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INTRODUCTION

This document summarizes the agency and public outreach and input received on possible route
alternatives for the North—South Corridor during the fall and winter of 2011.

Following the scoping phase of the study, the team developed a number of possible route alternatives
based on agency and public input and detailed analysis of drainage, utilities, ground water subsidence
and fissures, and economic development opportunities in the area.

The study team will further screen the possible route alternatives by using the input received from the
agency and public outreach, along with detailed screening criteria, to recommend a smaller set of
alternatives to carry forward into the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Location/Design
Concept Report (L/DCR).
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AGENCY STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH

Overview

The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration meet regularly with
North—South Corridor Study agency stakeholders to discuss study progress and obtain feedback.

At the Nov. 1, 2011, stakeholder progress meeting, the study team gave an overview of the screening
process and reviewed updated route alternatives. The study team requested feedback from agency
stakeholders on the possible route alternatives via an eight-page Agency Stakeholder Input Form.

The Agency Stakeholder Input Form (also available electronically) included each segment of the
possible route alternatives and asked whether the agency finds a particular segment favorable or
unfavorable, and why. Only one form was accepted per agency; it was assumed that the study
representatives for each agency would obtain the input necessary to complete the form. Completed
forms were due back by Dec. 12, 2011. A total of 17 forms were received.

Meeting minutes for the Nov. 1, 2011, stakeholder progress meeting are in Appendix A.

Preferences

Local agencies in general favored:
* The end of Superstition Freeway terminus over the two other northern termini.
* Central alternatives paralleling the Central Arizona Project canal.
* The furthest of the eastern alternatives in the southern half, along with the terminus two miles
east of the existing SR 87 interchange.

Local agencies in general did not favor:
¢ The western alternatives.
e The far eastern alternatives in the northern half.

In general, regional, state and federal agencies combined favored:
* The Ironwood Road terminus over the two other northern termini and the SR 87 interchange
over the other southern terminus.
* The use of existing routes such as Ironwood Road, Hunt Highway and SR 87 over all other
route alternatives.

In general, regional, state and federal agencies combined did not favor:
* The far eastern segment in the middle of the corridor.

Figure 1 (below) provides a graphic overview of local agency preferences. Figure 2 (below) provides a
graphic overview of regional, state and federal agency preferences. The preferences range from red
(unfavorable) to green (favorable). A detailed report of agency stakeholder input is in Appendix B.
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Figure 1. Local Agency Preferences
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Figure 2. Regional, State and Federal Agency Preferences
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Table 1. Agency Preferences

SEGMENT | FAVORABLE | UNFAVORABLE | NO RESPONSE
A 8 7 2
B 8 5 4
C 6 3 8
D 7 3 7
E 5 4 8
F 7 2 8
G 7 0 10
H 6 2 9
I 7 4 6
J 4 7 6
K 3 6 8
L 4 3 10
M 3 7 7
N 2 10 5
O 2 7 8
P 3 4 10
Q 2 6 9
R 2 11 4
S 1 11 5
T 1 9 7
U 3 6 8
\ 3 5 9
W 0 11 6
X 3 5 9
Y 5 5 7
Z 7 5 5

AA 7 5 5
AB 4 4 9
AC 2 6 9
AD 4 5 8
AE 2 7 8
AF 3 7 7
AG 2 6 9
AH 4 5 8
Al 3 4 10
AJ 3 4 10
AK 5 4 8
AL 5 4 8
AM 4 4 9
AN 4 4 9
AO 2 5 10
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PUBLIC WORKSHOPS

Overview

ADOT and FHWA held a series of four public workshops for the North-South Corridor study in the first
two weeks of December 2011. The workshops were held in Eloy, Apache Junction, Coolidge and San
Tan Valley. The objective of the public workshops was to provide an update about the study’s progress
and timeline, and present the possible route alternative segments for public review and feedback.

Notification

*  Week of Nov. 14, 2011: Official public workshop notification was emailed to government
officials, an internal memorandum was sent to ADOT management and notification was posted
on the study’s official website.

*  Wednesday, Nov. 16, 2011: Newsprint advertisements were published in local newspapers
within the study corridor.

* Tuesday, Nov. 22, 2011: Public workshop invitation/announcement was mailed via USPS to
approximately 51,500 residents, businesses and stakeholders in the study area.

* Wednesday, Nov. 30, 2011: News release was issued to local media within the study corridor
area

Table 2. Public Workshop Newspaper Circulation

NEWSPAPER CIRCULATION
East Valley Tribune 100,000
Tri-Valley Dispatch 23,000
Apache Junction/Gold Canyon Independent 18,261
Queen Creek/San Tan Valley Independent 16,049
TOTAL 157,310

See Appendix C for copies of the notification documents and a map of the mailing area.

Workshops

All meetings were held from 6 to 8 p.m. and were identical in content. Each meeting began with an
open house format. Attendees were given a packet of information that included a comment form,
agenda, fact sheet, frequently asked questions document and glossary of terms. Attendees were
seated randomly in groups at tables, where detailed aerial maps of the study were available to view and
reference.

A presentation was given at 6:15 p.m. At three of the workshops, ADOT Senior Community Relations
Officer Teresa Guillen began the presentation. At one workshop, ADOT CCP Assistant Communication
Director Teresa Welborn began the presentation. At all workshops, ADOT Predesign Project Manager
Javier Gurrola gave an overview of the study, and Kimley-Horn and Associates Project Manager Dave
Perkins gave an overview of the alternatives. After the presentation, study team members circulated
throughout the room to facilitate completion of the comment form and answer questions.
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Displays were available for attendees to view and take-home information was available regarding the
study’s purpose and need, engineering and environmental elements, schedule and process.
Additionally, representatives from ADOT and its consultants from the Intercity Rail Study, U.S. 60 and
SR 24 projects were available to answer questions, including topics such as right of way and noise
mitigation.

See Appendix D for copies of workshop documents, the presentation and display boards.

Participation

Table 3. Public Workshop Participation

DATE LOCATION SIGNEDIN | FORMS
Tues., Dec. 6 | Santa Cruz Valley Union High School Cafeteria, Eloy 19 2
Wed., Dec. 7 | Moose Lodge Large Meeting Room, Apache Junction 75 9
Thurs., Dec. 8 | Coolidge-Florence Elks Lodge Banquet Room, Coolidge 106 33
Mon., Dec. 12 | Walker Butte Elementary School Cafeteria, San Tan Valley 69 27

Most workshop participants chose to take the comment forms with them after the workshop to complete
at a later time. The comment form was also available online. The study team requested that comment
forms be returned by Jan. 12, 2012, in order to be included in the workshop summaries.

The team received phone calls and emails weeks before the public workshops and during the comment
period.

Total participation was 269 attendees, 205 comment forms, eight phone calls, two letters and 35 emails
through Jan. 12, 2012.

Comments

The public comment forms were designed to request feedback on a total of 41 possible route
alternative segments. Respondents could mark any segment as favorable or unfavorable and provide a
reason for their answer. Space was provided for additional comments. Respondents could also draw
lines on the provided maps to show where they thought a possible route alternative should be placed.
They were not required to comment on every segment. The comment form also included two questions
unrelated to the segments that asked respondents to place a checkmark next to the three most
important factors in selecting a possible route alternative, and if they would support and/or use a new
highway if it were tolled.
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Most Important Factors in Respondents’ Selection for a Possible Route Alternative
Table 4. Most Important Factors

Respondents ranked the factors as follows Responses
Least impact to existing development 103
Best connects to other major routes 94
Best relieves traffic on local streets 62
Best connects to cities/towns 55
Best relieves traffic on other highways/freeways 51
Best connects to employment centers 39
Makes best use of existing roads/highways 33
Input received from public 33
Other 30
Lowest cost 29
Best connects to other destinations 23
Least impact to planned development 22
Least impact to natural areas/open space 21
Input received from local government 11

Themes

For the “Other” selection, the majority of comments reiterated or clarified already selected factors.

Input from local government — 7
Input from local property owners — 6
Direct connection — 3

Economic development — 3

Least impact on residents — 3

Best long-term solution — 2

A summary of the comments received regarding the most important factors is in Appendix E.

Toll Roads

Respondents were asked if they would support a toll road, use a toll road or would not support a toll
road, and why. Some respondents marked that they would both use and support a toll road.

Table 5. Toll Road Preferences

Will support 14
Will use 14
Will support and use 49
Total support/use 77 Will not support or use | 102
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Themes

Sixty-nine respondents included a reason for their answer.
* Depends on the cost of the toll — 13
* They already pay taxes/it would be an additional cost — 10
*  Would divert traffic, causing more congestion elsewhere — 8
* Potential for corruption — 6
*  Would be better than nothing — 5
* Toll would never go away — 5
* Foreign investors — 3

A summary of the comments received regarding the toll road is in Appendix F.

Public Workshop Segment Preferences
Table 6. Public Workshop Segment Preferences

SEGMENT | FAVORABLE | UNFAVORABLE | NO RESPONSE
A 86 73 39
B 54 107 37
C 23 108 67
D 68 78 52
E 52 83 63
F 46 91 61
G 65 68 65
H 60 80 58
| 100 42 56
J 81 51 66
K 36 84 78
L 44 81 74
M 33 73 92
N 22 77 99
) 71 52 75
P 39 81 78
Q 67 67 64
R 24 82 92
S 34 78 86
T 24 89 85
U 28 82 88
Vv 32 77 89
W 30 83 85
X 63 58 77
Y 54 61 83
Z 61 52 85

North—South Corridor Study DRAFT Summary of Stakeholder and Public Outreach and Preferences for Possible Route Alternatives
ADOT Project No.: 999 PN 000 H7454 01L, Federal Aid No.: STP-999-A(365)X
Page 10 of 13



AA 59 49 90
AB 51 41 107
AC 37 50 111
AD 77 23 98
AE 29 61 108
AF 21 62 115
AG 18 65 115
AH 62 34 103
Al 31 55 112
AJ 32 53 113
AK 52 36 110
AL 69 29 100
AM 45 42 111
AN 60 35 103
AO 27 53 118
SEGMENT | FAVORABLE | UNFAVORABLE | NO RESPONSE

Segment Themes

Respondents gave varying opinions on why they found a segment favorable or unfavorable.

When respondents found a segment favorable, the most common reasons were:
* Less impact to existing residents, businesses, farms — 227
* Provides a direct connection to major highways — 188
* Provides good access for local residents — 64
* Uses existing routes — 52
* Aligns with local government preferences — 48
* Good for economic development — 38
e Lesscost—34
* Relieves traffic — 24

When respondents found a segment unfavorable, the most common reasons were:
* More impact to existing residents, businesses, farms — 265
* Less direct route — 112
* Unnecessary or redundant — 62
* Too much cost — 42
* Uses existing route — 28
* Preserves current surface roads — 28

Figure 4 (below) represents the public’s segment preferences. The preferences range from red
(unfavorable) to green (favorable).

A summary of the comments received per segment is in Appendix G.
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Figure 4. Public Preferences
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Additional Comment Themes

In the section for additional comments on the comment form, respondents provided additional
information.

Avoid existing roads and neighborhoods/use open lands — 29
Use existing roadways — 18

Think about economic development — 13

Follow input from local government — 10

Concern about environmental factors — 9

Keep construction costs low — 8

Use mass transit or multimodal options — 7

Don’t build the road — 6

A summary of all comment forms received is in Appendix H.

Other Comments Received

In addition to the comment form, the team received 44 comments by telephone and email between
Nov. 15, 2011 (when the first notification was published), and Jan. 12, 2012 (the end of the comment
period).

Themes

Avoid existing roads and neighborhoods/use open lands — 17
Request more information — 9

Supports project — 7

Use existing roadways — 5

Use the most direct route — 4

A summary of those comments is in Appendix I.
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APPENDIX A

Nov. 1, 2011, Agency Stakeholder
Progress Meeting Minutes



| North—South Corridor Study Meeting Summary
|

Subject: North-South Stakeholder Progress Meeting #8

Date and time: November 1, 2011, 1:00 pm

Location: HDR—Grand Canyon Conference Room, 3200 E. Camelback, Suite 350, Phoenix
Project: North—South Corridor Study

I-10 to US 60, Pinal County, Arizona
Federal Aid No. STP-999-A(BBM)
ADOT Project No. 999 PN 000 H7454 01L

Corrections/Updates to this document should be submitted to Trent Kelso (trent.kelso@hdrinc.com)

Introductions and Attendees (See attached sign-in sheet)

1. J. Gurrola said that the meeting handouts were sent via email to those individuals telephoning into the
meeting. Attendees proceeded with self-introductions.

Public Involvement

1. Upcoming Public Meetings

a. A.Brown said that four meetings are being planned at the locations listed below. The team made the
decision to add a fourth meeting in the San Tan Valley area.
i Tuesday, December 6™ Eloy
Santa Cruz Valley Union High School
ii. Wednesday, December 7™ Apache Junction
Moose Lodge Large Meeting Room
iii.  Thursday, December 8" Coolidge/Florence area
Elks Lodge Banquet Room
iv. Monday, December 12" San Tan Valley
Walker Butte Elementary School
b. Official public notification will occur during the week of November 14™.
c. A comprehensive public comment form is being developed to obtain input on the route alternatives.

Stage 1 Modal Alternatives Screening (See Handout)

1. T.Kelso reviewed the preliminary results of the Stage 1 Modal screening that included Transportation
Systems Management (TSM), Travel Demand Management (TDM), Transit, and upgrading the arterials
within the study area.

a. The team estimates that approximately 51% of future study area travel demand will be addressed by the
base transportation network.

b. The team estimates that approximately 3% of future study area travel demand could be addressed by
TDM/TSM. Examples of TDM include telecommuting and flexible work week schedules. Examples of
TSM include synchronizing traffic signals and HOV lanes.

c. The team estimates that approximately 4% of future study area travel demand could be addressed by
transit. This is consistent with the assumed transit use in the Statewide Framework Program.

HDR Engineering, Inc. 3200 E. Camelback Road Phone: (602) 522-7700 Page 1 of 3
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To evaluate the impact of upgrading the arterial network, the team assumed that the 2040 CAAG most
optimistic revenue scenario roadway scenario would be implemented. The model showed that these
improvements would satisfy approximately 16% of future travel demand.

The analysis shows that the future transportation network with the modal alternatives (TDM/TSM,
transit, arterial improvements) will not be able to accommodate approximately 25% of the projected
demand in the study area. Modeling of a high-capacity transportation facility demonstrates that it
would satisfy approximately 16% of the unmet demand, demonstrating that even with all of these
modal alternatives, there would still be approximately 10% unmet demand in the study area.

S. Boggs stated that there might be a different capture rate of transit depending on whether the
transportation facility is included or not included. S. Boggs stated that transit capture might be a little
lower in the “TSM/TDM/Transit without a Major Transportation Facility” than the 4% assumed.

M. Kies suggested that the transit component would not only include High Capacity Transit, but that the
local jurisdictions also need to plan a need for local transit facilities.

A. Smith asked whether this analysis supports a need for improvements to existing facilities such as SR
79.T. Kelso responded in the affirmative, and stated that the baseline 2050 roadway network assumes
that improvements to existing state highways, such as providing 6-lanes on SR 79 and 10 lanes on I-10,
would already be in place.

M. Lucero asked whether the modal percentages were held constant for each analysis. T. Kelso agreed
that there may be minor differences in percentages allocated to each travel mode; however, for this
exercise the modal percentages were held constant.

K. Killough emphasized that a gravity model was not used for this process. The analysis was based on
the 2050 sketch planning tool.

Review Updated Route Alternatives

1.

D. Perkins stated that the route alternatives were revised per input received since the October, 2011
Stakeholder meeting.

a.

The Town of Florence requested adding an alternative north of the CAP near the town to address
concerns of area land owners. The Town of Florence also requested some modifications to alignments
that were shown west of Attaway to be shifted to Quail Run Lane.

A connection from SR 24 to Ironwood Drive, west of the CAP was added to address FHWA comments.
Connections between the eastern alternatives and the western alternative along Ironwood Drive were
added to address FHWA comments.

S. Boggs asked why the alternative along Hunt Highway has a bump in it. D. Perkins stated that the Core
Team decided that an alternative on the Gila River Indian Community would not be developed unless
specifically requested by the Community.

B. Wilbrink asked whether there should be a gap between the east and west alternatives within the SR
24 study area. D. Perkins replied that the gap was intentional since none of the route alternatives were
located in the area.

