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Abstract

Abstract

This Final Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement and Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation (Final
Tier 1 EIS) evaluates alternatives for the Interstate 11 (I-11) Corridor in Santa Cruz, Pima, Pinal,
Maricopa, and Yavapai Counties, Arizona. The purpose of I-11 is to provide a high-priority, high-
capacity, access-controlled transportation corridor to serve population and employment growth;
support regional mobility; connect metropolitan areas and markets; enhance access to support
economic vitality; and provide alternate regional routes to facilitate emergency evacuation and
defense access.

This Final Tier 1 EIS is presented in a condensed format per Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) Technical Advisory T 6640.8A, Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental
and Section 4(f) Documents. The condensed format avoids duplication of content presented in
the Draft Tier 1 EIS that remains unchanged or does not affect the NEPA decisions to be made.

The Draft Tier 1 EIS provided information for the public, agencies, and tribes to comment on the
analysis of a set of Build Corridor Alternatives, including a Recommended Alternative. Each
Build Corridor Alternative is a 2,000-foot-wide corridor, within which a future alignment would be
located (Figure I-2). The assumed ultimate typical cross section for the I-11 facility is
approximately 400 feet wide, but the specific alignment location and width would be refined as
part of the Tier 2 analyses.

Based on the analysis presented in the Draft and Final Tier 1 EIS, and after consideration of
public and stakeholder input received during the public comment period for the Draft EIS, FHWA
and ADOT identified a Preferred Alternative in this Final Tier 1 EIS that is different than the
Recommended Alternative in the Draft Tier 1 EIS. This Final Tier 1 EIS evaluates the
Recommended Alternative from the Draft Tier 1 EIS, the Preferred Alternative, and the No Build
Alternative to characterize the potential effects of each on the social, economic, and natural
environments. The No Build Alternative represents the existing transportation system, with
committed improvement projects that are programmed for funding.

The Preferred Alternative balances transportation needs with impacts to the natural and human
environment and stakeholder input. The condensed format allows the reader to understand the
rationale for changes between the Recommended Alternative and Preferred Alternative and the
potential environmental impacts and avoidance and mitigation associated with the Preferred
Alternative.

This Final Tier 1 EIS documents the NEPA study completed to date, culminating in the
identification of the Preferred Alternative. This process included technical analysis, coordination
with study partners such as Cooperating Agencies, Participating Agencies, and Tribal
Governments, as well as the review and consideration of public input received at study
milestones.

This Final Tier 1 EIS will be available for a 30-day review period for federal, state, and local
agencies and private organizations, and members of the public who provided substantive
comments on the Draft Tier 1 EIS (23 CFR 771.125(f)). FHWA and ADOT will sign a Record of
Decision and post it on the project website no sooner than 30 days after publication of the Final
Tier 1 EIS.
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ADOT is committed to providing equal access to electronic and information technology for
people with disabilities in accordance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section
508), as amended. If you require assistance or wish to report an issue related to the

accessibility of any content in this document, please contact the ADOT Civil Rights Office at
602.712.8946.
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Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Americans with Disabilities Act

Pursuant to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
and other nondiscrimination laws and authorities, ADOT does not discriminate on the basis of
race, color, national origin, sex, age, or disability. Persons that require a reasonable
accommodation based on language or disability should contact Laura Douglas, ADOT
Community Relations Project Manager, at 602.568.7721 or Idouglas@azdot.gov. Requests
should be made as early as possible to ensure the State has an opportunity to address the
accommodation.

De acuerdo con el Titulo VI de la Ley de Derechos Civiles de 1964, la Ley de Estadounidenses
con Discapacidades (ADA por sus siglas en inglés) y otras normas y leyes antidiscriminatorias,
el Departamento de Transporte de Arizona (ADOT) no discrimina por motivos de raza, color,
origen nacional, sexo, edad o discapacidad. Las personas que requieran asistencia (dentro de
lo razonable) ya sea por el idioma o discapacidad deben ponerse en contacto con la Laura
Douglas al 602.568.7721 o ldouglas@azdot.gov. Las solicitudes deben hacerse lo més antes
posible para asegurar que el Estado tenga la oportunidad de hacer los arreglos necesarios.
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Arizona Administrative Code

Area of Critical Environmental Concern
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Americans with Disabilities Act

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Arizona Department of Transportation

Arizona Department of Water Resources
Arizona Game and Fish Department

Above Mean Sea Level

Arizona Revised Statute

Arizona State Land Department

ASTM International

Arizona Wildlife Linkages Working Group
Arizona Department of Agriculture

Arizona Geological Survey

Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Arizona Statewide Travel Demand Model
Bureau of Land Management

Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad

Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development
Clean Air Act

Central Arizona Governments

Central Arizona Project

Central Area Valley Storage and Recovery Project
Central Arizona Water Conservation District
Census Designated Place

Council on Environmental Quality
Comprehensive Environmental Resource Conservation and Liability Act
Cumulative Effects Study Area

Code of Federal Regulations

Carbon Monoxide

Carbon Dioxide
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DOI US Department of the Interior
DOT Department of Transportation
EIS Environmental Impact Statement
EO Executive Order
EPA Environmental Protection Agency
ERMA Extensive Recreation Management Area
ESA Endangered Species Act
FAA Federal Aviation Administration
FAST Act Fixing America's Surface Transportation Act
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act
FR Federal Register
FRA Federal Railroad Administration
FTA Federal Transit Administration
FUDS Formerly Used Defense Site
GIS Geographic Information System
HDMS Heritage Data Management System
I Interstate
KOP Key Observation Point
LE Listed as Endangered under the ESA
LEDPA Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
LIB Large Intact Block
LOS Level of Service
LT Listed as Threatened under the ESA
LU Landscape Unit
LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tank
LWCFA Land and Water Conservation Fund Act
MAG Maricopa Association of Government
MAP-21 Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act
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mph miles per hour

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization

MS4 Municipal Separate Stormwater Sewer System
MSAT Mobile Source Air Toxic

N/A Not Applicable

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NAC Noise Abatement Criteria

NAR Noise Abatement Requirements

NDOT Nevada Department of Transportation
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NHL National Historic Landmark

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NO; Nitrogen Dioxide

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NPS National Park Service

NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service
NRHP National Register of Historic Places

NWI National Wetlands Inventory

Os Ozone

°C degrees Celsius

oF degrees Fahrenheit

PAG Pima Association of Governments

PEL Planning and Environmental Linkage

PM Particulate Matter

PMso Particulate Matter less than ten microns
PM2s Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns
ppb parts per billion

ppm parts per million

Project Team Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Department of Transportation, and their
consultants

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
REMI Regional Economic Models, Inc.

RMP Resource Management Plan

RMZ Recreation Management Zone
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RTC
RTP
SAFETEA-LU

SAVSARP
SCMPO
SDWA
SEAGO
Section 106
Section 6(f)
SERI
SGCN
SHPO

SIP

SPRR

SR

SRMA
STIP
STRAHNET
Study Area
SWAP

TIP

TNM
UPRR

us

US Institute
USACE
USAF
U.S.C.
USDA
uUsSDOT
USEPA
USFS
USFWS
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Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada
Regional Transportation Plan

Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users

Southern Area Valley Storage and Recovery Project
Sun Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization
Safe Drinking Water Act

South Eastern Arizona Governments Organization
Portion of the National Historic Preservation Act
Section of the 1965 Land and Water Conservation Fund Act
Species of Economic and Recreational Importance
Species of Greatest Conservation Need

State Historic Preservation Office

State Implementation Plan

Southern Pacific Railroad

State Route

Special Recreation Management Area

State Transportation Improvement Program
Strategic Highway Network

I-11 Corridor Study Area

Arizona State Wildlife Action Plan 2012-2022
Transportation Improvement Plan

Traffic Noise Model

Union Pacific Railroad

United States

US Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution
United States Corps of Engineers

United States Air Force

United States Code

United States Department of Agriculture

United States Department of Transportation
United States Environmental Protection Agency
United States Forest Service

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
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USGS
usT

VP
VRM
WQARF
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United States Geological Survey
Underground Storage Tank

Viewpoint

Visual Resource Management

Water Quality Assurance Revolving Fund
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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation
(ADOT) are conducting the environmental review process for the Interstate 11 (I-11) Corridor
from Nogales to Wickenburg, Arizona. This Final Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement and
Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation (Final Tier 1 EIS) has been prepared as part of this process
in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other regulatory
requirements. FHWA is the Federal Lead Agency and ADOT is the local project sponsor under
NEPA. As the federal lead agency, FHWA is responsible for compliance with NEPA and related
statutes.

ES.1  Project Background

The concept of a high-capacity, north-south interstate freeway facility connecting Canada and
Mexico through the western United States (US) has been considered for more than 20 years. It
was initially identified as the CANAMEX trade corridor in the 1991 Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act, established under the North American Free Trade Agreement in
1993, and defined by the US Congress in the 1995 National Highway Systems Designation Act
(Public Law 104-59). CANAMEX was designated as High-Priority Corridor #26 in the National
Highway System, recognizing the importance of the corridor to the nation’s economy, defense,
and mobility.

This NEPA process builds upon the prior I-11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study, a
multimodal planning effort completed in 2014 that involved ADOT, Nevada Department of
Transportation (NDOT), FHWA, Federal Railroad Administration, Maricopa Association of
Governments, Regional Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada, and other key
stakeholders. The I-11 and Intermountain West Corridor Study identified the 1-11 Corridor as a
critical piece of multimodal infrastructure that would diversify, support, and connect the
economies of Arizona and Nevada.

In December 2015, the US Congress approved the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act
(FAST Act), which is a 5-year legislation plan to improve the nation’s surface transportation
infrastructure. The FAST Act formally designates I-11 as an interstate freeway throughout
Arizona, reinforcing ADOT’s overall concept for I-11 that emerged from the 1-11 and
Intermountain West Corridor Study (NDOT and ADOT 2014). This Final Tier 1 EIS is the next
step in the continuum of project development activities for the 1-11 Corridor between Nogales
and Wickenburg.

ES.2  Scope of Final Tier 1 EIS

This Final Tier 1 EIS evaluates alternatives for the 1-11 Corridor for approximately 280 miles
between Nogales and Wickenburg in Santa Cruz, Pima, Pinal, Maricopa, and Yavapai Counties,
Arizona. The Tier 1 EIS process is an effective method for managing the NEPA process across
a large geographic area such as the I-11 Corridor Study Area (Study Area).
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The Draft Tier 1 EIS provided information for the public, agencies, and tribes to comment on the
analysis of a set of Build Corridor Alternatives and a No Build Alternative, and identified a
Recommended Alternative. FHWA is following a tiered environmental process.

This Final Tier 1 EIS is presented in a condensed format per FHWA Technical Advisory

T 6640.8A, Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental and Section 4(f) Documents
(1987). The condensed format avoids duplication of content presented in the Draft Tier 1 EIS
that remains unchanged or does not affect the NEPA decisions to be made.

As I-11 is intended to extend from Mexico to Canada, highway, rail, and utilities may be located
in the same corridor. The analysis in this Final Tier 1 EIS does not preclude rail or utility co-
location if this infrastructure is implemented in the future. The planning for any future rail or
utility infrastructure co-located with 1-11 would need to include a separate environmental review
process.

ES.3 Need for the Proposed Facility

The assessment of needs associated with I-11 from Nogales to Wickenburg builds upon the I-11
and Intermountain West Corridor Study and its accompanying Planning and Environmental
Linkages document (NDOT and ADOT 2014). Key transportation-related problems and issues in
the Study Area were identified based on a combination of previous studies and input from
agency coordination and public involvement during the 1-11 Corridor Study scoping process.
The problems, issues, and opportunities identified in the Study Area include:

f  Population and employment growth: High-growth areas need access to the high-capacity,
access-controlled transportation network.

f Traffic growth and travel time reliability: Increased traffic growth reduces travel time
reliability due to unpredictable freeway conditions that impede travel flows and hinder the
ability to move people and goods around and between metropolitan areas efficiently.

f  System linkages and regional mobility: The lack of a north-south interstate freeway link in
the Intermountain West constrains trade, reduces access for economic development, and
inhibits efficient mobility.

f  Access to economic activity centers: Efficient freeway access and connectivity to major
economic activity centers are required for operations in a competitive economic market.

' Homeland security and national defense: Alternate interstate freeway routes and regional
route redundancy help alleviate congestion and prevent bottlenecks during emergency
situations. These routes may be parallel or may generally serve the same major origin and
destination points, with local or regional roads connecting the freeways.

ES.4  Purpose of the Proposed Facility

Given the need for greater connectivity and travel time reliability as population and employment
continue to increase in the Study Area, the purpose of the I-11 corridor is to:

July 2021
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I Provide a high-priority, high-capacity, access-controlled transportation corridor to serve
population and employment growth.

1 Support improved regional mobility for people and goods to reduce congestion and improve
travel efficiency.

T Connect metropolitan areas and markets in the Intermountain West to Mexico and Canada
through a continuous high-capacity transportation corridor.

1 Enhance access to the high-capacity transportation network to support economic vitality.

T Provide for regional route redundancy to facilitate efficient mobility for emergency
evacuation and defense access.

ES.5 Alternatives Considered

The Tier 1 EIS alternatives development process narrowed down a large initial range of
suggested options to a smaller reasonable range to carry forward for detailed evaluation in the
Draft Tier 1 EIS. The Project Team, comprised of FHWA, ADOT, and their consultant team, first
developed a range of corridor options (or segments) within the Study Area and lettered them
from A to W. The corridor options were based on prior plans and studies, agency scoping input,
public input, tribal coordination, and technical analysis. The Project Team eliminated options
that did not perform as well as others in the same area and then combined remaining options to
form three end-to-end Build Corridor Alternatives (Purple, Green, and Orange).

ES.5.1 Purple, Green, Orange, and Recommended End-to-End Alternatives

The Draft Tier 1 EIS compared the Purple, Green, and Orange Alternatives and the No Build
Alternative. The end-to end Build Corridor Alternatives (Purple, Green, and Orange) represent
the range of viewpoints gathered from stakeholders, agencies, tribes, and the public during the
NEPA scoping process. The Orange Alternative consists mostly of existing interstate and
highway corridors. The Green Alternative is primarily new corridors not co-located with existing
highways, and the Purple Alternative is a mix of existing and new corridors. The Draft Tier 1 EIS
recommended a hybrid alternative that used pieces of each end-to-end Build Corridor
Alternative, referred to as the Recommended Alternative.

Each of the Build Corridor Alternatives is a 2,000-foot-wide corridor within which a future Tier 2
study would place the specific alignment of I-11 and design, assumed to be approximately

400 feet wide. If a Build Corridor Alternative is selected in the Tier 1 EIS Record of Decision, it
will be studied further in future Tier 2 NEPA analyses and constructed in phases. The 2,000-
foot-wide corridor studied in the Tier 1 EIS provides flexibility for future studies to also consider
co-location of rail or utilities.

ES.5.2 No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative is the baseline for comparison to the Build Corridor Alternatives and is
evaluated as a full alternative in the Draft Tier 1 EIS. The No Build Alternative consists of the
existing transportation system as well as committed transportation projects that are
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programmed for funding in ADOT’s 2018-2022 Five-Year Transportation Facilities Construction
Program (ADOT 2017a).

ES.5.3 Preferred Alternative

FHWA and ADOT have identified a Preferred Alternative in this Final Tier 1 EIS that is different
from the Recommended Alternative in the Draft Tier 1 EIS. The Preferred Alternative is shown
on Figure ES-1. The Recommended Alternative is shown on Figure ES-2. Chapter 6 describes
the Preferred Alternative and the rationale for its selection.

ES.6 Comparison of Recommended and Preferred Alternatives

The Final Tier 1 EIS documents the NEPA study completed to date, culminating in the
identification of the Preferred Alternative. This process included technical analysis, coordination
with study partners such as Cooperating Agencies, Participating Agencies, and Tribal
Governments, as well as the review and consideration of public input received at study
milestones.

The Project Team evaluated the comments received on the Recommended Alternative
presented in the Draft Tier 1 EIS. Based on this evaluation, FHWA and ADOT are proceeding
with a Preferred Alternative in this Final Tier 1 EIS that is different from the Recommended
Alternative in the Draft Tier 1 EIS. The Final Tier 1 EIS compares the Recommended
Alternative, the Preferred Alternative, and the No Build Alternative to characterize the potential
effects of each on the social, economic, and natural environments. The Preferred Alternative
balances transportation needs with impacts to the natural and human environment and
stakeholder input.

ES.6.1 Summary of Alignment Differences between the Recommended and
Preferred Alternatives

Changes between the Recommended and Preferred Alternative were based on feedback on the
Draft Tier 1 EIS and the additional technical analyses documented in Chapter 3 (Affected
Environment and Environmental Consequences) and Chapter 4 (Draft Preliminary Section 4(f)
Evaluation) of this Final Tier 1 EIS. The Preferred Alternative follows more existing highways
than the Recommended Alternative and includes segments co-located with 1-19, 1-8, SR 85,
I-10, and US 93. It also includes many of the new corridor segments from the Recommended
Alternative while incorporating several refinements to avoid and minimize potential impacts, as
described below:

I The Preferred Alternative carries forward both the west option in Pima County
(Recommended or Green Alternative) and the east option in Pima County (Orange
Alternative), allowing ADOT to make a more informed decision after completing detailed
environmental and engineering studies in Tier 2.

1 The Preferred Alternative connects to 1-10 at Park Link Drive north of Marana rather than
Tortolita Boulevard, which is responsive to feedback from the Town of Marana.
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1 The Preferred Alternative incorporates a refinement in southern Pinal County to minimize
impacts to the Santa Cruz River in response to comments from the US Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE).

