Corridor. After publication of the Draft Tier 1 EIS, and after
13 consideration of public and agency comments on the Draft Tier 1 EIS, FHWA determined that a
14  net benefit determination would no longer be pursued.

15  This appendix contains the following supporting documents for the Section 4(f) evaluation.
16 APPENDIX F1: APPLICABILITY OF IDENTIFIED WILDLIFE AREAS AS SECTION 4(F)

17 PROPERTIES FOR THE I-11 TIER 1 EIS
18 APPENDIX F2: SECTION 4(F) CONSTRUCTIVE USE WHITE PAPERS

19  White Paper Regarding Potential Section 4(f) Constructive Use

20 Impacts, Ironwood Forest National Monument, Tucson Mitigation
21 Corridor, Saguaro National Park, and Tucson Mountain Park, July
22 2021

23 White Paper Regarding Potential Section 4(f) Constructive Use
24 Impacts, Public Land Order (PLO) 1015 Lands and Adjacent AGFD
25 Parcels, July 2021

26  APPENDIX F3: CORRESPONDENCE RELATED TO PRELIMINARY SECTION 4(F)
27  EVALUATION

28 General
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1 Pre-Scoping Meeting Summary (All Agencies), April 29, 2016
2 Cooperating Agency Coordination Meeting #1 Notes, November 3, 2016
3 1-11 ASR and Tier | EIS Meeting Summary, February 24, 2017
4  Agency Coordination Meeting #4 — Avondale Meeting Notes, May 16, 2017
5 Tier | EIS Cooperating Agency Meeting, August 2, 2017

6 Letter to Cooperating and Participating Agencies, October 4, 2017

7 Federal Agencies
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1 National Park Service

2 Letter from National Park Service, March 14, 2016

3 Pre-Scoping Meeting with National Park Service, April 8, 2016

4 Letter from National Park Service, June 15, 2016

5 Letter from National Park Service, July 11, 2016

6 Letter from National Park Service, dated November 3, 2016

7 Letter from National Park Service, received December 16, 2016

8 Letter from National Park Service, March 17, 2017

9 Letter from National Park Service, June 2, 2017

10  Letter from National Park Service, August 31, 2017

11 Letter from National Park Service, November 3, 2017

12 ADOT I-11 Coordination Meeting with Saguaro National Park, December 19, 2017

13 Letter from National Park Service, August 6, 2018

14 Letter from Department of the Interior with National Park Service DEIS Comments, July 8,
15 2019

16  Department of the Interior

17 Letter from Department of the Interior with DEIS Comments, July 8, 2019
18  Bureau of Land Management

19 Pre-Scoping Meeting with Bureau of Land Management, April 13, 2016

20 Letter from Bureau of Land Management, July 13, 2016

21  Letter from Bureau of Land Management, February 24, 2017

22 Letter from Bureau of Land Management, May 12, 2017

23 Letter to Bureau of Land Management, Signed Concurrence, April 30, 2018
24  Email from Bureau of Land Management, September 7, 2018

25  Letter from Department of the Interior with Bureau of Land Management DEIS Comments,
26 July 8, 2019

27 Email from Bureau of Land Management, October 11, 2019
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1 Bureau of Reclamation

2 Cooperating Agency Meeting Notes, April 20, 2016

3 Letter from Bureau of Reclamation, July 8, 2016

4  Letter from Bureau of Reclamation, Cooperating Agency Acceptance, July 8, 2016

5 Cooperating Agency Meeting Notes, November 3, 2016

6 Letter from Bureau of Reclamation, ASR Report, March 16, 2017

7 BOR-FHWA-ADOT Agency Leadership Meeting Notes, September 18, 2017

8 Bureau of Reclamation, TMC Meeting Notes, March 5, 2018

9 Bureau of Reclamation, TMC Meeting Notes, March 26, 2018

10  Letter from Bureau of Reclamation, June 8, 2018

11 Bureau of Reclamation, TMC Coordination Meeting Summary, October 18, 2018

12 Letter from Department of the Interior with Bureau of Reclamation DEIS Comments, July
13 8, 2019

14 Email from Bureau of Reclamation, January 2, 2020

15 US Fish and Wildlife Service

16 |-11 PLO Lands Discussion with USFWS, Meeting Notes, December 3, 2018

17 I-11 PLO Lands Discussion with USFWS, Meeting Agenda, February 12, 2019

18  Letter from Department of the Interior with USFWS DEIS Comments, July 8, 2019

19  Letter from Department of the Interior with USFWS DEIS Comments, August 30, 2019
20 US Forest Service

21  Letter from US Forest Service with CNF DEIS Comments, July 1, 2019

22 State Agencies
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1  Arizona Game and Fish Department
2 Email from Arizona Game and Fish Department, July 8, 2016
3 Letter from Arizona Game and Fish Department, February 1, 2017
4 Letter from Arizona Game and Fish Department, February 1, 2017

5 Meeting with Arizona Game and Fish Department to discuss GIS data provided for I-11,
6 March 7, 2017

7 Letter from Arizona Game and Fish Department, June 1, 2017
8 Letter from Arizona Game and Fish Department, August 6, 2018
9 Letter from Arizona Game and Fish Department, July 8, 2019

10  Arizona State Historic Preservation Office
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13 Letter from State Historic Preservation Office, June 7, 2016
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21  Arizona State Land Department

22 Pre-Scoping Meeting with Arizona State Land Department, April 14, 2016

23 Letter from Arizona State Land Department, July 8, 2019
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25  Arizona State Parks

26 Email from Arizona State Parks, July 8, 2016
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ADOT July 2021

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



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

1 Email from Arizona State Parks regarding Picacho Peak State Park, November 6, 2020
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3 Tohono O’odham Nation

4  Resolution Letter from Tohono O’odham Nation, February 11, 2017
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Environmental Planning

MEMORANDUM

TO: Aryan Lirange (FHWA), Rebecca Yedlin (FHWA)
FROM: Katie Rodriguez (ADOT), Jay Van Echo (ADOT)
DATE: October 31, 2018

RE: Applicability of Identified Wildlife Areas as Section 4(f) Properties for the I-11 Tier 1 EIS

During the I-11 Administrative Tier 1 DEIS Review, questions regarding the applicability of various
wildlife parcels within the I-11 study area as Section 4(f) properties were discussed. ADOT was asked to
review the applicability of these parcels under the Section 4(f) policy and provide recommendations to
FHWA for their consideration based on available information. As a result of ADOT's review of the
available documentation, ADOT has the following recommendations for FHWA:

- The following properties should be retained at this time as Section 4(f) wildlife refuges properties
based on the following information available at this time:
 Arlington State Wildlife Area, Robbins Butte Wildlife Area, and Powers Butte Wildlife Area:

These parcels and identified associated areas are owned and/or managed by the Arizona
Game and Fish Department (AZGFD). According to the publicly available information and
scoping information that the I-11 study team has at this time, the management objectives for
these wildlife areas stated by AZGFD include “maintaining habitat, nesting areas, and food
crops for waterfowl, doves, endangered species such as Yuma clapper rails and the Western
yellow-billed cuckoo, special status species, and other wildlife.” The secondary management
emphasis for these properties is to provide compatible hunting, wildlife viewing, and other
wildlife oriented recreational opportunities. In previous correspondence with AZGFD for the
I-11 Tier 1 EIS agency and public scoping period, it was noted by AZGFD that “the various
wildlife areas represent significant conservation values to the local community.” Because the
available information at this time suggests that the wildlife area serves a primary purpose for
conservation and management of wildlife resources, is regarded significant for its
conservation values by AZGFD, is publicly owned, and is open to the public, ADOT’s
recommendation at this time is that FHWA recognize these properties as a Section 4(f)
resources.

- The following properties should not be considered Section 4(f) properties based on the following
information available at this time:

* Santa Rita Experimental Range and Wildlife Area — This parcel is owned and managed by the
University of Arizona (School of Agriculture). According to the available information that the
study team has at this time, the primary purpose of this property is for researchregarding
livestock production on native rangeland to “further the restoration, protection, and

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1611 W. Jackson St. | Phoenix, AZ 85007 | azdot.gov


https://azdot.gov

management of rangelands in the arid southwest.” Because the primary purpose of the
property is for research purposes and not associated with a significant and primary
recreational, historical, or wildlife refuge purpose, ADOT’s recommendation at this time is that
FHWA should not recognize this property as a Section 4(f) resource.
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White Paper Regarding Potential Section 4(f) Constructive Use Impacts, Ironwood Forest
National Monument, Tucson Mitigation Corridor, Saguaro National Park, and Tucson Mountain
Park, July 2021

ADOT July 2021

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



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

‘—

This page intentionally left blank.

ADOT July 2021

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



1

15
16
17
18
19

20
21

22

23
24
25
26

27
28

29
30

31
32
33

White Paper Regarding Potential Section 4(f) Constructive Use Impacts
Ironwood Forest National Monument, Tucson Mitigation Corridor,

A
W Saguaro National Park, and Tucson Mountain Park

White Paper Regarding Potential Section 4(f) Constructive Use Impacts

Ironwood Forest National Monument, Tucson Mitigation Corridor, Saguaro National Park,
and Tucson Mountain Park

Purpose of White Paper

The purpose of this paper is to respond to a specific comment from the Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation) on the Interstate 11 (I-11) project. Reclamation reviewed and commented on the
I-11 Tier 1 Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Statement (ADEIS) dated July 2018.
Reclamation’s comment number 17 references four properties and requests analysis on
potential Section 4(f) constructive use. 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 774.15 (c) states
that “The Administration shall determine when there is a constructive use, but the Administration
is not required to document each determination that a project would not result in a constructive
use of a nearby Section 4(f) property. However, such documentation may be prepared at the
discretion of the Administration.” The four properties are:

e lronwood Forest National Monument

e Tucson Mitigation Corridor

e Saguaro National Park

e Tucson Mountain Park

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is evaluating Section 4(f) applicability and
constructive use for the four properties mentioned in Reclamation’s comment. FHWA is not

proposing to make constructive use determinations on any other Section 4(f) properties in the
[-11 study area at this time.

Regulatory Context and Practice

The regulations of Section 4(f) define a constructive use as occurring when a transportation
project “does not incorporate land from a Section 4(f) property, but the project’s proximity
impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the
property for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired” (23 CFR 774.15(a)).

Key criteria in this definition are:
e There can be no incorporation of land and also have a constructive use.

* The proximity impacts are so severe to cause substantial impairment of the protected
activities, features, or attributes.