Agency/Stakeholder Route Alternative Input (See Handouts)

1. D. Perkins distributed an 8-page Stakeholder Agency Input Form and two 11x17 color plots of the final route
alternatives.

a. D. Perkins explained that the stakeholders/agencies should provide input on route alternative segments
using the distributed 8-page form. The form includes each segment of the route alternatives and asks
whether the agency finds a particular segment favorable or unfavorable. There is also room on the form
to tell the team why a segment is considered favorable or unfavorable. Only one form will be accepted
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per agency; therefore, it is assumed that the study representatives for each agency will obtain the input
necessary to complete the form. [Subsequent to the meeting, a revised electronic form was sent out to
all stakeholders for use in providing comments electronically instead of hand-written.]

b. The agenda said that completed forms were due back to the project team by November 15™. After
much discussion, the study team agreed to allow additional time for local agencies to present this
information to their respective councils/management/supervisors and obtain their feedback.
Subsequent to the meeting, the team supplied a revised Stakeholder Agency Input Form with a new due
date of December 12, 2011.

c. G. Pham asked whether agencies are allowed to rate segments beyond jurisdictional boundaries. D.
Perkins stated that segment ratings outside jurisdictional boundaries would be accepted. K. Hall stated
that segment ratings should be limited to jurisdictional boundaries. The group agreed to discuss this
issue further upon receipt of the agency input, probably at the January progress meeting.

d. The intent of the upcoming public meetings, scheduled for early December, is to obtain input from the
public on the complete set of route alternatives. ADOT will not show preference to any of the route
alternatives presented at the public meetings.

e. D. Perkins said that detailed maps will be made available via the project FTP site to help the agencies
identify, if needed. [Subsequent to the meeting, the FTP site link was sent to all stakeholders.]

f. T. Condit asked whether all of the public input would be consolidated into a single input. D. Perkins said
that the project team will condense all public input into a single rating for each route alternative.

g. S. Hoffman said that, last year, ADOT conducted some of the council briefings. J. Gurrola asked that the
agency representatives brief their own councils this year if at all possible.

Next Meeting: Scheduled for the first public meeting date of December 6™ so the December progress meeting
will not be held. The next stakeholder progress meeting will be in January.
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| North—South Corridor Study Meeting Agenda
: I -

Subject: North-South Stakeholder Progress Meeting #8

Date and time: November 1, 2011, 1:00 pm

Location: HDR—Grand Canyon Conference Room, 3200 E. Camelback, Suite 350, Phoenix
Project: North—South Corridor Study

I-10 to US 60, Pinal County, Arizona
Federal Aid No. STP-999-A(BBM)
ADOT Project No. 999 PN 000 H7454 01L

1. Introductions/Sign-In Sheet

2. Public Involvement

e Upcoming Public Meetings

i. Tuesday, December 6™ Eloy-Santa Cruz Valley Union High School

ii. Wednesday, December 7", Apache Junction-Moose Lodge Large Meeting Room

iii. Thursday, December 8™ Coolidge/Florence area-Elks Lodge Banquet Room

iv. Added Meeting: Monday, December 12", San Tan Valley-Walker Butte Elementary
e Preview Public Outreach Process (Public Comment Form)

3. Stage 1 Modal Alternatives Screening (See Handout)

e TDM/TSM, Transit, Arterial Upgrades
e High Capacity Transportation Facility

4. Review Updated Route Alternatives

5. Agency/Stakeholder Route Alternative Input (See Handout)

e Completed forms due to project team on November 15, 2011

6. Open Discussion

7. Next Steps

Next Meeting: TBD; Next scheduled meeting falls on same day as first public meeting, December 6™

HDR Engineering, Inc. 3200 E. Camelback Road Phone: (602) 522-7700 Page 1 of 1
Suite 350 Fax: (602) 522-7707
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Without a Major Transportation Facility in the Study

With TDM/TSM, Transit, and Arterial Improvements,
Without Major Transportation Facility in the Study

With TDM/TSM, Transit, and Arterial Improvements,
and a Major Transportation Facility in the Study Area

North-South Corridor Study,

0% 10%

Stage 1 (Modal Alternatives) Screening

Study Area Met and Unmet Demand

30% 40% 50%

60%

70% 80%

90%

100%

.

With TDM/TSM, Transit, and
Arterial Improvements, and a Major
Transportation Facility in the Study

With TDM/TSM, Transit, and
Arterial Improvements, Without
Major Transportation Facility in the

Without a Major Transportation
Facility in the Study Area

Area Study Area
B Met Demand (Base Transportation Network) 51.0% 51.0% 51.0%
B TDM/TSM (3%) 3.0% 3.0% 0.0%
M Transit Improvements 4.0% 4.0% 0.0%
M Planned Arterial Improvements 16.1% 16.1% 0.0%
M Proposed Facility 15.7% 0.0% 0.0%
Unmet Demand 10.3% 25.9% 49.0%

TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 01L

FA No. STP-999-A(BBM)
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| North—South Corridor Study Stakeholder Agency Input Form
|

Date: November 3, 2011 (Revised)
Subject: Stakeholder Input to Route Alternatives Screening
Project: North—South Corridor Study (NSCS)

US 60 to I-10, Pinal County, Arizona
Federal Aid No. STP-999-A (BBM), ADOT Project No. 999 PN 000 H7454 01L

Please submit this comment form by December 12, 2011, to a member of the study team. You may mail, fax, or
email to:

Trent Kelso

HDR Engineering

3200 E. Camelback Road
Suite 350

Phoenix, AZ 85018-2311
Trent.Kelso@hdrinc.com

Fax (602) 522-7707

Please fill out the contact information below. Only one comment form should be submitted per stakeholder
agency.

Name:

Agency:

Address:

Email:

Telephone:

1. Attached you will find maps with various possible route alternatives for your review. For route
alternatives segments that you have the most interest in, please highlight or circle the segments you
find “favorable.” Please cross or “x” out the segments that you find “Unfavorable.” You don’t have to
rate all of the segments. The segments that you don’t indicate as “favorable” or “Unfavorable” will be
rated as “neutral”.

HDR Engineering, Inc. 3200 E. Camelback Road Page 1 of 8
Suite 350

Phoenix, AZ 85018-2311

Phone: (602) 522-7700
Fax: (602) 522-7707
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2. Please tell us why you “favor” the segments, or find them “unfavorable.”

You may use the letters in

the circles on the possible route alternatives map to reference segments in your comments.

Please tell us specific reasons why you find the possible route
Terminus/ alternatives segments “favorable” or “unfavorable”. You don’t have to
Segment Agency Rating rate or comment on all of the segments.

Terminus 1 O Favorable
(Ir(.)nwood O Unfavorable
Drive/US 60)
Terminus 2 O Favorable
(Mountaln O Unfavorable
View/US 60)
Terminus 3 O Favorable
(Peralta/Us O Unfavorable
60)
Terminus 4 O Favorable
(SR 87/1-10) O Unfavorable
Terminus 5 O Favorable
(Fast Track O Unfavorable
Road/I-10)
Segment A O Favorable

O Unfavorable
Segment B O Favorable

O Unfavorable

HDR Engineering, Inc.

3200 E. Camelback Road
Suite 350
Phoenix, AZ 85018-2311
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Please tell us specific reasons why you find the possible route

Terminus/ alternatives segments “favorable” or “unfavorable”. You don’t have to
Segment Agency Rating rate or comment on all of the segments.
Segment C O Favorable

O Unfavorable

Segment D O Favorable
O Unfavorable

Segment E O Favorable
O Unfavorable

Segment F O Favorable
O Unfavorable

Segment G O Favorable
O Unfavorable

Segment H O Favorable
O Unfavorable

Segment | O Favorable

O Unfavorable

Segment J O Favorable

O Unfavorable

HDR Engineering, Inc. 3200 E. Camelback Road Phone: (602) 522-7700 Page 3of 8
Suite 350 Fax: (602) 522-7707
Phoenix, AZ 85018-2311 www.hdrinc.com



Please tell us specific reasons why you find the possible route

Terminus/ alternatives segments “favorable” or “unfavorable”. You don’t have to
Segment Agency Rating rate or comment on all of the segments.
Segment K O Favorable
O Unfavorable
Segment L O Favorable
O Unfavorable
Segment M O Favorable
O Unfavorable
Segment N O Favorable
O Unfavorable
Segment O O Favorable
O Unfavorable
Segment P O Favorable
O Unfavorable
Segment Q O Favorable
O Unfavorable
Segment R O Favorable
O Unfavorable
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Please tell us specific reasons why you find the possible route

Terminus/ alternatives segments “favorable” or “unfavorable”. You don’t have to
Segment Agency Rating rate or comment on all of the segments.
Segment S O Favorable
O Unfavorable
Segment T O Favorable
O Unfavorable
Segment U O Favorable
O Unfavorable
Segment V O Favorable
O Unfavorable
Segment W O Favorable
O Unfavorable
Segment X O Favorable
O Unfavorable
Segment Y O Favorable
O Unfavorable
Segment Z O Favorable
O Unfavorable
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Please tell us specific reasons why you find the possible route

Terminus/ alternatives segments “favorable” or “unfavorable”. You don’t have to
Segment Agency Rating rate or comment on all of the segments.
SegmentAA | 0 Favorable
O Unfavorable
SegmentAB | 0 Favorable
O Unfavorable
SegmentAC | OO0 Favorable
O Unfavorable
SegmentAD | 0 Favorable
O Unfavorable
SegmentAE | OO0 Favorable
O Unfavorable
SegmentAF | 0 Favorable
O Unfavorable
SegmentAG | O Favorable
O Unfavorable
SegmentAH | 0  Favorable
O Unfavorable
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Please tell us specific reasons why you find the possible route

Terminus/ alternatives segments “favorable” or “unfavorable”. You don’t have to
Segment Agency Rating rate or comment on all of the segments.
Segment Al O Favorable
O Unfavorable
Segment AJ O Favorable
O Unfavorable
SegmentAK | 0 Favorable
O Unfavorable
SegmentAL | OO0 Favorable
O Unfavorable
SegmentAM | 0 Favorable
O Unfavorable
Segment AN | 0 Favorable
O Unfavorable
SegmentAO | O Favorable
O Unfavorable

HDR Engineering, Inc.
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3. What is most important to you in determining where a possible route alternative may go? Please place

a check next to the three you consider most important.

O

Best relieves traffic on local streets

Best relieves traffic on other highways and freeways
Best connects to employment centers

Best connects to other destinations (e.g. school/shopping/recreation)
Best connects to cities and towns

Best connects to other major routes (I-10, US 60, etc.)
Lowest cost

Least impact to existing development

Least impact to planned future development

Least impact to natural areas and open space

Makes best use of existing roads

Based on input received from agencies and jurisdictions

OO0O0O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0O00a0

Based on input received from the public

4. Other Comments

HDR Engineering, Inc. 3200 E. Camelback Road
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NORTH-SOUTH CORRIDOR STUDY
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NORTH-SOUTH CORRIDOR STUDY

COMMENT FORM MAP
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APPENDIX B

Summary of Agency Stakeholder Preferences
Regarding Possible Route Alternatives



Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), Roadway

Segment No. Rating Comments
Terminus 1 [Unfavorable Will Ironwood remain a diamond? If so, it doesn't seem to be an effctive junction of two freeways.
On the other hand, there will be two system Tl's in close proximity.
Terminus 2 |Favorable This terminus seems to make a more natural free flowing connection. | don't know what the
connection to the US60 Reroute will look like.
Terminus 3 |Unfavorable Comments similar to Terminus 1.
Terminus 4 [No Response  [Will have to deal with the presence of railroad.
Terminus 5 |No Response  |Will have to deal with the presence of the railroad.
A Unfavorable Viability depends in part on the effectiveness of a Terminus 1 connection.
B Unfavorable Viability depends in part on the effectiveness of a Terminus 1 connection and how to deal with the
presence of the railroad.
C No Response
D No Response
E No Response Depends on how close you are to the CAP where TI's would be more challenging.
F No Response  [TI's would be more challenging the closer you are to the railroad. Is the farm land prime or unique?
G No Response Is the farm land prime or unique?
H No Response Is the farm land prime or unique?

No Response




Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), Roadway

Segment No. Rating Comments
J No Response
K No Response
L No Response Is farm land prime or unique?
M No Response
N Unfavorable Depends in part on the viability of Terminus 3 connection.
(0} No Response Is fam land prime or unique?
P No Response
Q No Response Looks to be the widest crossing of the Gila River.
R Unfavorable Depends in part on the viability of Terminus 3 connection.
S Unfavorable Depends in part on the viability of Terminus 3 connection.
T No Response
U No Response
\Y No Response
w Unfavorable Seems like there would be a lot more drainage issues with being behind the FRS.




Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), Roadway

Segment No. Rating Comments

X No Response

Y No Response Is the farm land prime or unique? Must maintain traffic on SR87 while building N-S Corridor.
zZ No Response Same comments as for segment Y.

AA No Response Same comments as segment Y.

AB No Response

AC No Response Is farm land prime or unique?

AD No Response Is farm land prime or unique?

AE No Response Is farm land prime or unique?

AF No Response

AG No Response

AH No Response Is farm land prime or unique?

Al No Response Is farm land prime or unique?

Al No Response Is farm land prime or unique?

AK No Response

AL No Response Is farm land prime or unique?

AM No Response Is farm land prime or unique?




Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), Roadway

Segment No. Rating Comments
AN No Response Is farm land prime or unique?
AO No Response Is farm land prime or unique?
Q3 Best relieves traffic on other highways and freeways; Best connects to other major routes (I-10, US
60, etc.); Based on input received from agencies and jurisdictions
Q4 Sometimes | made comments but didn't consider the segment favorable or unfavorable.




Arizona Game and Fish Department (AZGFD)

Segment No. Rating Comments

Terminus 1 |Favorable The Department favors the Ironwood Drive/US 60 Terminus. We prefer keeping the alignments
west of the CAP Canal to minimize further impacts to natural resources.

Terminus 2 |Unfavorable The Department prefers keeping the alignments west of the CAP Canal, in order to avoid additional
habitat loss east of the CAP. Also, to avoid the loss of access for recreation and the economic
impacts from that loss.

Terminus 3 |Unfavorable The Department prefers keeping the alignments west of the CAP canal.

Terminus 4 |Favorable The Department prefers terminus 4 (SR87/1-10). This alignment utilizes existing infrastructure,
therefore decreasing new negative impacts to natural resources and habitat.

Terminus 5 |Unfavorable No comment

A Favorable The Department favors keeping the alignments west of the CAP Canal to minimize impacts.
B Favorable The Department favors keeping the alignments west of the CAP Canal to minimize impacts.
C Favorable The Department favors keeping the alignments west of the CAP Canal to minimize impacts.
D Favorable The Department favors keeping the alignments west of the CAP Canal to minimize impacts.
E Favorable The Department favors keeping the alignments west of the CAP Canal to minimize impacts.
F Favorable The Department favors keeping the alignments west of the CAP Canal to minimize impacts.
G Favorable The Department favors keeping the alignments west of the CAP Canal to minimize impacts.
H Favorable The Department favors keeping the alignments west of the CAP Canal to minimize impacts.

Unfavorable

The Department prefers alignment options west of the CAP Canal. We find segments east of the
CAP Canal to have negative habitat impacts, along with the risk of recreational access and revenue
losses.




Arizona Game and Fish Department (AZGFD)

Segment No. Rating Comments

J Unfavorable The Department prefers alignment options west of the CAP Canal. We find segments east of the
CAP Canal to have negative habitat impacts, along with the risk of recreational access and revenue
losses.

K Unfavorable The Department prefers alignment options west of the CAP Canal. We find segments east of the
CAP Canal to have negative habitat impacts, along with the risk of recreational access and revenue
losses.

L Unfavorable The Department prefers alignment options west of the CAP Canal. We find segments east of the
CAP Canal to have negative habitat impacts, along with the risk of recreational access and revenue
losses.

M Unfavorable The Department prefers alignment options west of the CAP Canal. We find segments east of the
CAP Canal to have negative habitat impacts, along with the risk of recreational access and revenue
losses.

N Unfavorable The Department prefers alignment options west of the CAP Canal. We find segments east of the
CAP Canal to have negative habitat impacts, along with the risk of recreational access and revenue
losses.

(e} Unfavorable The Department prefers alignment options west of the CAP Canal. We find segments east of the
CAP Canal to have negative habitat impacts, along with the risk of recreational access and revenue
losses.