1 The Preferred Alternative follows Montgomery Road north of I-8, which is consistent with
adopted plans and local agency feedback.

1 The Preferred Alternative uses SR 85 and I-10 in the Buckeye area, eliminating new
crossings of the Gila River and Hassayampa River and minimizing impacts to critical riparian
habitat and federally protected species.

1 The Preferred Alternative was shifted slightly west near US 93 in Yavapai County to
minimize impacts to residences, floodplains, wildlife linkages, and Sonoran Desert tortoise
habitat.

Table ES-1 compares major geometric characteristics of the Recommended Alternative and
Preferred Alternative.

Table ES-1. Characteristics of Recommended and Preferred Alternatives

Preferred Alternative Preferred Alternative

Recommended with West Option in with East Option in
Characteristic Alternative Pima County Pima County
Total Length (miles) 276.1 276.0 267.8
New Lane Miles 917 864 714

ES.6.2 Purpose and Need Comparison

Table ES-2 compares the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives against Purpose and Need
metrics.

Table ES-2. Considerations in Meeting the I-11 Purpose and Need: Recommended
and Preferred Alternatives

Preferred
Alternative with Preferred Alternative

Purpose and No Build Recommended West Option in with East Option in
Need Metric  Alternative Alternative Pima County Pima County

Population and Employment Growth

Provides Does not Best serves areas of Best serves Casa Grande and Wickenburg

Access to serve greatest population growth areas

Planned highest and employment Serves growth in Buckeye well, but does not

Growth growth area | growth in the Study provide as much access to the Goodyear/ SR

Areas® (western Area in Pinal and 303L area as the Recommended Alternative
July 2021
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West Option in
Pima County
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Preferred Alternative
with East Option in
Pima County

Maricopa western Maricopa Serves planned Best serves continued
County), Counties (Casa growth area near | population and
within the Grande, Goodyear, Ryan Airfield employment growth
Study Area | Buckeye, and centered along existing
Wickenburg) I-10 and 1-19
(Sahuarita, Tucson,
Marana)

Traffic Growth and Travel Time Reliability

Reduces 297 minutes | 234 minutes 236 minutes 250 minutes

Travel Time

for Long-

Distance

Traffic (2040

northbound

travel time

from Nogales

to

Wickenburg)®

Achieves LOS F on LOS C or better on LOS C or better on | LOS C in rural areas

Level of existing -11 -11 outside of Tucson

Service roads in LOS D on I-11 in urban

(LOS) Cor some areas areas (Tucson)

better in rural

areas, LOS D

or better in

urban areas

on I-11°b

System Linkages and Regio

nal Mobility

Percent
increase in
vehicle miles
traveled
(VMT)

Percent
increase in
truck VMT

No diversion
of
passenger
vehicles or
trucks

Effectively attracts/diverts traffic from existing roadways

6 percent increase in
passenger car and
truck VMT

23 percent increase in
truck VMT

, @s measured by:

5 percent increase
in passenger car
and truck VMT

21 percent
increase in truck
VMT

6 percent increase in
passenger car and truck
VMT

23 percent increase in
truck VMT

Access to Economic Activity Centers

Serves Key
Economic
Centers®

Serves 8
existing
economic
centers

Serves 16 economic
centers, 8 existing and
8 emerging

Serves 15
economic centers,
6 existing and 9
emerging

Serves 17 economic
centers, 8 existing and
9 emerging

Project No. M5180 01P / Federal Aid No. 999-M(161)S
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Preferred
Alternative with Preferred Alternative

Purpose and No Build Recommended West Option in with East Option in
Need Metric  Alternative Alternative Pima County Pima County

Homeland Security and National Defense

Provides an No Yes, for 247.4 miles of | Yes, for 219.5 Yes, for 143.1 miles of
Alternate the total 276.1-mile- miles of the total the total 267.8-mile-long
Regional long alternative 276.0-mile-long alternative

Route® alternative

2 Planned growth areas included in this metric are shown as areas of growth on Figure 1-4.
b Measured in the afternoon peak period.
¢ Key economic centers are shown as existing and emerging employment clusters on Figure 1-4.

d Alternate regional route was reported by segment (lettered option) in the Draft Tier 1 EIS. The Final Tier 1 EIS reports this metric
by miles because segmentation has changed, and mileage provides a consistent measurement across all alternatives.

ES.6.3 Comparison of Impacted Resources

Table ES-3 compares impacts for the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives where they are
guantified in Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences) and Chapter
4 (Draft Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation). There were no quantified differences for Section
3.11 (Hazardous Materials); Section 3.12 (Geology, Soils, and Prime and Unique Farmlands);
Section 3.15 (Temporary and Construction-Related Impacts); and Section 3.16 (Irreversible
and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources); impacts are similar for these resources.

Under all Build Corridor Alternatives, construction of new transportation facilities could indirectly
affect the type or pace of land use changes through the introduction of new access and more
efficient travel corridors to undeveloped areas. Additionally, the Build Corridor Alternatives
would add to the cumulative efficiency and mobility benefits provided by the transportation
system through the diversion of traffic, improved travel times, lower congestion levels, improved
safety, and more direct routes. Indirect and cumulative impacts for all alternatives from potential
future actions are discussed further in Section 3.17 (Indirect and Cumulative Effects).

Table ES-3. Comparison of Impacts on Resources within the 2,000-foot-wide
Corridors of the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives

Preferred Preferred
Alternative with Alternative with
Recommended West Option in East Option in
Resource Alternative Pima County Pima County

Land Use (Section 3.3)
BLM Land (acres) 6,415 10,861 10,323
Private Land (acres) 40,939 38,596 39,999
State Trust Land (acres) 12,629 17,241 12,487
Community Resources, Title VI, and Environmental Justice (Section 3.5)
Project Area within Minority or Low- 29,257 15,786 18,790
Income Communities (acres)
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Preferred

Alternative with

West Option in

Preferred

Alternative with

East Option in

Pima County

Pima County

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

Project Area within Minority or Low- 39% 24% 29%

Income Communities (% of total

Project Area acres)

Economic Impacts (Section 3.6)

Gross Regional Product ($ Billions) $12.2 $11.7 $9.6

Personal Income ($ Billions) $10.3 $10.1 $8.5

Employment (Thousands of Job- 136.2 130.2 106.7

Years)

Archaeological, Historical, Architectural, and Cultural Resources (Section 3.7)

Percent covered by previous cultural

resource surveys (% of total Project 23% 28% 39%

Area acres)

Total recorded archaeological sites

and historic structures within 215 246 420

surveyed areas (number)

Estimated potentially NRHP-eligible 100 110 70

archaeological sites and historic

structures affected (number)

Total NRHP-listed or determined 0 0 4

eligible historic districts and buildings

affected (number)

Estimated unrecorded potentially 4 3 5

NRHP-eligible historic districts and

buildings affected (number)

Traditional Cultural Properties 2 2 2

Potentially Directly Affected (number)

Visual and Aesthetics (Section 3.9)

BLM Visual Resource Management 0 0 0

Class | (acres)

BLM Visual Resource Management 0 0 0

Class Il (acres)

BLM Visual Resource Management 2,988 3,097 2,568

Class Il (acres)

BLM Visual Resource Management 3,495 7,583 7,583

Class IV (acres)

Water Resources (Section 3.13)

Within Active Management Areas for 258 270 247

Groundwater (miles)

Within Sole Source Aquifers (miles) 106 119 98

Groundwater Wells (number) 887 636 1,183

Impaired Waters in Proximity (miles) 35 32 41
July 2021
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Preferred Preferred
Alternative with Alternative with
Recommended West Option in East Option in
Resource Alternative Pima County Pima County

Potential Waters of the US (miles) 306 323 312
National Wetland Inventory and Key 187/5 2821/3 286/5
Potential Wetlands (acres / number)
FEMA Floodplains (acres) 15,817 13,261 10,809
Biological Resources (Section 3.14)
Riparian Areas (acres) 1,209 694 590
Important Bird Areas (acres) 1,464 1,133 572
Fragments Lost from Existing Large 13,072 8,368 3,550
Intact Blocks (acres)
Section 4(f) Properties (Chapter 4)
Potential Use of Section 4(f) 2 2 8
Properties (number)

ES.7 Coordination and Outreach

FHWA and ADOT have undertaken continuous outreach efforts throughout the scoping process,
alternatives development, and preparation of the Draft Tier 1 EIS. Further detail and information
on the outreach described below can be found in Chapter 5 (Coordination and Outreach) and
Appendix G (Public Involvement Materials) of the Draft Tier 1 EIS.

ES.7.1 Coordination and Outreach for Draft Tier 1 EIS

Major outreach opportunities prior to publication of the Draft Tier 1 EIS included pre-scoping,
scoping, agency/public information meetings, and recurring agency coordination meetings.

FHWA and ADOT requested local and federal agencies and tribal governments to participate in
the environmental review process by inviting them to be a Cooperating Agency or a
Participating Agency under NEPA guidelines. In addition, agencies and others were invited to
participate as consulting parties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(see Section 3.7 [Archaeological, Historical, Architectural, and Cultural Resources]). There are
a total of 10 Cooperating Agencies and 51 Participating Agencies. Their roles and
responsibilities have included early and regular participation in the NEPA process and providing
comments and guidance on draft documents, including the Administrative Draft Tier 1 EIS.
Cooperating Agencies have continued to meet monthly throughout the NEPA process.

Tribes were invited to attend agency and stakeholder meetings at each major milestone
throughout the study process (2016 scoping activities and 2017 agency and public information
meetings). The Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Pascua Yaqui Tribe,
and Tohono O’odham Nation were engaged throughout the study process. A series of smaller
meetings occurred with the Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, Tohono O’odham Nation, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, and other
tribal governments that requested individual meetings.
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A 45-day scoping period held from May 23 to July 8, 2016, was initiated by the publication of the
Notice of Intent to Prepare a Tier 1 EIS in the Federal Register in May 2016 (81 FR 32007). The
input FHWA and ADOT received during scoping helped identify the opportunities and
constraints in the Study Area, the range of alternatives to be studied, and approach and
methodology for the environmental analysis.

ES.7.2 Draft Tier 1 EIS Outreach and Public Review Period

On April 5, 2019, FHWA published a notice of availability for the Draft Tier 1 EIS (84 FR 13662).
An Errata to the Draft Tier 1 EIS was prepared to include a section of the document missing
from the April 5, 2019, publication; it was made available for review on the project website on
April 25, 2019, and the comment period was extended through July 8, 2019 (84 FR 18634).
During the public review period, FHWA and ADOT conducted agency outreach and a public
hearing process to provide opportunities for comment. Six public hearings were held throughout
the Study Area and are listed in Table 5-3. Appendix G (Public Involvement Summary Report)
of this Final Tier 1 EIS provides more detailed information on the public hearings and the
outreach process for the public hearings.

The Project Team received 12,445 comment submissions through the official comment
channels during the official comment period. Refer to Chapter 6 (Preferred Alternative) for a
summary of comments. All comments received during the April 5 to July 8, 2019, comment
period are addressed in Appendix H (Comments on Draft Tier | EIS and Responses) of this
Final Tier 1 EIS.

ES.7.3 Coordination and Outreach Since Draft Tier 1 EIS

Following the close of the Draft Tier 1 EIS public comment period on July 8, 2019, the Project

Team focused their efforts on reviewing and understanding comments and continued to meet

with agency partners. Agency outreach and coordination following the formal comment period
for the Draft Tier 1 EIS included one-on-one meetings with agency stakeholders so that ADOT
and FHWA could gain a better understanding of comments and potential solutions to address

concerns, as well as recurring cooperating agency, project management team, and executive

leadership team meetings.

ES.8 Funding, Implementation, and Phasing

Following the public review period for this Final Tier 1 EIS, FHWA and ADOT will publish a
Record of Decision that affirms a Selected Alternative. If FHWA and ADOT select a Build
Corridor Alternative in the Record of Decision, the build alternative would be implemented in
segments as funding is available. At this time, no funding has been identified to plan, design, or
construct any part of I-11, including any Tier 2 analysis. The implementation of the corridor
could entail federal, state, or local funding; tolling; or private-public partnerships. If the No Build
Alternative is selected, no I-11 project would occur.

ADOT may also phase Tier 2 projects according to the type of facility and extent of
improvements within a segment such as intersection or interchange improvements, additional
access controls, or construction of a two-lane, three-lane, or four-lane divided roadway that is
later upgraded to interstate standards.
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ADOT will act as the lead agency on any future Tier 2 process for the I-11 project as FHWA and
ADOT entered a Memorandum of Understanding in April 2019 where ADOT was assigned
responsibility to conduct environmental reviews under NEPA.

Before initiating a Tier 2 project, ADOT would verify the termini, identify the scope, and
determine the specific class of NEPA analysis. The Tier 2 process would include NEPA analysis
to inform the selection of a specific alignment within the 2,000-foot-wide corridor, site-specific
environmental analyses, development of site-specific mitigation measures, and preliminary
design. The alignment is expected to be approximately 400 feet wide but will depend on site-
specific constraints and requirements. ADOT will continue to coordinate with tribes, public, and
agencies prior to and during Tier 2 project-level analysis.

See Chapter 7 (Summary of Mitigation and Tier 2 Analysis) for a summary of specific Tier 2
studies and mitigation. Because this is a Tier 1 NEPA document, mitigation measures in the
Record of Decision represent commitments that will be implemented in I-11 Tier 2 projects.
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INTRODUCTION AND READER’S GUIDE

This section introduces and summarizes the overall methodology for the Final Tier 1 EIS. This
section replaces Section 3.1 (Introduction) of the Draft Tier 1 EIS, which previously only
summarized the organization of, and Tier 1 analysis methodology for, Chapter 3 (Affected
Environment and Environmental Consequences).

Condensed Final Tier 1 EIS

This Final Tier 1 EIS is presented in a condensed format per FHWA Technical Advisory

T 6640.8A, Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental and Section 4(f) Documents
(1987). The Final Tier 1 EIS is a much shorter document than one prepared under a traditional
approach. The condensed format avoids duplication of content presented in the Draft Tier 1 EIS
that remains unchanged and does not affect the NEPA decisions to be made. This Final Tier 1
EIS does not republish all data and analyses at the same level of detail as the Draft Tier 1 EIS
and its technical appendices; rather, this Final Tier 1 EIS references corresponding sections of
the Draft Tier 1 EIS and presents noteworthy changes and updates since the publication of the
Draft Tier 1 EIS.

FHWA and ADOT decided to use the condensed Read Chapter 6 (Preferred Alternative) to
Final Tier 1 EIS format, in part, to streamline
complex information as requested by several
cooperating and participating agencies.

learn about the Preferred Alternative
identified by the Final Tier 1 EIS and how it
compares to the Recommended Alternative
that was presented in the Draft Tier 1 EIS.

The organization of this Final Tier 1 EIS focuses on
the comparison of the Recommended Alternative
from the Draft Tier 1 EIS and the Preferred Alternative, with only limited references to the
Purple, Green, and Orange Build Corridor Alternatives or lettered options (the smaller segments
A, B, C, etc.) where necessary to explain differences in impacts. The condensed format allows
the reader to understand the rationale for changes between the Recommended Alternative and
Preferred Alternative and the potential environmental impacts and avoidance and mitigation
associated with the Preferred Alternative.

Recommended Versus Preferred Build Corridor Alternatives

The Draft Tier 1 EIS analyzed three Build Corridor Alternatives — Purple, Green, and Orange —
in addition to the No Build Alternative. The Draft Tier 1 EIS did not identify a Preferred
Alternative as outlined in 23 CFR 771.123 but instead recommended an alternative for public
feedback (the Recommended Alternative). The Recommended Alternative was a hybrid of
mainly the Purple and Green Alternatives and was summarized in Chapter 6 (Recommended
Alternative) of the Draft Tier 1 EIS.

This Final Tier 1 EIS identifies a Preferred Alternative that is different than the Recommended
Alternative, as shown on Figure I-1. Chapter 6 (Preferred Alternative) describes why FHWA
and ADOT changed the Preferred Alternative from the Recommended Alternative.
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As shown on Figure I-1, FHWA and ADOT are carrying forward two options in Pima County.
The Draft Tier 1 EIS recommended the Green Alternative in Pima County. Feedback on the
Draft Tier 1 EIS requested more detailed environmental studies and engineering for the 1-11
Corridor in this area. FHWA and ADOT considered these comments and modified the Preferred
Alternative to carry forward both the west option in Pima County (Recommended, or Green
Alternative) and east option in Pima County (Orange Alternative). Because no decision is being
made between the west option and the east option at this time, FHWA and ADOT did not
conduct additional analyses differentiating between these two options.

Final Tier 1 EIS Organization

This Final Tier 1 EIS is organized as follows:

Chapter 1, Purpose
and Need

This chapter summarizes the purpose and need from the Draft Tier 1 EIS and
discusses any changes since the Draft Tier 1 EIS was published.

Chapter 2,
Alternatives
Considered in Draft
Tier 1 EIS

This chapter briefly summarizes the Purple, Green, and Orange Build Corridor
Alternatives described in more detail in the Draft Tier 1 EIS.

This chapter only describes the three original Build Corridor Alternatives,
which formed the building blocks of the Recommended (hybrid) and Preferred
(hybrid) Alternatives. The Recommended and Preferred Alternatives are
described in Chapter 6 (Preferred Alternative).