While 23 CFR 774 provides for a constructive use finding, the application of a constructive use
finding is an extremely rare occurrence in practice. The subjectivity of the regulatory language
can make proving or denying the case for a constructive use difficult.
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23 CFR 774.15 (d) states, “When a constructive use determination is made, it will be based
upon the following:

(1) Identification of the current activities, features, or attributes of the property which
qualify for protection under Section 4(f) and which may be sensitive to proximity impacts;

(2) An analysis of the proximity impacts of the proposed project on the Section 4(f)
property. If any of the proximity impacts will be mitigated, only the net impact need be
considered in this analysis. The analysis should also describe and consider the impacts
which could reasonably be expected if the proposed project were not implemented,
since such impacts should not be attributed to the proposed project; and

(3) Consultation, on the foregoing identification and analysis, with the official(s) with
jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) property.”

Applicability of Section 4(f) to Properties

Ironwood Forest National Monument

The Ironwood Forest National Monument (IFNM) is not protected by Section 4(f). While publicly
owned by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the property does not function as, nor is it
designated within its management plan as, “a significant park, recreation area, or wildlife and
waterfowl refuge” as defined in 23 CFR 774.11(g).

The BLM website states that the monument is comprised of:

e 128,400 acres of public land administered by the BLM

e 54,700 acres of land administered by the Arizona State Land Department
e Approximately 6,000 acres of privately owned land

Private land in a park, recreation area, or wildlife/waterfowl refuge is not protected by Section
4(f) and the Arizona State Land Department has no official publicly adopted designation for the
land within the monument.

The February 2013 Ironwood Forest National Monument, Record of Decision and Approved
Resource Management Plan for the BLM land states that:

“The IFNM was designated to protect objects of scientific interest within the Monument,
including the drought-adapted vegetation of the Sonoran Desert, geological resources
such as Ragged Top Mountain, and abundant archaeological resources. The purpose of
the IFNM is to preserve, protect, and manage the biological, cultural and geological
resources, and other objects of this area for future generations, and to further our
knowledge and understanding of these resources through scientific research and
interpretation.”
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Tucson Mitigation Corridor

The Tucson Mitigation Corridor is owned and managed by Reclamation in cooperation with the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and Fish Department, and Pima County
for the purpose of restoring and conserving wildlife populations and movements across the Avra
Valley between other protected lands. The Tucson Mitigation Corridor land was acquired and
designated for this purpose as a mitigation commitment and, therefore, achieves the Section
4(f) definition as a significant wildlife refuge property.

Saguaro National Park

The National Park Service (NPS) owns and manages Saguaro National Park, a property that is
significant for historic and natural resource preservation and public recreation. Specifically,
NPS’s mission is to “preserve unimpaired the natural and cultural resources and values of the
NPS for the enjoyment, education and inspiration of current and future generations of people.”
On the webpage for Saguaro National Park, the general mission statement is repeated. As
such, Saguaro National Park is protected by Section 4(f) as a park and a recreation resource.

Tucson Mountain Park

Pima County Natural Resources, Parks and Recreation Department owns and manages Tucson
Mountain Park to conserve the resources on the property and to provide for public recreation.
Their website identifies human-related activities and features for Tucson Mountain Park, such
as picnicking, hiking, wildlife viewing, and hunting. The May 2018 Tucson Mountain Park
Management Plan states that the management objective is:

“...providing the public with developed facilities that accommodate a range of uses and
activities that are appropriate for the park’s natural resource setting, that are safe, and
that can be conducted without degradation of the park’s biological, cultural, visual, or
physical resources.”

As such, Tucson Mountain Park is protected by Section 4(f) as a park and a recreation
resource.

Applicability of Section 4(f) Constructive Use

Based on the foregoing descriptions of Section 4(f) applicability, three of the four properties are
protected by Section 4(f): Tucson Mitigation Corridor, Saguaro National Park, and Tucson
Mountain Park. To determine whether constructive use can apply to each property, the
conditions under which a constructive use may be considered were applied:

e There can be no incorporation of land and also have a constructive use.

« The proximity impacts are so severe to cause substantial impairment of the protected
activities, features, or attributes.
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In considering the applicability of the first bullet, the Recommended, Preferred Alternative with
west option in Pima County, Purple Alternative (Option C), and Green Alternative (Option D)
have the potential to incorporate land from the Tucson Mitigation Corridor as described in
Chapter 4 of the Final Tier 1 EIS. Each of the alternatives include the Central Arizona Project
(CAP) Design Option. Because constructive use cannot be applied to a property where
incorporation of land would occur, constructive use cannot be considered for the Tucson
Mitigation Corridor.

The Preferred Alternative with east option in Pima County and Orange Alternative (Option B)
are east of the three protected properties described above and would be co-located with
existing 1-10. Because the Preferred Alternative with east option and Orange Alternative fall
within the urban Tucson area on an existing interstate, each was not evaluated for proximity
impacts or constructive use related to the Tucson Mitigation Corridor, Saguaro National Park,
and Tucson Mountain Park.

None of the Build Corridor Alternatives would incorporate land from Saguaro National Park or
Tucson Mountain Park. However, the Recommended, Preferred Alternative with west option,
Purple, and Green Build Corridor Alternatives would be close to these parks.

Therefore, this white paper evaluates the Recommended, Preferred Alternative with west
option, Purple, and Green Build Corridor Alternatives for potential constructive use of Saguaro
National Park and Tucson Mountain Park. Table 1 summarizes the findings of this initial test of
constructive use applicability. The test of proximity impacts is described later in this white paper.

Table 1. Applicability of Constructive Use

Potential
Protected by Section Incorporation of Constructive Use
Property Name 4(f)? Land? Candidate?

Ironwood Forest No No No
National Monument

Tucson Mitigation Yes Yes No
Corridor

Saguaro National Park Yes No Yes
Tucson Mountain Park Yes No Yes

Regulatory Context for Constructive Use

An evaluation of the potential for the Build Corridor Alternatives to cause a constructive use of
Saguaro National Park and the Tucson Mountain Park was undertaken according to the
requirements of 23 CFR 774.15.

“(a) A constructive use occurs when the transportation project does not incorporate land
from a Section 4(f) property, but the project's proximity impacts are so severe that the
protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for protection under
Section 4(f) are substantially impaired. Substantial impairment occurs only when the
protected activities, features, or attributes of the property are substantially diminished.”
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Substantial impairment is a high threshold; an impact does not rise to the level of being so
severe unless specific criteria are achieved. FHWA has determined that a constructive use
occurs when (23 CFR 774.15(e)):

“(1) The projected noise level increase attributable to the project substantially interferes
with the use and enjoyment of a noise-sensitive facility of a property protected by
Section 4(f), such as:

() Hearing the performances at an outdoor amphitheater;
(i) Sleeping in the sleeping area of a campground;

(iif) Enjoyment of a historic site where a quiet setting is a generally recognized
feature or attribute of the site's significance;

(iv) Enjoyment of an urban park where serenity and quiet are significant
attributes; or

(v) Viewing wildlife in an area of a wildlife and waterfowl refuge intended for such
viewing.

(2) The proximity of the proposed project substantially impairs esthetic features or
attributes of a property protected by Section 4(f), where such features or attributes are
considered important contributing elements to the value of the property. Examples of
substantial impairment to visual or esthetic qualities would be the location of a proposed
transportation facility in such proximity that it obstructs or eliminates the primary views of
an architecturally significant historical building, or substantially detracts from the setting
of a Section 4(f) property which derives its value in substantial part due to its setting;

(3) The project results in a restriction of access which substantially diminishes the utility
of a significant publicly owned park, recreation area, or a historic site;

(4) The vibration impact from construction or operation of the project substantially
impairs the use of a Section 4(f) property, such as projected vibration levels that are
great enough to physically damage a historic building or substantially diminish the utility
of the building, unless the damage is repaired and fully restored consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, i.e., the
integrity of the contributing features must be returned to a condition which is
substantially similar to that which existed prior to the project;

(5) The ecological intrusion of the project substantially diminishes the value of wildlife
habitat in a wildlife and waterfowl refuge adjacent to the project, substantially interferes
with the access to a wildlife and waterfowl refuge when such access is necessary for
established wildlife migration or critical life cycle processes, or substantially reduces the
wildlife use of a wildlife and waterfowl! refuge.”
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FHWA has determined that a constructive use does not occur when (23 CFR 774.15(f)):

“(1) Compliance with the requirements of 36 CFR 800.5 for proximity impacts of the
proposed action, on a site listed on or eligible for the National Register, results in an
agreement of ‘no historic properties affected’ or "no adverse effect;'

(2) The impact of projected traffic noise levels of the proposed highway project on a
noise-sensitive activity do not exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria as contained
in Table 1 in part 772 of this chapter, or the projected operational noise levels of the
proposed transit project do not exceed the noise impact criteria for a Section 4(f) activity
in the FTA guidelines for transit noise and vibration impact assessment;

(3) The projected noise levels exceed the relevant threshold in paragraph (f)(2) of this
section because of high existing noise, but the increase in the projected noise levels if
the proposed project is constructed, when compared with the projected noise levels if
the project is not built, is barely perceptible (3 dBA or less);

(4) There are proximity impacts to a Section 4(f) property, but a governmental agency's
right-of-way acquisition or adoption of project location, or the Administration's approval of
a final environmental document, established the location for the proposed transportation
project before the designation, establishment, or change in the significance of the
property. However, if it is reasonably foreseeable that a property would qualify as eligible
for the National Register prior to the start of construction, then the property should be
treated as a historic site for the purposes of this section;

(5) Overall (combined) proximity impacts caused by a proposed project do not
substantially impair the activities, features, or attributes that qualify a property for
protection under Section 4(f);

(6) Proximity impacts will be mitigated to a condition equivalent to, or better than, that
which would occur if the project were not built, as determined after consultation with the
official(s) with jurisdiction;

(7) Change in accessibility will not substantially diminish the utilization of the Section 4(f)
property;

(8) Vibration levels from project construction activities are mitigated, through advance
planning and monitoring of the activities, to levels that do not cause a substantial
impairment of protected activities, features, or attributes of the Section 4(f) property.”

ADOT July 2021
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1 Assessment of Constructive Use for Saguaro National Park

2 Noise

3 A constructive use occurs when:

4 “(1) The projected noise level increase attributable to the project substantially interferes
5 with the use and enjoyment of a noise-sensitive facility of a property protected by
6 Section 4(f), such as:
7 (i) Hearing the performances at an outdoor amphitheater;
8 (i) Sleeping in the sleeping area of a campground;
9 (i) Enjoyment of a historic site where a quiet setting is a generally recognized
10 feature or attribute of the site's significance;
11 (iv) Enjoyment of an urban park where serenity and quiet are significant
12 attributes; or
13 (v) Viewing wildlife in an area of a wildlife and waterfowl refuge intended for such
14 viewing.”