P Unfavorable The Department prefers alignment options west of the CAP Canal. We find segments east of the
CAP Canal to have negative habitat impacts, along with the risk of recreational access and revenue
losses.

Q Unfavorable The Department prefers "Segment D" over "Segment G" as it will have less impact on the riparian
habitat of the Gila River.

R Unfavorable (same as "Segment I" comments)

S Unfavorable (same as "Segment I" comments)

T Unfavorable (same as "Segment I" comments)

u Unfavorable (same as "Segment I" comments)

\% Unfavorable (same as "Segment I" comments)

W Unfavorable (same as "Segment I" comments)




Arizona Game and Fish Department (AZGFD)

Segment No. Rating Comments

X Unfavorable The Department prefers 'Segment D" over "Segment X" as it will have less impact on the riparian
habitat of the Gila River.

Y Favorable The Department prefers "Segment Y, Z, and AA" as they utilize existing infrastructure and will, in
turn, have less new impact upon natural resources and habitat.

z Favorable The Department prefers "Segment Y, Z, and AA" as they utilize existing infrastructure and will, in
turn, have less new impact upon natural resources and habitat.

AA Favorable The Department prefers "Segment Y, Z, and AA" as they utilize existing infrastructure and will, in
turn, have less new impact upon natural resources and habitat.

AB Unfavorable The Department prefers that the alignment continues south through "Section D" of erminus 1
(Ironwood Drive/US 60), therefore, "Section Y" would be preferred.

AC Unfavorable The Department prefers that the alignment continues south through "Section D" of erminus 1
(Ironwood Drive/US 60), therefore, "Section Y" would be preferred.

AD Unfavorable The Department prefers that the alignment continues south through "Section D" of erminus 1
(Ironwood Drive/US 60), therefore, "Section Y" would be preferred.

AE Unfavorable The Department prefers that the alignment continues south through "Section D" of erminus 1
(Ironwood Drive/US 60), therefore, "Section Y" would be preferred.

AF Unfavorable The Department prefers that the alignment continues south through "Section D" of erminus 1
(Ironwood Drive/US 60), therefore, "Section Y" would be preferred.

AG Unfavorable The Department prefers that the alignment continues south through "Section D" of erminus 1
(Ironwood Drive/US 60), therefore, "Section Y" would be preferred.

AH Unfavorable The Department prefers that the alignment continues south through "Section D" of erminus 1
(Ironwood Drive/US 60), therefore, "Section Y" would be preferred.

Al Unfavorable The Department prefers that the alignment continues south through "Section D" of Terminus 1
(Ironwood Drive/US 60), therefore, "Section Y" would be preferred.

Al Unfavorable The Department prefers that the alignment continues south through "Section D" of erminus 1
(Ironwood Drive/US 60), therefore, "Section Y" would be preferred.

AK Unfavorable The Department prefers that the alignment continues south through "Section D" of erminus 1
(Ironwood Drive/US 60), therefore, "Section Y" would be preferred.
AL Unfavorable The Department prefers that the alignment continues south through "Section D" of erminus 1

(Ironwood Drive/US 60), therefore, "Section Y" would be preferred.

AM Unfavorable The Department prefers that the alignment continues south through "Section D" of erminus 1
(Ironwood Drive/US 60), therefore, "Section Y" would be preferred.




Arizona Game and Fish Department (AZGFD)

Segment No. Rating Comments

AN Unfavorable The Department prefers that the alignment continues south through "Section D" of erminus 1
(Ironwood Drive/US 60), therefore, "Section Y" would be preferred.

AO Unfavorable The Department prefers that the alignment continues south through "Section D" of erminus 1
(Ironwood Drive/US 60), therefore, "Section Y" would be preferred.

Q3 Least impact to natural areas and open space; Makes best use of existing roads; Based on input
received from agencies and jurisdictions
Q4 The Department appreciates the opportunity to provide input in this study. We look forward to

continue to provide an evaluation of impacts to wildlife or wildlife habitats associated with the
project activities. If you have any questions or concerns regarding this input form or other projects,
please contact me at (623) 236-7486. Thank you, Chip Young - Project Evaluation Prog. AZGFD (11-
14-11)




Arizona National Guard

Segment No. Rating Comments

Terminus 1 |Favorable

Terminus 2 |Favorable

Terminus 3 |Favorable

Terminus 4 |Favorable

Terminus 5 |Favorable

A Favorable
B Favorable
c Favorable
D Favorable
E Unfavorable This segment has potential impact to AZ Army National Guard Aviation training @ Rittenhouse Aux
Airfield.
F Favorable
G Favorable
H Favorable

Favorable




Arizona National Guard

Segment No. Rating Comments
J Favorable
K Favorable
L Favorable
M Favorable
N Favorable
(0] Favorable
P Favorable
Q Favorable
R Favorable
S Favorable
T Favorable
u Favorable
\Y Favorable
W Unfavorable As mentioned before, W has impact on Army National Guard's limited training areas. It will take

away valuable training land & ranges. This route also encroaches upon an ammunition storage
bunker's explosive arc, which means that in order to store training munitions and keep the highway
safe it would need to be moved.
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Arizona National Guard

Segment No. Rating Comments
X Favorable
Y Favorable
z Favorable

AA Favorable
AB Favorable
AC Favorable
AD Favorable
AE Favorable
AF Favorable
AG Favorable
AH Favorable
Al Favorable
Al Favorable
AK Favorable
AL Favorable
AM Favorable
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Arizona National Guard

Segment No. Rating Comments
AN Favorable
AO Favorable
Q3 No Response
Q4 No Response
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Arizona State Land Department

Segment No.

Terminus 1 |Unfavorable This alternative does not fit with the Department’s Conceptual Plan for the area commonly referred
to as Superstition Vistas. This alternative also removes an arterial from the existing roadway
network thereby reducing capacity. A copy of the Superstition Vistas Conceptual Plan is enclosed
with these comments for your reference.

Terminus 2 |Favorable This alternative is consistent with the Department’s Conceptual Plan for Superstition Vistas, and
provides a good alternative for mobility in the region.

Terminus 3 |Unfavorable This alternative is not consistent with the Department’s Conceptual Plan for Superstition Vistas.

Terminus 4 |Unfavorable This terminus is not preferred because Terminus 5 provides better access to State Trust land.

Terminus 5 |Favorable This terminus is preferred because it provides for better access to State Trust land.

A Unfavorable This alternative is not consistent with the Department’s Conceptual Plan for Superstition Vistas, and
it removes a major roadway from the network.

B Unfavorable This alternative is not consistent with the Department’s Conceptual Plan for Superstition Vistas, and
it removes a major roadway from the network.

C Unfavorable This alternative is not consistent with the Department’s Conceptual Plan for Superstition Vistas. It
is also not consistent with the zoning for the State land that falls within the Town of Florence
corporate limits.

D Unfavorable This alternative is not consistent with the zoning for the State land in Florence corporate limits.

E Unfavorable This alternative is not consistent with the Department’s Conceptual Plan for Superstition Vistas. It
also negatively affects a site that is planned for solar generation adjacent to the canal and the
Dinosaur substation. This alternative is too close to the CAP and dam structures to provide
adequate access and opportunities for economic development.

F Unfavorable This alternative is not consistent with the Department’s Conceptual Plan for Superstition Vistas.

G No Response No strong preference

H Unfavorable An alignment further east is preferred.

Favorable

This alternative is consistent with the Department’s Conceptual Plan for Superstition Vistas.
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Arizona State Land Department

Segment No.

J No Response  [This is reasonably consistent with the Department’s Conceptual Plan for Superstition Vistas.

K Favorable If the alignment must cross the CAP canal this appears to be the most logical crossing point
presented thus far because it crosses at a right angle.

L Favorable Moves the alignment further east which is preferable for access.

M No Response  [This alignment is reasonably consistent with the Department’s Conceptual Plan for Superstition
Vistas.

N Unfavorable This alternative is not consistent with the Department’s Conceptual Plan for Superstition Vistas.

(e} Unfavorable This alighment does not cross the CAP canal at a good angle and creates issues related to access,
severance parcels and cost.

P No Response No Comment

Q Unfavorable This alignment appears to run close to a State Land site with mining potential and significant
cultural resources.

R Unfavorable This alternative is not consistent with the Department’s Conceptual Plan for Superstition Vistas.

S Unfavorable This alternative is could be consistent with the Department’s Conceptual Plan for Superstition
Vistas, but it leads to alignments that are not preferred.

T Unfavorable This segment is along a dam structure making access difficult for a significant portion of adjacent
State Trust land.

U Unfavorable This alternative shows two crossings of the CAP canal. This is not only expensive but in this
configuration does not provide adequate access.

\Y No Response No comment.

w Unfavorable This segment is too far east and developable land in this area is affected by significant drainage that

builds up behind the dam.
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Arizona State Land Department

Segment No.
X No Response No comment.
Y Unfavorable Does not provide good access to Trust land and removes an existing road from the roadway
network.
z Unfavorable Does not provide good access to Trust land and removes an existing road from the roadway
network.
AA Unfavorable Does not provide good access to Trust land and removes an existing road from the roadway
network, and leads to terminus 4 which is not preferred.
AB No Response Not preferred segment AM would provide better access to State Land in this area.
AC No Response No comment
AD Unfavorable An alignment east of Highway 87 is preferred because it will provide good access to State land
without the loss of roadway capacity that would result from an alignment within the existing
corridor for State Route 87.
AE Unfavorable An alignment further east is preferable.
AF Unfavorable An alignment further east is preferable.
AG Unfavorable An alignment further east is preferred.
AH Unfavorable An alignment further east is preferred.
Al No Response No Comment
Al No Response No Comment
AK Favorable Preferred because it provides better access to Trust Land and links to the preferred terminus,
terminus 5.
AL Favorable Preferred because it provides better access to trust land and meets up with the preferred terminus,
terminus 5.
AM Favorable Preferred, it provides the best access to Trust land
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Arizona State Land Department

Segment No.
AN No Response No comment.
AO No Response No comment.
Q3 Best relieves traffic on local streets; best connects to employment centers; lowsest cost
Q4 The potential for the Freeway to provide good access to developable land for economic

development should be an important consideration in the location of the freeway.

Where segments F & G intersect, the preferred alignment would be to the east because of the
potential impact C, H, and D would have on land that the Department has zoned within the Town of
Florence.

The Pinal County Comprehensive Plan was recently amended to allow for the development of a
solar site in the vicinity of Alignment E. The site is located south of the Dinosaur substation east of
Schnepf Road and north of Pima Rd.
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Army Corps of Engineers

Segment No.

Rating

Comments

Terminus 1

Favorable

Uses existing transportation corridors. Potential for fewer impacts to drainages and other natural
resources. By the way it would have been extremely helpful to include sensitive areas like wildlife
corridors, cultural areas, etc.

Terminus 2

Unfavorable

This terminus as well as the connecting alternatives will create impacts to a greater number of
natural drainages, create new barriers to wildlife movement, impact undisturbed habitat, and will
have greater indirect impacts to natural resources.

Terminus 3

Unfavorable

This terminus as well as the connecting alternatives will create impacts to a greater number of
natural drainages, create new barriers to wildlife movement, impact undisturbed habitat, and will
have greater indirect impacts to natural resources.

Terminus 4

Favorable

This terminus takes advantage of existing transportation corridors. Potential for fewer impacts to
drainages and other natural resources.

Terminus 5

Unfavorable

The alternative connecting to this terminus travels directly through the 100 year flood plain.
Creating this terminus with connecting alternative doesn’t make sense when existing SR 87 can be
improved which is only a few miles away.

Favorable

Uses existing transportation corridors and already in an area with existing development. Potential
for fewer impacts to drainages and other natural resources. The CAP is already a barrier to wildlife
so this would not create any new barriers between the CAP and Superstition Mountains.

Favorable

Uses existing transportation corridors and already in an area with existing development. Potential
for fewer impacts to drainages and other natural resources. The CAP is already a barrier to wildlife
so this would not create any new barriers between the CAP and Superstition Mountains.

Favorable

Uses existing transportation corridors and already in an area with existing development. Potential
for fewer impacts to drainages and other natural resources. The CAP is already a barrier to wildlife
so this would not create any new barriers between the CAP and Superstition Mountains.

Favorable

Uses existing transportation corridors and already in an area with existing development. Potential
for fewer impacts to drainages and other natural resources. The CAP is already a barrier to wildlife
so this would not create any new barriers between the CAP and Superstition Mountains/existing
undisturbed natural areas.

Favorable

Potential for fewer impacts to drainages (crossing perpendicular) and other natural resources. The
CAP is already a barrier to wildlife so this would not create any new barriers between the CAP and
Superstition Mountains.

Favorable

Uses existing transportation corridors and already in an area with existing development. Potential
for fewer impacts to drainages and other natural resources. The CAP is already a barrier to wildlife
so this would not create any new barriers between the CAP and Superstition Mountains/existing
undisturbed natural areas.

Favorable

Uses existing transportation corridors and already in an area with existing development. Potential
for fewer impacts to drainages and other natural resources. The CAP is already a barrier to wildlife
so this would not create any new barriers between the CAP and Superstition Mountains/existing
undisturbed natural areas.

Favorable

Uses existing transportation corridors and already in an area with existing development. Potential
for fewer impacts to drainages and other natural resources. The CAP is already a barrier to wildlife
so this would not create any new barriers between the CAP and Superstition Mountains/existing
undisturbed natural areas.

Unfavorable

This alternative will create impacts to a greater number of natural drainages, create new barriers to
wildlife movement, impact undisturbed habitat, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural
resources.
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Army Corps of Engineers

Segment No. Rating Comments

J Unfavorable This alternative will create impacts to a greater number of natural drainages, create new barriers to
wildlife movement, impact undisturbed habitat, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural
resources.

K Unfavorable This alternative will create impacts to a greater number of natural drainages, create new barriers to
wildlife movement, impact undisturbed habitat, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural
resources.

L Unfavorable Impacts to farmland. Doesn’t follow an existing transportation facility.

M Unfavorable This alternative will create impacts to a greater number of natural drainages, create new barriers to
wildlife movement, impact undisturbed habitat, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural
resources.

N Unfavorable This alternative will create impacts to a greater number of natural drainages, create new barriers to
wildlife movement, impact undisturbed habitat, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural
resources.

(e} Unfavorable This alternative will create impacts to a greater number of natural drainages, create new barriers to
wildlife movement, impact undisturbed habitat, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural
resources.

P Unfavorable Impacts to farmland. Doesn’t follow an existing transportation facility.

Q Unfavorable Impacts to farmland, drainages and undisturbed area. Doesn’t follow an existing transportation
facility.

R Unfavorable This alternative will create impacts to a greater number of natural drainages, create new barriers to
wildlife movement, impact undisturbed habitat, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural
resources.

S Unfavorable This alternative will create impacts to a greater number of natural drainages, create new barriers to
wildlife movement, impact undisturbed habitat, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural
resources.

T Unfavorable This alternative will create impacts to a greater number of natural drainages, farmland, create new
barriers to wildlife movement, impact undisturbed habitat, and will have greater indirect impacts to
natural resources.

U Unfavorable Impacts to drainages and undisturbed area. Doesn’t follow an existing transportation facility.

Vv Unfavorable Impacts to drainages and undisturbed area. Doesn’t follow an existing transportation facility.

w Unfavorable This alternative will create impacts to a greater number of natural drainages, create new barriers to

wildlife movement, impact undisturbed habitat, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural
resources.
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Army Corps of Engineers

Segment No.

Rating

Comments

X

Unfavorable

Impacts to natural drainages and undisturbed land. Connecting alternatives also have greater
impacts to natural drainages, 100-year floodplain, and greater potential for indirect impacts to
natural resources.

Unfavorable

Uses existing transportation corridors and already in an area with existing development. Potential
for fewer impacts to drainages and other natural resources. The CAP is already a barrier to wildlife
so this would not create any new barriers between the CAP and Superstition Mountains/existing
undisturbed natural areas.

Unfavorable

Uses existing transportation corridors and already in an area with existing development. Potential
for fewer impacts to drainages and other natural resources. The CAP is already a barrier to wildlife
so this would not create any new barriers between the CAP and Superstition Mountains/existing
undisturbed natural areas.

AA

Unfavorable

Uses existing transportation corridors and already in an area with existing development. Potential
for fewer impacts to drainages and other natural resources. The CAP is already a barrier to wildlife
so this would not create any new barriers between the CAP and Superstition Mountains/existing
undisturbed natural areas.