Chapter 3, Affected
Environment and
Environmental
Consequences

This chapter briefly summarizes the impacts of the Purple, Green, and Orange
Alternatives, and compares the Recommended Alternative and Preferred
Alternative by resource area. This chapter does not repeat detailed information
related to the Purple, Green, and Orange Alternatives but instead focuses on
the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives, which are hybrids of the
Purple, Green, and Orange Alternatives. Refer to the Draft Tier 1 EIS for
details on the Purple, Green, and Orange Alternatives.

Sections of Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences) follow this format:

' Summary of Draft Tier 1 EIS

Summary of Changes Since Draft Tier 1 EIS
No Build Alternative

Recommended Alternative

Preferred Alternative

Mitigation and Tier 2 Analysis

E R I

The length and complexity of changes to Section 3.13 (Water Resources)
warrant republishing the entire section rather than following the condensed
format.

Indirect and cumulative impacts by resource are described in Section 3.17
(Indirect and Cumulative Effects).

Chapter 4, Draft
Preliminary Section
4(f) Evaluation

The length and complexity of changes to this chapter warrant republishing the
chapter rather than following the condensed format.
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Chapter 5, This chapter summarizes outreach and coordination for the Draft Tier 1 EIS
Coordination and and includes details on outreach since the Draft Tier 1 EIS.
Outreach

Chapter 6, Preferred | This chapter compares the No Build, Recommended, and Preferred
Alternative Alternatives and provides the rationale for changes between the
Recommended and Preferred Alternatives.

Chapter 7, This chapter summarizes the mitigation measures and Tier 2 analysis
Summary of commitments to facilitate compliance in Tier 2. The mitigation measures and
Mitigation and Tier 2 analysis commitments are numbered for clarity and accountability.

Tier 2 Analysis

Geographies

Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences) of the Draft Tier 1 EIS
described the Build Corridor Alternatives in three sections: South, Central, and North. This Final
Tier 1 EIS describes changes between the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives where
needed in terms of five geographies as shown on Figure I-1.

1 1-19: Nogales to Sahuarita (Santa Cruz and Pima Counties)
 Sahuarita to Marana (Pima County)

! Marana to Casa Grande (Pinal County)

1 Casa Grande to Buckeye (Pinal and Maricopa Counties)

1 Buckeye to Wickenburg (Maricopa and Yavapai Counties)

This Final Tier 1 EIS compares the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives on an end-to-end
basis and discusses key decision areas, where applicable. Comparison tables include the west
option in Pima County and east option in Pima County. The west option in Pima County
assumes the Central Arizona Project (CAP) design option, as described in Chapter 6 (Preferred
Alternative).

Tier 1 Analysis

The Tier 1 analysis identifies and compares the potential impacts of the Build Corridor
Alternatives and the No Build Alternative, as described in Chapter 2 (Alternatives Considered in
Draft Tier 1 EIS). The Build Corridor Alternatives have several common features.

f Each Build Corridor Alternative is a 2,000-foot-wide corridor within which a future alignment
would be located (Figure I-2). The assumed ultimate typical cross section for the I-11 facility
is approximately 400 feet wide, but the specific alignment location and width would be
refined as part of the Tier 2 analyses. The analysis applied in Tier 1 is sufficient to compare
corridor alternatives, and the Build Corridor Alternative selected in Tier 1 would provide
Tier 2 studies the flexibility to identify a specific alignment that responds to additional
information identified during the more detailed Tier 2 analysis.
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f  Atypical cross section was developed to inform the comparative analysis of the Build
Corridor Alternatives. Future cross sections for a specific alignment may be refined in Tier 2
analyses. In locations where a corridor alternative would be co-located with an existing
transportation facility, it is assumed that the implementation of the I-11 Corridor would result
in capacity improvements as needed to meet Level of Service (LOS) C (in rural areas) or D
(in urban areas) for both I-11 and the co-located facility. Assumptions regarding cross
sections are provided in Appendix E1 (Conceptual Drawings) of the Draft Tier 1 EIS.
Definitions of the levels of service are provided in Chapter 1, Figure 1-6 of the Draft Tier 1
EIS.

Figure 1-2. Tier 1 versus Tier 2 Level of Detalil

I Specific interchange locations are not identified for the Build Corridor Alternatives. However,
a set of potential interchange locations was assumed for purposes of the analysis based on
the most current available transportation network in the Arizona Statewide Travel Demand
Model (AZTDM). It is assumed that interchange locations would be accommodated within
the 2,000-foot-wide corridor.

The level of analysis for the Tier 1 EIS is qualitative and programmatic, reflecting the broad
definition of the corridor for the Tier 1 EIS. The analysis relies on readily available data, mapped
information from resource and regulatory agencies, previously completed environmental
studies, and aerial imagery. Some technical efforts for the Tier 1 EIS involved limited site visits
and field work in selected areas.
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2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DRAFT TIER 1 EIS

This chapter briefly summarizes the Purple, Green, Read Chapter 6 (Preferred Alternative) to
and Orange Alternatives described in more detail in
the Draft Tier 1 EIS and shown on Figure 2-1. These
three original Build Corridor Alternatives formed the
building blocks of the Recommended Alternative (Draft
Tier 1 EIS) and Preferred Alternative (Final Tier 1
EIS). The Recommended Alternative described in
Chapter 6 (Recommended Alternative) of the Draft Tier 1 EIS is a hybrid alternative. It is
comprised of portions of the Purple, Green, and Orange Alternatives. The Preferred Alternative
in Chapter 6 (Preferred Alternative) of this Final Tier 1 EIS is also a hybrid. No changes have
been made to the initial Purple, Green, and Orange Alternatives detailed in the Draft Tier 1 EIS.

learn about the Preferred Alternative and
how it compares to the Recommended
Alternative that was presented in the Draft
Tier 1 EIS.

A comparison of the public feedback and environmental impacts of the No Build,
Recommended, and Preferred Alternatives can be found in Chapter 6 (Preferred Alternative).
Detailed responses to comments can be found in Appendix H (Comments on Draft Tier 1 EIS
and Responses). Implementation and phasing are also discussed in Chapter 6 (Preferred
Alternative).

2.1 Recommendations from Prior Plans and Studies

Recommendations for major transportation corridors in prior regional plans and studies were a
primary input into the initial alternatives considered for the I-11 Corridor. Specifically, the I-11
and Intermountain West Corridor Study (NDOT and ADOT 2014) evaluated likely potential
routes for a new high-priority, high-capacity transportation corridor and recommended a study
area for a future environmental process.

2.2 Alternatives Development Process

The Tier 1 EIS alternatives development process narrowed down a large initial range of
suggested options to a smaller reasonable range to carry forward for detailed evaluation in the
Draft Tier 1 EIS. The Project Team, comprised of FHWA, ADOT, and their consultant team, first
developed a range of corridor options (or segments) within the Study Area and lettered them
from A to W. The corridor options were based on prior plans and studies, agency scoping input,
public input, tribal coordination, and technical analysis. The Project Team eliminated options
that did not perform as well as others in the same area and then combined remaining options to
form three end-to-end Build Corridor Alternatives (Purple, Green, and Orange).

The Purple, Green, and Orange end-to-end Build Corridor Alternatives and the lettered options
are shown on Figure 2-1.
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2.3 End-to-End Build Corridor Alternatives

The end-to end Build Corridor Alternatives (Purple, Green, and Orange) represent the range of
viewpoints gathered from stakeholders, agencies, tribes, and the public during the NEPA
scoping process. The Orange Alternative consists mostly of existing interstate and highway
corridors. The Green Alternative is primarily new corridors not co-located with existing
highways, and the Purple Alternative is a mix of existing and new corridors.

Each of the Build Corridor Alternatives is a 2,000-foot-wide corridor. If a Build Corridor
Alternative is selected in the Tier 1 EIS Record of Decision, ADOT would undertake a Tier 2
NEPA analysis for individual segments when funding becomes available. The Tier 2 analysis
would identify a specific alignment, assumed to be approximately 400 feet wide, within the
2,000-foot-wide corridor. Economic growth in Arizona will result in demands on all modes of
transportation, not just interstate highways. The 2,000-foot-wide corridor provides the flexibility
for, and does not preclude, future studies to also consider co-location of rail or utilities.

Figure 2-1 shows the end-to-end Build Corridor Alternatives (Purple, Green, and Orange).

The No Build Alternative is the baseline for comparison to the Build Corridor Alternatives and is
evaluated as a full alternative in the Draft Tier 1 EIS. The No Build Alternative consists of the
existing transportation system as well as committed transportation projects that are
programmed for funding in ADOT’s 2018-2022 Five-Year Transportation Facilities Construction
Program (ADOT 2017a).

2.4 Comparison of Alternatives

Section 2.4 (Comparison of Alternatives) of the Draft Tier 1 EIS compares the Purple, Green,
and Orange Alternatives in detail based on how well they met the purpose of and need for the
project as well as cost. The Orange Alternative would be co-located with the greatest number of
existing state freeways and would create the least new lane miles (415 miles). The Green
Alternative would create the most new lane miles (930 miles), and the Purple Alternative would
create 758 new lane miles. The Orange Alternative is 280 miles long, the Green Alternative is
268 miles long, and the Purple Alternative is 271 miles long. The Recommended Alternative in
the Draft Tier 1 EIS was a hybrid of mainly the Purple and Green Alternatives.

Chapter 6 in the Draft Tier 1 EIS summarizes the Recommended Alternative, and Chapter 6 in
this Final Tier 1 EIS summarizes and compares the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives.
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3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES
3.1 Introduction

Section 3.1 (Introduction) of the Draft Tier 1 EIS described the organization of Chapter 3. The
organization is now discussed in the Final Tier 1 EIS Introduction and Reader’s Guide.

3.2 Summary of Key Environmental Impacts

Section 3.2 (Summary of Key Environmental Impacts) of the Draft Tier 1 EIS summarized the
impacts of the Purple, Green, and Orange Alternatives. The summary is not repeated in this
Final Tier 1 EIS. A summary of impacts from the hybrid Recommended and Preferred
Alternatives is in Chapter 6 (Preferred Alternative) and the Executive Summary.
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3.3 Land Use and Section 6(f)

3.3.1 Summary of Draft Tier 1 EIS

The Draft Tier 1 EIS examined the following existing land use, future/planned land use, and
special designated lands within the 1-11 Corridor Study Area (Study Area).

Existing/Planned Land Use: Special Designated Lands:

1 Residential 1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
f Agriculture (Bureau of Land Management [BLM])

f Tribal Lands f  National Monument (BLM)

T Commercial T Roadless Area (US Forest Service

1 Industrial [USFS])

1 Mixed Use 1 Deeded Lands (Reclamation)

 Office 1 State Wildlife Area (Arizona Game and
1 Recreation/Open Space Fish Department [AGFD])

1 Public/Private Institutions 1 Wilderness (BLM)

1 Transportation/Parking 1 Wilderness (National Park Service [NPS])
f Vacant ] Wilderness (USFS)

! Unclassified

1 Waterbodies

FHWA and ADOT guantified existing and planned land uses within each of the 2,000-foot-wide
corridors. Existing land uses were based on data (geographic information system [GIS]
shapefiles) from the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG), Pima Association of
Governments (PAG), and Santa Cruz County general and comprehensive plans. Planned land
uses were based on data from MAG, Pinal County, and Santa Cruz County. Yavapai County
does not maintain existing or planned land use data. Land use categories are not consistent
among these plans; therefore, ADOT grouped designations as shown in Table 3.3-1 and Table
3.3-2. The tables display how inconsistencies in land use designations were present between
the different data sources and between existing and planned land use designations from the
same source. Designations were grouped to provide a better overall picture of general land use
categories.

All the Build Corridor Alternatives would impact land use and special designated lands. Impacts
would include the conversion of existing land use to the transportation facility. The Project could
result in an increase in development density near and in the vicinity of I-11 interchanges. The
actual effects and their magnitude cannot be determined during the Tier 1 phase of the project.
Additional factors such as the timing of future construction and overall urban development,
identified and planned by local governments, within the Study Area would also impact changes
to land use and special designated lands.

Section 6(f) properties were evaluated to ensure compliance with the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act (LWCFA) of 1965 (16 United States Code [U.S.C.] 4601-4 to 4601-11 et
seq.). The Draft Tier 1 EIS summarized the impacts to Section 6(f) properties and concluded
that the Green and Orange Alternatives would have similar impacts on Section 6(f) resources
(Buckeye Hills Regional Park). The Purple Alternative would not affect Section 6(f) properties.
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Table 3.3-1. Draft Tier 1 EIS Existing Land Use Designations

Existing Land Use Designation Draft Tier 1 EIS Land Use Designation

Maricopa Association of Governments

Single Family Medium Density — 1 to 4 dwelling Residential
units/acre

Agriculture Agriculture
Commercial High — Community Retail/Regional Commercial
Retail

Industrial Industrial
Mixed Use Mixed Use
Business Park Office

Passive/Restricted Open Space/Undevelopable

Recreation/Open Space

Public/Special Event/Military

Public/Private Institutions

Blank

Transportation Transportation/Parking
Vacant Vacant
Water Waterbodies
Pima Association of Governments

Residential Residential
Agriculture Agriculture
Commercial Commercial
Industrial Industrial
Miscellaneous?

Vacant Land Vacant
Miscellaneous? Unclassified
Blank

Santa Cruz County

Residential Residential
Agriculture Agriculture
Commercial Commercial
Industrial Industrial
Vacant Land Vacant
Miscellaneous Unclassified

2pPima County Association of Governments’ GIS shapefile data contain two Miscellaneous categories. One was designated in the

Draft Tier 1 EIS as Industrial and the other as Unclassified.
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Table 3.3-2. Draft Tier 1 EIS Planned Land Use Designations

Planned Land Use Designation Draft Tier 1 EIS Land Use Designation

Maricopa Association of Governments

Single Family Medium Density — 1 to 4 dwelling Residential
units/acre

Agriculture Agriculture
Commercial High — Community Retail/Regional Commercial
Retail

Industrial Industrial

Mixed Use Mixed Use
Business Park Office
Passive/Restricted Open Space/Undevelopable Recreation/Open Space
Public/Special Event/Military Public/Private Institutions
Transportation Transportation/Parking
Vacant Vacant

Water Waterbodies

Pima Association of Governments

Residential Residential

Medium Intensity Rural/Low Intensity Rural

Tribal Tribal
Commercial Unclassified
Industrial Industrial

Resource Transition/Park

Resource Extraction

Neighborhood Activity Center/Community Activity Public/Private Institutions
Center

Public/Institutional

Transportation Transportation/Parking
Pinal County

Residential Residential
Commercial Commercial
Employment Office

Park Recreation/Open Space
General Public Facilities/Services Public/Private Institutions
Airport Reserve Transportation/Parking
Santa Cruz County

Residential Residential
Agriculture Agriculture
Commercial Commercial
Industrial Industrial
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Planned Land Use Designation Draft Tier 1 EIS Land Use Designation
Vacant Land Vacant
Miscellaneous Unclassified
Blank

3.3.2 Summary of Changes Since Draft Tier 1 EIS
3.3.2.1 Land Use Plans

Based on agency and public feedback on the Draft Tier 1 EIS, the Project Team reviewed
updated land use plans. Comprehensive and general plans provide broad guidelines as to a
community’s goals and aspirations in terms of growth and land development. The plans express
and regulate public policies on transportation, utilities, land use, recreation, and housing. Each
were subject to public review before a city or county could adopt. Table 3.3-3 lists the land use
plans that the Project Team used to identify land use categories, including special designated
lands and Section 6(f) properties. Updates to those plans did not result in the need to update
information, methodology, or data presented in the Draft Tier 1 EIS, or used to complete
analyses for the Final Tier 1 EIS. Additional details are found in Appendix E3 (Land Use and
Section 6(f) Technical Memorandum) of the Draft Tier 1 EIS.

Several resource agencies, including BLM and Reclamation, requested that the Tier 1 EIS
include a comprehensive list of federal, state, and local plans. The local and county
comprehensive and general land use plans reviewed for the Tier 1 EIS are listed in Table 3.3-3.
Many state, local, and regional transportation plans were reviewed during the alternatives
development process (Draft Tier 1 EIS Chapter 1 [Purpose and Need] and Chapter 2
[Alternatives Considered]). Tier 2 will include a comprehensive review of applicable federal,
state, and local laws, policies, and plans and ADOT will coordinate with appropriate land-
managing agencies during Tier 2 analysis to identify applicable laws, policies, and plans. This
coordination may include a review of local resource management plans and modifications to
those plans.

Table 3.3-3. Land Use Plans

I-11 Consistency with Plan

Year Year Recommended Preferred
Adopted Updated Alternative Alternative

City of Buckeye General Plan 2008 2019 xa xa
City of Casa Grande General Plan 2009 X X
City of Eloy General Plan 2011 2019 X X
City of Goodyear General Plan 2014 X X
City of Nogales General Plan 2011 X X
City of South Tucson Comprehensive Plan 2011 X X
City of Tucson General and Sustainability 2013 X X
Plan

Maricopa County Comprehensive Plan 2016 X X
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I-11 Consistency with Plan

Year Year Recommended Preferred

Adopted Updated Alternative Alternative
MAG Interstate 10/Hassayampa Valley 2007
Roadway Framework Study ®
MAG Interstate 8 and Interstate 10 Hidden 2009 X X
Valley Transportation Framework Study ®
Pima Prospers Comprehensive Plan 2015 X X
Pinal County Comprehensive Plan 2009 2019 X X
Santa Cruz County Comprehensive Plan 2016 X X
Town of Gila Bend General Plan 2017 X X
Town of Marana General Plan 2011 2019 ¢ Xe
Town of Sahuarita General Plan 2015 2019 Xd
Town of Wickenburg General Plan 2013 X X
Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan 2012 X X

2“The City prefers a slightly modified version of the purple alternative, which is detailed further in the transportation master plan.”
(City of Buckeye General Plan)

bSee discussion in Section 6.4.5.1 (Western Maricopa County Area).