15 A constructive use does not occur when:

16 “The impact of projected traffic noise levels of the proposed highway project on a noise-
17 sensitive activity do not exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria as contained in
18 Table 1 in part 772 of this chapter, or the projected operational noise levels of the
19 proposed transit project do not exceed the noise impact criteria for a Section 4(f) activity
20 in the FTA guidelines for transit noise and vibration impact assessment.”
21

ADOT July 2021
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Table 1 to Part 772—Noise Abatement Criteria

[Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level_decibels (dB(A))']

Activity |Activity|Criteria2|Evaluation
category|Leq(h) [L10(h) |location |Activity description

A 57 60|Exterior  |Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and
serve an important public need and where the preservation of those
qualities is essential if the area is to continue to serve its intended

purpose.
B3 67 70|Exterior  [Residential.
c3 67 70|Exterior  |Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds,

cemeteries, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities,
parks, picnic areas, places of worship, playgrounds, public meeting
rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio studios,
recording studios, recreation areas, Section 4(f) sites, schools, television
studios, trails, and trail crossings.

D 52 55|Interior  |Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities,
places of worship, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit
institutional structures, radio studios, recording studios, schools, and
television studios,

g3 72 75|Exterior  |Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other developed lands,
properties or activities not included in A-D or F.
F Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services, industrial, logging,

maintenance facilities, manufacturing, mining, rail yards, retail facilities,
shipyards, utilities (water resources, water treatment, electrical), and
warehousing.

G Undeveloped lands that are not permitted.

'Either Leq(h) or L10(h) (but not both) may be used on a project.

2The Leq(h) and L10(h) Activity Criteria values are for impact determination only, and are not design
standards for noise abatement measures.

3Includes undeveloped lands permitted for this activity category.

Noise levels at specific distances from the Build Corridor Alternatives and at parks and
recreation areas were predicted using the FHWA's Traffic Noise Model 2.5. The methodology
for this Tier 1 serves as a screening-level tool to assess the potential for Project noise impacts.
Model inputs included traffic volumes and source-receiver distances. The modeling results were
then compared to the applicable FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) in Table 1. The
criterion applicable to Saguaro National Park is Category C.

The Final Tier 1 EIS reports that the predicted noise level under the Purple Alternative would be
50 dBA at a distance of 1,000 feet. Predicted noise levels for the Purple Alternative are higher
than the predicted noise levels for the Recommended Alternative, Preferred Alternative with
west option, and Green Alternative because the Purple Alternative would attract higher traffic
volumes that those alternatives. All the Build Corridor Alternatives are at least 1,500 feet away
from Saguaro National Park at their closest point. Therefore, I-11 noise levels at Saguaro
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18

National Park would be less than 50 dBA for any alternative. Although I-11 may increase noise
levels over existing conditions, the predicted noise levels under each Build Corridor Alternative
would not exceed the 67 dBA NAC for Activity Category C. Therefore, no constructive use
would occur due to noise.

The category for which wilderness would qualify was not evaluated. However, even if the
wilderness within Saguaro National Park fell under Category A, the predicted noise levels would
not exceed the threshold (57 dBA). Wilderness is shown on Figure 1.

‘: 1y X = » ] ¥
i) 18 Overlapping Alternatives [
S (Preferred - East Option |
i |and Orange)
i
% S
|

Overlapping Alternatives
(Preferred - West Option,
Recommended, and Green)

Overlapping Alternatives
(Purple and Green)

Purple Alternative
Green Alternative

| SISandaricicd I S

Orange Alternative
CAP Design Option C Overlapping Alternatives
) ‘ £ (Preferred - West Option,
| CAP Design Option D
4 Wilderness

Recommended, and CAP Options)

Saguarc National Park - West
B Tucson Mountain Park

] 15 3 Miles @
F——t——t——t—t—{

Figure 1. Saguaro National Park, Tucson Mountain Park, and Wilderness with the
Recommended, Preferred Alternative with West Option, Purple, or Green Build
Corridor Alternatives

Additional information on the noise assessment and modeling methodology is included in Draft
Tier 1 EIS Section 3.8 and Appendix E8 (I-11 Traffic Noise Technical Report), as well as Final
Tier 1 EIS Section 3.8 and Appendix E8 (I-11 Traffic Noise Technical Report Addendum).
During Tier 2 studies, ADOT would undertake a more detailed noise analysis that examines a
specific 400-foot-wide roadway alignment within the 2,000-foot wide Build Corridor and
considers additional factors such as terrain. The topography in the vicinity of Saguaro National
Park is mountainous and would likely affect sound attenuation across these distances. If the
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selected alignment falls on the west side of a Build Corridor, the edge of I-11 right-of-way could
be over 3,000 feet from the western boundary of Saguaro National Park.

Esthetic Features
A constructive use occurs when:

“(2) The proximity of the proposed project substantially impairs esthetic features or
attributes of a property protected by Section 4(f), where such features or attributes are
considered important contributing elements to the value of the property. Examples of
substantial impairment to visual or esthetic qualities would be the location of a proposed
transportation facility in such proximity that it obstructs or eliminates the primary views of
an architecturally significant historical building, or substantially detracts from the setting
of a Section 4(f) property which derives its value in substantial part due to its setting;”

The esthetic features of Saguaro National Park are the viewsheds of and from the park as well
as the night sky views within the park. The potential for the Project to impact each of these
features is described below.

Viewshed: The existing viewshed from the park where the Recommended, Preferred
Alternative with west option, Purple, or Green Build Corridor Alternatives would be located
includes existing residential developments, farms, the CAP canal structures, and the Central
Area Valley Storage and Recovery Project and Southern Area Valley Storage and Recovery
Project recharge basins. Each Build Corridor Alternative would be a new element in the middle
ground of this viewshed from the park. In the context of the other manmade elements in the
viewshed, the visual change caused by a Build Corridor Alternative would not be so severe as
to substantially impair or diminish the public park, natural, and preservation attributes that
qualify Saguaro National Park for protection by Section 4(f).

Night Skies: FHWA and ADOT have committed to mitigate impacts on night skies by complying
with dark skies ordinances and by limiting lighting to be consistent with land use and
development patterns at the time of Project implementation.

Mitigation: The Final Tier 1 EIS identifies general mitigation strategies as part of the Project
that will help FHWA and ADOT avoid, minimize, or compensate for adverse visual impacts at
viewpoints from the park. These strategies involve landscape planning in visually sensitive
areas, grading designs for more natural looking slopes, surfaces, and transitions, blending of
stormwater managements structures with the existing landscape, enhancement of highly visible
features such as noise barriers and other hardscape elements, lighting design strategies, and
other considerations (ADEIS Section 3.9.5). Tier 2 analysis will include further visual impact
assessment and coordination with NPS regarding the potential visual impacts to Saguaro
National Park.

Conclusion: The foregoing esthetic effects assessment indicates that the proximity of the
Recommended, Preferred Alternative with west option, Purple, or Green Build Corridor
Alternatives would not substantially impair the esthetic features or attributes of Saguaro National
Park. The Project would not substantially detract from the setting of the park.

ADOT July 2021
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Restriction of Access
A constructive use occurs when:

“(3) The project results in a restriction of access which substantially diminishes the utility
of a significant publicly owned park, recreation area, or a historic site;”

A constructive use does not occur when:

“(7) Change in accessibility will not substantially diminish the utilization of the Section
4(f) property;”

The Recommended, Preferred Alternative with west option, Purple, or Green Build Corridor
Alternatives would not restrict access to Saguaro National Park and, therefore, would not
substantially diminish the utility of the park. Existing roads and routes across the Build Corridors
would either be retained or adjustments made to maintain access. No restriction of access
would occur and no change in accessibility would occur that would substantially diminish the
utilization of the park.

Vibration
A constructive use occurs when:

“(4) The vibration impact from construction or operation of the project substantially
impairs the use of a Section 4(f) property, such as projected vibration levels that are
great enough to physically damage a historic building or substantially diminish the utility
of the building, unless the damage is repaired and fully restored consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, i.e., the
integrity of the contributing features must be returned to a condition which is
substantially similar to that which existed prior to the project;”

A constructive use does not occur when:

“(8) Vibration levels from project construction activities are mitigated, through advance
planning and monitoring of the activities, to levels that do not cause a substantial
impairment of protected activities, features, or attributes of the Section 4(f) property.”

Ground vibration during construction of the Recommended, Preferred Alternative with west
option, Purple, or Green Build Corridor Alternatives was not quantitatively evaluated as part of
the Tier 1 analysis. As described in Final Tier 1 EIS Section 3.15.7, the potential for construction
activities to cause vibration impacts will be assessed during Tier 2. At that time and if Project
impacts are indicated for Saguaro National Park, specific mitigation strategies will be developed
for the Project in coordination with NPS to reduce or eliminate impacts.

Ecological Intrusion

A constructive use occurs when:

ADOT July 2021
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“(5) The ecological intrusion of the project substantially diminishes the value of wildlife
habitat in a wildlife and waterfowl refuge adjacent to the project, substantially interferes
with the access to a wildlife and waterfowl refuge when such access is necessary for
established wildlife migration or critical life cycle processes, or substantially reduces the
wildlife use of a wildlife and waterfowl! refuge.”

Saguaro National Park is managed as a public park and for natural resource preservation; it is
not a wildlife or waterfowl! refuge. For this reason, this criterion does not apply to Saguaro
National Park.

Historic Sites
A constructive use does not occur when:

“(1) Compliance with the requirements of 36 CFR 800.5 for proximity impacts of the
proposed action, on a site listed on or eligible for the National Register, results in an
agreement of ‘no historic properties affected’ or “no adverse effect;”

Saguaro National Park is not a historic site; therefore, this criterion does not apply.

Transportation Right of Way
A constructive use does not occur when:

“(4) There are proximity impacts to a Section 4(f) property, but a governmental agency's
right-of-way acquisition or adoption of project location, or the Administration's approval of
a final environmental document, established the location for the proposed transportation
project before the designation, establishment, or change in the significance of the
property. However, if it is reasonably foreseeable that a property would qualify as eligible
for the National Register prior to the start of construction, then the property should be
treated as a historic site for the purposes of this section;”

This criterion does not apply to Saguaro National Park because the Project does not involve a
location for the proposed transportation project that was established before the designation,
establishment, or change in the significance of the park.

Combined Proximity Impacts
A constructive use does not occur when:

“(5) Overall (combined) proximity impacts caused by a proposed project do not
substantially impair the activities, features, or attributes that qualify a property for
protection under Section 4(f);”

This constructive use assessment finds that combined proximity impacts to Saguaro National
Park, after mitigation, would not substantially impair the activities, features, or attributes that
qualify the park for protection by Section 4(f).
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Mitigation
A constructive use does not occur when:

“(6) Proximity impacts will be mitigated to a condition equivalent to, or better than, that
which would occur if the project were not built, as determined after consultation with the
official(s) with jurisdiction;”

ADOT is committed to mitigating for impacts to natural areas and parks. However, this
mitigation is unlikely to result in a condition equivalent to or better than that which would occur if
the project were not built.