AB

Unfavorable

Impacts to drainages and 100-year floodplain. Impacts to farmland and greater potential for
indirect impacts to natural resources. Doesn’t cleanly following existing transportation facilities.
Seems like it would be more costly construct and doesn’t follow the ‘grid’ system of roads that is
the dominant layout.

AC

Unfavorable

Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Creating this
alternative doesn’t make sense when existing SR 87 can be improved which is only a few miles
away.

AD

Unfavorable

Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Creating this
alternative doesn’t make sense when existing SR 87 can be improved which is only a few miles
away.

AE

Unfavorable

Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Creating this
alternative doesn’t make sense when existing SR 87 can be improved which is only a few miles
away.

AF

Unfavorable

Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Creating this
alternative doesn’t make sense when existing SR 87 can be improved which adjacent to this
alternative.

AG

Unfavorable

Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Creating this
alternative doesn’t make sense when existing SR 87 can be improved which adjacent to this
alternative.

AH

Unfavorable

Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Creating this
alternative doesn’t make sense when existing SR 87 can be improved which is only a mile away.

Al

Unfavorable

Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Creating this
alternative doesn’t make sense when existing SR 87 can be improved which is only a mile away.

Al

Unfavorable

Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Creating this
alternative doesn’t make sense when existing SR 87 can be improved which is only a mile away.

AK

Unfavorable

Impacts to undisturbed areas. Creating this alternative doesn’t make sense when existing SR 87 can
be improved which is only a few miles away.

AL

Unfavorable

Travels through 100-year floodplain which could be avoided using the 87 alignment.

AM

Unfavorable

Impacts to drainages and 100-year floodplain. Impacts to farmland and greater potential for
indirect impacts to natural resources. Doesn’t cleanly following existing transportation facilities.
Seems like it would be more costly construct and doesn’t follow the ‘grid’ system of roads that is
the dominant layout.
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Army Corps of Engineers

Segment No. Rating Comments

AN Unfavorable Impacts to drainages and 100-year floodplain. Impacts to farmland and greater potential for
indirect impacts to natural resources. Doesn’t cleanly following existing transportation facilities.
Seems like it would be more costly construct and doesn’t follow the ‘grid’ system of roads that is
the dominant layout.

AO Unfavorable Impacts to drainages and 100-year floodplain. Impacts to farmland and greater potential for
indirect impacts to natural resources. Doesn’t cleanly following existing transportation facilities.
Seems like it would be more costly construct and doesn’t follow the ‘grid’ system of roads that is
the dominant layout.

Q3 Best relieves traffic on other highways and freeways; Least impact to natural areas and open space;
Makes best use of existing roads

Q4 See U.S. EPA scoping comments dated November 2, 2010
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Central Arizona Project (CAP)

Segment No. Rating Comments
Terminus 1 |Favorable This segment uses a new bridge to cross CAP land.
Terminus 2 |Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.

Terminus 3 |Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
Terminus 4 |Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
Terminus 5 |Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
A Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
B Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
C Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
D Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.

E Unfavorable This segment runs parallel to the CAP canal and will cause any crossing roads in the future to cost

more in order to cross the new highway and the canal.

F Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
G Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
H Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
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Central Arizona Project (CAP)

Segment No. Rating Comments

J Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.

K Unfavorable This segment crosses the CAP canal and green-up area. This option will cause increased cost to the
project and CAP in the future.

L Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.

M Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.

N Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.

(e} Unfavorable This segment crosses and runs parallel to the canal, crosses the Magma railroad and crosses the
green-up area. This crossing would limit CAP access and be very expensive to build.

P Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.

Q Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.

R Unfavorable This segment leads to segments that cross CAP land.

S Unfavorable This segment leads to segments that cross CAP land.

T Unfavorable This segment crosses the CAP canal.

U Unfavorable This segment crosses the CAP canal twice in a short distance. These two bridges will be expensive
to build.

Vv Favorable This segment runs parallel to the CAP canal and will cause any crossing roads in the future to cost
more in order to cross the new highway and the canal.

w Unfavorable This segment crosses the CAP canal.
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Central Arizona Project (CAP)

Segment No. Rating Comments
X Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
Y Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
z Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.

AA Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
AB Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
AC Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
AD Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
AE Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
AF Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
AG Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
AH Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
Al Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
Al Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
AK Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
AL Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
AM Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
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Central Arizona Project (CAP)

Segment No. Rating Comments
AN Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
AO Favorable This segment does not cross CAP land.
Q3 Lowest cost; Least impact to existing development; Least impact to natural areas and open space.
Q4 No comments
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Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

Segment No.

Rating

Comments

Terminus 1

Favorable

Connecting alternatives take greatest advantage of existing transportation cooridors. Least
potential for impacts, both direct and indirect, to drainages and other natural resources. Does not
create a new barrier to wildlife movement.

Terminus 2

Unfavorable

Connecting alternatives east/north of the CAP impact greater number of natural drainages, create
new barrier to wildlife movement in relatively undisturbed territory, impact more valuable habitat
for sensitive species, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural resources. Least potential to
support existing development.

Terminus 3

Unfavorable

Connecting alternatives east/north of the CAP impact greater number of natural drainages, create
new barrier to wildlife movement in relatively undisturbed territory, impact more valuable habitat
for sensitive species, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural resources. Least potential to
support existing development.

Terminus 4

Favorable

Connecting alternatives take greatest advantage of existing transportation corridors. Least potential
for impacts, both direct and indirect, to drainages and other natural resources. Does not create a
new barrier to wildlife movement.

Terminus 5

Unfavorable

Connecting altertnative travels directly through the 100 year flood plain prior to connecting with
Terminus 5. Need for new north-south freeway corridor in such close proximity to SR-87 is unclear.

Favorable

Greatest potential to support existing development. Takes advantage of existing transportation
corridors and development patterns. Least potential for impacts, both direct and indirect, to
drainages and other natural resources. Does not create a new barrier to wildlife movement.

Favorable

Greatest potential to support existing development. Takes advantage of existing transportation
corridors and development patterns. Least potential for impacts, both direct and indirect, to
drainages and other natural resources. Does not create a new barrier to wildlife movement.

Favorable

Greatest potential to support existing development. Takes greatest advantage of existing/planned
roads and development patterns. Least potential for impacts, both direct and indirect, to drainages
and other natural resources. Less likely to create a new barrier to wildlife movement.

Favorable

Greatest potential to support existing development. Takes greatest advantage of existing/planned
roads and development patterns. Least potential for impacts, both direct and indirect, to drainages
and other natural resources. Less likely to create a new barrier to wildlife.

No Response

Greatest potential to support existing development. Less likely than alternatives on the east of CAP
to create new barrier to wildlife movement.

Favorable

Greatest potential to support existing development. Takes advantage of existing transportation
corridors and and development patterns. Least potential for impacts, both direct and indirect, to
drainages and other natural resources. Does not create a new barrier to wildlife movement.

Favorable

Greatest potential to support existing development. Takes advantage of existing roads and
development patterns. Least potential for impacts, both direct and indirect, to drainages and other
natural resources. Less likely to create a new barrier to wildlife movement.

Favorable

Greatest potential to support existing development. Takes advantage of existing roads and
development patterns. Least potential for impacts, both direct and indirect, to drainages and other
natural resources. Less likely to create a new barrier to wildlife movement.

Unfavorable

Alternatives east/north of the CAP impact greater number of natural drainages, create new barrier
to wildlife movement in relatively undisturbed territory, impact more valuable habitat for sensitive
species, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural resources. Little potential to support
existing development.
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Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

Segment No.

Rating

Comments

Unfavorable

Alternatives east/north of the CAP impact greater number of natural drainages, create new barrier
to wildlife movement in relatively undisturbed territory, impact more valuable habitat for sensitive
species, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural resources. Little potential to support
existing development.

Unfavorable

Alternatives east/north of the CAP impact greater number of natural drainages, create new barrier
to wildlife movement in relatively undisturbed territory, impact more valuable habitat for sensitive
species, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural resources. Little potential to support
existing development.

Unfavorable

Impacts to farmland. Connecting alternatives have greater impacts to natural drainages, 100-year
floodplain, farmland, and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Does not take
advantage of existing transportation corridors or development patterns.

Unfavorable

Alternatives east/north of the CAP impact greater number of natural drainages, create new barrier
to wildlife movement in relatively undisturbed territory, impact more valuable habitat for sensitive
species, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural resources. Little potential to support
existing development..

Unfavorable

Alternatives east/north of the CAP impact greater number of natural drainages, create new barrier
to wildlife movement in relatively undisturbed territory, impact more valuable habitat for sensitive
species, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural resources. Little potential to support
existing development.

Unfavorable

Alternatives east/north of the CAP impact greater number of natural drainages, create new barrier
to wildlife movement in relatively undisturbed territory, impact more valuable habitat for sensitive
species, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural resources. Little potential to support
existing development.

Unfavorable

Connecting alternatives have greater impacts to natural drainages, 100- year floodplain, farmland,
and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Does not take advantage of existing
transportation corridors or development patterns.

Unfavorable

Impacts to drainages and undisturbed land. Connecting alternatives also have greater impacts to
natural drainages, 100-year floodplain, farmland, and greater potential for indirect impacts to
natural resources. Does not take advantage of existing transportation corridors or development
patterns.

Unfavorable

Alternatives east/north of the CAP impact greater number of natural drainages, create new barrier
to wildlife movement in relatively undisturbed territory, impact more valuable habitat for sensitive
species, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural resources. Little potential to support
existing development.

Unfavorable

Alternatives east/north of the CAP impact greater number of natural drainages, create new barrier
to wildlife movement in relatively undisturbed territory, impact more valuable habitat for sensitive
species, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural resources. Little potential to support
existing development.

Unfavorable

Alternatives east/north of the CAP impact greater number of natural drainages, create new barrier
to wildlife movement in relatively undisturbed territory, impact more valuable habitat for sensitive
species, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural resources. Little potential to support
existing development.

Unfavorable

Impacts to natural drainages and undisturbed land. Connecting alternatives also have greater
impacts to natural drainages, 100-year floodplain, farmland, and greater potential for indirect
impacts to natural resources. Does not take advantage of existing transportation corridors or
development patterns.

Unfavorable

Impacts to natural drainages and undisturbed land. Connecting alternatives also have greater
impacts to natural drainages, 100-year floodplain, farmland, and greater potential for indirect
impacts to natural resources. Does not take advantage of existing transportation corridors or
development patterns.

Unfavorable

Alternatives east/north of the CAP impact greater number of natural drainages, create new barrier
to wildlife movement in relatively undisturbed territory, impact more valuable habitat for sensitive
species, and will have greater indirect impacts to natural resources. Little potential to support
existing development.
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Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

Segment No. Rating Comments

X Unfavorable Impacts to natural drainages and undisturbed land. Connecting alternatives also have greater
impacts to natural drainages, 100-year floodplain, farmland, and greater potential for indirect
impacts to natural resources. Does not take advantage of existing transportation corridors or
development patterns.

Y Favorable Greatest potential to support existing development. Takes advantage of existing roads and
development patterns. Least potential for impacts, both direct and indirect, to drainages and other
natural resources. Less likely to create a new barrier to wildlife movement.

z Favorable Takes advantage of existing transportation corridors and development patterns. Least potential for
impacts, both direct and indirect, to drainages and other natural resources. Does not create a new
barrier to wildlife movement.

AA Favorable Takes advantage of existing transportation corridors and development patterns. Least potential for
impacts, both direct and indirect, to drainages and other natural resources. Does not create a new
barrier to wildlife movement

AB Unfavorable Impacts to drainages and 100-year floodplain. Impacts to farmland and greater potential for
indirect impacts to natural resources.

AC Unfavorable Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Need for new
north-south freeway corridor in such close proximity to SR-87 is unclear.

AD Unfavorable Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Need for new
north-south freeway corridor in such close proximity to SR-87 is unclear.

AE Unfavorable Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Need for new
north-south freeway corridor in such close proximity to SR-87 is unclear.

AF Unfavorable Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Need for new
north-south freeway corridor in such close proximity to SR-87 is unclear.

AG Unfavorable Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Need for new
north-south freeway corridor in such close proximity to SR-87 is unclear.

AH Unfavorable Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Need for new
north-south freeway corridor in such close proximity to SR-87 is unclear.

Al Unfavorable Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Need for new
north-south freeway corridor in such close proximity to SR-87 is unclear.

Al Unfavorable Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Need for new
north-south freeway corridor in such close proximity to SR-87 is unclear.

AK Unfavorable Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Need for new
north-south freeway corridor in such close proximity to SR-87 is unclear.

AL Unfavorable Travels through 100-year floodplain. Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts
to natural resources. Need for new northsouth freeway corridor in such close proximity to SR-87 is
unclear.

AM Unfavorable Impacts to drainages and 100-year floodplain. Impacts to farmland and greater potential for

indirect impacts to natural resources.
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Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

Segment No. Rating Comments

AN Unfavorable Impacts to farmland and greater potential for indirect impacts to natural resources. Need for new
north-south freeway corridor in such close proximity to SR-87 is unclear.

AO Unfavorable Impacts to drainages and 100-year floodplain. Impacts to farmland and greater potential for
indirect impacts to natural resources.

Q3 Least impact to natural areas and open space; Makes best use of existing roads; Based on input
received from agencies and jurisdictions.

Q4 If you have any questions or concerns regarding the comments provided above, please contact me

at 415-972-3370 or meek.clifton#epa.gov
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Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC)

Segment No. Rating Comments
Terminus 1 [No Response
Terminus 2 [No Response
Terminus 3 [No Response
Terminus 4 [No Response
Terminus 5 [No Response
A Favorable Does not impact the Powerline, Vineyard Road, or Rittenouse Flood Retarding Structures (PVR).
However, the alignment does cross the Powerline Floodway. The freeway will need to span the
Powerline Floodway. This area is prone to earth fissures and subsidence. Alignment would be
protected from flows by PVR.
B Favorable Does not impact the PVR Structures. Possible fissures and subsidence in the upper portion.
Alignment would be protected from flows by PVR
C No Response
D No Response
E Unfavorable Close to PVR structures. TI's might impact PVR. CAP would be impacted. Flows from the Auxilliary
Spillways wopuld impact the freeway.
F No Response
G No Response
H No Response

Favorable

Does not impact the PVR structures.
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Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC)

Segment No. Rating Comments
J Unfavorable Close to PVR structures. Freeway sructures may impact PVR or its flood pools.
K No Response
L No Response
M Favorable Away from the PVR Structures
N Unfavorable Close to PVR Structures. Freeway or TI's may impact PVR or the flood pools.
(6} No Response
P No Response
Q No Response
R Favorable Away from the PVR structures
S No Response
T No Response
U No Response
\Y No Response
w No Response
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Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC)

Segment No. Rating Comments
X No Response
Y No Response
z No Response

AA No Response
AB No Response
AC No Response
AD No Response
AE No Response
AF No Response
AG No Response
AH No Response
Al No Response
Al No Response
AK No Response
AL No Response
AM No Response
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Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC)

Segment No. Rating Comments
AN No Response
AO No Response
Q3 Least impact to existing development / infrastructure
Q4 FCD only looked at the alignments that were in the vicinity of the PVR structures. The area to the

northwest is more prone to earth fissures and subsidence. Any crossings of the Powerline Floodway
would need to be spanned. For storms larger than the 100 yr storm, flows may begin to be
discharged from the PVR auxiliary spillways. These flows may impact the alignments west of the
PVR. PVR would help to provide flooding protection for the alignments to the west.
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Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)

Segment No. Rating Comments
Terminus 1 |Favorable Least impact to actively farmed land and lands receiving USDA-NRCS cost-share assistance
Terminus 2 |Unfavorable Leads to other segments that impact actively farmed land and lands receiving USDA-NRCS cost-
share assistance
Terminus 3 |Unfavorable Leads to other segments that impact actively farmed land and lands receiving USDA-NRCS cost-
share assistance
Terminus 4 |Favorable Avoids actively farmed land and lands receiving USDA-NRCS cost-share assistance.
Terminus 5 |Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land including USDA-NRCS cost-share assisted irrigation structures
A Favorable Avoids actively farmed land and lands receiving USDA-NRCS cost-share assistance.
B No Response Neutral - minimal impact to actively farmed land
C Favorable Minimal impact to actively farmed land
D Favorable Minimal impact to actively farmed land
E No Response Neutral - minimal impact to actively farmed land
F No Response Neutral - minimal impact to actively farmed land
G No Response Neutral - minimal impact to actively farmed land
H No Response Neutral - minimal impact to actively farmed land