¢ Location of Preferred Alternative I-10 Connector is more compatible with Marana’s General Plan than the Recommended
Alternative |-10 Connector.

4 East Option in Pima County
3.3.2.2 Pima County Conservation Lands System

Pima County, the US Department of the Interior (DOI), and the Coalition for Sonoran Desert
Protection requested that Pima County’s Conservation Lands System be considered an affected
resource. Pima County adds lands to this system by purchasing land outright, placing
easements upon, or zoning land for the purposes of conservation, floodplain protection, or open
space. Some lands are broad geographic areas with multiple parcels that are not all owned by
Pima County. The Conservation Lands System is a living, ever-changing tool because Pima
County is adding lands to this program on an ongoing basis. It has guided county land use
planning since first integrated into Pima County’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan in 2001, and it
has been included in each subsequent update.

Section 3.14 (Biological Resources) of the Final Tier 1 EIS discusses potential impacts to Pima
County’s Conservation Lands System from the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives and
includes a Tier 2 commitment (T2-Biological Resources-6) to further analyze impacts as part of
Tier 2 studies.

Properties formally designated publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area, or wildlife
and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance, or land of a historic site of national,
state, or local significance, meet the requirements for protection by Section 4(f), as discussed in
Chapter 4 (Draft Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation). Lands within the Pima County
Conservation Lands System were not evaluated to determine whether the lands qualify as
Section 4(f) properties.
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3.3.2.3 Land Use Categories

Following review of the Draft Tier 1 EIS, FHWA and ADOT grouped some land use designations
differently than in the Draft Tier 1 EIS to provide a more streamlined comparison of uses across
alternatives. The groupings for the Draft Tier 1 EIS are shown in Table 3.3-1 and Table 3.3-2
and the groupings for the Final Tier 1 EIS are shown in Table 3.3-4.

Table 3.3-4. Changes to Existing and Planned Land Use Categories between the
Draft and Final Tier 1 EIS

Draft Tier 1 EIS Land Use Designation Final Tier 1 EIS Land Use Designation

(Existing and Planned) (Existing and Planned)

Residential Residential

Agriculture Agriculture

Tribal Lands Tribal Lands

Industrial Industrial

Commercial Commercial

Mixed Use

Office

Recreation/Open Space Recreation/Open Space

Public/Private Institutions Public/Private Institutions

Vacant Vacant

Transportation/Parking Unclassified

Unclassified

Waterbodies

3.33 No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would not directly impact existing land uses, planned land uses, or
special designated land within the Study Area. The No Build Alternative would include
programmed improvements to the regional transportation system that are in ADOT's federally
approved State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). Additionally, the No Build
Alternative would not reflect the long-term land use plans in long-range planning documents
(general and comprehensive plans) that are oriented around proposed new highway corridors,
such as the West Pinal Freeway, Hassayampa Freeway, SR 303L extension, and SR 30
extension (as discussed in Section 3.3.1.3 [Affected Environment] of the Draft Tier 1 EIS). The
No Build Alternative is not consistent with Study Area land use plans, nor would it address the
need for additional roadway capacity to serve the projected increase in traffic from population
and employment growth in and adjacent to the Study Area.

The No Build Alternative would not affect any outdoor recreational use of Section 6(f) property.

3.34 Recommended Alternative

This section provides a high-level overview of the Recommended Alternative and the impacts
on existing and planned land use, land management, special designated lands, and Section 6(f)
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properties. The acreage of each type of existing and planned land use is shown in Table 3.3-5
and Table 3.3-6, respectively. The acreage of land management and special designated lands
is shown in Table 3.3-7.

No portion of a Section 6(f) property falls within the Recommended Alternative. Therefore, no
portions of a Section 6(f) property would be converted to uses other than for public outdoor
recreation under the Recommended Alternative.

3.35 Preferred Alternative

This section provides a high-level overview of the Preferred Alternative and the impacts on
existing and planned land use, land management, special designated lands, and Section 6(f)
properties. The acreage of each type of existing and planned land use is shown in Table 3.3-5
and Table 3.3-6, respectively. The acreage of land management and special designated lands
is shown in Table 3.3-7.

Table 3.3-5. Summary of Existing Land Use in the 2,000-foot-wide Corridors of the
Recommended and Preferred Alternatives

Preferred Alternative Preferred Alternative

Recommended with West Option in with East Option in
Existing Land Use? Alternative (acres) Pima County (acres) Pima County (acres)
Residential 3,776 3,206 2,602
Agriculture 6,024 3,308 3,239
Industrial 1,123 1,037 1,074
Commercial 1,518 1,481 2,743
Recreation/Open Space 1,076 5,477 5,477°
Public/Private Institutions 51 23 23
Vacant 30,368 26,948 19,379
Unclassified 3,223 4,159 5,822

Source: Maricopa Association of Governments, Pima Association of Governments, Santa Cruz County, AECOM

NOTE: Pinal County and Yavapai County do not maintain existing land use data.

2The current alignment of I-19 bisects tribal land associated with the Tohono O’odham Nation and Pascua Yaqui tribal land located
east of the 1-10/1-19 system interchange. Tribes are sovereign nations that did not grant FHWA and ADOT permission to study
transportation corridors on their land. Widening on 1-19 in this area would occur in the median between existing travel lanes, as
shown on the concept engineering drawings in Appendix E1 (Conceptual Drawings) of the Draft Tier 1 EIS.

b The Pima Association of Governments dataset codes many parks (including Santa Cruz Park) as BLANK within their dataset.
These parks are included in the Unclassified category.

Table 3.3-6. Summary of Planned Land Use in the 2,000-foot-wide Corridors of the
Recommended and Preferred Alternatives

Preferred Alternative | Preferred Alternative

Recommended with West Option in with East Option in
Planned Land Use Alternative (acres) @ Pima County (acres) | Pima County (acres)
Residential 37,929 31,817 26,239
Agriculture 1,217 1,217 1,217
Tribal Lands 0 0 02
July 2021
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Preferred Alternative | Preferred Alternative

Recommended with West Option in with East Option in

Planned Land Use Alternative (acres) @ Pima County (acres) | Pima County (acres)
Industrial 5,643 1,302 3,402
Commercial 7,072 8,275 9,332
Recreation/Open Space 6,510 15,013 11,622
Public/Private Institutions 478 817 1,122
Vacant® 1,481 1,481 1,481
Unclassified 3,707 4,408 6,092

Source: Maricopa Association of Governments, Pima Association of Governments, Pinal County, Santa Cruz County, AECOM

NOTE: Planned land uses are likely to evolve and change, depending on market demand and community needs. Acreages
calculated within the 2,000-foot-wide corridors are based on current general or comprehensive plans and may not reflect actual land
uses in the future. Yavapai County does not maintain planned land use data.

2The current alignment of I-19 bisects tribal land associated with the Tohono O’odham Nation and Pascua Yaqui tribal land located
east of the 1-10/1-19 system interchange. Tribes are sovereign nations that did not grant FHWA and ADOT permission to study
transportation corridors on their land. Widening on 1-19 in this area would occur in the median between existing travel lanes, as
shown on the concept engineering drawings in Appendix E1 (Conceptual Drawings) of the Draft Tier 1 EIS.

b Per direction from Santa Cruz County, the same land uses are illustrated for existing and planned scenarios.

Table 3.3-7. Summary of Land Management and Special Designated Lands in the
2,000-foot-wide Corridors of the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives

Preferred Alternative Preferred Alternative

Recommended with West Option in with East Option in

Land Management Alternative (acres) | Pima County (acres) = Pima County (acres)
Ownership?
BLM 6,415 10,861 10,323
National Forest 0 0 0
NPS 0 0 0
Military 0 0 0
Private Land 40,939 38,596 39,999
Reclamation? 12 12 0
State Trust Land 12,629 17,241 12,487
Tribal Land 0 0 0
Total 59,995 66,710 62,809
Special Designated Lands
Areas of Critical 852 1,084 1,084
Environmental Concern
(BLM)
National Monument (BLM) 0 0 0
Roadless Area (USFS) 0 0 0
Deeded Lands 566 566 0
(Reclamation) ®
State Wildlife Area (AGFD) 43 278 278
Wilderness (BLM) 0 0 0
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Preferred Alternative Preferred Alternative

Recommended with West Option in with East Option in
Land Management Alternative (acres) | Pima County (acres) = Pima County (acres)
Wilderness (NPS) 0 0 0
Wilderness (USFS) 0 0 0
Total 1,461 1,928 1,362

20wnership acreages were calculated using the Ownership dataset from the Arizona State Land Department (2016), while Specially
Designated Lands were calculated using source data provided by the individual agencies listed above; therefore, total Reclamation
acres differ.

bIncludes the Tucson Mitigation Corridor.

The east option in Pima County could impact four Section 6(f) properties. Approximately

131 acres of the Santa Cruz River Park, 0.9 acre of the Francisco Elias Esquer Park, 2 acres of
the Rillito Vista Neighborhood Park, and 184 acres of the Buckeye Hills Regional Park fall within
the 2,000-foot-wide corridor of the east option. Only 184 acres of the Buckeye Hills Regional
Park fall within the 2,000-foot-wide corridor of the west option.

3.3.6 Mitigation and Tier 2 Analysis
3.3.6.1  Tier 2 Analysis Commitments

FHWA and ADOT completed an initial level of analysis in this Final Tier 1 EIS to identify a
2,000-foot-wide preferred Build Corridor Alternative. Additional analysis in Tier 2 will inform

(1) the selection of a specific alignment (approximately 400 feet wide) within the selected
2,000-foot-wide corridor and (2) the selection of the west option or east option in Pima County.
Tier 2 analysis will also identify measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate land use impacts.
Specifically, ADOT commits to carrying out the following analysis during the Tier 2 process:

f T2-LandUse-1: Conduct environmental studies to identify specific effects to property, zoning
regulations, neighborhoods, or community facilities to determine needed acquisitions,
easements, and displacements.

f T2-LandUse-2: Complete a Final Section 6(f) Evaluation to assess the ability of the Tier 2
Selected Alternative to avoid or minimize impacts to protected properties and identify
specific mitigation measures to offset the remaining impacts.

f  T2-LandUse-3: Plan the specific alignment and locations of traffic interchanges in
coordination with local government entities and with public input to address transportation
needs and to minimize the potential for land use conflicts. Also see MM-Section 4(f)-7.

3.3.6.2 Mitigation Commitments

As required by NEPA, FHWA and ADOT considered measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
land use impacts from the Project (generally referred to as mitigation measures) during this
Tier 1 process. Specific mitigation that ADOT is committing to implement if a Build Alternative is
selected includes:
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 MM-LandUse-1: Avoid or minimize impacts to Section 6(f) properties. Coordinate with
agencies that have jurisdiction over Section 6(f) properties. If Section 6(f) properties cannot
be avoided, ADOT will identify replacement land.

3.3.6.3 Additional Mitigation to be Evaluated in Tier 2

During the Tier 2 process, ADOT will evaluate mitigation measures in addition to those listed
above, to include best practices, permit requirements, and/or other mitigation strategies
suggested by agencies or the public. Examples of measures that ADOT may evaluate in Tier 2
include:

! Be an active partner in a broader effort with Metropolitan Planning Organizations, local
jurisdictions, resource agencies, and private stakeholders to cooperatively plan development
in the I-11 Project Area.

1 Coordinate planning for wildlife connectivity, local land use planning, and context-sensitive
design. The White Tank Conservancy may be a model for this type of effort, which also
could include coordination with Pima County on the implementation of the Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan (Pima County 2016b).

1 Define alignments that do not use park properties.

T Incorporate refinement details, such as retaining walls, to minimize the I-11 footprint.

T If necessary, pursue an amendment to applicable resource management plans to grant
right-of-way or otherwise permit construction of an interstate highway through BLM lands.

The project would not use property designated as a national monument (Ironwood Forest
National Monument or the Sonoran Desert National Monument).

July 2021
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34 Recreation

3.4.1 Summary of Draft Tier 1 EIS

The analysis focused on recreation sites/areas for which any portion is contained within the
2,000-foot-wide corridors of the Build Corridor Alternatives. Recreation resources were identified
through a review of websites and local, state, and federal plans. Recreation sites that currently
exist, are under construction, or are within a regulatory permitting stage are included.

Federal, state, and local agencies that provide recreation opportunities and facilities in the Study
Area include USFS, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), NPS, AGFD, Arizona State Parks and
Trails, Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), and local and county governments. Recreation
locales on federal lands managed by BLM, NPS, and USFS include two National Monuments,
one National Park, one National Historical Park, and one National Historic Trail. Recreation
sites/areas on BLM lands include primarily trails, while USFS and NPS areas contain more
developed facilities, such as campgrounds and picnic areas. The Study Area also includes three
designated wilderness areas — two within the Sonoran Desert National Monument and one
within Saguaro National Park. State, county, and municipal parks also provide recreation
opportunities.

Permanent impacts from the Project could include changes to the recreation setting, increased
access to recreational areas, altered experience at recreation locales, and reduced size of
recreation areas. The Project could also result in the permanent loss of acreage for recreation
opportunities, such as hunting, particularly along corridor options not co-located with an existing
interstate. Although recreation opportunities may continue to be available after the construction
of 1-11, the settings in which they occur could be affected visually or audibly, access to
recreation areas may change, and some users may choose to recreate elsewhere. Increased
access may attract more visitors to certain recreational areas.

The BLM-owned Vulture Mine Recreation Management Zone (RMZ) consists of approximately
70,000 acres south of Wickenburg, Arizona. Both the Purple and Green Alternatives go through
the western portion of the property, in what BLM identified as a multi-use corridor in the
Bradshaw-Harquahala Resource Management Plan (RMP) (BLM 2010). The RMP defines this
multi-use corridor as being for major utilities and regionally significant transportation uses. The
RMP specifies that BLM will coordinate with ADOT in advancing such transportation uses in
multi-use corridors. Overlapping the multi-use corridor within the Vulture Mine RMZ is the
Vulture Mine Off-road Challenge Race Course for off-highway vehicles. The Purple and Green
Alternatives bisect the race course. ADOT has committed to providing connectivity across I-11
for continued use of the race course.

3.4.2 Summary of Changes Since Draft Tier 1 EIS

Agency and public feedback focused on potential impacts to local parks, Saguaro National Park,
Tucson Mountain Park, and lronwood Forest National Monument; access to recreation
resources; and the economic value of outdoor recreation. NPS cited general concerns about
impacts to Saguaro National Park, especially the wilderness located within the park, and
focused specifically on noise, visual impacts, and air quality. Saguaro National Park, Tucson
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Mountain Park, and Ironwood Forest National Monument are outside the 2,000-foot-wide Build
Corridor Alternatives.

An analysis of the impacts on resources within Saguaro National Park can be found in Section
3.8 (Noise), Section 3.9 (Visual Resources), and Section 3.10 (Air Quality). Additionally,
Chapter 4 (Draft Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation) contains details regarding recreational
properties afforded Section 4(f) protection within the Study Area. In the Draft Tier 1 EIS, the
Vulture Mine RMZ was referred to as the Vulture Mountains RMZ. BLM clarified the correct
name of the property to be Vulture Mine RMZ.

Several resource agencies requested that the Tier 1 EIS include a comprehensive list of federal,
state, and local plans for managing recreation resources. BLM requested that the Final Tier 1
EIS describe BLM policies and regulations for managing recreation. ADOT will coordinate with
the appropriate land-managing agencies during the Tier 2 analysis to identify which project-
specific laws, policies, and plans apply.

Reclamation requested that the Final Tier 1 EIS discuss the CAP canal trail. The CAP canal is a
336-mile canal that brings Colorado River water to central and southern Arizona. During
construction of the CAP canal, beginning in 1973, Reclamation anticipated the development of a
multi-use recreational trail along the entire length of the canal and, wherever possible, acquired
sufficient land to allow for a trail to be developed. The Tortolita CAP Trail is listed in Table 4-3
(in Chapter 4 [Draft Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation] of this Final Tier 1 EIS) as a property
outside the Build Corridor Alternatives.

3.4.3 No Build Alternative

If the No Build Alternative is selected, I-11 would not be constructed, and vehicles would
continue to utilize the existing transportation network. Only programmed projects would be
implemented under this alternative, including pavement preservation and other maintenance
projects. The No Build Alternative would not result in impacts to recreation areas beyond
already identified improvement projects.

344 Recommended Alternative

The Recommended Alternative would have similar effects to recreation resources in the region
as the other Build Corridor Alternatives. The Project could alter the recreational setting of the
Study Area, increase access to recreational areas, and reduce recreational opportunities, such
as hunting, on public and private lands. Increased access could either deter or attract visitors to
certain recreation areas. The Recommended Alternative goes through the Vulture Mine RMZ in
a BLM-designated multi-use corridor, as well as the western portion of the Vulture Mine Off-road
Challenge Race Course. ADOT commits to providing connectivity across I-11 for continued use
of the race course.