Assessment of Constructive Use for Tucson Mountain Park

Noise
A constructive use occurs when:

“(1) The projected noise level increase attributable to the project substantially interferes
with the use and enjoyment of a noise-sensitive facility of a property protected by
Section 4(f), such as:

(i) Hearing the performances at an outdoor amphitheater;
(i) Sleeping in the sleeping area of a campground,;

(iii) Enjoyment of a historic site where a quiet setting is a generally recognized
feature or attribute of the site's significance;

(iv) Enjoyment of an urban park where serenity and quiet are significant
attributes; or

(v) Viewing wildlife in an area of a wildlife and waterfowl refuge intended for such
viewing.”

A constructive use does not occur when:

“The impact of projected traffic noise levels of the proposed highway project on a noise-
sensitive activity do not exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria as contained in
Table 1 in part 772 of this chapter, or the projected operational noise levels of the
proposed transit project do not exceed the noise impact criteria for a Section 4(f) activity
in the FTA guidelines for transit noise and vibration impact assessment.”

The noise screening methodology described in the discussion of Saguaro National Park (earlier
in this white paper) is the same methodology used in the evaluation of potential for noise
impacts at Tucson Mountain Park. As a public park, Tucson Mountain Park is categorized as a
park in Category C in Table 1 above. Specifically, the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC)
for Land Use applies Category C (67 dBA) to parks, recreation areas, and Section 4(f)
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properties. Additional information on the noise assessment and modeling methodology is
included in Final Tier 1 Section 3.8 and Appendix E8 (I-11 Traffic Noise Technical Report
Addendum).

The Final Tier 1 EIS reports that the predicted noise level under the Purple Alternative would be
65 dBA at 100 feet from the I-11 roadway right of way and 61 DBA at 250 feet. All the Build
Corridor Alternatives are 210 feet away from Tucson Mountain Park at their closest point. Noise
level from the Purple Alternative at Tucson Mountain Park are estimated to be between 61 and
65 dBA. Predicted noise levels at the boundary of Tucson Mountain Park for the Recommended
Alternative, Preferred Alternative with west option, and Green Alternative are 54 dBA. As stated
above, predicted noise levels for the Purple Alternative are higher than the other alternatives
because the Purple Alternative attracts higher volumes of traffic.

Therefore, although I-11 may increase noise levels over existing conditions, the predicted noise
levels under each Build Corridor Alternative would not exceed the 67 dBA NAC for Activity
Category C. Therefore, no constructive use would occur due to noise.

During Tier 2 studies, a specific 400-foot-wide alignment would be chosen within the 2,000-foot-
wide Build Corridor. If the selected alignment falls on the west side of the corridor, the edge of
right-of-way could be over 1,450 feet from the western boundary of the Tucson Mountain Park.

Esthetic Features
A constructive use occurs when:

“(2) The proximity of the proposed project substantially impairs esthetic features or
attributes of a property protected by Section 4(f), where such features or attributes are
considered important contributing elements to the value of the property. Examples of
substantial impairment to visual or esthetic qualities would be the location of a proposed
transportation facility in such proximity that it obstructs or eliminates the primary views of
an architecturally significant historical building, or substantially detracts from the setting
of a Section 4(f) property which derives its value in substantial part due to its setting;”

The esthetic features of Tucson Mountain Park are the viewsheds of and from the park as well
as the night sky views within the park. The potential for the Project to impact each of these
features is described below.

Viewshed: The existing viewshed from the park where the Recommended, Preferred
Alternative with west option, Purple, or Green Build Corridor Alternatives are located includes
existing residential developments, farms, the CAP canal structures, and the Central Area Valley
Storage and Recovery Project and Southern Area Valley Storage and Recovery Project
recharge basins. Each Build Corridor Alternative would be a new element in the middle ground
of this viewshed from the park. In the context of the other manmade elements in the viewshed,
the visual change caused by a Build Corridor Alternative would not be so severe as to
substantially impair or diminish the public park, natural, and preservation attributes that qualify
Tucson Mountain Park for protection by Section 4(f).
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Night Skies: FHWA and ADOT have committed to mitigate impacts on night skies by complying
with dark skies ordinances and by limiting lighting to be consistent with land use and
development patterns at the time of Project implementation.

Mitigation: The Final Tier 1 EIS identifies general mitigation strategies as part of the Project
that will help FHWA and ADOT avoid, minimize, or compensate for adverse visual impacts at
viewpoints from the park. These strategies involve landscape planning in visually sensitive
areas, grading designs for more natural looking slopes, surfaces and transitions, blending of
stormwater management structures with the existing landscape, enhancement of highly visible
features such as noise barriers and other hardscape elements, lighting design strategies, and
other considerations (ADEIS Section 3.9.5). Tier 2 analysis will include further visual impact
assessment and coordination with Pima County regarding the potential visual impacts to Tucson
Mountain Park.

Conclusion: The foregoing esthetic effects assessment indicates that the proximity of the
Recommended, Preferred Alternative with west option, Purple, or Green Build Corridor
Alternatives would not substantially impair the esthetic features or attributes of Tucson Mountain
Park. The Project would not substantially detract from the setting of the park.

Restriction of Access
A constructive use occurs when:

“(3) The project results in a restriction of access which substantially diminishes the utility
of a significant publicly owned park, recreation area, or a historic site;”

A constructive use does not occur when:

“(7) Change in accessibility will not substantially diminish the utilization of the Section
4(f) property;”

The Recommended, Preferred Alternative with west option, Purple, or Green Build Corridor
Alternatives would not restrict access to Tucson Mountain Park and, therefore, would not
substantially diminish the utility of the park. Existing roads and routes across the Build Corridors
would either be retained or adjustments made to maintain access. No restriction of access
would occur and no change in accessibility would occur that would substantially diminish the
utilization of the park.

Vibration
A constructive use occurs when:

“(4) The vibration impact from construction or operation of the project substantially
impairs the use of a Section 4(f) property, such as projected vibration levels that are
great enough to physically damage a historic building or substantially diminish the utility
of the building, unless the damage is repaired and fully restored consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, i.e., the
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integrity of the contributing features must be returned to a condition which is
substantially similar to that which existed prior to the project;”

A constructive use does not occur when:

“(8) Vibration levels from project construction activities are mitigated, through advance
planning and monitoring of the activities, to levels that do not cause a substantial
impairment of protected activities, features, or attributes of the Section 4(f) property.”

Ground vibration during construction of the Recommended, Preferred Alternative with west
option, Purple, or Green Build Corridor Alternatives was not quantitatively evaluated as part of
the Tier 1 analysis. As described in Final Tier 1 EIS Section 3.15.7, the potential for Project
construction activities to cause vibration impacts will be assessed during Tier 2. At that time and
if Project impacts are indicated for the Tucson Mountain Park, specific mitigation strategies will
be developed for the Project in coordination with Pima County to reduce or eliminate impacts.

Ecological Intrusion
A constructive use occurs when:

“(5) The ecological intrusion of the project substantially diminishes the value of wildlife
habitat in a wildlife and waterfowl refuge adjacent to the project, substantially interferes
with the access to a wildlife and waterfowl refuge when such access is necessary for
established wildlife migration or critical life cycle processes, or substantially reduces the
wildlife use of a wildlife and waterfowl refuge.”

Tucson Mountain Park is managed for resource conservation and public recreation; it is not a

wildlife or waterfowl refuge. For this reason, this criterion does not apply to Tucson Mountain
Park.

Historic Sites

A constructive use does not occur when:
“(1) Compliance with the requirements of 36 CFR 800.5 for proximity impacts of the
proposed action, on a site listed on or eligible for the National Register, results in an

agreement of ‘no historic properties affected’ or ‘'no adverse effect;”

Tucson Mountain Park is not a historic site. For this reason, this criterion does not apply.

Transportation Right of Way
A constructive use does not occur when:

“(4) There are proximity impacts to a Section 4(f) property, but a governmental agency's
right-of-way acquisition or adoption of project location, or the Administration's approval of
a final environmental document, established the location for the proposed transportation
project before the designation, establishment, or change in the significance of the
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property. However, if it is reasonably foreseeable that a property would qualify as eligible
for the National Register prior to the start of construction, then the property should be
treated as a historic site for the purposes of this section;”

This criterion does not apply to Tucson Mountain Park because the Project does not involve a
location for the proposed transportation project that was established before the designation,
establishment, or change in the significance of the park.

Combined Proximity Impacts
A constructive use does not occur when:

“(5) Overall (combined) proximity impacts caused by a proposed project do not
substantially impair the activities, features, or attributes that qualify a property for
protection under Section 4(f);”

This constructive use assessment finds that combined proximity impacts to Tucson Mountain
Park, after mitigation, would not substantially impair the activities, features, or attributes that
qualify the park for protection by Section 4(f).

Mitigation
A constructive use does not occur when:

“(6) Proximity impacts will be mitigated to a condition equivalent to, or better than, that
which would occur if the project were not built, as determined after consultation with the
official(s) with jurisdiction;”

ADOT is committed to mitigating for impacts to natural areas and parks. However, this
mitigation is unlikely to result in a condition equivalent to or better than that which would occur if
the project were not built.

Conclusion

The assessment in this white paper was completed to respond to Reclamation’s comment
regarding the potential for Build Corridor Alternatives to have a constructive use on four
properties: Ironwood Forest National Monument, Tucson Mitigation Corridor, Saguaro National
Park, and Tucson Mountain Park. The assessment resulted in the following Tier 1 findings:

e Ironwood Forest National Monument is not protected by Section 4(f).

e The constructive use provisions of Section 4(f) do not apply to the Tucson Mitigation
Corridor because the Recommended, Preferred Alternative with west option, Purple and
Green Build Corridor Alternative would incorporate land from the property.

* No constructive use of Saguaro National Park would occur because the impacts of the
Project (assuming the Recommended, Preferred Alternative with west option, Purple, or
Green Build Corridor Alternatives) after mitigation would not rise to the level of being so
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severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for
protection under Section 4(f) would be substantially impaired.

* No constructive use of the Tucson Mountain Park would occur because impacts of the
Project (assuming the Recommended, Preferred Alternative with west option, Purple, or
Green Build Corridor Alternatives) after mitigation would not rise to the level of being so
severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for
protection under Section 4(f) would be substantially impaired.

During Tier 2, ADOT will follow up on the commitments to coordinate with NPS and Pima
County and to identify and develop specific mitigation measures for the Project that address
visual and potential construction vibration impacts.
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1 White Paper Regarding Potential Section 4(f) Constructive Use Impacts of
2 Recommended and Purple Build Corridor Alternatives
3 Public Land Order (PLO) 1015 Lands and Adjacent AGFD Parcels

4 Constructive Use Assessment

5  Originally under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Public Land Order
6 (PLO) 1015 lands were withdrawn from BLM jurisdiction in 1954 under PLO 1015 and “reserved
7  under the jurisdiction of the USFWS for wildlife refuge purposes.” The PLO 1015 lands are
8 owned/administered by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) but managed by
9 the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD). USFWS considers PLO 1015 lands to be in a
10  special category of lands called “Coordination areas” under the National Wildlife Refuge Act.
11  The adjacent AGFD parcels are in furtherance of the USFWS/AGFD Cooperative Agreement
12  from 1954, clause 7.