Unfavorable

Avoids actively farmed land but leads to other segments that impact actively farmed land and lands

receiving USDA-NRCS cost-share assistance
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Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)

Segment No. Rating Comments

J Unfavorable Avoids actively farmed land but leads to other segments that impact actively farmed land and lands
receiving USDA-NRCS cost-share assistance

K Unfavorable Minimal impact to actively farmed land but leads to other segments that impact actively farmed
land and lands receiving USDA-NRCS cost-share assistance

L No Response Neutral

M Unfavorable Segment leads to other segments that impact actively farmed land and lands receiving USDA-NRCS
cost-share assistance

N Unfavorable Segment leads to other segments that impact actively farmed land and lands receiving USDA-NRCS
cost-share assistance

(e} Unfavorable Segment leads to other segments that impact actively farmed land and lands receiving USDA-NRCS
cost-share assistance

P Unfavorable Minimal impact to actively farmed land but leads to other segments that impact actively farmed
land and lands receiving USDA-NRCS cost-share assistance

Q Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land including substantial USDA-NRCS cost-share assisted irrigation
structures

R Unfavorable Avoids actively farmed land but leads to other segments that impact actively farmed land and lands
receiving USDA-NRCS cost-share assistance

S Unfavorable Avoids actively farmed land but leads to other segments that impact actively farmed land and lands
receiving USDA-NRCS cost-share assistance

T Unfavorable Minimal impact to actively farmed land but leads to other segments that impact actively farmed
land and lands receiving USDA-NRCS cost-share assistance

U Unfavorable Minimal impact to actively farmed land but leads to other segments that impact actively farmed
land and lands receiving USDA-NRCS cost-share assistance

Vv Unfavorable Minimal impact to actively farmed land but leads to other segments that impact actively farmed
land and lands receiving USDA-NRCS cost-share assistance

w Unfavorable Avoids actively farmed land but leads to other segments that impact actively farmed land and lands

receiving USDA-NRCS cost-share assistance
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Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
Segment No. Rating Comments
X Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land including substantial USDA-NRCS cost-share assisted irrigation
structures
Y No Response Neutral - minimal impact to farmland as it maximizes use of existing transportation routes. Does
impact farms that have received. substantial USDA-NRCS cost-share assisted irrigation structures
z Favorable Minimal impact to farmland as it uses existing transportation routes
AA Favorable Minimal impact to farmland as it uses existing transportation routes
AB Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land.
AC Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land including substantial USDA-NRCS cost-share assisted irrigation
structures
AD Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land including substantial USDA-NRCS cost-share assisted irrigation
structures
AE Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land including substantial USDA-NRCS cost-share assisted irrigation
structures
AF Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land including substantial USDA-NRCS cost-share assisted irrigation
structures
AG Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land including substantial USDA-NRCS cost-share assisted irrigation
structures
AH Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land including substantial USDA-NRCS cost-share assisted irrigation
structures
Al Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land
Al Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land including substantial USDA-NRCS cost-share assisted irrigation
structures
AK Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land
AL Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land including substantial USDA-NRCS cost-share assisted irrigation
structures
AM Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land including substantial USDA-NRCS cost-share assisted irrigation
structures
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Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)

Segment No. Rating Comments

AN Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land including substantial USDA-NRCS cost-share assisted irrigation
structures

AO Unfavorable Impacts actively farmed land including substantial USDA-NRCS cost-share assisted irrigation
structures

Q3 Best connects to other major routes (I-10, US 60, etc.); Least impact to natural areas and open
space; Makes best use of existing roads

Q4 Farmers receiving cost-share financial assistance from USDA-NRCS through Farm Bill Programs may

be required to refund all or a portion of any dollars earned under our programs if they sell or lose
control of their lands. They may also be required to pay liquidated damages for recovery of
administrative costs and technical services passed to USDA-NRCS. This added expense needs to be
taken into consideration in addition to the fact that many of the proposed segments cut a number
of farms into multiple smaller farms. When this is done the farmers will likely be faced with many
hardships in how they move water around their farms to irrigate their crops. USDA-NRCS continues
to work with farmers in the study area and provide cost-share assistance on multiple irrigation
structures each year (irrigation ditches, turn out structures, etc).
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Pima Association of Governments (PAG)

Segment No. Rating Comments
Terminus 1 |Favorable Most accessible to greatest amount of current and future population. Nearest major
generators/attractors.
Terminus 2 [No Response
Terminus 3 [No Response
Terminus 4 |Favorable Same as above. Most closely aligned with Long Range Transportation Plans of various
organizations. Make use of existing infrastructure.
Terminus 5 [No Response
A Favorable Closest to current and future population clusters.
B Favorable Same as above.
C No Response
D Favorable
E No Response
F Favorable Would cause less "disturbance" than other potential routes.
G No Response
H Favorable Most direct route.

No Response
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Pima Association of Governments (PAG)

Segment No. Rating Comments
J No Response
K No Response
L No Response
M No Response
N No Response
(6} No Response
P No Response
Q No Response
R No Response
S No Response
T No Response
U No Response
\Y No Response
w No Response
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Pima Association of Governments (PAG)

Segment No. Rating Comments

X No Response

Y Favorable Most direct connection to SR 87.
z Favorable Most efficient use of existing infrastructure.
AA Favorable

AB No Response

AC No Response

AD No Response

AE No Response

AF No Response

AG No Response

AH No Response

Al No Response

Al No Response

AK No Response

AL No Response

AM No Response
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Pima Association of Governments (PAG)

Segment No. Rating Comments
AN No Response
AO No Response
Q3 Best connects to other major routes (I-10, US 60, etc.); Makes best use of existing roads; Based on
input received from the public.
Q4 PAG has some preferred route alignment base on criteria mentioned in the textboxes above.

However, at this point, PAG has not determined any route alignment as "unfavorable". PAG would
suggest the study team re-evaluate growth projections to take into consideration more recent
trends in the economy and political environment. A higher degree of coordination with the Town of
Marana and their multiple transportation plans. Considertaion of using LOS D fopr peak hours at
build out for design. A larger focus on Access to regional transportation "attractors" and generators
as opposed to general "mobility". Clarification in the draft Purpose and Need as to the term
"significant". Does it mean "statistically significant"? If so, what analysis has been performed?
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Valley Metro Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA)

Segment No. Rating Comments
Terminus 1 [Favorable
Terminus 2 |[No Response |Would suggest terminating this alignment at SR 24 (Williams Gateway Freeway) instead of at US 60.
Access to US 60 would still occur via the connection to Loop 202 (Santan Freeway).
Terminus 3 [No Response
Terminus 4 [No Response
Terminus 5 [No Response

A Unfavorable [Suggest terminating this alignment at connection to future SR 24 to reduce impacts to lronwood
Drive.

B Favorable Southern end of this segment parallels UPRR and would provide an opportunity to develop a multi-
modal alignment in this corridor that would support future passenger rail (commuter and inter-city)
along this line.

C No Response

D No Response [Suggest moving this segment farther west to parallel UPRR corridor.

E No Response

F Favorable Portion of this route parallels UPRR right of way. Could provide a opportunity to develop a multi-
modal corridor that would include both freeway investments and passenger rail investments as part
of the development of high speed rail service between Phoenix and Tucson.

G No Response

H No Response [Suggest moving this segment farther west to parallel UPRR corridor.

No Response
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Valley Metro Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA)

Segment No. Rating Comments

J No Response

K No Response

L No Response

M No Response

N No Response

(6} No Response

P No Response

Q No Response

R Unfavorable [Proximity to AZ 79
S Unfavorable [Proximity to AZ 79
T Unfavorable [Proximity to AZ 79
u Favorable

Vv Unfavorable [Proximity to AZ 79
W Unfavorable [Proximity to AZ 79
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Valley Metro Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA)

Segment No. Rating Comments
X Unfavorable [Proximity to AZ 79
Y No Response
z Favorable Due to proximity of UPRR corridor, this alignment provides the greatest potential for doing a multi-
modal facility that would address more than just road based modes (cars and trucks).
AA Favorable Due to proximity of UPRR corridor, this alignment provides the greatest potential for doing a multi-
modal facility that would address more than just road based modes (cars and trucks).
AB No Response
AC No Response
AD No Response
AE No Response
AF Favorable Portion of this route parallels UPRR right of way. Could provide an opportunity to develop a multi-
modal corridor that would include both freeway investments and passenger rail investments as part
of the development of high speed rail service between Phoenix and Tucson.
AG No Response
AH No Response
Al No Response
Al No Response
AK No Response
AL No Response
AM No Response
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Valley Metro Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA)

Segment No. Rating Comments
AN No Response
AO No Response
Q3 Best connects to employment centers; Based on input received from agencies and jurisdictions;
Based on input received from the public.
Q4 Route alternative be designed as a multi-modal corridor from the start. Alignment and cross

section should allow for the implementation of dedicated transit corridors and HOV lanes as future
needs warrant. To reduce congestion attributed to weaving at Tls, the route should include direct
HOV and/or transit connections from the corridor to park & rides lots, transit centers, and
intersecting transit services.
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Apache Junction

Segment No. Rating Comments
Terminus 1 [Unfavorable
Terminus 2 |Favorable
Terminus 3 [Unfavorable
Terminus 4 [No Response
Terminus 5 [No Response

A Unfavorable
B No Response
C No Response
D No Response
E No Response
F No Response
G No Response
H No Response

Favorable
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Apache Junction

Segment No. Rating Comments

J Favorable

K No Response
L No Response
M No Response
N No Response
(6} No Response
P No Response
Q No Response
R No Response
S No Response
T No Response
U No Response
\Y No Response
w No Response
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Apache Junction

Segment No. Rating Comments
X No Response
Y No Response
z No Response

AA No Response
AB No Response
AC No Response
AD No Response
AE No Response
AF No Response
AG No Response
AH No Response
Al No Response
Al No Response
AK No Response
AL No Response
AM No Response
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Apache Junction

Segment No. Rating Comments
AN No Response
AO No Response
Q3 Best relieves traffic on other highways and freeways; Best connects to other major routes (I-10, US
60, etc.), Based on input received from agencies and jurisdictions
Q4 No comments
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Coolidge

Segment No. Rating Comments
Terminus 1 [No Response
Terminus 2 [No Response
Terminus 3 [No Response
Terminus 4 [No Response
Terminus 5 [No Response

A No Response
B No Response
C No Response
D No Response
E No Response
F No Response
G No Response
H No Response

No Response
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Coolidge

Segment No. Rating Comments
J No Response
K No Response
L No Response
M No Response
N No Response
(6} No Response
P No Response
Q No Response
R No Response
S No Response
T No Response
U No Response
\Y No Response
w No Response
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Coolidge

Segment No. Rating Comments
X No Response
Y Unfavorable
z Unfavorable

AA Unfavorable
AB Favorable

AC Unfavorable
AD Favorable

AE Unfavorable
AF Unfavorable
AG No Response
AH Favorable

Al No Response
Al No Response
AK No Response
AL No Response
AM No Response
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Coolidge

Segment No. Rating Comments
AN Favorable
AO No Response
Q3 Best relieves traffic on other highways and freeways; Best connects to employment centers; Based
on input received from the public
Q4 These comments have been reviewed and accepted by the Coolidge City Council at its meeting on

November 28, 2011. (See attachments)
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Eloy

Segment No. Rating Comments
Terminus 1 [No Response
Terminus 2 [No Response
Terminus 3 [No Response
Terminus 4 [No Response
Terminus 5 [No Response

A No Response
B No Response
C No Response
D No Response
E No Response
F No Response
G No Response
H No Response

No Response
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Eloy

Segment No. Rating Comments
J No Response
K No Response
L No Response
M No Response
N No Response
(6} No Response
P No Response
Q No Response
R No Response
S No Response
T No Response
U No Response
\Y No Response
w No Response
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Eloy

Segment No. Rating Comments
X No Response
Y Unfavorable
Z Unfavorable

AA Unfavorable
AB No Response
AC No Response
AD No Response
AE No Response
AF No Response
AG No Response
AH No Response
Al No Response
Al No Response
AK Favorable

AL Favorable

AM No Response
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Eloy

Segment No. Rating Comments
AN No Response
AO No Response
Q3
Q4
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Florence

Segment No. Rating Comments
Terminus 1 |Unfavorable Okay to continue north to connect to 60, but let's not lose Ironwood in the process.
Terminus 2 |Favorable ...but seems more critical how N-S ties into 24 and 202. Would not locate 60 terminus any further
east.
Terminus 3 |Unfavorable Does not seem to offer any advantages. Likely inconsistent with current and projected travel
patterns.
Terminus 4 |Unfavorable Need to maintain 87, even if turned over to local cities. Inconsistent with Coolidge, Eloy and Pinal
County plans.
Terminus 5 |Unfavorable Most logical. Consisten with Eloy, Coolidge and Pinal County plans. Best option for economic
development.
A Unfavorable See Ironwood comment above. Can't afford to lose a critical, and one of few, N-S surface arterials.
B Unfavorable See Ironwood comments above. Ironwood too critical of a surface arterial to lose. Impacts to ex.
devel. too great.
C Unfavorable Devasting for Florence. Creates a Florece bypass. Negatively impacts that hwy.
D Unfavorable Devasting for Florence. Creates a Florence bypass. Negatively impacts ex. And planned
developments.
E Favorable Only works if proper tie into US 60, 24 and/or 202. Avoid Ironwood.
F Unfavorable Moves too far west too soon. Loss of access and econ. Opportunities along railroad. Impacts ex.
Development.
G Favorable Could work as alternate to approved Florence route. Need to watch how connects to "L", address
impacts to Quail Run Road, reduce impacts to ex. devel.
H Unfavorable Creates a Florence bypass. Impact on AMR. Does not work under any conditiions.

Favorable

Logical connection to 60, but still likely more critical to look at how this works with SR24.
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Florence

Segment No. Rating Comments

J Favorable Could work with Florence's plans. See comments on "I" above. Would not go any further east w/
the N-S.

K Favorable An option that could possibly work with Florence's plans.

L Favorable An option that could possibly work with Florence's plans.

M Unfavorable Not viable for Florence. Would suport a far east route, which would not be consistent with
Florence's preferences.

N Unfavorable Leads to Unfavorable terminus. Inconsistent with ex. And projected travel patterns.

(e} Favorable Works with Florence General Plan. We wo8uld be willing to work with ADOT and others on further
refinements.

P Favorable Works with Florence General Plan. We would be willing to work with ADOT and others on further
refinements.

Q Unfavorable Splits AMR and Merrill Ranch. Does not offer as many access and econ. Development opportunities
as "A" and "V".

R Unfavorable Too far east and poor terminus. Inconsistent with ex. And projected travel patterns.

S Unfavorable Too far east. Inconsisten with ex. And project travel patterns. Sup. Vistas growth too far off to
support seg.

T Unfavorable Horrible for Florence and unrealistic being so close to Magma Dam. High costs, poor access, and
loss of econ. Devel. Benefits.

U Favorable An option to V. Do need to weigh cost/benefits with extra CAP crossings.

Vv Favorable Avoids extra CAP crossings that V has, but has a greater impact to Merrill Ranch.

w Unfavorable See "T". Plus this segment also impacts Flornce military reservation and is too close to 79.
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Florence

Segment No. Rating Comments
X Favorable The best for Florence and helps us preserve long-term visibility of core Florence. Downtown
interchange critical.
Y Unfavorable Creates a Florence bypass. Impacts ex. Devel. Lose ex. Surface arterials. Not consistent with County,
Florence or Coolidge plans.
z Unfavorable Lose 87, splits core of Coolidge. Inconsistent with County, Eloy and Coolidge plans.
AA Unfavorable Lose 87 + too close to railroad. Inconsistent with Eloy and Coolidge plans.
AB Favorable Works with Florence's plans. Also consistent with Coolidge's plans.
AC Unfavorable AN works better and is more consistent with Coolidge and County preferences.
AD Favorable Works with local preferences.
AE Unfavorable Too far west. Inconsistent with local plans.
AF Unfavorable Too far west. Inconsistent with local plans.
AG Unfavorable Too far west. Inconsisten with local plans.
AH Favorable Preferred segment that connects to other preferred segments.
Al Favorable Alternative to "AK", but AK preferable and more consistent with local plans.
Al Favorable Al alternate if "Al" chosen over preferred "AK".
AK Favorable Preferred. Consistent with local plans.
AL Favorable Preferred. Consistent with local plans.
AM Favorable Our preferred route is AB, but with some tweaks, AM could likley work. Imp. To evaluate impacts

to Valley Farms Rd and community, 230kV, etc.
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Florence

Segment No. Rating Comments
AN Favorable Works with Florence alignment
AO Unfavorable Prefer AB and then AM. AO could impat Waste Management site, some planned developments and

development of economically viable 287 TI.