Table 3.4-1 presents an inventory of the recreational properties within the 2,000-foot-wide
corridor of the Recommended Alternative. Specific impacts and mitigation requirements at the
property level will be determined during Tier 2. For additional information on the properties listed
in Table 3.4-1, refer to Chapter 4 (Draft Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation).
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3.45 Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative could alter the recreational setting of the Study Area, increase access
to recreational areas, and reduce the opportunities for hunting on public and private lands. The
Preferred Alternative goes through the Vulture Mine RMZ, as well as the Vulture Mine Off-road
Challenge Race Course within the BLM-designated multi-use corridor. ADOT commits to
providing connectivity across I-11 for continued use of the race course.

Table 3.4-1 presents an inventory of recreational properties within the 2,000-foot-wide corridor
of the Preferred Alternative. Specific impacts and mitigation requirements at the property level
will be determined during Tier 2.

Table 3.4-1. Inventory of Recreational Properties in the 2,000-foot-wide Corridors
of the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives by Geography

Preferred Alternative

Recommended with West Option in Preferred Alternative with
Geography Alternative Pima County East Option in Pima County
Nogales to Tumacacori National Tumacacori National Historical Park
Sahuarita Historical Park Juan Baustista de Anza National Historic Trail

Juan Baustista de Anza
National Historic Trail

Sahuarita to Anamax Park Anamax Park Anamax Park

Marana Bonita Park

Camino de la Tierra Trailhead

Cafiada del Oro (Christina-
Taylor Green Memorial
River Park)

David G. Herrera and Ramon
Quiroz Park

El Parque de San Cosme

El Paso and Southwestern
Greenway

Estevan Park
Francisco Elias Esquer Park

Gethsemane Garden of
Prayer

Julian Wash Archaeological
Park

Julian Wash Greenway
La Mar Park
Mike Jacobs Sports Park

Pima Community College,
Desert Vista Campus

Pima Prickly Park
Rillito River Park

Rillito Vista Neighborhood
Park
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Preferred Alternative

Recommended with West Option in Preferred Alternative with
Geography Alternative Pima County East Option in Pima County

San Lucas Community Park
Santa Cruz River Park
Sweetwater Wetlands Park
Ted Walker Park

Marana to Casa | No parks identified No parks identified No parks identified

Grande

Casa Grande to | Palo Verde Regional Palo Verde Regional Park

Buckeye Park Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail
Juan Bautista de Anza Management Area

National Historic Trail | Robbins Butte Wildlife Area

Management Area Buckeye Hills Regional Park (County)

Buckeye Hills East SRMA (BLM)

Buckeye Hills West Extensive Recreation Management

Area (BLM)
Buckeye to Vulture Mine RMZ Vulture Mine RMZ
Wickenburg Vulture Mine Off-Road | Vulture Mine Off-Road Challenge Race Course
Challenge Race Hassayampa SRMA
Course
Hassayampa SRMA

SRMA = Special Resource Management Area

3.4.6 Mitigation and Tier 2 Analysis
3.4.6.1 Tier 2 Analysis Commitments

FHWA and ADOT completed an initial level of analysis in this Final Tier 1 EIS to identify a
2,000-foot-wide corridor for the preferred Build Corridor Alternative. Additional analysis in Tier 2
will inform (1) the selection of a specific alignment (approximately 400 feet wide) within the
selected 2,000-foot-wide corridor and (2) the selection of the west option or east option in Pima
County. Tier 2 analysis will also identify measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to
recreation resources. Specifically, ADOT commits to carrying out the following analysis during
the Tier 2 process:

1 T2-Recreation-1: Coordinate with the appropriate land-managing agencies during the Tier 2
analysis to identify applicable laws, policies, and plans for each recreation site.

f T2-Recreation-2: Coordinate with BLM when advancing transportation uses in the multi-use
corridor within the Vulture Mine RMZ.

! T2-Recreation-3: Update the list of recreational resources within the project-level Study
Area and identify the temporary and permanent impacts to each resource.

! T2-Recreation-4: Review recreation planning documents applicable to the Study Area.

1 T2-Recreation-5: Identify site-specific mitigation measures at recreation resources.
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3.4.6.2 Mitigation Commitments

As required by NEPA, FHWA and ADOT considered measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
impacts to recreation resources from the Project (generally referred to as mitigation measures)
during this Tier 1 process. Specific mitigation that ADOT is committing to implement if a Build
Alternative is selected includes:

1 MM-Recreation-1: Provide connectivity across I-11 for continued use of the Vulture Mine
Off-Road Challenge Race Course in the Vulture Mine RMZ.

1 MM-Recreation-2: If the Preferred Alternative with west option is selected during Tier 2
studies, address updated access routes to Saguaro National Park and Tucson Mountain
Park due to the relocation of Sandario Road on either end of the Tucson Mitigation Corridor
as part of the CAP Design Option.

1 MM-Recreation-3: Evaluate connection between the two segments of the Palo Verde
Regional Park in western Pinal County.

3.4.6.3 Additional Mitigation to be Evaluated in Tier 2

During the Tier 2 process, ADOT will evaluate mitigation measures in addition to those listed
above, to include best practices, permit requirements, and/or other mitigation strategies
suggested by agencies or the public. Examples of measures that ADOT may evaluate in Tier 2
include:

1 Design route to avoid or minimize impacts on the recreation properties and use of recreation
properties.

! Maintain access to recreation areas and continue to provide connectivity between recreation
areas/lands and trails.

f  Schedule construction to avoid peak recreation seasons and special events, including
hunting and birdwatching seasons, when possible.

1 Include context-sensitive design in future stages of project development.
1 Develop natural design features, such as earthen berms and vegetative plantings.

T Include design features, such as fencing and designated crossings, to protect the safety of
those using the recreation area.

1 Develop traffic plans that minimize access limitations during construction, minimize the
duration of access disruption, and provide on-site and online information about alternative
access options.

f Apply ADOT Noise Abatement Requirements (ADOT 2017m), including potential use of
temporary and permanent noise barriers (if not already present) adjacent to parks.
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f  Locate construction staging and temporary construction easements away from recreation
sites to the extent possible.
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3.5 Community Resources, Title VI, and Environmental Justice

3.5.1 Summary of Draft Tier 1 EIS

Community Characteristics and Resources: Community cohesion impacts were assessed by
evaluating the communities located within the Build Corridor Alternatives and considering how a
new highway would affect that community. The Green Alternative is comprised primarily of new
corridors that would go through or come near Sahuarita, Three Points, Picture Rocks, Avra
Valley, Red Rock, Eloy, Casa Grande, unincorporated western Pinal County, Goodyear,
Buckeye, and Arlington. The Purple Alternative is comprised of a mix of new and existing
highways, with fewer new corridors compared to the Green Alternative, and would go through or
come near Arivaca Junction, Three Points, Picture Rocks, Marana, Casa Grande,
unincorporated western Pinal County, Goodyear, Buckeye, and Arlington. The main differences
between the Purple and Green Alternatives are near the junction of I-11 with I-19 (Arivaca
Junction versus Sahuarita), in central Pinal County (Eloy and Red Rock), and in Buckeye. The
Orange Alternative follows more existing highways than the Purple and Green Alternatives.

Title VI, Environmental Justice, and English Proficiency: US Census Bureau 2010
Decennial Census data were used to characterize the total population, race, and ethnicity
demographics of the Study Area (US Census Bureau 2010). American Community Survey
5-year estimates for 2011 to 2015 were used to characterize income levels and English
proficiency in the Study Area (US Census Bureau 2015a and 2015b). County-level and
statewide data were collected to provide a regional comparison. Data on both Census Tracts
(CTs) and Census Designated Places (CDPs) were evaluated. CTs are larger geographic
county subdivisions that provide complete coverage of the Study Area and its populations.
CDPs correspond better to the communities and geographies where people live. The
combination of both data points provides complete statistical coverage of the Study Area, with
the CDP data complementing the CT data to provide information on the more densely populated
areas.

Comprehensive tables of demographic data are available in Draft Tier 1 EIS Appendix E5
(Demographic Data to Support the Title VI, Environmental Justice, and Limited English
Proficiency Analysis). The analysis to determine the potential for disproportionate impacts
followed a more qualitative approach than a project-level environmental justice analysis by
calculating the percentage of the Build Corridor Alternatives that would extend through
communities with a high percentage of low-income and/or minority populations based on
Census data. A threshold of 10 percentage points higher than the county average was used to
determine which areas had a high percentage of low-income and/or minority populations.

All three Build Corridor Alternatives have the potential to affect communities whose populations
have a high percentage of low-income and minorities. While many communities in the Study
Area are located along the existing highway facilities, the Orange Alternative passes through the
highest number of low-income and minority communities. While co-location with an existing
highway facility would likely result in fewer right-of-way impacts, expansion of an existing
highway can impact a community in other ways, such as worsening the barrier effect the
highway may have already created between neighborhoods or increasing noise levels and
visibility. This is especially true in Tucson, where the original construction of I-10 in the 1960s
introduced a barrier that divided many of the neighborhoods in downtown Tucson. Expanding
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I-10 in this area to include an I-11 facility could adversely impact residences and businesses
located very close to the existing I-10 right-of-way.

In the southern extents of the Study Area, all three Build Corridor Alternatives follow existing
I-19 near several communities with high low-income and minority percentages, including
Nogales, Rio Rico, Tumacacori-Carmen, Amado, and Arivaca Junction.

The Purple and Green Alternatives would generally result in similar overall impacts to minority
and low-income populations, but in different specific locations. In the Eloy and Casa Grande
area, the Green Alternative is a new corridor west of 1-10 and the Purple Alternative co-locates
with 1-10 and I-8. While the Green Alternative is a new corridor near these communities, south
of I-8 it is located primarily on land that is sparsely developed, agricultural, or undeveloped
desert. The Purple Alternative would also include a new highway on a new alignment near
Goodyear as well as residential and agricultural areas in Buckeye. The Green Alternative avoids
Goodyear and is co-located with SR 85 and I-10 through Buckeye.

Potential impacts to tribal communities, which have low-income and minority populations, were
evaluated. The Orange Alternative extends through the Tohono O’odham Nation on a co-
located 1-19. I-19 is located on a perpetual transportation easement from the Tohono O’odham
Nation, and any future improvements to accommodate I-11 are assumed to occur within the
existing transportation easement. The Green and Purple Alternatives do not include any tribal
lands. In Pima County, the Green Alternative is farther away from the western boundary of the
Tohono O’odham Nation than the Purple Alternative.

Data on limited English proficiency (LEP) were also reported in the Draft Tier 1 EIS. These data
were collected early in the planning process and informed public outreach strategies for the
project. Language groups identified in the Study Area include Spanish, Chinese, and
Vietnamese. FHWA and ADOT identified techniques to address and reduce linguistic, cultural
institutional, geographic, and other barriers to meaningful participation. More detail on specific
outreach techniques can be found in Chapter 5 (Coordination and Outreach).

3.5.2 Summary of Changes Since Draft Tier 1 EIS

Demographic data sources for this Tier 1 EIS were decennial census and American Community
Survey data from the US Census Bureau. These data were not updated or changed. Detailed
tables of demographic data can be found in Draft Tier 1 EIS Table 3.5-4 and Table 3.5-5, as
well as Draft Tier 1 EIS Appendix E5 (Demographic Data to Support the Title VI, Environmental
Justice, and Limited English Proficiency Analysis).

Agency Comments: Comments on environmental justice were received from USFS and
Reclamation. USFS expressed concern that the figures and analyses were inconsistent in the
way they addressed impacts to tribal lands. Census Tract data inventorying all tribal lands in the
study area were collected and included in the analysis and are listed in Draft Tier 1 EIS
Appendix E5 (Demographic Data to Support the Title VI, Environmental Justice, and Limited
English Proficiency Analysis). While the color and shading of the tribal lands layer in the Draft
Tier 1 EIS figures were inconsistent, these inconsistencies were limited to the mapping and
were not substantive to the analysis or decision-making process.
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Reclamation expressed concern that the discussion of mitigation strategies throughout Draft
Tier 1 EIS Section 3.5.4 (Environmental Consequences) was too focused on the need for
targeted outreach. Conducting major, proactive efforts to ensure meaningful opportunities for
public participation, particularly in low-income and minority communities, is one of the
fundamental elements of project-level environmental justice analysis and would be initiated
early in the planning process for Tier 2 studies. Demographic data and community outreach
strategies would be used to identify specific populations that may be impacted by the project.
They would then analyze the potential impacts to these populations and work with the
communities to identify solutions to minimize or mitigate these impacts. Draft Tier 1 EIS Section
3.5.6 (Future Tier 2 Analysis) describes, in full, all the elements that future Tier 2 environmental
justice analyses would address.

Final Tier 1 EIS Section 3.5.6 clarifies that some of these elements could result in the
identification of additional mitigation strategies during those Tier 2 studies, such as proposing
measures to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse effects by
providing offsetting benefits and opportunities to enhance communities and neighborhoods.

Public Comments on Community Impacts in Rural Areas: Commenters from rural
communities along the Recommended Alternative expressed that they value the quiet, rural
character of their community, and are concerned a highway on a new alignment through their
community would destroy that quiet, rural character. Others focused on concerns the new
highway corridor would bisect their community, separating neighborhoods and community
facilities. Some comments from areas not directly impacted by the Recommended Alternative
requested I-11 be shifted farther away from their community. These concerns were considered
in identifying the Preferred Alternative and are described in more detail in Chapter 6 (Preferred
Alternative).

Public Comments Providing Additional Data on Community Character and/or
Demographics: Some members of the public expressed a concern the analysis did not identify
the commenters’ specific community as low-income and/or minority, noting local government
community development programs or designations. The Tier 1 environmental justice analysis
relied on US Census Bureau data to provide a high-level inventory of community demographics.
Census data aggregate demographics into larger geographies, which can sometimes mask
smaller pockets and neighborhoods of protected populations. As described in Section 3.5.6,
Tier 2 study recommendations include development of a more detailed community profile for
potentially impacted communities. When more detailed analyses based on location-specific
impacts are completed during Tier 2 studies, they would use additional data sources and look at
communities and individual neighborhoods in more detail.

The Project Team took a more conservative approach in the analysis of minority and low-
income communities intersected by the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives than the
analysis of the Purple, Green, and Orange Alternatives in the Draft Tier 1 EIS. This Final Tier 1
EIS considers communities whose percentages of minority and low-income populations exceed
50 percent or are equal to or greater than county percentages as a potential minority or low-
income population.

Public Engagement during the Draft Tier 1 EIS Study: FHWA and ADOT have continued to
engage diverse populations in outreach efforts during public review of the Draft Tier 1 EIS.
Communication strategies for this project address the multicultural and bilingual issues and
challenges specific to the Study Area. These strategies were established early in the study
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process, and include techniques to reduce linguistic, cultural, institutional, geographic, and other
barriers to meaningful participation. Draft Tier 1 EIS Section 3.5.3.3 (Environmental Justice)
contains more detail regarding the communication strategy and techniques for facilitating
meaningful participation with diverse populations. Public engagement undertaken during the
public review period of the Draft Tier 1 EIS employed these techniques and is described in detail
in Chapter 5 (Coordination and Outreach) and Appendix G (Public Involvement Summary
Report) of this Final Tier 1 EIS. FHWA and ADOT are committed to maintaining government-to-
government relations with Native American tribes for projects that may affect tribal rights and
resources. Tribal coordination continues to be an integral part of this study. More detail on tribal
engagement is contained in Chapter 5 (Coordination and Outreach) of this Final Tier 1 EIS.

3.5.3 No Build Alternative

Under the No Build Alternative, community impacts would include only those related to projects
already planned and programmed. Improvement projects along SR 189 and I-10 in Nogales and
Casa Grande, respectively, have the greatest potential to affect communities with a high
percentage of minority individuals. The beneficial impacts of the Build Corridor Alternatives,
such as improved travel times, reduced congestion, economic development, and improvements
to regional mobility, would not occur.

354 Recommended Alternative

The Recommended Alternative is a hybrid alignment that was based primarily on the Purple and
Green Alternatives. Table 3.5-1 identifies communities whose boundaries fall within the 2,000-
foot-wide corridor of the Recommended Alternative and notes the percentages of low-income
and minorities in the communities’ populations.

In the southernmost extents of the Study Area (between Nogales and Sahuarita), the
Recommended Alternative follows existing I-19 and any improvements would likely be limited to
the existing right-of-way. Community impacts in this area would likely be limited to noise and air
quality impacts resulting from additional traffic on 1-19 or temporary noise and traffic disruptions
during construction. Most of the communities between Nogales and Sahuarita have populations
that exceed 50 percent minority, making them majority minority communities (i.e., one or more
racial or ethnic minority makes up a majority of the local population). Some of them, including
Nogales and Arivaca Junction, are also potentially low-income. The highest percentages of
people that speak English “less than very well” are in the southernmost extents of the Study
Area, specifically in Nogales.