13 The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation
14  (ADOT) assessed the potential for the Project to cause a constructive use on the PLO 1015

15 lands. The assessment focuses on PLO 1015 lands on either side of the Recommended and
16  Purple Alternative corridors (figure below).

17  The primary purpose of the PLO 1015 lands is to provide open space, wildlife habitat, and

18 locations for outdoor-related recreation. The PLO 1015 lands are managed passively for the
19  most part; for example, no designated public access infrastructure is provided to the properties
20 adjacent to the Purple Alternative corridor.

21  The AGFD document, Lower Gila River Wildlife Area Property Operational Plan (2012), refers to
22 an original, preliminary project statement and subsequent amendments as they relate to the

23 PLO 1015 lands, stating that the lands were acquired for the purpose of providing ponds and

24 food areas for wildfowl, upland game birds, and other wildlife species. PLO 1015 lands will not
25  be used for any activity other than game propagation.

26  The PLO 1015 properties on either side of the Recommended and Purple Alternative corridors
27  are in the Gila River floodplain, which experiences seasonal flooding. Small game hunting

28  occurs on PLO 1015 lands, focusing on rabbits and game birds such as doves and quail.

29  However, no designated public access infrastructure is present.

30 Inlight of the activities, features, and attributes of the PLO 1015 lands, FHWA examined the

31 potential for the Recommended and Purple Alternative corridors to cause a constructive use to
32 occur as defined in 23 CFR 774.15(d). As defined by the regulation, the impacts of concern to
33  constructive use analysis are noise and light, aesthetics, public access, vibration, and ecological
34  intrusion. Of these, aesthetic and public access impacts do not apply because AGFD does not
35 have designated public access infrastructure for the properties.

36  Noise, vibration, and light impacts from the Recommended or Purple Alternative corridor could
37  cause some wildlife to move away from the highway, thereby reducing wildlife use near the

38 highway. However, in terms of the activities, features, and attributes of the PLO 1015 properties,
39  noise, vibration, and light impacts would not substantially interfere with the ability of the

40  properties to provide shooting opportunities or reduce game bird habitat on the properties in the
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long-term. Based on this analysis, FHWA has determined that, in the case of the PLO 1015
lands, no constructive use would occur due to the Recommended or Purple Alternative corridor
noise, vibration, or light.

Ecological intrusion impacts from I-11 could reduce the value of habitat near the highway due to
noise, light, and vibration. However, the impact would not substantially reduce habitat for game
birds or other wildlife on the properties. Connectivity between PLO 1015 lands on either side of
the highway would be provided by wildlife crossing opportunities under the highway. Based on
this analysis, FHWA has determined that, in the case of the PLO 1015 lands, no constructive
use would occur due to ecological intrusion.

Based on this analysis, FHWA has determined that, in the case of the PLO 1015 lands, the
proximity effects of the Recommended or Purple Alternative corridor would not be so severe
that the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the properties for protection under
Section 4(f) would be substantially impaired. No constructive use of PLO 1015 lands or adjacent
AGFD parcels would occur as a result of the Recommended or Purple Alternative corridor.
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1 Other Build Corridor Alternatives

2 The Preferred, Green, and Orange Build Corridor Alternatives would be co-aligned with SR 85.
3 As described in Section 4.6.3.1 of the Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation, the Robbins Butte
4  Wildlife Area is comprised of PLO 1015 lands on either side of SR 85, which are managed by
5 AGFD. Preliminary analysis indicates the existing SR 85 right-of-way is wide enough to
6 accommodate the proposed I-11 highway cross section. However, increased traffic could
7  increase the likelihood of wildlife collisions, noise and light pollution, and runoff. Tier 2 studies
8 involving project-level design will be required to assess the nature and extent of such potential
9 impacts, to identify and evaluate the effectiveness of measures to avoid or minimize harm
10 related to these potential impacts, and to develop and apply specific measures to mitigate
11 impacts if needed. ADOT will undertake these activities in coordination with AGFD. In Tier 2,
12 appropriate minimization and mitigation measures would be included in the Final Section 4(f)
13  determination for Robbins Butte Wildlife Area as well as the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.
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Appendix F3: Correspondence Related to
Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation
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Pre-Scoping Meeting Summary (All Agencies), April 29, 2016
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l ADOT

r
PRE-SCOPING MEETING SUMMARY _

Federal

Updated: April 29, 2016

)

U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency

Jay Van Echo, ADOT; Joanie
Cady, ADOT; Alan Hansen,
FHWA; Aryan Lirange, FHWA,;

EPA has prior Tier 1 experience in California and on
recent Arizona Passenger Rail Study
EPA does not see any issues with a combined

(phone); Michael Kies, ADOT;
Aryan Lirange, FHWA, Elroy

March 28, . s . FEIS/ROD; e-NEPA has not accommodated combined
(EPA) 2016 Rebecca Yedllln, FHWA, Lisa Clifton Meek FEIS/ROD in the past
Ives, AECOM; Jennifer Pyne, EPA Id lik be aC ing A ) d
(Conference Call) AECOM,; Heather Honsberger, would like to be a Cooperating Agency; suggeste
HDR: Clifton Meek. EPA monthly meetings for Cooperating Agencies throughout
’ ’ process, even if by phone
éay(;{an %Chz’l AD(? T J‘_"‘E. Concerned with I-11 on west side of Saguaro National
| or ,?I/E c (;)I\r/l (?]y Igoup, ISa Park; possible impairment due to designated wilderness,
, , Ves, T en ryne, night sky, noise levels, etc.
National Park Service , AECOM,; Kimberly Bodington, ; o _— .
(NPS) April 8, 2016 AECOM: Aryan Lirange, FHWA: Scott Stonum Issues with landscape connectivity and wildlife mobility
! - ' ' Perception that the I-11 route is predetermined
Rebecca Yedlin, FHWA, Darla id like 1o b : . di
Sidles, NPS; Scott Stonum, NPS: NPS would li C to be a Cooperating Agency; interested in
Natasha Kline, NPS monthly meetings
Jay Van Echo, ADOT; Joshua
Fife, ADOT; Lauren Clementino, Be mindful of Tohono O’odham Nation’s autonomy
Bureau of Indian ADOT; Rebecca Yedlin, FHWA,; BIA cannot grant right-of-way (ROW) without consent of
Affairs April 11 Aryan Lirange, FHWA,; Lisa Ives, tribes, and suggests engaging tribes early-on
(BIA) 2016 ' | AECOM,; Jennifer Pyne, AECOM; Chip Lewis Suggested reaching out to Inter Tribal Council of Arizona,
Gene Rogge, AECOM; Kimberly Inc. (ITCA)
(Conference Call) deington, AECOM; Car_olyn BIA would not like to be a Cooperating Agency at this
Richards, BIA; Chip Lewis, BIA; time, but instead a Participating Agency
David Smith, BIA
Dorothea Boothe, BLM; Joanie BLM interested in the inclusion of major utilities; they have
Cady, ADOT; Lauren Clementino, identified preferred locations for solar development on
Bureau of Land April 13 ADOT; Rebecca Heick, BLM; BLM land
Management 2016 ’ Nancy Favour, BLM; Joshua Fife, State Office It would be useful to clearly identify mitigation
(BLM) ADOQT,; Lisa Ives, AECOM responsibilities

BLM will provide information on landscape assessments
Concerned for national monuments managed by BLM
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PRE-SCOPING MEETING SUMMARY
Updated: April 29, 2016

Masters, BLM; Karla Petty, e Potential for new monuments to be delineated in Arizona;
FHWA, Jennifer Pyne, AECOM,; will not be known until early 2017
Raymond Sauzo, BLM; Jay Van » BLM would like to be a Cooperating Agency
Echo, ADOT; Rebecca Yedlin,
FHWA
Jay Van Echo, ADOT; Lisa Ives, e Prominent border issues need fixing immediately
AECOM (phone); Kimberly Sam Lucio e Build-out should go from Ruby Road to border; trucks are
U.S. Customs and . Bodington, AECOM (phone); Juan gridlocked at 20+ impacting traffic and safety
B ; April 18, . . (Tucson) .
order Protection 2016 Delgadillo, USCBP; Samuel Kevin Hecht | ® Produce houses keep growing, but roads are beyond
(USCBP) Lucio, USCBP (phone); Fredberto (Nogales) capacity to handle traffic
Moreno, USCBP; Kevin Hecht, » USCBP would not like to be a Cooperating Agency at this
USCBP time, but instead a Participating Agency
e Tier 1 EIS experience includes programmatic EIS;
. lessons learned with not adequately defining language
iiﬁl\if]anlzﬁwz’_ QDC;'LF;Zﬁegca resulted in follow-up studies/redundancy
o  AY _g ' e Tucson Mitigation Corridor supports the largest number of
Bureau of . FHWA, Lisa Ives, AECOM; Doug . . i
) April 20, . i . Tab mule deer in the state and big horn sheep; language that
Reclamation 2016 Smith, AECOM; Tab Bommaito, Bommarito established Tucson Mitigation Corridor will help determine
(Reclamation) BOR; Sean Heath, BOR; Marcia o . g p
. i if it qualifies as a Section 4(f) resource
Nesby, BOR; Mary Reece, BOR; . . ) I
» Five wildlife crossings have been constructed within the |-
Eve Halper, BOR )
11 Corridor
* Reclamation is interested in being a Cooperating Agency
e USACE is currently working on an EIS for Flood Risk
Jay Van Echo, ADOT: Lisa Ives, Managgment within the 500 year floodplain of the Santa
AECOM: Jennifer P Cruz River
j ennirer Fyne, * Nogales Wash is an area of interest; Deconcini Crossing
AECOM; Rebecca Yedlin, . .
U.S. Army Corps of . ) . ] is a flood risk
: April 20, FHWA; Aryan Lirange, FHWA; . . S
Engineers ; v Jessie Rice | « Soil contamination found at the Santa Rosa wash near
2016 Joanie Cady, ADOT; Kim . o
(USACE) . , SR 84 due to agricultural activities
Gavigan, USACE; Kathleen Salt Ced d the Gila River i .
Tucker, USACE: Jesse Rice, e Salt Cedar aroun t e Gila River is an issue _
USACE; Tracy Lester, USACE * USACE vyould not like t_o_be a Cooperating Agency at this
time, but instead a Participating Agency
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife

PRE-SCOPING MEETING SUMMARY
Updated: April 29, 2016

Jay Van Echo, ADOT; Joanie
Cady, ADOT; Joshua Fife, ADOT;
Rebecca Yedlin, FHWA, Aryan
Lirange, FHWA,; Lisa Ives,