Q3 Best relieves traffic on local streets; Best connects to cities and towns; Based on input received
from agencies and jurisdictions
Q4 Thanks for noting our preferences and referring to our preferred and approved corridor alignment.

We look forward to working with ADOT and the N-S team on further refinements to the corridor
and ultimately the selection of a final N-S alighment that is mutually acceptable to Florence, Pinal
County and stakeholders.
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Pinal County

Segment No. Rating Comments
Terminus 1 |Unfavorable This alternative would wipeout Pinal County resident’s only continuous north south facility.
Terminus 2 |Unfavorable Begin at Alt 2 moving south westerly crossing CAP terminating the proposed SR 24 study at E/G.
Terminus 3 |Unfavorable
Terminus 4 |Unfavorable
Terminus 5 |Unfavorable Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives. See attached
pdf.
A Unfavorable This alternative would wipeout Pinal County resident’s only continuous north south facility.
B Unfavorable This alternative would wipeout Pinal County resident’s only continuous north south facility.
C Unfavorable This alternative would wipeout Pinal County resident’s only continuous north south facility.
D Unfavorable Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives. See attached
pdf.
E Favorable Only if E alternative begins with in the SR 24 study area as depicted on open house handouts. We
would maintain a desire to keep the corridor just west of the CAP canal.
F No Response Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives. See attached
pdf.
G Favorable Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives. See attached
pdf.
H No Response Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives. See attached

pdf.

No Response

Begin at Alt 2 moving south westerly crossing CAP terminating the proposed SR 24 study at E/G.
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Pinal County

Segment No. Rating Comments

J Unfavorable Does appear to have benefit within the next 10-15 years.

K Unfavorable [Does appear to have benefit within the next 10-15 years.

L No Response Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives. See attached
pdf.

M Unfavorable Does appear to have benefit within the next 10-15 years.

N Unfavorable Does appear to have benefit within the next 10-15 years.

(e} Unfavorable Does appear to have benefit within the next 10-15 years.

P No Response Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives. See attached
pdf.

Q No Response Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives. See attached
pdf.

R Unfavorable Does appear to have benefit within the next 10-15 years.

S Unfavorable Does appear to have benefit within the next 10-15 years.

T Unfavorable Does appear to have benefit within the next 10-15 years.

U No Response Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives. See attached
pdf.

Vv No Response Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives. See attached
pdf.

w Unfavorable Does appear to have benefit within the next 10-15 years.
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Pinal County

Segment No.

Rating

Comments

X

No Response

Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives.
pdf.

See attached

No Response

Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives.
pdf.

See attached

No Response

Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives.
pdf.

See attached

AA

No Response

Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives.
pdf.

See attached

AB

No Response

Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives.
pdf.

See attached

AC

No Response

Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives.
pdf.

See attached

AD

No Response

Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives.
pdf.

See attached

AE

No Response

Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives.
pdf.

See attached

AF

No Response

Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives.
pdf.

See attached

AG

No Response

Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives.
pdf.

See attached

AH

No Response

Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives.
pdf.

See attached

Al

No Response

Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives.
pdf.

See attached

Al

No Response

Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives.
pdf.

See attached

AK

No Response

Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives.
pdf.

See attached

AL

No Response

Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives.
pdf.

See attached

AM

No Response

Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives.
pdf.

See attached
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Pinal County

Segment No. Rating Comments

AN No Response Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives. See attached
pdf.

AO No Response Pinal County supports the local cities and towns desires for north south alternatives. See attached
pdf.

Q3 Best relieves traffic on local streets; Best connects to employment centers; Best connect to cities
and towns; Based on input received from agencies and jurisdictions

Q4 | realize we identified four but feel that these are very important. Thank you for your attention and

the opportunity to input.
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Queen Creek

Segment No. Rating Comments
Terminus 1 |Unfavorable The Town supports Apache Junction's desire for the ultimate terminus to be further east, and we
believe the initial connection between the N-S Freeway and other Maricopa County freewas should
be via SR-24. This approach would be from northbound N-S freeway to westbound SR-24 to
northbound 202 to westbound US-60.
Terminus 2 |Favorable The Town supports this connection as the ultimate connection between US-60 and SR-24, although
east of the CAP canal the freeway should be identified as a "Phase 2" project and occur after "Phase
1" of the N-S freeway connects 1_10 to SR-24.
Terminus 3 |Unfavorable The Town does not aupport this far eastern connection.
Terminus 4 [No Response
Terminus 5 [No Response
A Unfavorable The Town does not support Segment A for the same reason we do not support Terminus 1.
B Unfavorable The Town does not support the northern portion of Segment B (north of the SR-24 alignment) for
the same reason we do not support Terminus 1.
C No Response
D No Response
E Favorable The Town supports the middle portion of Segment E - the portion that overlaps with the SR-24
study area. As previously mentioned, the initial connection between the N-S Freeway and other
Maricopa County freeways should be via SR-24. The Town does not support the fa northerly portion
of Segment E (north of the SR-24 alighment) for the same reason we do not support Terminus 1.
F No Response
G No Response
H No Response

Favorable

The Town support Segment | as the northern portion of a "Phase 2" connection between SR-24 and
the US-60 Freeways.
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Queen Creek

Segment No. Rating Comments

J Unfavorable The Town does not support Segments J, M, N, R or S because we favor an alignment not shown on
the map - a proposed new Segment that would connec Segment | to Segment E, somewhere
between the Germann Road and Ocotillo Road alignments.

K No Response

L No Response

M Unfavorable The Town does not support Segments J, M, N, R or S because we favor an alignment not shown on
the map - a proposed new Segment that would connec Segment | to Segment E, somewhere
between the Germann Road and Ocotillo Road alignments.

N Unfavorable The Town does not support Segments J, M, N, R or S because we favor an alignment not shown on
the map - a proposed new Segment that would connec Segment | to Segment E, somewhere
between the Germann Road and Ocotillo Road alignments.

(6} No Response

P No Response

Q No Response

R Unfavorable The Town does not support Segments J, M, N, R or S because we favor an alignment not shown on
the map - a proposed new Segment that would connec Segment | to Segment E, somewhere
between the Germann Road and Ocotillo Road alignments.

S Unfavorable The Town does not support Segments J, M, N, R or S because we favor an alignment not shown on
the map - a proposed new Segment that would connec Segment | to Segment E, somewhere
between the Germann Road and Ocotillo Road alignments.

T No Response

U No Response

\Y No Response

w No Response
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Queen Creek

Segment No. Rating Comments
X No Response
Y No Response
z No Response

AA No Response
AB No Response
AC No Response
AD No Response
AE No Response
AF No Response
AG No Response
AH No Response
Al No Response
Al No Response
AK No Response
AL No Response
AM No Response
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Queen Creek

Segment No. Rating Comments
AN No Response
AO No Response
Q3 Best connects to employment centers; Best connects to cities and towns; Based on input received
from agencies and jurisdictions
Q4 Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We recognize that our recommendations are a hybrid

approach, but were surprised when the Comment Form Map did not include a connection between
Terminus 2 and Segment E. The Town has done our best to coordinate with surrounding
jurisdictions (Apache Junction and Pinal County) to develop our ultimate recommendations. We
have not commented on alignments south of the SR-24 corridor area, but support the
recommendations of those communities that are impacted by the new N-S freeway (Eloy, Coolidge,
Florence, Pinal County). Attached for your information and use is a revised map showing our
alignment preferences. Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.
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APPENDIX C

Public Workshop Notification



ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

JOIN US AT A PUBLIC WORKSHOP

NORTH-SOUTH CORRIDOR STUDY
POSSIBLE ROUTE ALTERNATIVES BETWEEN US 60 AND 1-10 IN PINAL COUNTY

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) and the Federal

I
Highway Administration (FHWA) invite you to attend one of four public o WODRElfér-IIOP
workshops for the North-South Corridor Study. Participants will be <= PHOENIX 1 APACHE JUNCTION
provided with an update on the study and will have the opportunity to -@ |
provide their input on possible locations for a potential new transportation m i -
route in Pinal County. : ’*::7 GOLD CANTON
Each workshop will begin at 6 p.m. = AR
and will be identical in content and : 1 : ____g
format. The study team will give 1A
a brief presentation at 6:15 p.m. Tuesday, Dec. 6 ggggu Ocoflo hd,_| ) B () e
and attendees will break out into 6 to 8 p.m. [ B -
small groups to view and discuss Santa Cruz Valley Union MARICOPA CO Gary m_,' 79
the possible route alternatives on High School Cafeteria TN
maps. Materials from the Intercity 900 N. Main St., Eloy, AZ 85131 '
Rail Study will be available. SAN TAN

VALLEY

Since the October 2010 public Wednesday, Dec. 7 DEC. 12 2 M)
meetings, possible route 6to 8 p.m. :WORKSHOP L %

alternatives have been identified Apache Junction Moose Lodge GILA RIVER

between US 60 in Apache Large Meeting Room » :TMN COMMUNITY

Junction and I-10 near Eloy and 350 W. 16th Ave., <R

Picacho (see map). The goal Apache Junction, AZ85120 [ ¥

of the workshops is to gather 81 Attaway Rt Z8TINY FLoRenc

specific opinions or concerns Thursday, Dec. 8 COOLIDGE

from residents or landowners 6 to 8 p.m.

affected by the possible routes. Coolidge-Florence DEC. 8 9 mgﬁw
The public's comments will be a Elks Lodge WORKSHOP ¥

factor in determining which route 2241 N. Attaway Road, Coolidge, AZ 85128
alternatives will be considered for
additional study. The team is also
evaluating the consequences of not
making any improvements (no-build

87

Monday, Dec. 12 X 15k GRANDE
6 to 8 p.m.

DEC. 6

. PICACHO RESERVOIR

Walker Butte Elementary School
alternative). eng Y WORKSHOP A
If you are unable to attend a 29697 N. Desert Willow Blvd. 5
workshop, you may visit the San Tan Valley, AZ 85142 NOTT0 SCALE £
study website at www.azdot.gov/ ' WORKSHOP LOCATION
northsouthcorridorstudy to view or download the possible route alternatives, R S OUTH (O
additional project information or a comment form. You may also submit your @ POSSIBLE ROUTE ALTERNATIVES PICACHO
comments using the following methods: SR 24 SELECTED ALIGNMENT
(SR 202 TO IRONWOOD RD.) )
e Complete the website’s electronic comment form T SR 24 STUDY AREA (IN PINAL COUNTY)
*  Email your comments to northsouthstudy@azdot.gov VS GOSELECTED ALIGMENT TUCSON’
y € Detailed maps will be available at the workshops.
e Fax your completed comment form to 520-327-4687 The possible route alternatives are preliminary and subject to change.

*  Mail your completed comment form to the ADOT Outreach Team at
2540 N. Tucson Blvd., Tucson, AZ 85716

If you do not have access to the Internet, you may request study information by phone at 520-327-6077, ext. 120. Public comments must be received
online or by mail before Dec. 22,2011, in order to be part of the official public record.

Este documento esta disponible en espaiiol llamando al 520-327-6077.

A DDT TODD EMERY JAVIER GURROLA JENNIFER TOTH OV ooy
® ADQT Tucson District Engineer ADQT Project Manager ADQT State Engineer Administration

THIS NEWSPAPER NOTICE AND OTHER PROJECT INFORMATION ARE AVAILABLE AT www.azdot.gov/ northsouthcorridorstudy

Americans with Disabilities Act: Persons with a disability may request reasonable accommodations by calling 520-327-6077. Requests should be made by Nov. 22, 2011. This document is available in
alternative formats. Please contact the ADOT Outreach Team at 520-327-6077 for a copy.

ADOT Project No.: 999 PN 000 H7454 01L  Federal Aid No.: STP-999-A(BBM) Tri-Valley Dispatch - Nov. 16,2011




ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

JOIN US AT A PUBLIC WORKSHOP

NORTH-SOUTH CORRIDOR STUDY

POSSIBLE ROUTE ALTERNATIVES BETWEEN US 60 AND 1-10 IN PINAL COUNTY

DEC. 7
WORKSHOP

PACHE JUNCTION

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
invite you to attend one of four public workshops for the North-South Corridor Study. Participants
will be provided with an update on the study and will have the opportunity to provide their input on

possible locations for a potential new transportation route in Pinal County. ’

Each workshop will begin at 6 p.m. and will be identical

in content and format. The study team will give a brief

presentation at 6:15 p.m. and attendees will break out

into small groups to view and discuss the possible route TueSdaY; Dec. 6

alternatives on maps. Materials from the Intercity Rail 6to 8 p.m. QUEEN

Study will be available. Santa Cruz Valley Union CREEK
High School Cafeteria

900 N. Main St., Eloy,AZ 85131

4- PHOENIX AN

Q

)
o
] \z
7
g N

GOLD CANYON

Ocotillo Rd.

Since the October 2010 public meetings, possible route
alternatives have been identified between US 60 in
Apache Junction and I-10 near Eloy and Picacho (see
map). The goal of the workshops is to gather specific
opinions or concerns from residents or landowners 6 t°_ 8 p.m. DEC 12
affected by the possible routes. The public’s comments Apache Junctlon. Moose Lodge WORKSHOP
will be a factor in determining which route alternatives Large Meeting Room GILA RIVER
will be considered for additional study. The team is 350 W. 16th Ave., Apache Junction, AZ 85120 G, ,:‘BMN COMMUNITY
also evaluating the consequences of not making any =
improvements (no-build alternative). Thursday, Dec. 8
6 to 8 p.m.
Coolidge-Florence
Elks Lodge

2241 N. Attaway Road, Coolidge, AZ 85128 WODIEI& I-?OP 0 mgﬁou

MARICOPA CO. Gary Ri>

PINAL CO.

SAN TAN
Wednesday, Dec. 7 VALLEY

nnnnnnn

If you are unable to attend a workshop, you may visit the
study website at www.azdot.gov/northsouthcorridorstudy
to view or download the possible route alternatives,
additional project information or a comment form. You
may also submit your comments using the following
methods:

.......

nnnnnnn

Monday, Dec. 12
6 to 8 p.m.

e Complete the website’s electronic comment form
P Walker Butte Elementary School R 151 cRANDE
*  Email your comments to northsouthstudy@azdot.gov Cafeteria e 6 . T ] e /0IR
¢ Fax your completed comment form to 29697 N. Desert Willow Blvd. WORKéHOP
520-327-4687 San Tan Valley, AZ 85142 ; 0
e Mail your completed comment form to the ADOT ELOY =
Y
Outreach Team at 2540 N. Tucson Blvd., Tucson, AZ 85716 NOT T0 SCALE £
If you do not have access to the Internet, you may request study information by phone at * :’S:S:Z%Z#ECCAJ;?‘:'DOR
520-327-6077, ext. 120. Public comments must be received online or by mail before STUDY AREA
Dec. 22,2011, in order to be part of the official public record. @ POSSIBLE ROUTE ALTERNATIVES PICACHO
SR 24 SELECTED ALIGNMENT
Este documento esta disponible en espaiiol llamando al 520-327-6077. (SR 202 TO IRONWOOD RD.) 10
! SR 24 STUDY AREA (IN PINAL COUNTY) S
TODD EMERY JAVIER GURROLA JENNIFER TOTH US 60 SELECTED ALIGNMENT >
ADOT Tucson District Engineer ADOT Project Manager ADOT State Engineer Detailed maps will be available at the workshops.

The possible route alternatives are preliminary and subject to change.

U.S. Department of Transportation
ADO l . (‘ Federal Highway
® THIS NEWSPAPER NOTICE AND OTHER PROJECT INFORMATION ARE AVAILABLE AT www.azdot.gov/northsouthcorridorstudy (™ el et

Americans with Disabilities Act: Persons with a disability may request reasonable accommodations by calling 520-327-6077. Requests should be made by Nov. 22, 2011. This document is available in
alternative formats. Please contact the ADOT Outreach Team at 520-327-6077 for a copy.