In Sahuarita, the Recommended Alternative extends west from 1-19 in a new corridor. Much of
the land within the Recommended Alternative between Sahuarita and Wickenburg is vacant,
with no direct impacts to residential or community facility lands; 64 percent of the 2,000-foot-
wide corridor in Santa Cruz, Pima, and Maricopa Counties is vacant (see Section 3.3 [Land
Use and Section 6(f)]). Pinal and Yavapai Counties do not maintain existing land use data.
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Table 3.5-1. Communities in the 2,000-foot-wide Corridor of the Recommended
Alternative

Community or Census Designated Places (%

Geography minority, % low-income) Alignment Description
Nogales to Sahuarita Nogales City CDP (96%, 26%) Co-located with existing
Rio Rico CDP (86%, 13%) I-19

Tumacacori-Carmen CDP (56%, 9%)
Tubac CDP (23%, 10%)

Amado CDP (51%, 0%)

Arivaca Junction CDP (70%, 27%)
Green Valley CDP (7%, 5%)

Sahuarita to Marana Sahuarita CDP (40%, 5%) New highway on a new
Ocotillo Ranches/CT 43.16 (42%, 16%) alignment

Three Points CDP (44%, 23%)

Sandario Rd near SR 86/CT 44.24 (47%, 24%)
Tucson Estates CDP (37%, 14%)

Picture Rocks CDP (21%, 12%)

Avra Valley CDP (28%, 18%)

Marana to Casa Marana CDP (31%, 6%) New highway on a new
Grande Red Rock CDP (34%, 12%) alignment

Eloy CDP (81%, 27%)

Casa Grande CDP (50%, 15%)

Casa Grande to Casa Grande CDP (50%, 15%) New highway on a new
Buckeye Western Pinal County/CT 9414 (61%, 25%) alignment

Goodyear CDP (42%, 8%)
Buckeye CDP (50%, 12%)

Palo Verde/CT 506.04 (43%, 21%)
Tonopah/CT 506.03 (41%, 15%)
Arlington CDP (36%, 14%)

Buckeye to Wickenburg | Buckeye City CDP (50%, 12%) New highway on a new

Congress CDP (14%, 9%) alignment

SOURCE: US Census Bureau 2010, 2015a, and 2015b.
CT=census tract; CDP=census designated place; CDPs and CTs listed south to north

Detailed demographic tables can be found in Draft Tier 1 EIS Appendix E5 (Demographic Data to Support the Title VI,
Environmental Justice, and Limited English Proficiency Analysis).

Bold and underlined percentages exceed 50% or are greater than or equal to county percentages.

The remaining 36 percent of the 2,000-foot-wide corridor in Santa Cruz, Pima, and Maricopa
Counties is developed and is primarily categorized as commercial, agricultural, recreation/open
space, or residential land use. Residential land use is present within the 2,000-foot-wide corridor
of the Recommended Alternative. The degree and severity of community impacts would depend
on the specific alignment and design of I-11 and the character of the community. Potential
adverse impacts include right-of-way acquisition, highway traffic noise and air quality impacts,
and temporary construction-related impacts such as noise, vibration, air quality, and traffic
delays. Being situated near a new highway can also have beneficial effects, such as improved
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regional connectivity, job creation, better access to jobs and medical services, and economic
development.

Figure 3.5-1 through Figure 3.5-3 illustrate minority demographics overlaid with the
Recommended and Preferred Alternatives, and Figure 3.5-4 through Figure 3.5-6 illustrate low-
income demographics.

Table 3.5-2 provides an inventory of the acreage of low-income and minority communities within
the 2,000-foot-wide corridors of the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives. As noted in
Section 3.5.1, the acreages cited in this table were calculated using a more conservative
approach and flagged several additional communities than were identified in the Draft Tier 1
EIS, including several in Pima County as well as Palo Verde and Tonopah in western Maricopa
County.

Table 3.5-2. Inventory of Acres in Minority and Low-Income Communities in the
2,000-foot-wide Corridors of the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives

Recommended Preferred Alternative  Preferred Alternative

Alternative with West Option in with East Option in
(acres) Pima County (acres) Pima County (acres)
Total Project Acres 75,149 66,956 65,016
Potential Acres (#) 29,257 15,786 18,790
'V"d“O”W Acres (% of 39% 24% 29%
aln Low- | total corridor
ncome acres)
Populations

Source: US Census Bureau 2010, 2015a, 2015b, 2017.

The Recommended Alternative is not located on tribal land and would not result in direct
impacts to tribal land. It is located approximately 0.3 mile away from the Tohono O’odham
Nation San Xavier District, 0.9 mile from the Garcia Strip of the Schuk Toak District, 0.2 mile
from San Lucy Farms, and 0.6 mile from the Sif Oidak District.
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3.55 Preferred Alternative

Table 3.5-3 lists communities that are intersected by the Preferred Alternative and the
percentage of low-income and minority population. The Preferred Alternative follows much of
the same alignment as the Recommended Alternative with some key differences. Under both
options, the Preferred Alternative would be co-located with 1-19 from Nogales to Sahuarita and
would experience the same impacts as discussed under the Recommended Alternative
(Section 3.5.4).

One of the key differences in the Preferred Alternative is the inclusion of two options through
Pima County. Under the Preferred Alternative with east option in Pima County, I-11 is co-
located with 1-10. More detailed study and design information is needed to identify the specific
impacts, but improvement to 1-10 has the potential to impact many residences and businesses
located next to the existing highway right-of-way. Several of the communities along the east
option exceed 50 percent minority, making them majority-minority communities (including the
San Xavier District of the Tohono O’odham Nation, South Tucson, Tucson, and Rillito).
Similarly, both the San Xavier District and South Tucson exceed county percentages for low-
income by more than 12 and 27 percent, respectively. The demographics of the communities
along the west option in Pima County contain lower percentages of minority and low-income
individuals; however, the Recommended Alternative would be a new highway on a new
alignment through or near those communities. The communities along the west option approach
or exceed Pima County averages by as much as 6 percent, indicating there could be smaller
neighborhood pockets of minority and low-income populations.

One of the other key differences between the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives is that
the Preferred Alternative would avoid many impacts to the Buckeye, Goodyear, Palo Verde, and
Tonopah communities.

Table 3.5-3. Communities in the 2,000-foot-wide Corridor of the Preferred
Alternative

Community or Census Designated

Geography Places (% minority, % low-income) Alignment Description
Nogales to Sahuarita Nogales City CDP (96%, 26%) Co-located with existing
Rio Rico CDP (86%, 13%) I-19

Tumacacori-Carmen CDP (56%, 9%)
Tubac CDP (23%, 10%)

Amado CDP (51%, 0%)

Arivaca Junction CDP (70%, 27%)
Green Valley CDP (7%, 5%)

Sahuarita to Marana: Sahuarita CDP (40%, 5%) New highway on new
West Option in Pima County | Ocotillo Ranches/CT 43.16 (42%, 16%) alignment

Three Points CDP (44%, 23%)

Sandario Rd near SR 86/CT 44.24 (47%,
24%)

Tucson Estates CDP (37%, 14%)
Picture Rocks CDP (21%, 12%)

Avra Valley CDP (28%, 18%)
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Community or Census Designated

Geography Places (% minority, % low-income) Alignment Description
Sahuarita to Marana: Sahuarita CDP (40%, 5%) Co-located with existing
East Option in Pima County | Tohono O’odham Nation, San Xavier I-19 and I-10

District (CT 9409: 88%, 29%)?
South Tucson CDP (90%, 44%)
Tucson CDP (53%, 23%)
Flowing Wells (42%, 22%)
Marana CDP (31%, 6%) 2
Casas Adobes CDP (29%, 9%)
Rillito CDP (86%, 0%)

Marana to Casa Grande Red Rock CDP (34%, 12%)@ New highway on new
Eloy CDP (81%, 27%) alignment
Casa Grande CDP (50%, 15%)
Casa Grande to Buckeye Casa Grande CDP (50%, 15%) @ New Highway on new
Goodyear CDP (42%, 8%) alignment
Buckeye CDP (50%, 12%)? Co-located with existing
SR 85 and I-10
Buckeye to Wickenburg Buckeye City CDP (50%, 12%) New highway on a new
Congress CDP (14%, 9%) alignment

SOURCE: US Census Bureau 2010, 2015a, and 2015b.
CT=census tract; CDP=census designated place; CDPs and CTs listed south to north

Detailed demographic tables can be found in Draft Tier 1 EIS Appendix E5 (Demographic Data to Support the Title VI,
Environmental Justice, and Limited English Proficiency Analysis).

Bold and underlined percentages are equal to or greater than demographics for the county in which they are located.
2 The east option of the Preferred Alternative co-locates with I-19 through the San Xavier District of the Tohono O’odham Nation.

3.5.6 Mitigation and Tier 2 Analysis
3.5.6.1 Tier 2 Analysis Commitments

FHWA and ADOT completed a planning-level analysis for this Final Tier 1 EIS to support
identification of a 2,000-foot-wide preferred Build Corridor Alternative. Additional analysis in
Tier 2 will inform (1) the selection of a specific alignment (approximately 400 feet wide) within
the selected 2,000-foot-wide corridor and (2) the selection of the west option or east option in
Pima County. Tier 2 analysis will also identify measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts
to community resources and environmental justice populations.

The Tier 2 analysis would be based on more specific corridor alignment information and design
features, allowing a more precise evaluation of the impacts related to proposed displacements,
relocations, changes to employment and businesses, community characteristics, and housing
availability. Additional air quality, noise, and other environmental studies would be conducted to
assess the potential human health impacts, both adverse and beneficial, to minority and low-
income populations. Specifically, ADOT commits to carrying out the following analysis during
the Tier 2 process:

f  T2-Community Resources, Title VI, and Environmental Justice-1: Develop a Public
Involvement Plan consistent with ADOT’s agency-wide Public Involvement Plan (ADOT
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2017n), which meets federal requirements for Title VI, Environmental Justice, and LEP in
the transportation decision-making process. The public involvement plan will be developed
early in the planning process with the focus of ensuring full and fair participation by all
affected communities and populations. Coordination with local stakeholders and community
representatives may be needed to understand the unique needs and priorities of those
affected by the project, as well as determine the most effective means of engaging them in
the outreach process.

f T2-Community Resources, Title VI, and Environmental Justice-2: Identify and quantify
impacts and mitigation measures to address adverse impacts to minority and low-income
populations. Characterization of the demographics for affected communities would be
conducted using the most recent census data and supplemental characterization
techniques. The impact analysis would determine whether there are disproportionately high
and adverse effects to the minority and/or low-income populations.

f T2-Community Resources, Title VI, and Environmental Justice-3: Address
environmental justice in accordance with the principles outlined in EO 12898 and FHWA
Order 6640.23A (FHWA 2012a). The analysis should include the following items, as
established by the FHWA “Guidance on Environmental Justice and NEPA” (FHWA 2011a):

o Conduct major, proactive efforts to ensure meaningful opportunities for public
participation, including activities to increase participation from low-income and minority
populations.

o Compare the project effects (including indirect and cumulative effects) on minority and
low-income populations with respect to those on the overall population. Fair distribution
of the beneficial and adverse effects of the Project is the desired outcome.

o Determine whether the adverse effects are predominantly borne by the minority and low-
income populations or are appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude on these
populations than the adverse effects suffered by the non-minority and non-low-income
populations (i.e., disproportionately high and adverse effects).

o Determine whether the Project might prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant
delay in the receipt of benefits by minority and low-income populations.

o Determine whether there are practicable mitigation measures or alignment alternatives
that would avoid or minimize the disproportionately high and adverse effect(s).

o Determine whether any of the affected communities include minorities, ethnic groups,
senior populations, persons with disabilities, individuals with a low-income, or those who
are LEP.

3.5.6.2 Mitigation Commitments
As required by NEPA, FHWA and ADOT considered measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate

community resources, Title VI, and Environmental Justice population impacts from the Project
(generally referred to as mitigation measures) during this Tier 1 process.
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Communities with minority and low-income populations were identified along the Recommended
and Preferred Alternatives.

3.5.6.3 Additional Mitigation to be Evaluated in Tier 2

During the Tier 2 process, ADOT will evaluate mitigation measures in addition to those listed
above, to include best practices, permit requirements, and/or other mitigation strategies
suggested by agencies or the public. Examples of measures that ADOT may evaluate in Tier 2

include:

1 Avoid community features or resources to the greatest extent practicable.

! Maintain function and access to existing community facilities.

1 Provide offsetting benefits and opportunities to enhance communities, neighborhoods, and
individuals affected by the project.

{1 Build structures such as pedestrian overpasses to maintain existing neighborhood

connections.
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3.6 Economic Impacts

3.6.1 Summary of Draft Tier 1 EIS

FHWA and ADOT used the Regional Economic Models, Inc. (REMI) TranSight model for the
State of Arizona (ADOT 20170) to analyze regional economic changes in demand, income, and
employment as a result of the No Build and Build Corridor Alternatives. Changes in economic
activity would be triggered by (1) capital investment expenditures during the development phase
and (2) efficiencies gained from transportation improvements during the operational phase.
Table 3.6-1 summarizes the economic impact analysis results for the three Build Corridor
Alternatives. The table shows the net change from the No Build Alternative (or baseline) for
each of the three Build Corridor Alternatives.

Table 3.6-1. Summary of Potential Economic Impacts

Development Phase (2020-2024)

Gross Regional Product ($ Billions) $8.9 $8.7 $3.9
Personal Income ($ Billions) $5.7 $5.6 $2.5
Employment (Thousands of Job-Years) 106.4 104.5 46.8
Remainder of Analysis Period (2025—-2044)

Gross Regional Product ($ Billions) $3.7 $2.9 $1.8
Personal Income ($ Billions) $5.4 $4.4 $2.3
Employment (Thousands of Job-Years) 31.8 25.9 15.4
Total (2020-2044)

Gross Regional Product ($ Billions) $12.7 $11.7 $5.7
Personal Income ($ Billions) $11.1 $10.0 $4.8
Employment (Thousands of Job-Years) 138.2 130.4 62.3
Employment Impact by County (2020-2044)

Yavapai County (Thousands of Job-Years) 4.0 3.7 1.8
Maricopa County (Thousands of Job-Years) 105.0 98.9 47.3
Pinal County (Thousands of Job-Years) 6.8 6.4 3.0
Pima County (Thousands of Job-Years) 21.7 20.7 9.8
Santa Cruz County (Thousands of Job-Years) 0.8 0.7 0.4

Source: ADOT 20170

2 The estimates show the difference between the Build Corridor Alternatives and the No Build Alternative. The current economic
growth trends would be expected to continue under the No Build Alternative.

Of the three Build Corridor Alternatives, the Purple Alternative would generate the largest
increase to the gross regional product. The $12.7 billion increase under the Purple Alternative
would be more than double the impact of the Orange Alternative, primarily due to initial
construction costs. This increase would be $1.0 billion more than the impact of the Green
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Alternative. Similarly, the Purple Alternative’s impact on personal income ($11.1 billion) is
expected to be more than twice the impact of the Orange Alternative and $1.1 billion more than
the impact under the Green Alternative. The Purple Alternative is estimated to generate
138,200 job-years over the analysis period (2020 to 2024) compared to the Green Alternative at
130,400 job-years and the Orange Alternative at 62,300 job-years.

The Build Corridor Alternatives may open access and facilitate more people visiting parks and
other outdoor recreation destinations. Conversely, the Build Corridor Alternatives could deter
park visits and economic contributions from outdoor enthusiasts by reducing the rural character
of parks or diminishing the visitor experience. I-11 has the potential to provide better access and
opportunities for gateway services, such as lodging, that enhance tourism. The Build Corridor
Alternatives can help further the growth of outdoor tourism as an anchor of the local economy.

3.6.2 Summary of Changes Since Draft Tier 1 EIS

NPS requested that the economic benefit of Saguaro National Park be disclosed. NPS
estimates that nearly one million people visited the West and East units of Saguaro National
Park in 2017 and contributed $88.7 million to the local economy (NPS 2018).

The City of Tucson expressed concerns about impacts on the City’s economy because the
Recommended Alternative bypasses the City. The City was concerned that visitors who travel to
or pass through Tucson to shop would be diverted away from the City. This concern, along with
others, prompted FHWA and ADOT to include both the west option and east option in Pima
County as part of the Preferred Alternative to be evaluated in further detail in Tier 2.

3.6.3 No Build Alternative

Under the No Build Alternative, the Project would not be built. Maricopa County is, and will
remain, the largest economy in the Study Area. Its gross regional product is expected to
increase from $251.6 billion to $419.9 billion, or 67 percent, the most of any county, over the
analysis period. As a result, Maricopa County’s share of gross regional product for the Study
Area would increase from 80 percent to 82 percent from 2020 to 2044. Employment also is
projected to grow to nearly three million in Maricopa County (ADOT 20170).

Baseline employment in the Study Area is estimated at 3.3 million in 2020 and is expected to
increase by 12 percent from 2020 to 2044 to 3.7 million (or 0.48 percent per year on average).
Overall, the Study Area’s economy is expected to add more than 400,000 jobs (ADOT 20170).

3.6.4 Recommended Alternative

The Project Team anticipates the economic impacts for the Recommended Alternative would be
similar to the economic impacts for the Purple Alternative and Green Alternative presented in
Section 3.6.4 (Environmental Consequences) of the Draft Tier 1 EIS. Construction costs for the
Recommended Alternative would increase slightly compared to the Purple Alternative and
Green Alternative (+3.7 percent and +5.6 percent), respectively (see Chapter 6 [Recommended
Alternative] of the Draft Tier 1 EIS). Figure 3.6-1 shows existing and emerging employment
clusters in relation to the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives.
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Anticipated economic impacts for the Recommended Alternative include:

1 Nogales to Sahuarita: Two economic activity clusters include Mariposa International
Commerce Park and the planned commercial and resort development near Tubac. The
Recommended Alternative would continue to provide access to these two clusters.

! Sahuarita to Marana: The Recommended Alternative would provide access to an emerging
employment center near Ryan Airfield. However, it would not provide access to existing
employment clusters of Port of Tucson, Sonoran Corridor, downtown Tucson, and the
Tangerine Road Commercial Corridor in Marana.