AGFD views the Tier 1 EIS as an advantage, allowing

(FRA)

AECOM,; Kimberly Bodington,
AECOM,; Stephanie Perez, FRA

Service AECOM,; Jennifer Pyne, AECOM,; .
(USFWS) April 21, | Douglas Smith, AECOM; Bob . adequate time for the process o
and Arizona Game 2016 Lehman, USFWS: Dana Cheri Boucher AGFD v_V|II provide _data tha}t can be used as input into
and Fish Department Warnecke, AGFD; Cheri Boucher, aIterna‘qvc_as analy5|s_, WOT"'”Q through A.DOT
(AGFD) AGFD: Bill Knowles, AGFD:; Kelly AGFD is interested in being a Cooperating Agency
Wolff-Krauter, AGFD; Kristin
Terpening, AGFD; Scott Sprague,
AGFD
Jay Van Echo, ADOT; Joanie
Cady, ADOT,; Allen Hansen o ; i
"’ ’ . . FAA notes Nevada's interest in I-11 due to accessibility,
FHWA; _Rebecca Yedl!n,_FHWA, especially freight
. Aryan Lirange, FHWA, Lisa Ives, . .. o
Federal Aviation April 27 AECOM: Jennifer Pvne. AECOM: Lorraine Tucson Airport is interested in improved access
Administration b ’ i yne, , P FAA will provide a list of FAA regulated airports within the
2016 Douglas Smith, AECOM; Lorraine | Herson-Jones P 9 P
(FAA) ' - are study area
Herson-Jones, FAA, Jared : _ ,
Raymond, FAA: Kyler Erhard FAA does not know at this point if they will be a
EAA: Amanda \’/elasquez EAA: Cooperating or Participating agency
Joseph Carlini, FAA
FRA has a lot of experience in Tier 1 EIS
If freight rail is considered as an alternative, then
Jay Van Echo, ADOT: Carlos important to coordinate with Surface Transportation
. Lopez, ADOT; Aryan Lirange, Board (STB) . .
Federal Railroad April 28 FHWA: Rebecca Yedlin. EHWA: Stephanie FRA will reach out to regional surface transportation
Administration 2016 ’ Lisa IVés AECOM: Jenﬁifer Pyr;e Perez planners on different engineering criteria for passenger vs

freight rail and future planning efforts

FRA is not decided on Cooperating or Participating
Agency status yet (depends on rail decision); they are
interested in monthly/quarterly coordination meetings
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PRE-SCOPING MEETING SUMMARY
Updated: April 29, 2016

State
Joshua Fife, ADOT; Joanie Cady,
ADOT; Michael Kies, ADOT;
Aryan Lirange, FHWA,; Jennifer
Pyne, AECOM; Jay Van Echo, e ASLD is most interested in providing input to best
Arizona State Land April 14 ADOT; Rebecca Yedlin, FHWA; Mark Edelman leverage economic development opportunities
Department 2016 ’ Micah Horowitz, ASLD; Max and e ASLD will look at sales on a case-by-case basis for
(ASLD) Masel, ASLD; Mike Dennis, Ruben Ojeda preservation; does not support sales for land speculation
ASLD; Michelle Green, ASLD; = ALSD expects to be a Participating Agency

Mark Edelman, ASLD; Ruben
Ojeda, ASLD; Alan Hansen,
FHWA

e ASP would prefer the I-11 Corridor along the existing I-
19/1-10, east of Picacho Peak State Park; they would
have issues with an alignment west of the park

e ASP would share project information with their
stakeholder email lists

e ASP isinterested in being a Participating Agency

Jay Van Echo, ADOT; Lisa Ives,
AECOM,; Kimberly Bodington,
AECOM; Margy Parisella, ASP; Russell Moore
Paula Pflepsen, ASP; Russell
Moore, ASP; Jim Keegan, ASP

Arizona State Parks April 19,
(ASP) 2016

e SHPO suggested that at least 3 categories of sensitivity
be considered, as well as Traditional Cultural Properties
(TCP) based on tribal input, major waterways, and
ethnographic/cultural landscapes

e Recommended that tribes be engaged early in the
process, including during alternatives development

Mary-Ellen * The group wanted more cultural data collection during the

Jay Van Echo, ADOT; Joanie
Cady, ADOT; Rebecca Yedlin,
FHWA; Aryan Lirange, FHWA,
Arizona State Historic April 27 Lisa Ives, AECOM,; Jennifer Pyne,
Preservation Office ’ AECOM,; Gene Rogge, AECOM,;

(SHPO) 2016 David Jacobs, SHPO; Mary-Ellen Walsh AIterna_ltlve_s Se_lectlon Report (AS_R) phase _
C1 . » Potential historic bottlenecks within the study area include
Walsh, SHPO; Jim Garrison, Gila Ri oy d/Picacho Peak
SPHO; Lauren Clementino, fla RIver an rofm;}voo 'ﬁf‘c 0 Fea argialls, i
ADOT (phone) « Documentation of the specific De Anza trail location

varies and locations of passes, watering holes, and other
features provide the best indication of the historic location
e Tribal trails cross the study area
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PRE-SCOPING MEETING SUMMARY
Updated: April 29, 2016

County
West of 89 makes sense for connection point with 93 due
to terrain
Proposals/plans for new connection between |-17 and I-
40 (Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization
Mike Willett, Yavapai County; Jay _ _ [CYMPO] 2030 Regional System); important to look at
. e Mike Willett CYMPO studies
Yavapai County March 30, | Van Echo, ADOT; Lisa Ives, .
o and Byron Connecting Prescott area to the western part of the state
(YO) 2016 AECOM; Kristin Darr, Central I
. Jaspers (93, I-11) is important to the County
Creative . . . e .
I-11 vs. improving I-17 is political issue in Northern
Arizona; I-17 is regularly highly congested with no current
plans to fix it
Increase of development in Williamson Valley may mean
need for connection
Need to follow up with Maricopa County Flood Control
District (Bill Wiley), Air Quality (Phil McNeely) and
Emergency Management (Pete Weaver)
Full avoidance of Vulture Mine Park/Recreation Area is
) : . preferred; Hassayampa River is the eastern boundary
Eﬂr.(t)rﬂ \'\//IVCDOT' [(): Ier_n L'E'OCk" and County is looking at acquiring a piece of the
3 Ite i a;_gr;ﬁ.r,F enls'\(/le Cg;eg_’ Hassayampa River preserve as well
Maricopa County . enniter 1oth, From ' Jennifer Toth Power line corridor is County’s preference for I-11
(MC) April6,2016 | Leigh Jo_hnson, Ken Vonderscher, and RJ Cardin Palo Verde Generating Station and residents will be very
RJ Cardin; Jay Van Echo, ADOT; interested in 1-11 Drocess
Lisa Ives, AECOM:; Kristin Darr, ot of MC. O dp - h 3 q q
Central Creative A lot of MCDOT decisions over the next 3-5 years depen
greatly on I-11
Raptor nesting at Vulture Peak Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC) (BLM)
Avoid Toyota Proving Ground; they have a 90-year
renewable lease
Santa Cruz County Jay Van Echo, ADOT,; Lisa Ives, | Juan Guerra, SCC concerned about balancing the need to move freight
(SCO) April 7, 2016 | AECOM; Alice Templeton, CON,; through the corridor quickly with the potential negative
and City of Nogales Gordley Group; Carlos Rivera, Jesus Valdez, impact that traffic being funneled out of cities could have
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PRE-SCOPING MEETING SUMMARY
Updated: April 29, 2016

(CON) CON; Aaron White, CON; SCC on local economies
Alejandro Barcenas, CON; Juan CON concerned about Nogales water supply if there are
Guerra, CON; Jesus Valdez, spills or accidents on the interstate; suggested staying
SCC; Jennifer St. John, SCC away from the Santa Cruz River
CON mentioned on the Nogales-Sonora side, there is
interest in installing a new port of entry at Kino Springs;
this would involve a new highway that bypasses Nogales
to the east
PC was involved in Passenger Rail Tier 1 EIS
Potential Public-Private Partnerships with Lower Santa
Kathy Borquez, Pinal County; Cruz River Alliance
Greg Stanley, Pinal County; Louis Preferred Route is the West Pinal Highway
Pinal County . Anderson, Pinal County; Andy , Anticipates Board Resolution for Regional Transportation
(PC) April 8, 2016 Smith, Pinal County; Jay Van Andy Smith Authol?ity (RTA) in June 2016 ’ P
Echo, ADOT; Lisa Ives, AECOM, Accidents on I-10 and SR 347 cause major delays
Heather Honsberger, HDR Fissures in area should be noted; PC can provide GIS
data layers
PC wants to be a Patrticipating Agency
Noted importance of regional economic development
Pima County analyzed, worked with tribes, identified an |-
11 corridor; they prefer west of the Tucson Mountains and
have made it public
Jay Van Echo, ADOT; Jennifer Flood Control concerns along their identified corridor
Pyne, AECOM; Jan Gordley, Concerned with congestion in Tucson on I-10
_ April 18 Gordley Group; Priscilla Cornelio, Priscilla Stressed need for alternate route if I-10 is closed due to
Pima County 2016 ’ PCDOT,; John Bernal, PC_; Cornelio an incident
John Moffatt, PC; Ana Olivares, Concemn about lack of management committees for each
PCDOT; Jonathan Crowe, section and plan to participate through Pima Association
PCDOT of Governments (PAG)
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Local Municipality

PRE-SCOPING MEETING SUMMARY
Updated: April 29, 2016

From Surprise: Lloyd Abrams,
Karl Zook, Eric Fitzer, Dana

Martin Lucero

e Sees proximity to I-11 as a plus

* COS will provide shape layers related to their General Plan

» Alignment close to Luke AFB would be good location
because already noisy

e Surprise annexing north and west

John McNamara, AECOM; Jackie
Kuechenmeister, CH2M; Jay Van
Echo, ADOT; Kristin Darr, Central
Creative

City of Surprise March 30, | Owsiany, Stephen Chang, Martin :
ty (COS)p 2016 Lucaerg; Jay I\)/an Echo, ,gADOT; V\zr?dei?gth = White Tank Freeway shown on Hassayampa Framework
Lisa Ives, AECOM: Kristin Darr., g and Sur_prlse; Gengral Plan for necessary east-west
Central Creative connection, if I-11 is placed too far west
e Concerned about leapfrog development and sprawl if I-11 is
placed too far west
» Consider interface with existing rail (BNSF)
e Wickenburg is growing mostly to the north
. o , » Hassayampa Framework showed SR 74 extension to
g;g\%vgfﬁgnggg%'v\cgcﬁ tll_‘(]);eflce, connect to I-11—Town is opposed
Town of Wickenburg March 30, van Ech y A’DOT' Li gl ad Josh Wriaht | * Noted importance of I-11 to be close enough to Town that
(TOW) 2016 AZ?:O?\A?;( Yoo LISA Ve, osh g they can annex and capture tax revenue
; Kristin Darr, Central ; . . .
Creative e Pointed to potential I-11 intersections at US 60 and US 93
« Downtown is not a registered historic district; some
individual buildings are on the National Register
e Important to keep project visible to community
From Buckeye: Scott Lowe, = Noted sensitive wildlife corridor between the Sonoran
Stephanie Wilson, Ed Boik, Desert National Monument and Estrella Mountains, White
Stephen Cleveland, Adam Tanks to Belmonts, across Hassayampa River
Copeland, Scott Zipprich, Roger » North of Gila Bend is a potential National Monument
City of Buckeye April 12, Klinger, Jason Mahkovtz, George Stephanie e Suggested coordination with Maricopa Association of
(CoB) 2016 Flores, Terri Hogan, Len Becker; Wilson Governments (MAG) Gap and MCDOT Parkway Studies