ADOT Project No.: 999 PN 000 H7454 01L  Federal Aid No.: STP-999-A(BBM) Queen Creek/San Tan Independent - Nov. 16,2011




ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

JOIN US AT A PUBLIC WORKSHOP

NORTH-SOUTH CORRIDOR STUDY
POSSIBLE ROUTE ALTERNATIVES BETWEEN US 60 AND 1-10 IN PINAL COUNTY

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) and the Federal Highway Administration DEC. 7
(FHWA) invite you to attend one of four public workshops for the North-South Corridor Study. A WORKSHOP
PACHE JUNCTION

Participants will be provided with an update on the study and will have the opportunity to
provide their input on possible locations for a potential new transportation route in Pinal
County.

AN

<= PHOENIX

AAAAAAA

GOLD CANYON
Each workshop will begin at 6 p.m. and will be identical in content and format.

The study team will give a brief presentation at 6:15 p.m. and attendees will break out into
small groups to view and discuss the possible route alternatives on maps. Materials for the

Intercity Rail Study will be available.
FOUR WORKSHOPS T0 CHOOSE FROM: QUEEN .
Since the October 2010 public Seofillo b,

CREEK
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

JOIN US AT A PUBLIC WORKSHOP

NORTH-SOUTH CORRIDOR STUDY

POSSIBLE ROUTE ALTERNATIVES BETWEEN US 60 AND 1-10 IN PINAL COUNTY

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
invite you to attend one of four public workshops for the North-South Corridor Study. Participants
will be provided with an update on the study and will have the opportunity to provide their input on
possible locations for a potential new transportation route in Pinal County.

FOUR WORKSHOPS TO CHOOSE FROM:

Tuesday, Dec. 6

Each workshop will begin at 6 p.m. and will be identical
in content and format. The study team will give a brief
presentation at 6:15 p.m. and attendees will break out
into small groups to view and discuss the possible route

alternatives on maps. Materials from the Intercity Rail 6to 8 p.m. QUEEN
Study will be available. Santa Cruz Valley Union CREEK
. i . . High School Cafeteria
Since th.e October 2019 pUb.".c meetings, p055|ble'3 route 900 N. Main St, Eloy,AZ 85131 ~ MARICOPA G0,
alternatives have been identified between US 60 in PINAL CO.

Apache Junction and I-10 near Eloy and Picacho (see
map). The goal of the workshops is to gather specific
opinions or concerns from residents or landowners
affected by the possible routes. The public’'s comments
will be a factor in determining which route alternatives
will be considered for additional study. The team is
also evaluating the consequences of not making any
improvements (no-build alternative).

Wednesday, Dec. 7
6to 8 p.m.
Apache Junction Moose Lodge
Large Meeting Room
350 W. 16th Ave., Apache Junction, AZ 85120

Thursday, Dec. 8
6to 8 p.m.
Coolidge-Florence
Elks Lodge
2241 N. Attaway Road, Coolidge, AZ 85128

If you are unable to attend a workshop, you may visit the
study website at www.azdot.gov/northsouthcorridorstudy
to view or download the possible route alternatives,
additional project information or a comment form. You
may also submit your comments using the following
methods:

Monday, Dec. 12

6to 8 p.m.
Walker Butte Elementary School
Cafeteria
29697 N. Desert Willow Blvd.
San Tan Valley, AZ 85142

e  Complete the website’s electronic comment form

*  Email your comments to northsouthstudy@azdot.gov

e Fax your completed comment form to
520-327-4687

e  Mail your completed comment form to the ADOT
Outreach Team at 2540 N. Tucson Blvd., Tucson, AZ 85716

R

NOT TO SCALE

If you do not have access to the Internet, you may request study information by phone at
520-327-6077, ext. 120. Public comments must be received online or by mail before
Dec. 22,2011, in order to be part of the official public record.

Este documento esta disponible en espaiiol llamando al 520-327-6077.

TODD EMERY JAVIER GURROLA JENNIFER TOTH
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NORTH-SOUTH CORRIDOR
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Detailed maps will be available at the workshops.

The possible route alternatives are preliminary and subject to change.
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APPENDIX D

Public Workshop Materials



North-South Corridor Study

POTENTIAL NEW TRANSPORTATION ROUTE
BETWEEN US 60 AND INTERSTATE 10 IN PINAL COUNTY
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Northern Route Alternatlves

Instructions:

Each @ with a letter inside it represents a

segment of the potential North-South Corridor

that would connect US 60 and I-10.

Step 1: Please circle the ¥
segments you find favorable  %{
on the two maps. -
RS
Step 2: Please cross out or
X the segments you find g
unfavorable on the two maps. | ° .
Step 3: You can also draw a line anywhere
on the map to show where you would like
a segment or route.

Step 4: We want to know why you selected
these segments. Please find the segments
you marked in the list below and explain

why you find them favorable or unfavorable.

Comments:

Follows Ironwood Dr between US 60
Q and Elliot Rd—crosses CAP Canal
O Favorable (J Unfavorable
Why?

Follows Ironwood Dr/Gantzel Rd
between Elliot Rd and Skyline Dr;
parallels portion of railroad
O Favorable [J Unfavorable
Why?

Follows Gantzel Rd/Hunt Hwy—veers
G around the Gila River Indian Community
O Favorable (J Unfavorable

Why?

Follows Hunt Hwy on the west side of
Anthem at Merrill Ranch—crosses
Gila River on Christensen Rd
O Favorable [J Unfavorable
Why?

New route between lronwood Dr
G and Quail Run Ln west of CAP Canal
O Favorable (J Unfavorable

Why?

New route between Gantzel Rd and
G Quail Run Ln; parallels railroad

(O Favorable [J Unfavorable

Why?

North of Judd Rd, follows Quail Run Ln;
G new route south of Judd Rd; —

crosses the Magma RR, and the SRP 500kV
transmission line

O Favorable (J Unfavorable

Why?

New route along approximate extension
m of Quail Run Ln, south of Arizona Farms
Rd, and east of Magic Ranch residential
community

O Favorable (J Unfavorable

Why?

New route south of US 60 along a
future extension of Mountain View Rd
on State Trust Land—Ilocated on possible
future US 60 realignment
(J Favorable (0 Unfavorable
Why?

DEIlld VISLd I\

". X
MAGMA "

T

APACHE jUNCTION

87

New route between future extension
o of Williams Field Rd and Ocotillo Rd on
State Trust Land—veers around Powerline,
Vineyard, Rittenhouse flood structures and
CAP Canal

O Favorable (O Unfavorable

Why?

New route between Ocotillo Rd and
Quail Run Lh—crosses Queen Creek
Wash and CAP Canal
3 Favorable [J Unfavorable
Why?

New route south of Magma Rd
o connecting western and eastern
routes; impacts future Dobson Farms
and Arizona Farms developments

O Favorable (0 Unfavorable
Why?

New route connecting Start/End Point
2 routes with Start/End Point 3 routes
O Favorable [J Unfavorable
Why?

New route connecting Start/End Point
3 routes with Start/End Point 2 routes
O Favorable [J Unfavorable
Why?

New route between Ocotillo Rd and
Felix Rd—crosses Queen Creek Wash,
Magma RR and CAP Canal
O Favorable (O Unfavorable
Why?
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New route west of Magma Dam; impacts
future Magma Ranch Il and Skyview
Farms developments
O Favorable (J Unfavorable
Why?

New route east of Felix Rd and
Crestfield Manor development;
impacts future Aspen Farms and
Paloroso developments
O Favorable (0 Unfavorable
Why?

New route between Felix Rd and

SR 287, parallels railroad between
Anthem and future Merrill Ranch
development—crosses Gila River along
future extension of Valley Farms Rd;
Parallels SRP 500kV transmission line
O Favorable (J Unfavorable
Why?

New route south from Start/End Point

3 on State Trust Land
O Favorable [J Unfavorable
Why?

New route on State Trust Land—
e crosses Queen Creek Wash

O Favorable (J Unfavorable
Why?

New route veers around future Merrill
Ranch development—crosses CAP
Canal at two locations
(O Favorable [J Unfavorable
Why?

New route parallels CAP Canal; impacts
future north section of Merrill Ranch
development
O Favorable (O Unfavorable
Why?

New route east of Magma Dam;
@ crosses US Army National Guard
and Florence proving grounds

O Favorable (J Unfavorable
Why?

New route northwest of

Florence downtown area- crosses
Gila River just east of proposed Florence
Copper Project
O Favorable (3 Unfavorable
Why?




Southern Route Alternatives

Follows Christensen Rd and SR 87
between SR 287 and Selma Hwy;
impacts future Kenilworth Gardens
development
(O Favorable (J Unfavorable
Why?

e Follows SR 87 between Selma Hwy
and Arica Rd

(O Favorable [ Unfavorable

Why?

Follows SR 87 between Arica Rd
@ and I-10—connects to I-10 at
Start/End Point 4

O Favorable [ Unfavorable
Why?

New route between SR 287 and
Martin Rd curving west of Valley
Farms community and the future Valley
Vista Estates residential community;,
follows Clemans-Felix Rd
O Favorable [ Unfavorable
Why?

New route between Clemans-Felix

Rd and Storey Rd, one-half mile west
of Attaway Rd, on Fast Track Rd alignment

O Favorable [ Unfavorable
Why?

New route between Storey Rd and
Earley Rd—avoids Picacho Reservoir
(J Favorable [ Unfavorable
Why?

New route between Vail Rd and
Selma Hwy- avoids Picacho
Reservoir
O Favorable [J Unfavorable
Why?

New route between Selma Hwy and
Arica Rd, east of Union Pacific RR

O Favorable (J Unfavorable

Why?

New route between Arica Rd and
Houser Rd, east of Union Pacific RR
O Favorable (J Unfavorable
Why?

New route between Earley Rd and
Hanna Rd, on Vail Rd alignment

O Favorable [ Unfavorable

Why?
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New route between Vail Rd and
Fast Track Rd—uses existing Fast
Track Rd right of way between Arica Rd
and Battaglia Rd
(J Favorable [ Unfavorable
Why?

New route between SR 287 and
Martin Rd—avoids areas of possible
cultural significance near Gila River along

Valley Farms Rd

O Favorable (O Unfavorable

Why?

6@

Coolidge Airport Rd

Brady Pump Rd

YNV dV2

Uses existing Fast Track Rd right of
way between Battaglia Rd and I-10—
connects to |-10 at Start/End Point 5
(J Favorable [ Unfavorable
Why?

New route south of SR 287 parallels
SRP 500kV transmission line east of
Valley Farms Rd
O Favorable [ Unfavorable
Why?

Additional
Comments:

New route between Hanna Rd

and Houser Rd, on Vail Rd alignment
O Favorable (O Unfavorable
Why?

New route between Vail Rd and
Fast Track Rd
J Favorable [J Unfavorable
Why?

New route between Martin Rd and
Storey Rd following portions of

Wheeler Rd, one-half mile west of

Attaway Rd, located west of the “triple”
irrigation canals—veers around Pinal
County planned open space

(0 Favorable [ Unfavorable

Why?

Cactus Forest Rd
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MOUNTAINS

TUCSONV

FLORENCE

Federal Aid No.: STP-999-A(

BBM)

\
\

-EM]

Route Alternative
Start/End Point

Q Segment

Casa Grande Ruins
National Monument

North-South Corridor
Study Area Boundary

Railroad

Map not to scale.

\
]
]
[}
]
[}
]
]
]
[}
[}
]
]
]
[}
[}
]
]
]
[}
]
]
]
]
[}
]
]
]
]
[}
[}
|
|
]
]
[}
[}
|
|
]
]
[}
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
!
(]




- ADOT

2540 N. Tucson Blvd. || | | || NO POSTAGE

Tucson, AZ 85716 NECESSARY
IF MAILED
IN THE
UNITED STATES

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

BUSINESS REPLY MAIL —
FIRST-CLASS MAIL PERMIT NO. 496 TUCSON, AZ ]
POSTAGE WILL BE PAID BY ADDRESSEE __
I

I

ADOT OUTREACH TEAM
2540 N TUCSON BLVD
TUCSON AZ 85775-6547

Please fold here to mail in your comments

What do you think are the most important factors in selecting a possible route alternative?

Please place a check next to the three (3) factors you consider most important.

(J Best relieves traffic on local streets O Best connects to other major routes O Input received from the public
' , _ (I-10, US 60, SR 87, SR 287, etc.) _
(J Best relieves traffic on other highways O Input received from local governments
O Lowest cost

and freeways 3 Other:
(3 Best connects to employment centers O Least impact to existing development
(1 Best connects to other destinations (O Least impact to planned future development

(e.g. school/shopping/recreation) (J Least impact to natural areas and open space
(0 Best connects to cities and towns 3 Makes best use of existing roads and highways

@ At this time there is no funding identified for the North-South Corridor. If the road were

constructed as a tolled facility would you support and/or use the new highway?

O Yes, | would support the tolled highway 0 Comments:

O Yes, | would use the tolled highway

O No, | would not support the tolled highway and
would continue to use existing highways to
reach my destination(s)

Contact Information

Workshop Attended: [ Dec. 6 [ Dec. 7 [ Dec. 8 [ Dec. 12 [ Other
Name Email Mail: 2540 N. Tucson Blvd., Tucson, AZ 85716
Phone: 520-327-6077, ext. 120
Address
) i ) L . ) Fax: 520-327-4687
The Arizona Department of Transportation appreciates your participation. Public comments are an important part of the study .
and are welcome at any time for review and consideration. Comments returned by Thursday, January 12, 2012 will be included Email: northsouthstudy@azdot.gov

in the summary of these public meetings. Please submit your comments to the ADOT Outreach Team: www.azdot.gov/northsouthcorridorstudy



North—South Corridor Study
Public Workshops

Agenda
Eloy Apache Junction Coolidge San Tan Valley
Santa Cruz Valley Moose Lodge Elks Lodge Walker Butte
Union High School = Meeting Room Meeting Room Elementary School

Tuesday, Dec. 6 Wednesday, Dec. 7 Thursday, Dec. 8 Monday, Dec. 12

6 p.m. Open House
Please visit the information stations to view displays and maps. Study
team members are available to answer questions.

6:15 p.m. Presentation
Welcome and Introductions
Teresa Guillen, Arizona Department of Transportation Senior Community
Relations Officer

Study Overview and Possible Route Alternatives
Javier Gurrola, ADOT Predesign Project Manager
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn & Associates

6:45 p.m. Workshop Sessions
Detailed maps and comment forms are available at each table. We invite
you to discuss possible route alternatives in-depth with study team
members and provide input regarding which possible route alternatives
are or are not favorable to you.

7:45 p.m. Open House Continues

8 p.m. Adjourn

Comment Forms: Please fill out a comment form. This is one of the best ways to share
and document your opinions with the study team.

Study Information: Additional study information, copies of the displays and the
PowerPoint presentation used at tonight’'s meeting may be found at

www.azdot.gov/northsouthcorridorstudy.

December 2011
ADOT Project No.: 999 PN 000 H7454 01L
Federal Aid No.: STP-999-A(BBM)
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Winter 2011
North—-South Corridor Study

Potential New Transportation Route
Fact Sheet

Overview
Expected growth in Pinal County supports the need for a new transportation
route. The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway
Administration are studying the area between US 60 near Apache Junction
and I-10 near Eloy and Picacho. The purpose of the study is to identify and
evaluate a possible route to provide a connection between US 60 and I-10.

Study Process
The study is anticipated to be completed in 2013 and will include:

» Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), as required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), to provide an examination of
environmental impacts for each of the proposed route alternatives, including
hazardous materials, cultural and biological resources, socioeconomic and
geological conditions, land ownership, air quality, noise impacts and water
resources.

» Alternatives Selection Report to document development and review of
possible route alternatives, including the impact of not making any
improvements (a no-build option).

» Location/Design Concept Report (LIDCR) to document a preferred route
alternative, define initial right of way needs and present an implementation
plan, along with project costs and preliminary design plans.

Possible Route Alternatives

The study is in the alternative selection phase, which means the team is
looking at a range of possible route alternatives, including the impacts of not
making any improvements (also known as a no-build option).

The study team started by evaluating a 900 square-mile study area to
identify a Corridor Opportunity Area that was presented at the fall 2010
public and agency scoping meetings.

In summer 2011, a newsletter was sent to approximately 55,000 area
residents, businesses and property owners with a map showing corridor
segments.

After receiving input from the public and various agencies, and
evaluating technical data, the team has identified possible route
alternatives as presented at the winter 2011 public workshops.

The possible route alternatives include possible new roadways,
improvements to existing roadways, locations on both sides of the CAP
canal and alternatives that take rail and transit into consideration.