! Marana to Casa Grande: The Recommended Alternative would encompass a growth area
that includes existing and emerging economic clusters of Pinal Airpark and the Red Rock
Classification Yard. The proposed connector between the Recommended Alternative and
I-10 would provide access to these existing and emerging employment clusters.

! Casa Grande to Buckeye: A majority of this section of the Project corridor is identified as a
growth area with 10 existing and emerging employment clusters as shown on Figure 3.6-1,
starting with Coolidge Inland Port near Casa Grande to Liberty Area, and Buckeye Industrial
Corridor, Phoenix-Goodyear Airport, and Loop 303/I-10 Job Corridor in the
Buckeye/Goodyear area. The Recommended Alternative would pass through these
employment clusters, positively impacting access and connectivity.

1 Buckeye to Wickenburg: The Recommended Alternative runs north from 1-10 through
Vulture Mine RMZ to Wickenburg. The Recommended Alternative would facilitate access
through two emerging employment clusters, Belmont and Douglas Ranch, and one existing
cluster, Forepaugh Industrial Rail Park.

Table 3.6-2 summarizes and compares the economic impact analysis results for the
Recommended and Preferred Alternatives. The table shows the net change from the No Build
Alternative (or baseline) for each Build Corridor Alternative. Although ADOT's REMI TranSight
model was not re-run, the Project Team derived multipliers for the development and operational
phases in order to estimate the economic impacts. For the Recommended and Preferred
Alternatives, the project team also estimated these impacts based on cost summary data (2017
dollars).

The Recommended Alternative would generate the largest economic impacts. This increase
would be $0.5 billion and $2.5 billion more than the gross regional impacts of the Preferred
Alternative west and east options, respectively. The Recommended Alternative impact on
personal income ($10.3 billion) is expected to be slightly higher than the impact of the Preferred
Alternative west option and $1.8 billion more than the impact under the east option. The
Recommended Alternative is estimated to generate 136,200 job-years over the analysis period
(2020 to 2044) compared to the west option at 130,200 job-years and the east option at 106,700
job-years.
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Table 3.6-2. Summary of Potential Impacts on Economic Indicators for the 2,000-
foot-wide Corridors of the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives

Preferred Preferred
Alternative with  Alternative with

Recommended West Option in East Option in

Metrics Alternative Pima County Pima County
Development Phase (2020-2024)
Gross Regional Product ($ Billions) $9.2 $8.6 $6.9
Personal Income ($ Billions) $5.9 $5.5 $4.4
Employment (Thousands of Job-Years) 110.4 102.9 82.5
Remainder of Analysis Period (2025-2044)
Gross Regional Product ($ Billions) $2.9 $3.1 $2.7
Personal Income ($ Billions) $4.4 $4.6 $4.1
Employment (Thousands of Job-Years) 25.8 27.3 24.1
Total (2020-2044)
Gross Regional Product ($ Billions) $12.2 $11.7 $9.6
Personal Income ($ Billions) $10.3 $10.1 $8.5
Employment (Thousands of Job-Years) 136.2 130.2 106.7
Employment Impact by County (2020-2044)
Yavapai County (Thousands of Job-Years) 3.9 3.7 3.0
I\\(/I:er‘ircsgpa County (Thousands of Job- 103.3 98.8 81.0
Pinal County (Thousands of Job-Years) 6.6 6.4 5.2
Pima County (Thousands of Job-Years) 21.6 20.6 16.8
\S(:g’gCruz County (Thousands of Job- 0.8 0.7 0.6

Source: ADOT 20170.

aThe estimates show the difference between the Recommended/Preferred Alternative and the No Build Alternative. The current
economic growth trends would be expected to continue under the No Build Alternative.

3.6.5 Preferred Alternative
Anticipated economic impacts for the Preferred Alternative include:

1 Nogales to Sahuarita: The Preferred Alternative would continue to provide access to
Mariposa International Commerce Park and the planned commercial and resort
development near Tubac.

! Sahuarita to Marana: The Preferred Alternative with west option in Pima County would be a
new corridor west of Tucson and would provide access to an emerging employment center
near Ryan Airfield. However, it would not provide access to existing employment clusters of
Port of Tucson, Sonoran Corridor, downtown Tucson, and the Tangerine Road Commercial
Corridor in Marana. The Preferred Alternative with east option in Pima County would
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continue to provide connectivity to these existing employment clusters. However, it would
not provide access to an emerging employment center near Ryan Airfield.

! Marana to Casa Grande: The Preferred Alternative would serve the same existing and
employment clusters as the Recommended Alternative.

1 Casa Grande to Buckeye: The Preferred Alternative would serve most of the existing and
emerging employment clusters as the Recommended Alternative; however, because it is
farther south of the Recommended Alternative it would not provide direct access to the Loop
303/1-10 Job Corridor and the Phoenix-Goodyear Airport.

Buckeye to Wickenburg: The Preferred Alternative would serve the same existing and
employment clusters as the Recommended Alternative.

3.6.6 Mitigation and Tier 2 Analysis
3.6.6.1 Tier 2 Analysis Commitments

FHWA and ADOT completed an initial level of analysis in this Final Tier 1 EIS to identify a
2,000-foot-wide preferred Build Corridor Alternative. Additional analysis in Tier 2 will inform

(1) the selection of a specific alignment (approximately 400 feet wide) within the selected
2,000-foot-wide corridor and (2) the selection of the west option or east option in Pima County.
Tier 2 analysis will also identify measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate economic impacts.
Specifically, ADOT commits to carrying out the following analysis during the Tier 2 process:

f T2-Economic-1: Use an updated travel demand model that delineates population and
employment projections combined with an assessment of planned/entitled private
developments to determine locations most suitable for ensuring transportation system safety
and mobility.

f  T2-Economic-2: Use a more detailed alignment to analyze impacts related to businesses
(including loss of access).

f T2-Economic-3: Evaluate impacts on outdoor recreation and the overall regional economy
by using recent, relevant outdoor recreation data such as the Outdoor Recreation Satellite
Accounts. The Outdoor Recreation Satellite Accounts use tracker surveys to collect
information on visitor spending, on attractions that generate tourist visits, and on how the
alternatives might affect tourists’ decisions.

3.6.6.2 Mitigation Commitments

As required by NEPA, FHWA and ADOT considered measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
economic impacts from the Project (generally referred to as mitigation measures) during this
Tier 1 process. Specific mitigation that ADOT is committing to implement if a Build Alternative is
selected includes:

f MM-Economic-1: Locate traffic interchanges to provide transportation access to state lands
and other developable areas while balancing convenient access with potential impacts on
parks and outdoor tourism destinations as a result of the added interchanges.
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. MM-Economic-2: Participate in continued, long-term planning efforts with metropolitan
planning organizations, local jurisdictions, resource agencies, and private stakeholders to
cooperatively plan development along the I-11 corridor. The effort would coordinate wildlife
connectivity, local land use planning, and context sensitive design for the I-11 facility. Details
regarding long-term planning efforts are dependent on the planning process for each
individual organization, jurisdiction, and/or agency. ADOT commits to participating in these
efforts but does not have the jurisdiction to lead them (MM-Indirect-1).

3.6.6.3 Additional Mitigation to be Evaluated in Tier 2

During the Tier 2 process, ADOT will evaluate mitigation measures in addition to those listed
above, to include best practices, permit requirements, and/or other mitigation strategies
suggested by agencies or the public. Examples of measures that ADOT may evaluate in Tier 2
include:

f Coordinate with local municipalities to revise county comprehensive and municipal general
plans, zoning ordinances, and capital improvement programs to support the corridor as
needed.

1 Coordinate with local and state entities to assist in adopting financing tools and strategies
targeted to increase investment and job creation along the corridor.

1 Coordinate with local and state entities to assist in implementing business attraction
strategies and efforts to target desirable economic sector development along the corridor.

1 Prepare for and fund infrastructure improvements to planned industrial and business parks
along the corridor in coordination with local municipalities.

1 Coordinate with local municipalities to adopt zoning strategies that support and encourage
recreation compatibility and wildlife connectivity to support mitigation in the Tier 1 Record of
Decision.
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3.7 Archaeological, Historical, Architectural, and Cultural
Resources

3.7.1 Summary of Draft Tier 1 EIS

The Draft Tier 1 EIS assessed potential impacts on archaeological, historical, architectural, and
cultural resources, and FHWA initiated consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Because planning of I-11 is phased, FHWA and ADOT
adopted a phased approach for assessing I-11 effects on properties listed in or eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), a strategy consistent with Section 106 regulations.
The Draft Tier 1 EIS assessed levels of impacts on (1) archaeological sites and historic
structures, (2) historic districts and buildings, and (3) traditional cultural properties. The analysis
was based on (1) tribal consultation, (2) prior cultural resource studies and NRHP listing and
evaluations, and (3) preliminary evaluations of the NRHP eligibility of unrecorded historic-period
parcels (defined as pre-1971).

The NHPA defines historic properties as cultural resources that are “included in, or eligible for
inclusion in” the NRHP (36 CFR 800.16(I)(1)). Eligibility is determined by federal lead agencies
during the Section 106 process. For this Tier 1 study, information from prior eligibility
evaluations was used; no re-evaluation of prior recommendations or determinations was
undertaken. The Tier 1 preliminary NRHP evaluations of unrecorded historic-period districts and
buildings were an initial assessment limited to consideration of historic integrity and architectural
significance and are not formal NRHP eligibility recommendations but instead an indication of
resources that might be protected by Section 4(f). Tier 2 studies will evaluate the eligibility of
previously recorded and newly recorded cultural resources.

Prior cultural resource surveys covered about one-fourth to one-half of the three Build Corridor
Alternatives. Archaeological sites are the most common type of cultural resource recorded in the
study area, and approximately 65 percent are prehistoric, 20 percent are historic, 10 percent
have both prehistoric and historic components, and 5 percent are undated. The sites reflect
prehistoric and historic settlements and a variety of non-habitation activities. Historic structures
(such as roads and irrigation canals) are less common.

Three archaeological resources and 10 historic districts or buildings listed in the NRHP, and one
historic district previously evaluated as eligible, overlap the three Build Corridor Alternatives.
Prior reviews evaluated the NRHP eligibility of 65 to 75 percent of the other recorded
archaeological sites and historic structures and found 60 to 70 percent to be eligible. Preliminary
evaluation of unrecorded pre-1971 parcels concluded 38 (4 districts, 34 individual parcels) were
likely eligible and 65 (2 districts, 63 individual parcels) were possibly eligible. The Draft Tier 1
EIS assessment concluded each Build Corridor Alternative could affect one or two known
traditional cultural properties (Table 3.7-1).

Because any build alternative could adversely affect NRHP-listed or eligible properties, FHWA
and ADOT prepared a Section 106 Programmatic Agreement to define procedures for further
consideration during Tier 2. A Draft Programmatic Agreement was circulated to consulting
parties and included in the Draft Tier 1 EIS Appendix E7 (Section 106 Consultation Summary
and Draft Programmatic Agreement). The final draft Tier 1 Section 106 programmatic
agreement (PA) was distributed to consulting parties on May 5, 2021, for final review and
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comment. Consultation is ongoing. The final draft PA, included in this Final Tier 1 EIS in
Appendix E7 (Section 106 Consultation Summary and Programmatic Agreement), reflects
Section 106 consultation to date. If the PA is not executed before the Tier 1 EIS Record of
Decision is issued, it may be executed subsequently. Construction on Tier 2 projects would not
proceed until appropriate Section 106 agreement documents are executed.

Table 3.7-1. Summary of Draft Tier 1 EIS Assessment of Impacts on Cultural

Resources
Purple Green Orange

Assessment Alternative = Alternative | Alternative
Archaeological Sites and Historic Structures
Percent covered by previous cultural resource surveys 27% 25% 49%
Potential high impacts 4 miles 8 miles 25 miles
Potential moderate impacts 45 miles 52 miles 20 miles
Potential low impacts 143 miles 155 miles 64 miles
No impacts anticipated 80 miles 53 miles 171 miles
Estimated NRHP-eligible properties affected 70 100 60
Historic Districts and Buildings
Potential high impacts on NRHP-listed/determined 0 0 4
eligible properties
No impacts anticipated on NRHP-listed properties 1 2
Potential high impacts on unrecorded historic-period 1 0
parcels preliminarily evaluated as likely or possibly
NRHP eligible
Potential moderate impacts on unrecorded historic- 3 3 0
period parcels preliminarily evaluated as likely or
possibly NRHP eligible
Potential low impacts on unrecorded historic-period 25 18 2
parcels preliminarily evaluated as likely or possibly
NRHP eligible
No impacts anticipated on unrecorded historic-period 30 35 48
parcels preliminarily evaluated as likely or possibly
NRHP eligible
Traditional Cultural Properties
Potentially affected 2 2 1

SOURCE: ADOT 2018a, 2018b; ADOT 2017j (Record of FHWA, ADOT, and Four Southern Tribes cultural resource meeting, June
27, 2017).

3.7.2 Summary of Changes Since Draft Tier 1 EIS

Some comments on the Draft Tier 1 EIS questioned the adequacy of data used to assess
potential impacts on cultural resources, particularly for comparison of impacts of the Green and
Orange Alternatives in Pima County. Because of that and other reasons, FHWA and ADOT
concluded more detailed studies are needed to understand trade-offs between those
alternatives and retained both options as part of the Preferred Alternative for further study
during Tier 2. FHWA and ADOT concluded the analysis provided information needed to
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adequately consider potential impacts on cultural resources for Tier 1 decisions. After the Draft
Tier 1 EIS was issued, the Project Team used the Draft Tier 1 EIS methods to collect additional
data to characterize cultural resources and assess potential levels of impacts for those parts of
the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives that differed from the originally assessed Build
Corridor Alternatives.

3.7.3 No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would avoid most impacts on cultural resources in the Build Corridor
Alternatives, but not all because some highway improvement projects programmed for funding
would be constructed even if FHWA and ADOT decided not to pursue development of I-11 (see
Draft Tier 1 EIS Section 2.3.1 [No Build Alternative]). The Draft Tier 1 EIS concluded such
projects would result in potential high impacts along 2 miles of I-10 in the Tucson vicinity, and
those projects are now underway. Other projects not yet designed or funded would be
developed in the future and could affect additional cultural resources, but each would be
reviewed pursuant to applicable regulations.

3.74 Recommended Alternative
3.7.4.1  Archaeological Sites and Historic Structures

Prior cultural resource surveys covered 23 percent of the Recommended Alternative and
recorded 172 archaeological sites and 46 historic structures (Table 3.7-2). Approximately

78 percent of the archaeological sites are prehistoric,12 percent are historic, 8 percent have
both prehistoric and historic components, and 2 percent are of undetermined age (Table 3.7-3).
Artifact scatters, with or without archaeological features, are the most common type of known
prehistoric site (83 percent), and 16 percent are classified as village or habitation sites. A less
common type is trails.

The most common types of known historic archaeological sites are artifact scatters, with or
without archaeological features (50 percent). Approximately 30 percent of the known historic
sites are classified as reflecting more permanent occupation (homesteads, habitations, and
building foundations). Less common types are classified as ranching and military. The most
common types of known historic structures are roads (73 percent), railroads (9 percent), and
irrigation canals (9 percent). Less common types include utility lines and cemeteries.

As was done for the Draft Tier 1 EIS, the Project Team assessed the potential for unrecorded
archaeological sites and historic structures in parts of the Recommended Alternative that have
had little prior survey for cultural resources. The analysis classified 13 areas encompassing
5.3 miles of the Recommended Alternative as having high potential for unrecorded
archaeological sites. The average recorded densities suggest there could be approximately
900 to 1,000 archaeological sites and historic structures in the 2,000-foot-wide corridor.

One NRHP-listed archaeological district (Los Robles District) overlaps the edge of the
Recommended Alternative in three locations, but no archaeological sites have been recorded in
those overlaps. Although not listed in the NRHP, nine known historic structures may warrant
efforts to preserve in place because they were previously determined to be eligible for the
NRHP under Criteria A, B, or C, in addition to, or rather than their potential to yield important
information (Criterion D) (Table 3.7-4). Any adverse effects at existing or new crossings of those
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historic structures might be avoided by bridging or other measures, as ADOT has done on other
projects.

Table 3.7-2. Extent of Prior Cultural Resource Survey and Recorded
Archaeological Sites and Historic Structures in the 2,000-foot-wide Corridors of
the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives

Preferred Alternative Preferred Alternative

Summary of Prior Cultural Recommended  with West Option in with East Option in
Resource Surveys Alternative Pima County Pima County
Length (miles) 276.1 276.0 267.8
Percent Previously Surveyed 23.4% 28.3% 39.2%
Recorded Archaeological Sites 172 200 350
Recorded Historic Structures 46 57 87
Total 2 218 257 437
Resurceantie 34 33 42
Estimated Total Resources °© 891 965 1,062

SOURCE: ADOT 2020a.
Note: Table includes all recorded sites and historic structures regardless of NRHP eligibility.

@Each of the options (segments) included in the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives was analyzed separately. Because some
archaeological sites and historic structures overlapped option boundaries, they were counted more than once when the numbers for
each option were summed, which inflated the totals. The actual total number of archaeological sites and historic structures recorded
along the Recommended Alternative is 215, along the Preferred Alternative with west option in Pima County is 246, and along the
Preferred Alternative with the east option is 421.

b Per linear mile of 2,000-foot-wide corridor within areas surveyed for cultural resources.

¢ Estimates are the sum of estimates based on the recorded densities for each option (segment) of the alternative.