* Union Pacific owns 250 acres adjacent to Buckeye Airport

e Suggested I-11 needed to be below grade near Toyota
Proving Ground; need to be extremely sensitive to them

e State land is key—88 square miles of it in Buckeye; need
to avoid.
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PRE-SCOPING MEETING SUMMARY
Updated: April 29, 2016

Jay Van Echo, ADOT; Jennifer
Pyne, AECOM; Alice Templeton,

Long range strategy is to make South Tucson a cultural
destination; they want to have a strong link to Mexico,

TOS; Sheila Bowen, TOS; Sarah
More, TOS

City of South Tucson April 14, dl _ | | | | with Mexican businesses opening stores in S. Tucson
(COsT) 2016 Gordley Group; Joel Gastelum, Joel Gastelum South Tucson has no issues and is happy the study is
COST; Lorenzo Gonzalez, COST,; ina b fih dqf " i
Mick Jensen, COST progressing because of the need for a strong connection
to Mexico
Marana Aerospace area is being considered for
annexation
TOM participated in a PAG study (Regionally Significant
, i h [ ithin M
Jay Van Echo, ADOT: Jennifer Corridors) and comment on the corridors within Marana
P AECOM: Alice Templet are planned to extend to I-11
yne, ’ ice Templeton, TOM boundaries, landfill and the Santa Cruz River could
Gordley Group; Scott Leska, .
) . . ] all come into play
. TOM; Jennifer Christelman, TOM,; . : : :
Town of Marana April 15, . . TOM would not be in favor of an alignment in the Tortolita
Keith Brann, TOM; Mohammad
(TOM) 2016 ; . : ] Fan
El-Ali, TOM; Morris Reyna, TOM; .
. ; TOM supports a western alignment that would also allow
Steven Cheslak, TOM; Janine for skiring the Toh O'odham San Xavier Distri
Spencer, TOM: Shannon Shula, ors |rt|ng the Tohono O'odham San Xavier istrict
TOM Rillito is an environmental justice area surrounded by the
Town in unincorporated Pima County, predominantly
African American with 100 residents
The YOM Pueblo, located in the Town of Marana, is on
land owned by the Pascua Yaqui Tribe and low income
Ensure social impacts will be studied, including
economics such as tax impacts
TOS is currently focused on land development and
Jay Van Echo, ADOT,; Lisa Ives, transportation linkage, as well as the Sonoran Corridor
. . AECOM,; Alice Templeton, study with El Toro Road connecting to I-11
Town of Sahuarita April 19, dl “Kelly Udall C : .
(TOS) 2016 Gordley Group; Kelly Udall, Honing in on loop concept for everything, emphasizing

capture of industrial and commercial development, sales
tax to; current planning is focused on trade with Mexico,
especially Tech Sector

TOS has a lot of the CEOs from Mexican maquiladoras
living in community and they are building on it
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PRE-SCOPING MEETING SUMMARY
Updated: April 29, 2016

e South Eastern Arizona Community Action Plan
(SEACAP) includes an annexation plan to the east and
includes State Land

e Ifthe I-11/ Sonoran Corridor connection happens too far
south a bypass around the town is created that would be
negative; too far North won’'t have as much impact

e |-19 functions as an arterial for Sahuarita / Green Valley, if
improved, frontage roads could relieve congestion on I-19

e COG staff to provide previous letters to ADOT during the
Feasibility Study

e COG supported the Loop 303 alignment for I-11

e Informed team of the Sonoran Valley Parkway Project;

Christopher Baker, City of
Goodyear (COG); Joe Schmitz,

City of Goodyear April 21, COG:; Rob Bohr, COG; Luke . - . :
(COG) 2016 Albert, COG; Jay Van Echo, Joe Schmitz . glél\éutlhty corrltt)jor aFI>so in same a:ea
ADOT: Lisa Ives, AECOM: wants to be a Participating Agency

e COG suggests public meetings in Buckeye/Goodyear
south of I-10; suggested having security at public
meetings and researching Arizona gun laws

e COT is concerned that I-11 corridor west of the Tucson
Mountains and |-10’s inability to accommodate projected
I-11 traffic has been predetermined

e Negative impacts on COT economic development with a
corridor west of Tucson Mountains

e COT prefers I-11 corridor using 1-10

* Noted importance of strong basis for traffic projections

Heather Honsberger, HDR

Jay Van Echo, ADOT,; Lisa Ives,
AECOM; Jan Gordley, Gordley
Group; Carolyn Laurie, COT;

City of Tucson April 25, c . . James and that the use of new and Smart technologies be
(COoT) 2016 ?P)%“Te' \C/;\/'glrlly nggn TToun;slgﬁher, MacAdam considered, to the extent possible
Water" Andrew Gree’nhill cOT: e Impacts of a corridor west of Tucson Mountains on
J ames: MacAdam. COT ' ' Tucson Water's Avra Valley area large water recharge

and storage facilities providing long term water resources
for Tucson and soon for Phoenix

e COT has no concerns with corridor on |-19 or corridors
north of Marana
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PRE-SCOPING MEETING SUMMARY
Updated: April 29, 2016

Jay Van Echo, ADOT: Lisa Ives, C_OE wants I-11 to connect Wlth the North-South qurldor
, alignment and prefers a corridor that follows SR 87 in
. . AECOM; Jan Gordley, Gordley .
City of Eloy April 26, . ) _ , their area
Group; Ken Martin, COE; Ken Martin . . -
(COE) 2016 i COE is looking at a potential alignment west of I1-10 and
Harvey Krauss, COE; Jon identifies it as b ing El hich Id not benefit
Viaming, COE identifies it as bypassing Eloy, which would not benefi
them
. May 12,
City of Casa Grande 2016
Town of Gila Bend
Tribal Communities
Concerns for wildlife and hunting impacts
Need to protect what the community has, including
San Xavier District agricultural land use
, ' . Jay Van Echo, ADOT,; Jan Consider archeological sites and ancestors
Tohono O’odham April 9, 2016 dl dl Mark Pugh .
Nation Gordley, Gordley Group Concerns about health impacts
Consider needs and desires of future generations
Concerns about how decisions with be made and who will
be involved
April 22 Rebecca Yedlin, FHWA; Jay
Four Southern Tribes b ’ Van Echo, ADOT; Joanie Cady,
2016
ADOT
GRIC asked that a Class | be completed and consulted
on as part of the Section 106 process
GRIC would like to be provided the overall Section 106
process that will be completed with the Tier | so that they
N . . can provide recommendations on any additional or
Gila River In_dlan April 25, Rebecca Yedlin, FHWA I June different work that needs to be completed
Community (attended monthly coordination . :
(GRIC) 2016 meeting) Shorthair Recommended that cultural resource commitments and
9 agreements for Tier 2 be developed in with them
They would like individual meetings throughout the study
process to discuss the project and provide input before
decisions are made
They may require more detail on issues that are more
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PRE-SCOPING MEETING SUMMARY
Updated: April 29, 2016

sensitive in nature
e GRIC asked that the entire project team attend Cultural
Sensitivity Training given by the Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer (THPO)
Ak-Chin Indian May 10, .
Community 2016
Other Stakeholders
e Concerned that rail will be considered in the study
Arizona Transportation March 9 Jay Van Echo, ADOT,; Jan Ramon e ATB wants to know if study team is really open to all
Builders 2016 ' Gordley, Gordley Group; Alice Gaanderse possible alignments, including an Avra Valley alignment
(ATB) Templeton, Gordley Group and expanding existing I-10 alignment into a double-deck
facility
Green Valley- _ . Im_pacts of increased traffic on I-19 will involve increased
Sahuarita Chamber of March 22, | Jay Van Echo, ADOT; Jan _ qlm noise
Commerce 2016 Gordley, Gordley Group DiGiacomo |« Concerned the impacts of a corridor other than 1-19,
would be felt throughout Green Valley
e Concerned about process and options following Tier 1
Southern Arizona . EIS . .
Leadership Council April 27, Jay Van Echo, ADOT; Jan Ted Maxwell | © Stre_ssec_i importance of clarn‘ylr_lg that the purpose of the
2016 Gordley, Gordley Group corridor is more than truck traffic
(SALC) .
e Concerned about conducting the study when no funds
have been allocated
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IMPACT STATEMENT

Cooperating Agency Coordination Meeting #1

DATE & TIME:

LOCATION:
3838 N Central Avenue
Phoenix, AZ

ATTENDEES: (*Participated via teleconference)

Rebecca Yedlin, Aryan Lirange: Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

Thursday, November 3, 2016, 1:00 PM (AZ Time)
ADOT Enforcement Office, 5" Floor Conference Room

Jay Van Echo, Joanie Cady, Carlos Lopez*: Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT)
Dana Warnecke, Cheri Boucher*, Scott Sprague, Kristin Terpening*: Arizona Game and Fish

Department (AGFD)
Lane Cowger: US Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
Clifton Meek*: US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
Don Swann*, Scott Stonum*: US National Park Service (NPS)
Tab Bommarito, US Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation)
Bob Lehman*, US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
Lisa Ives, Jennifer Pyne, Kimberly Bodington: AECOM

MEETING NOTES

Purpose:
Monthly coordination meeting between the FHWA, ADOT, and Cooperating Agencies for the I-11 Corridor
Alternatives Selection Report (ASR) and Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
Responsible Party / Action
Key Discussion Points/Action Items: Item
1. Introductions and Agenda Review
Aryan Lirange, FHWA, Rebecca Yedlin, FHWA, and Jay Van Echo, No action.
ADOT, welcomed the group to the meeting.
2. Recap of Major Deliverable(s)
The 30-day review of the draft Public Outreach and Agency FHWA and ADOT to finalize
Coordination Plan is complete. The project team has been following follow-up with agencies that
up with agencies that did not respond to be a Participating Agency or did not respond and post Plan
Section 106 Consulting Party and incorporating this into the plan (and to Study Website.
Scoping Summary Report) accordingly. Once finalized, the Plan will be
posted to the study website and an email with the link will be distributed
to the agencies.
Comments on the Scoping Summary Report were due Thursday, FHWA and ADOT to finalize
November 3, 2016. FHWA and ADOT are finalizing the report, and then | Scoping Summary Report
will distribute to agencies by posting the report to the Study Website and post to Study Website.
and emailing the link to agencies.
3. Current Major Deliverable(s)
The Purpose and Need Memorandum is currently being reviewed by FHWA and ADOT will
the FHWA legal department. The memorandum will be distributed to distribute Purpose and Need

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

Monthly coordination meeting between the FHWA, ADOT, and Cooperating Agencies for the I-11 Corridor
Alternatives Selection Report (ASR) and Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

Key Discussion Points/Action Items:

Responsible Party / Action
ltem

the agencies in November, giving a 30-day comment period following
the distribution.