To determine the possible route alternatives, the study team looked at:
* Public, agency and jurisdictional input

* Technical assessment

* Purpose and need criteria

* Existing roadways and utilities

* Rail and transit
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The study team now needs to determine which possible route alternatives will work best. The study team will
screen the possible route alternatives using specific criteria:

* Regional service and accessibility: How the possible route alternative may link to other transportation
features in the area, provide congestion relief, accommodate the Intercity Rail, and provide accessibility to
communities, including employment and activity centers

* Impacts, including water resources, environmental, noise, development and open space factors

* Public and agency input

* Cost, including construction and right of way acquisition

Next Steps

After screening the possible route alternatives, the study team will select at least two possible route
alternatives, along with a no-build option, for detailed assessment in the EIS and DCR phase. The possible
route alternatives selected will go through a more detailed analysis and will be presented to the public for
additional review and feedback.

Public Participation

Public participation is an important and ongoing part of the study. Since the study began in 2009, the team has
given many presentations to stakeholder groups. In fall 2010, the study team held four public scoping meetings
and one agency scoping meeting. During fall and winter 2010, the study team held multiple agency
coordination meetings. For summary reports of these meetings, please visit
www.azdot.gov/northsouthcorridorstudy.

Other Projects in the Area
The study team is collaborating with other project teams along the North—South Corridor Study area to
maximize the benefits for area residents and motorists who travel through Pinal County and the state of
Arizona. The study and project teams the North—South Corridor Study team is collaborating with include:
» State Route 24 (formerly State Route 802) Study
www.azdot.gov/ValleyFreeways/SR24
* Intercity Rail Study
http://www.azdot.gov/intercityrail
e US 60 Alignment Study: Superstition Freeway to Florence Junction
www.azdot.gov/Highways/Valley_Freeways/US60/Pinal_County/index.asp
* |-10 Corridor Study: Jct. I-8 to Tangerine Road
www.i10tucsondistrict.com/i8totang2
* |-10 Widening: SR 87 to Picacho
www.i10tucsondistrict.com/87toPP-traffic-interchange

Contact Information

* Javier Gurrola, ADOT Predesign Project Manager, 602-712-7687, jgurrola@azdot.gov

* Teresa Guillen, ADOT Communication and Community Partnerships, 602-828-8075, tguillen@azdot.gov
* ADOT OQOutreach Team, 520-327-6077, northsouthstudy@azdot.gov

* Media inquiries, please call 800-949-8057

ADOT Project No.: 999 PN 000 H7454 01L
Federal Aid No.: STP-999-A(BBM
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Where is the study located?
The study area extends from US 60 near Apache Junction to I-10 near Eloy and Picacho.

Why is the Arizona Department of Transportation working on this study?

Planned growth in the study area shows the need for a new transportation corridor. The completion of the
study would help determine right of way needs ahead of future development. It is also an important step in
obtaining future funding for construction.

What is the study schedule?

The study is currently in the alternative selection phase. This will be followed by an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) and Location/Design Concept Report (L/DCR) phase. The study is anticipated to be
completed in 2013.

What is an alternative selection phase?

The North-South Corridor Study team needs to identify all reasonable alternatives and then screen those
possible route alternatives to determine which will work best. After screening the possible route alternatives,
the study team will select at least two possible route alternatives, along with the impacts of not making any
improvements (also known as a no-build option), for detailed assessment in the EIS and DCR phase.

What is an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)?

For studies that will have a significant impact, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires an EIS
document that will provide an examination of environmental impacts for each of the proposed route
alternatives. The team will evaluate hazardous materials, cultural and biological resources, socioeconomic and
geological conditions, land ownership, air quality, noise impacts and water resources.

What is a Location/Design Concept Report (L/DCR)?

Once the study team has narrowed down possible route alternatives, they will study them more in depth during
the preparation of the L/IDCR. The L/DCR will include a preferred route alternative, define initial right of way
needs and present an implementation plan. Project costs and preliminary design plans will also be included.

What is a possible route alternative?

A possible route alternative is a possible alignment for the transportation corridor. To determine the possible
route alternatives, the team considered public, agency and jurisdictional input; technical assessments; purpose
and need criteria; existing roadways and utilities; and rail and transit. The general width of a route alternative
during this phase of the project is 1,500 feet. The final width of a possible route is still to be determined.

How will ADOT fund the construction of this corridor?

ADOT cannot seek funding for construction until the study is complete and has a better understanding of what
may be needed. At that time, ADOT will pursue many funding options, including state, federal and public-
private partnerships.

What is a Public-Private Partnership (P3)?

A P3 refers to the contractual agreement between a public agency and a private sector entity that allows the
private sector entity to have greater participation in the delivery of a transportation project when providing
funding. Using traditional project delivery methods, ADOT bears all of the risks and responsibilities for a
project. Under a P3, the private partner takes on some or all of the projects risks and responsibilities. There are
many types of P3s. For roadway and bridge projects, P3s typically involve an up-front investment by a private
partner who then designs, builds, finances, operates and maintains the facility in exchange for future revenues
generated by the facility. These revenues typically come from tolls paid by the users of the facility. Please visit
www.azdot.gov/p3 for more information.

ADOT Project No.: 999 PN 000 H7454 01L
Federal Aid No.: STP-999-A(BBM)
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Where is the corridor going to be located?

It has not yet been determined where the corridor would be located. Currently, the study is in the alternative
selection phase. The team is currently seeking public input on the possible route alternatives.

Will existing roads be used, such as State Route 79 and State Route 877?
Possible route alternatives may or may not include existing roads.

Will existing and planned development be avoided?

Route alternatives were developed to minimize impacts on existing and planned development to the extent
possible. The amount of impact will be included as a factor in the route alternatives screening process. The
study team will continue to coordinate with city, town and county planning staff within the study area.

Is the study team aware of the fissures in the area?

The team is aware of and taking into consideration both ground subsidence (the gradual settling or sinking of a
land area) and fissures (cracks or crevices in the ground that may form as a result of subsidence) for route
alternatives.

Is the study team aware of Salt River Project’s current and planned development?
Yes, and the study team is working collaboratively with Salt River Project.

What about the change in air quality that a new transportation route may create?

The study team will look at both the current and future air quality conditions of possible route alternatives and
evaluate potential impacts.

Will you take wildlife habitats and crossings into consideration?

The team will study area wildlife, vegetation, threatened and endangered species, current habitat and wildlife
crossings. These will be considered as the team develops possible route alternatives. The study team is
coordinating with the Arizona Game & Fish Department and U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service.

What about the Union Pacific Railroad yard near I-10 and Picacho?

The study team is collaborating with all railroad companies within the study area. For more information
regarding the Union Pacific Railroad, please visit www.up.com.

What about commuter rail?

The North-South Corridor Study team is working collaboratively with the ADOT Intercity Rail Study team. For
more information about the ADOT Intercity Rail Study, please visit http://www.azdot.gov/intercityrail.

How will the North-South Corridor Study impact other ADOT projects?
The North-South Corridor Study team is collaborating with the US 60 Study, State Route 24 (formerly State
Route 802) Study, I-10 Corridor Study and I-10 Widening: State Route 87 to Picacho project teams to enhance
the projects and maximize the benefits to the state of Arizona.

* US 60: www.azdot.gov/Highways/valley freeways/us60/pinal_county/index.asp

» State Route 24: www.azdot.gov/valleyfreeways/sr24
I-10 Corridor Study: www.i10tucsondistrict.com/i8totang2
* [-10 Widening: SR87 to Picacho: www.i10tucsondistrict.com/87topp-traffic-interchange

How can | provide comments about the North-South Corridor Study?

Mail: ADOT Outreach Team Email:  northsouthstudy@azdot.gov
2540 N. Tucson Blvd. Phone: 520-327-6077
Tucson, AZ 85716 Fax: 520-327-4687

www.azdot.gov/northsouthcorridorstudy

ADOT Project No.: 999 PN 000 H7454 01L
Federal Aid No.: STP-999-A(BBM)
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Glossary of Frequently Used Terms

ADOT Intercity Rail Study: A current study that is exploring possible routes to
connect Phoenix and Tucson by rail.

Alignment: Potential or planned route.

Corridor: A wide area of land where a route alternative may potentially be
located in the future.

Corridor Opportunity Area: The 300 square-mile area within the North—South
Corridor Study project study area is being evaluated for a potential new
transportation route. The Corridor Opportunity Area was presented to the public
in fall 2010.

Corridor Segment: Smaller sections of the Corridor Opportunity Area to help
easily identify opportunities and challenges that may determine whether the
selected route alternative could be placed there.

Cultural Resources: Historic buildings or districts, archaeological sites and
Native American historical and cultural sites.

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS): A document required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) that records the findings and impacts of the
proposed project to the human and natural environment. It also explains what
steps would be taken to lessen or mitigate major impacts that may be caused by
the proposed project.

Facility: A highway or freeway built to accommodate multimodal transportation
needs.

Fissure: Crack or crevice in the ground that may form as a result of the gradual
settling or sinking of a land area.

Geotechnical: The use of technology to determine the earth’s composition or
soil structure that is conducted before engineering projects begin.

Location/Design Concept Report (L/DCR): A technical study and analysis of
potential route alternatives. It identifies a preferred alternative, defines initial right
of way requirements and recommends an implementation plan that includes
project costs and preliminary design plans.

Mitigation: Efforts made to lessen the severity or extent of potential major
impacts to the public or the environment from the proposed project.

Multimodal: A combination of multiple types of transportation modes that
includes bicycles, public transit, vehicles, pedestrians and other forms of
transportation.

ADOT Project No.: 999 PN 000 H7454 01L
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National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): A law that requires all federal
agencies to evaluate what possible impacts a proposed project would have on
humans and the natural environment. It was established to create procedural
requirements in the form of environmental documents for local, state and federal
projects that involve federal funds. NEPA includes three levels of environmental
documentation, based on the level of anticipated environmental impact, which
are: an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), Environmental Assessment (EA)
and Categorical Exclusion (CE). It is used as a tool for decision-making, based
on the positive and negative environmental effects identified for a proposed
project. ADOT projects that use federal funds must follow the NEPA process for
obtaining the necessary environmental clearance.

No-Build Option: Evaluation of not taking action or not making improvements
within the corridor.

Possible Route Alternative: Possible options, opportunities or places to locate
a roadway or transportation improvement.

Public-Private Partnerships (P3): A partnership between a public agency and
private-sector organizations or individuals committed to building or improving
public transportation facilities by helping with funding that could enhance or add
improvements to public roadways, transit opportunities and other transportation
facilities.

Right of Way (ROW): The public or private land needed for construction or
roadway improvements.

Screening: The process to narrow down the possible route alternatives. To
narrow down the alternatives, the study team will evaluate public input, agency
input and technical analysis, including engineering and environmental
considerations, rail and transit, and the potential cost of each possible route
alternative.

Stakeholder: A person, company, group or agency that may be directly or
indirectly affected by a project or study.

Subsidence: The gradual settling or sinking of a land area. May lead to cracks or
crevices in the ground. Land subsidence is often attributed to excessive ground-
water pumping.

Sun Corridor: The area in Arizona between the Arizona/Mexico border and the
Prescott area. (A significant level of growth is anticipated in this corridor over the
next 20 to 30 years.)

ADOT Project No.: 999 PN 000 H7454 01L
Federal Aid No.: STP-999-A(BBM)












The study area:

* Extends from US 60 near Apache Junction south to I-10 near the town of Picacho.

* The northern 1/3 consists primarily of undeveloped desert, which is mostly state
trust land. It also includes a potential interchange with the State Route 24 study.

* The middle 1/3, which is bisected by the Gila River, is comprised of mostly
agricultural land; Coolidge and Florence are both south of the river.

* The southern 1/3 also consists primarily of agricultural land, and includes the
Picacho Reservoir and the Picacho Mountains.

* The primary objective for this study is to evaluate a high-capacity connection
between US 60 and I-10 in this portion of Pinal County, which is expected to
experience high growth between now and 2050.



Planning studies conducted by ADOT in recent years in consultation with state,
county, local and tribal stakeholders have determined the need for a high-capacity
transportation corridor in Pinal County.

We are currently in the study phase. For a study of this magnitude, it includes
preparation of a Location/Design Concept Report (L/DCR) and an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). The L/DCR is a preliminary engineering design document
that details engineering components required for a new transportation facility and
its associated costs. The EIS documents any anticipated impacts to the environment

for the build alternative and is developed per the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA).

If a build alternative is selected, it is at that point design and construction could be
planned. There is currently no funding identified for these two phases. However, due
to current legislation, ADOT can enter into a Public Private Partnership (P3) with a
private entity.

The North-South Corridor has been identified as a possible candidate for a tolled
facility. On the comment form we have included a question regarding whether or
not you would support a tolled facility.

For more information about (P3), please visit: www.azdot.gov/p3



ADQT is committed to working closely with community members, businesses and

public officials; involving the public in the decision-making process; and continuing
to provide information as the project moves forward.

Each of our stakeholders are important and involved in the study. Each shown here
has the responsibility of representing the public interest.



Summary:

eHistorically, Arizona has experienced significant population growth.

*While this has slowed over the past few years, over the long-term, Arizona will
continue to grow.

ePlanners have projected that AZ could more than double in population by 2050.

*As you can see, growth will occur in the present urban cores of Phoenix and Tucson
and grow into a megapolitan area of more than 14 million in the Sun Corridor that
stretches from Flagstaff to Nogales.

*Whether this growth will occur by 2050 is debatable but history tells us that AZ will
continue to grow when the economy improves.



For the better part of 10 years, ADOT has been working with state, county, local,
and tribal stakeholders to plan several important transportation corridors in Pinal
County, including the North-South Corridor.

This study, the North-South Corridor Study, is the next step in developing a major
new transportation facility.

In the North-South Corridor Study we will prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement.

One of the most important documents in an EIS is the Purpose and Need
Statement (P&N).

The P&N considers future growth and travel demand in a defined study area and
answers the question — “Is the North-South Corridor needed?”

The North-South Corridor is definitely needed to meet travel demand today and
in the future, but it is not the total solution.



¢ While our analysis has shown a new facility appears to be needed, it cannot by
itself meet all of the future travel in the study area and must be supplemented by
other transportation improvements, including new or improved local roads, use of
technology to enhance traffic safety and operations, and transit.

¢ The North-South Corridor will accommodate the intercity rail if that study
recommends the North-South alternative.



eKeep the P&N in mind as we review the information that we have developed for
your review and use in filling out the comment forms.

*Qur first step was to map study area features which identify opportunities for a
North-South Corridor and which must be avoided if possible.

eConsiderations: Open space, development, flood structures, fissures, etc.
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e Public and agency scoping meetings were held one year ago and the public
provided us with input on areas where the North-South Corridor was most
feasible.
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We conducted a detailed analysis of drainage, utilities, ground water subsidence and
fissures, and economic development opportunities to further define opportunities
for the North-South Corridor.
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We used this information to develop a number of route alternatives for the North-
South Corridor.

The development of route alternatives considered many inputs listed here.

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) must be considered to be eligible for
federal funding.

NEPA requires us to consider and objectively evaluate all reasonable and prudent
alternatives.

Some environmental agencies asked us to consider using existing roads for the
North-South Corridor.

The study team must narrow down these alternatives using detailed screening
criteria and then recommend a smaller set of alternatives to carry forward into
the EIS and L/DCR.

The selected route alternatives will be evaluated with a no-build alternative.
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e There are three start/end points: 1) Ironwood, 2) the end of the Superstition
Freeway, and 3) the future Peralta interchange of the US 60 reroute.

e Construction will soon start on SR 24 from Loop 202 to Ironwood road. SR 24 will
continue east in the future and the North-South Corridor will have an interchange
in the highlighted area north of the Queen Creek Wash.

e We have identified three crossing alternatives across the Gila River (one north of
Florence, one near the new SRP 500kV power lines, and one west of Attaway).

14



Two start/end points are located at 1) SR 87/I-10 interchange and 2) 2 miles east
of SR 87.

All route alternatives avoid the Picacho Reservoir.

Route alternatives follow Fast Track, Vail Road, the rail road east of SR 87, or SR 87
itself.
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Regional service and accessibility include factors such as linkage to other
transportation features, congestion relief, accessibility to communities,
employment, activity centers, and accommodation of the intercity rail.

Impact factors include water resources, environmental, noise, development,
economic development, and open space.

Cost factors include construction and right-of-way acquisition.
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