Table 3.7-3. Temporal Classification of Recorded Archaeological Sites and
Historic Structures in the 2,000-foot-wide Corridors of the Recommended and
Preferred Alternatives

Preferred Preferred
Alternative with Alternative with
Recommended West Option in East Option in
Alternative Pima County Pima County
Temporal Period Sites % Sites % Sites %
Archaeological Sites: Prehistoric 132 61% 144 59% 196 47%
Archaeological Sites: Historic 20 9% 30 12% 78 19%
Archaeological Sites: Multi-component 14 7% 13 5% 47 11%
Archaeological Sites: Undated 4 2% 10 4% 26 6%
Archaeological Sites Subtotal 170 79% 197 80% 347 83%
Historic Structures 45 21% 49 20% 73 17%
Total 215 100% 246 100% 420 100%

SOURCE: ADOT 2020a.
Note: Table includes all recorded archaeological sites and historic structures identified by the data collection regardless of NRHP
eligibility.
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Table 3.7-4. Archaeological Sites and Historic Structures that may Warrant
Preservation in Place in the 2,000-foot-wide Corridors of the Recommended and
Preferred Alternatives

Preferred Preferred
NRHP Alternative with | Alternative with
Archaeological Site/ Eligibility = Recommended West Option in East Option in
Historic Structure Criteria Alternative Pima County Pima County
Archaeological Sites
Site AZ BB:13:170(ASM) A, B, D no impact @
Site AZ T:10:59(ASM) A C,D no impact ® no impact ®
Historic Structures
Otero Cemetery A B no impact © no impact © no impact ©
New Mexico & Arizona C no impact © no impact © no impact °©
Railroad: Nogales Branch
Mission de San Agustin del A, D no impact ¢
Tucson /Clearwater site
Cortaro Farms Canal A adverse effect adverse effect
unlikely © unlikely f
Abandoned Cortaro-Marana A C adverse effect
Irrigation District canals unlikely f
Arizona Southern Railroad A, D adverse effect adverse effect adverse effect
unlikely © unlikely © unlikely ©
Casa Grande Canal A adverse effect
unlikely ©
Southern Pacific Railroad A adverse effect adverse effect adverse effect
unlikely © unlikely © unlikely ©
Butterfield Overland Mail A adverse effect adverse effect adverse effect
stage route unlikely © unlikely © unlikely ©
Buckeye Canal A adverse effect adverse effect adverse effect
unlikely © unlikely ¢ unlikely ¢
Southern Pacific Railroad- A adverse effect adverse effect adverse effect
Phoenix Mainline unlikely © unlikely ¢ unlikely ¢
Roosevelt Canal A adverse effect adverse effect
unlikely ¢ unlikely ¢

SOURCE: ADOT 2020a.

@ Qutside right-of-way of co-located 1-19, where new lanes would be added in existing right-of-way.

b Co-located with SR 85 where no lanes would be added.

¢ Co-located with 1-19 where no lanes would be added.

d Co-located with 1-10 outside potential new right-of-way.

¢ Any adverse effect at new crossing might be avoided by bridging, as ADOT has done on other projects.

f Any adverse effect at existing crossing of co-located I-10 might be avoided by bridging, as ADOT has done on other projects.

9 Any adverse effect at existing crossing of co-located SR 85 might be avoided by bridging, as ADOT has done on other projects.
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Prior reviews evaluated 129 of the 215 archaeological and historic structures recorded in the
Recommended Alternative and determined or recommended 67 percent eligible for the NRHP
(Table 3.7-5). The Final Tier 1 EIS assessment concluded the Recommended Alternative could
have high impacts for approximately 8 miles and moderate impacts for 61 miles and could affect
approximately 100 NRHP-eligible sites and historic structures.

Table 3.7-5. NRHP Eligibility of Archaeological Sites and Historic Structures in the
2,000-foot-wide Corridors of the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives

Preferred Preferred

Alternative with Alternative with

NRHP Eligibility of Recorded Sites Recommended West Option in East Option in

and Historic Structures Alternative Pima County Pima County
Percent surveyed for cultural resources 23% 28% 39%
Eligible under Criterion D 58 65 129
Eligible under Criteria A, B, and/or C 10 9 14
Eligible, no criterion listed 18 18 43
Total Eligible @ 86 92 186
Not Eligible ° 43 54 94
Percent Evaluated as Eligible 67% 63% 66%
Not Evaluated 86 100 140

SOURCE: ADOT 2020a.
2 Includes resources that have been determined to be NRHP eligible or recommended eligible.
b Includes resources that have been determined to not be NRHP eligible or recommended not eligible.

3.74.2 Historic Districts and Buildings

Two NRHP-listed historic districts overlap the part of the Recommended Alternative co-located
with 1-19 but are unlikely to be adversely affected (Table 3.7-6). The recently nominated Tucson
Mountain Park Historic District does not overlap the Recommended Alternative but is within
approximately 200 feet at its closest point and on the opposite side of the Tucson Aqueduct of
the CAP. Preliminary evaluation of 144 unrecorded historic-period properties (8 districts, 136
individual properties) along the Recommended Alternative concluded 24 were likely NRHP
eligible, 42 possibly eligible, and 78 not eligible (Table 3.7-7). The Final Tier 1 EIS assessment
concluded the Recommended Alternative is unlikely to have high impacts on any of those
preliminarily evaluated as likely or possibly eligible properties and potential moderate impacts
on four of them.

3.7.4.3 Traditional Cultural Properties

In consultation with FHWA and ADOT, tribes identified four traditional cultural properties along
the Recommended Alternative. Specific locations of two of those were not revealed and they
could be directly affected (Table 3.7-8). The two others are not close to the corridor, but
potential for indirect effects would be considering during Tier 2, if warranted. Tribes also oppose
disturbance of human burials and formal animal burials.
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Table 3.7-6. NRHP-listed and Determined Eligible Historic Districts and Buildings
in the 2,000-foot-wide Corridors of the Recommended and Preferred Alternatives

Preferred Alternative | Preferred Alternative
with West Option in | with East Option in
Pima County Pima County

Recommended
Alternative

co-located with 1-19|co-located with [-19

NRHP Eligible or Listed Historic
Property

Tumacécori National Historical Park

co-located with 1-19

Canoa Ranch Rural Historic District |co-located with 1-19|co-located with 1-19 co-located with I-19

El Paso and Southwestern Railroad
District

Barrio El Hoyo Historic District

co-located with [-10 2

co-located with 1-10

(2182 IR NN d¥]

oo

Barrio El Membrillo Historic District

co-located with [-10 2

El Presidio Historic District

co-located with I-10

Manning, Levi H. House

co-located with 1-10

(noncontiguous contributor to
El Presidio Historic District)

Barrio Anita Historic District @ co-located with [-10 2

Menlo Park Historic District co-located with 1-10

Ronstadt-Sims Adobe Warehouse co-located with I-10

(noncontiguous contributor to John
Spring Neighborhood Historic District)

US Department of Agriculture Tucson co-located with I-10

Plant Materials Center

SOURCE: ADOT 2020b

Note: All properties are NRHP-listed except for the El Paso and Southwestern Railroad District, which has been determined eligible.
2 Could be directly affected if additional right-of-way is required for 1-10 upgrades between the 1-19 interchange and Prince Road. No
impacts are anticipated on other NRHP listed properties.

Table 3.7-7. Preliminary NRHP Eligibility Evaluations of Unrecorded Historic-
Period Properties in the 2,000-foot-wide Corridors of the Recommended and
Preferred Alternatives

Preferred Preferred
Preliminary Evaluations of Alternative with | Alternative with
Unrecorded Historic-Period Recommended West Option in East Option in
Properties and Impact Assessment Alternative Pima County Pima County
Districts
Likely Eligible
Possibly Eligible 3 2 1
Not Eligible
Individual Properties
Likely Eligible 20 18 24
Possibly Eligible 39 41 39
Not Eligible 77 55 92
Totals 144 121 169
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Preferred
Alternative with
West Option in

Pima County

Preferred
Alternative with
East Option in
Pima County

High 0 0 5

Moderate 4 3 0

Low 27 26 16

None Anticipated 35 36 47

SOURCE: ADOT 2020a

2 0n properties preliminarily evaluated as likely or possibly eligible for the NRHP.

Table 3.7-8. Traditional Cultural Properties in the 2,000-foot-wide Corridors of the

Traditional Cultural
Property

Site associated with a
traditional tribal story

Recommended
Alternative

Location not revealed,
could be affected in
new corridor

Recommended and Preferred Alternatives

Preferred Alternative

with West Option in
Pima County

Location not revealed,
could be affected in
new corridor

Preferred Alternative
with East Option in
Pima County

Archaeological site

Location not revealed,
could be affected in
new corridor

Location not revealed,
could be affected in
new corridor

Location not revealed,
could be affected in
new corridor

Area of high
archaeological site
density

Along 1-19, could be
affected along existing
right-of-way

Volcanic peak

Not close to corridor,
unlikely to be directly
affected

Not close to corridor,
unlikely to be directly
affected

Not close to corridor,
unlikely to be directly
affected

Cluster of volcanic hills

Not close to corridor,
unlikely to be directly
affected

Not close to corridor,
unlikely to be directly
affected

Not close to corridor,
unlikely to be directly
affected

Open air chapel

Along 1-19, unlikely to
be directly affected

SOURCE: ADOT 2017j (Record of FHWA, ADOT, and Four Southern Tribes cultural resource meeting, June 27, 2017); Pascua

Yaqui Tribe 2020.

3.7.5

3.75.1

Preferred Alternative

Archaeological Sites and Historic Structures

Prior cultural resource surveys covered 28 percent of the Preferred Alternative with west option
in Pima County and 39 percent of the Preferred Alternative with east option in Pima County,
recording 257 and 436 archaeological sites and historic structures in those respective corridors
(Table 3.7-2). A majority of recorded archaeological sites date to the prehistoric era, others date
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to the historic period, some have both prehistoric and historic components, and a few are
undated (Table 3.7-3).

Artifact scatters, with or without features, are the most common type of known prehistoric sites
in both options of the Preferred Alternative (77 to 81 percent), and 15 to 17 percent are
classified as village or habitation sites. Other types include rock features, canals, trails, and
cleared areas.

The most common type of known historic archaeological sites in both options of the Preferred
Alternative also are artifact scatters, with or without archaeological features (44 to 63 percent).
Approximately 17 percent of the known historic sites in the Preferred Alternative with west
option in Pima County reflect more permanent occupation (homesteads, habitations, or building
foundations). The Preferred Alternative with east option has considerably more, including entire
city blocks (39 percent). Other sites are classified as ranching, military, agricultural, and mining.
The most common types of known historic structures in both options are roads (62 to

73 percent), railroads (8 to 12 percent), and irrigation canals (8 to 14 percent). Other types
include utilities and cemeteries.

As was done for the Draft Tier 1 EIS, the Project Team assessed the potential for unrecorded
archaeological sites and historic structures in parts of the Preferred Alternative that have had
little prior survey for cultural resources. The analysis classified five areas, totaling 4.2 miles, as
having high potential for unrecorded archaeological sites and historic structures along the
Preferred Alternative with west option in Pima County and 14 areas, totaling 6.7 miles, with the
east option. The average recorded densities suggest there could be approximately 900 to 1,000
archaeological sites and historic structures in the 2,000-foot-wide corridor of the west option and
1,000 to 1,100 in the east option.

No archaeological sites in the Preferred Alternative with west option in Pima County are listed in
the NRHP. One archaeological site, AZ BB:15:13(ASM), in the Preferred Alternative with east
option is listed in the NRHP. The site is along a segment co-located with 1-19.

Although not listed in the NRHP, one known archaeological site and eight known historic
structures in the Preferred Alternative with west option in Pima County were previously
determined to be eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A, B, or C, in addition to, or rather than
their potential to yield important information (Criterion D) (Table 3.7-4). Two archaeological sites
and 11 historic structures were previously determined to be eligible for the NRHP under Criteria
A, B, or C in the Preferred Alternative with east option. Those resources may warrant efforts to
preserve in place. Bridging or other measures have good potential to avoid any adverse effects
on those archaeological sites and historic structures, as ADOT has done on other projects.

Prior reviews evaluated 146 of the 246 archaeological sites and historic structures recorded in
the Preferred Alternative with west option in Pima County and determined or recommended

63 percent eligible for the NRHP. Prior reviews evaluated 280 of the 420 archaeological sites
and historic structures recorded in the Preferred Alternative with east option and determined or
recommended 66 percent eligible for the NRHP (Table 3.7-5).

The Final Tier 1 EIS assessment concluded the Preferred Alternative with west option in Pima
County could have high impacts for approximately 6 miles and moderate impacts for 59 miles
and affect approximately 110 NRHP-eligible sites and historic structures. The Final Tier 1 EIS
assessment concluded the Preferred Alternative with east option in Pima County could have
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high impacts for approximately 34 miles, moderate impacts for 42 miles, and affect
approximately 70 NRHP-eligible sites and historic structures.

3.75.2 Historic Districts and Buildings

Two NRHP-listed historic districts overlap the part of the Preferred Alternative that is co-located
with 1-19 but are unlikely to be affected. The recently nominated Tucson Mountain Park Historic
District does not overlap the Preferred Alternative with west option but is within approximately
200 feet at its closest point and on the opposite side of the Tucson Aqueduct of the CAP
Although that historic district would not be directly affected, potential indirect effects would need
to be considered during Tier 2. Eight other NRHP-listed historic districts and buildings and one
eligible historic district overlap the Preferred Alternative with east option in Pima County, and
four of those could be directly affected if the 1-10 right-of-way has to be widened to
accommodate additional lanes between the I-19 interchange and Prince Road (Table 3.7-6).

Preliminary evaluation of 121 unrecorded historic-period properties (7 districts, 114 individual
properties) along the Preferred Alternative with west option in Pima County concluded 22 were
likely eligible, 43 possibly eligible, and 56 not eligible. Preliminary evaluation of 169 unrecorded
historic-period properties (14 districts, 155 individual properties) along the Preferred Alternative
with east option concluded 28 were likely eligible, 40 possibly eligible, and 101 not eligible. The
impact analysis concluded the west option was unlikely to have high impacts on any unrecorded
historic-period properties preliminarily evaluated as likely or possibly eligible, and potential
moderate impacts on three. The Final Tier 1 EIS assessment concluded the east option could
have potential high impacts on five unrecorded historic-period properties preliminarily evaluated
as likely or possibly eligible and moderate impacts on none (Table 3.7-7).

3.7.5.3 Traditional Cultural Properties

In consultation with FHWA and ADOT, tribes identified four traditional cultural properties that
could be affected along the Preferred Alternative with west option in Pima County (Table 3.7-8).
Specific locations of two of those were not revealed and they could be directly affected. The two
others are not close to the corridor, but potential for indirect effects would be considering during
Tier 2, if warranted. Tribes identified five traditional cultural properties that could be affected
along the Preferred Alternative with east option. Two are along 1-19 where a need for additional
right-of-way is not anticipated but one could be affected by construction of additional lanes in
the existing right-of-way. The specific location of another was not revealed and it could be
directly affected. The two others are not close to the corridor, but potential for indirect effects
would be considering during Tier 2, if warranted. Tribes also oppose disturbance of human
burials and formal animal burials.

3.7.5.4 Summary
The Final Tier 1 EIS impact assessment concluded that, compared to the Recommended
Alternative and the Preferred Alternative with west option in Pima County, the Preferred

Alternative with east option in Pima County is likely to:

f  Pass through a high-density area of archaeological sites in the Tucson area but affect
approximately 30 to 40 fewer NRHP-eligible archaeological sites and historic structures
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1 Potentially have high impacts on 4 NRHP-listed or eligible historic districts and buildings and
5 preliminarily evaluated as likely or possibly eligible

1 Affect the same number of tribally identified traditional cultural properties (Table 3.7-9,
Figure 3.7-1, and Figure 3.7-2)

Table 3.7-9. Summary of Comparison of Impacts on Cultural Resources:
Recommended and Preferred Alternatives

Preferred
Alternative
with East
Option in
Pima County

Preferred
Alternative with
West Option in

Pima County

Recommended
Alternative

Assessment

[{oJoo BN

Archaeological Sites and Historic Structures

Percent covered by previous cultural resource 2304 280 39%
surveys

Potential high impacts 7.8 miles 6.3 miles 34.4 miles
Potential moderate impacts 60.6 miles 59.4 miles 41.5 miles
Potential low impacts 159.6 miles 152.6 miles 124.2 miles
No impacts anticipated 48.1 miles 57.7 miles 67.7 miles
Estimated NRHP-eligible properties affected 100 110 70
Historic Districts and Buildings

Potential high impacts on NRHP-listed or 0 0 4
determined eligible properties

No direct impacts anticipated on NRHP-listed 22 22 7
properties

Potential high impacts on unrecorded historic- 0 0 5
period parcels preliminarily evaluated as likely

or possibly NRHP eligible

Potential moderate impacts on unrecorded 4 3 0
historic-period parcels preliminarily evaluated

as likely or possibly NRHP eligible

Potential low impacts on unrecorded historic- 27 26 16
period parcels preliminarily evaluated as likely

or possibly NRHP eligible

No impacts anticipated on unrecorded historic- 35 36 47
period parcels preliminarily evaluated as likely

or possibly NRHP eligible

Traditional Cultural Properties

Potentially directly affected 2 2 2

SOURCE: ADOT 2020a, 2020b

2In addition to the two NRHP-listed properties, the recently nominated Tucson Mountain Park Historic District is near but does not
overlap the corridor. Potential indirect effects would be assessed during Tier 2.
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