Memorandum to agencies.

4. Next Major Deliverable(s)
Jay Van Echo presented an overview of the Alternatives Selection
Report Evaluation Methodology and Criteria for discussion
purposes. The draft ASR Methodology and Criteria Report is currently
being reviewed by ADOT and will be the next major deliverable
distributed to the agencies following Purpose and Need.

No action at this time.

5. Upcoming Major Deliverables and Discussion Topics
Aryan Lirange reported that the Alternatives Selection Report and
Tier 1 EIS Annotated Outline and Methodology are the next major
deliverables that will be distributed to the Cooperating Agencies in the
coming months.

No action at this time.

6. Upcoming Agency and Public Outreach
Jay Van Echo and Aryan Lirange discussed the upcoming agency and
public outreach efforts for the ASR process. Key Milestone Agency
Meetings are targeted for early 2017, along with a webinar for those
who cannot attend in person. Public Information meetings will be held
thereafter in early 2017.

FHWA and ADOT to hold Key
Milestone Agency meetings
and then Public Information

meetings in early 2017.

7. Other Issues or Items
Aryan Lirange and Tab Bommarito, Reclamation, discussed an issue
that has evolved about clarifying legal language in the local and federal
designation of land associated with the Tucson Mitigation Corridor.
Appropriate agencies will hold a meeting Thursday, November 10,
2016 to identify correct designation, authority, and language.

Agencies to organize and hold
meeting associated with
Tucson Mitigation Corridor.

8. Next Meeting Date
Jay Van Echo confirmed the next Cooperating Agency Coordination
Meeting will be held on Wednesday, December 7, 2016 at 1 PM in
Wickenburg, AZ.

No action.

¢ Document Control

Attachments:
(1) Sign In Sheet
(2) Agenda
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Meeting Purpose: _Monthly Cooperating Agency Coordination

Location: _ ADOT Enforcement Office, 5th Floor Conference Room, 3838 N. Central Avenue, Phoenix AZ

H IMPACT STATEMENT

Date: _Thursday, November 3, 2016

Time:_1:00 PM
SIGN-IN SHEET
Name Organization Phone E-mail Address
Fierly, Bodinayion | AELM  u01-usge- 96 | e pebmiran ] T geon b
Laye_ Couﬁpf R DO Y| 7- L, Lcong@é/wgai ﬂflfa?:‘;' /4}4% jfgf}_
Lica 1ves AGLOM
Jun Pyne K&CoM
& | Chan Gouenad AGED
\9\7' Clifton K EPA
Robecea Mecllin THwA
foyan Lirange FiiwA
Jo:uu'e Cadu AT
JM Veur Echo il
Scott Sprunwe Ated
Dana. Warne (kg AGED
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COOPERATING AGENCY COORDINATION MEETING #3
***x* NOTE CHANGE IN MEETING DATE AND LOCATION ****
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 3, 2016
1:00 PM (AZ TIME)

ADOT ENFORCEMENT OFFICE, 5TH FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM
3838 N. CENTRAL AVENUE, PHOENIX AZ

ORr

CLICK HERE: HTTPS://WWW.CONNECTMEETING.ATT.COM
MEETING/CALL-IN NUMBER: 1-888-369-1427; AcCESs CODE: 6874525#

***AGENDA***

1. Introductions and Agenda Review
2. Recap of Major Deliverable(s) Reviewed
a. Public Outreach and Agency Coordination Plan
b. Scoping Summary Report
3. Current Major Deliverable(s)
a. Purpose and Need Memorandum
4. Next Major Deliverable(s)
a. Alternatives Selection Report Evaluation Methodology
5. Upcoming Major Deliverables and Discussion Topics
a. Tier 1 EIS Annotated Outline and Methodology
6. Upcoming Agency and Public Outreach
a. Key Milestone Agency Meetings
b. Public Information Meetings
7. Other Issues or Items
8. Next Meeting Date: 12/7/16 at 1 PM (AZ Time) in Wickenburg or via Conference Call

Contract No. 2015-013 / Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S
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MEETING PURPOSE: Discuss I-11 ASR and Tier 1 EIS

DATE & TIME: February 24, 2017

LOCATION: Conference Call

ATTENDEES: Rebecca Yedlin, FHWA; Aryan Lirange, FHWA; Jay Van Echo,
ADOT,; Lane Cowger, BLM; Rem Hawes, BLM; Jennifer Pyne,
AECOM

MEETING SUMMARY

Key Discussion Points/Action ltems: Responsible Party /

Action Item

1. BLM would prefer alternatives that are west of the Vulture Mountains
Recreation Area (VMRA). In lieu of this option, an alternative within the
multi-use corridor in Vulture Mountains would be considered
acceptable. The third choice would be to deviate from the designated
corridor in order to have a more direct route. BLM does not consider an
alternative on Vulture Mine Road to be acceptable.

2. Regardless of whether an alternative is located within the multi-use BLM to provide letter
corridor, the VMRA would be considered a 4(f) resource. An exception on joint planning for
could occur if FHWA and BLM engage in joint planning and required 4(f) resource [Vulture
mitigation would be identified in this area. Rem Hawes stated that BLM Mountains
can provide a letter on this topic, and he will coordinate with resource Recreation Area].
specialists regarding potential mitigation. BLM will review 4(f)

issues and
coordinate with
FHWA.

3. FHWA indicated that alternatives through VRMA may not be presented
unless a letter on joint planning is provided, due to the 4(f) issue. The
study team needs to know which alternatives are realistic on BLM-
managed lands.

4. BLM indicated that a Resource Management Plan Amendment would
not be required if an alternative is entirely within the multi-use corridor. It
was noted that scattered BLM parcels throughout the I-11 study area
would require a ROW grant and/or new corridor designation.

5. ADOT/FHWA will provide shapefiles for rough alternatives locations so ADOT/FHWA to
BLM can provide input on potential issues. provide GIS
shapefiles for

preliminary
alternative locations.

6. The I-8 corridor is generally 300 feet wide. It was stated that alternatives

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



Key Discussion Points/Action ltems:

Responsible Party /
Action Item

following 1-8 could probably fit within the existing ROW. It was noted
that it would be difficult decision for BLM to allow encroachment along
this corridor.

7. The group discussed whether a meeting was warranted between Ray
Suazo and Karla Petty, and concluded that it was not needed at this
time. They should touch base before the Draft EIS is issued.

8. Rem Hawes indicated that an MOU was under preparation between
BLM and Maricopa County Parks regarding recreation management in
VMRA.

cc: Document Control
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MEETING PURPOSE: Agency Coordination Meeting #4 — Avondale
DATE & TIME: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 10:00 AM
LOCATION: Estrella Mountain Community College

3000 N. Dysart Rd., Avondale, AZ

ATTENDEES: List of attendees provided in the attached sign-in sheets

MEETING NOTES

Purpose:

questions on the study.

The purpose of the Agency Coordination meeting was to meet with federal, state, regional, local,
and tribal agencies/organizations that are Cooperating or Participating Agencies in the
environmental review process for the I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS. The attendees were provided an
overview of the alternatives selection process via PowerPoint and invited to submit comments or

Key Discussion Points / Comments:

Commenter

1. Maricopa County now owns land within the Vulture Mountain Recreation
Area. The County is glad to see the northern portion of alternative option V
removed from further evaluation.

[Response: The technical team has noted.]

Lauren Bromley,
Maricopa County
Parks and
Recreation

2. The EIS for the Santa Cruz River Floodplain Study is underway, with a
DEIS anticipated in 2019. The US Army Corps of Engineers study team is
interested in GIS shapefiles of the alternatives.

[Response: Once the Alternatives Selection phase is complete, GIS data
will be shared with Cooperating and Participating Agencies.]

Jesse Rice, US
Army Corps of
Engineers

3. The Air Quality Department is most interested in options “M” and “K” that
provide a bypass around metropolitan Phoenix, alleviating congestion
through the center of the city and reducing air quality concerns.

[Response: The technical team has noted.]

Richard Sumner,
Maricopa County

Air Quality

4. The Flood Control District manages several pieces of infrastructure east of
the Hassayampa River, including an 8-mile dam north of I-10 that would
conflict with alternative option W.

[Response: The technical team has noted.]

Michael Duncan,
Flood Control
District of
Maricopa County

5. Noted that the Flood Control District is also studying a levy on the north
side of the Gila River (south of option “R"): El Rio Levy.

The Sonoran Parkway EIS is expected to be final this year. This corridor
generally overlays with alternative option “M”. Goodyear annexed Mobile

Ed Kender, BLM

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

The purpose of the Agency Coordination meeting was to meet with federal, state, regional, local,
and tribal agencies/organizations that are Cooperating or Participating Agencies in the
environmental review process for the I-11 Corridor Tier 1 EIS. The attendees were provided an
overview of the alternatives selection process via PowerPoint and invited to submit comments or
guestions on the study.

Key Discussion Points / Comments: Commenter

and needs to provide services to the area. The City sees a need for both
the parkway facility (local access) and I-11 (high capacity, longer distance
travel). This document discusses wildlife crossings between Maricopa and
Estrella Mountains related to options “M” and “L".

[Response: The technical team has noted.]

Technical team asked Mr. Kender if an RMP amendment would be
needed if I-11 traverses BLM land in the central section. He indicated that
an amendment may be needed, but would occur during Tier 2 activities.

6. Follow up with the City of Goodyear on the Sonoran Parkway and

: : Bill Olsen,
relationship to I-11. Newland
[Response: Technical team has noted.] Communities

¢ Document Control

Attachments: Meeting Sign-in Sheets
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Meeting Purpose: Agency Coordination Meeting

Location: Estrella Mtn Community College, 3000 N. Dysart Rd., Avondale, AZ

Date: Tuesday, May 16,2017 Time: 10:00 AM

SIGN-IN SHEET

Phone

Linbr) Bodiwyth Accom
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Meeting Purpose: Agency Coordination Meeting

Location: Estrella Min Community College, 3000 N. Dysart Rd., Avondale, AZ

Date: Tuesday, May 16,2017 Time: 10:00 AM

SIGN-IN SHEET

ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT
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