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APPENDIX D: AGENCY NOTIFICATION AND 
COMMENT LETTERS ON THE DRAFT TIER 1 EIS  
 

NOTIFICATION LETTERS 
Notification letters on the availability of the Draft Tier 1 EIS sent to Cooperating and Participating 
Agencies, Tribal Allottees, and Section 106 Consulting Parties appear on the following pages.  

• Notification to Cooperating Agencies of Availability of the Draft Tier 1 EIS 

• Notification to Participating Agencies of Availability of the Draft Tier 1 EIS 

• Section 106 Continuing Consultation letter on Availability of the Draft Tier 1 EIS, public 
hearing/engagement, and review of Revised Programmatic Agreement 

• Notification to San Xavier District allottees to participate in the Sonoran Corridor Study 
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AGENCY COMMENT LETTERS  
Agency comment letters on the Draft Tier 1 EIS received throughout the comment period from 
November 6, 2020 to January 8, 2021 are shown on subsequent pages. Comments were received from 
cooperating agencies U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, and the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department; as well as participating agencies U.S. Department of Interior (for 
both the National Parks Service and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service), the Tohono O’odham Nation, the 
Arizona State Land Department, City of Tucson, Pima County, and Santa Cruz County. The Tucson Airport 
Authority and Tucson Electric Power also submitted comment letters. Additionally, a resolution was 
received from the San Xavier District Allottee Association dated March 11, 2021. 

• Comment Letter from U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
• Comment Letter from U.S. Bureau of Reclamation  
• Comment Letter from Arizona Game and Fish Department 
• Comment Letter from the Tohono O’odham Nation 
• Comment Letter from U.S. Department of the Interior - National Park Service  
• Comment Letter from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) with 2 attachments 
• Comment Letter from Arizona State Land Department 
• Comment Letter from Pima County 
• Comment Letter from City of Tucson 
• Comment Letter from Tucson Airport Authority 
• Comment Letter from Tucson Electric Power 
• Comment Letter from Santa Cruz County 
• Resolution from San Xavier District Allottee Association 

 

ADOT’s responses to each agency comment letter are shown in Appendix E. The Errata section of the 
Final Tier 1 EIS shows all substantive changes made to the EIS in response to agency and stakeholder 
comments. 
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# 

Chapter/ 
Section 

Page/ 
Table 

Title/ 
Topic Line(s) Reviewer Comments Disposition 

1 Chapter 2/ 
Chapter 3  

Alternatives 
Considered/ 
Existing 
Conditions and 
Environmental 
Consequences 

 

Lehman 

 
Below we provide comments on the following sections of Chapter 2 (Alternatives Considered) and 
Chapter 3 (Existing Conditions and Environmental Impacts): 
 
                                                                                                    Page # 
2.4-2.6   Screening and Comparing Alternatives  ………………. 2-12 
3.13       Biological Resources………………………………………3-140 
3.13.1    Vegetation and Wildlife…………………………………….3‐140 
3.13.2    Threatened and Endangered Species……………………3‐153 
3.13.3    Arizona Species of Greatest Conservation Need………..3‐165 
3.13.4    Wildlife Connectivity…………………………………………3‐176 
 
Our comments focus on threatened and endangered species.  In some cases, e.g., Comment #2, we 
simply repeat short statements of fact from the DEIS.  They are included here because we address 
them in our comments summary (a separate docx attachment) and wish to provide a reference for 
those facts.  Comments #s 17 and 18, which summarize the project’s potential impacts and list nearly 
verbatim mitigation measures from Section 3.13, are included primarily for quick reference. 
 

  

2 

Chapter 2, 
Section 2.4 
to 
Section 2.6  

2-12 
to 
2-36 
 

Reasonable  
Alternatives 
Screened and 
Compared 

 

Lehman 

 
There are 3 build corridor alternatives: 1, 7, and 8A.  They are 16.0, 20.5, and 21.0 miles long, and 
encompass approximately 3,845, 5,155, and 5,285 acres, respectively. 
 
Corridor Alternative 7 is the Preferred Alternative. 
 
All 3 alternatives avoid the most densely populated sections of the study area in and near Tucson. 
 
Most lands in the study area are privately-owned or managed by the Arizona State Lands 
Department.  Like private landowners, ASLD can sell or lease lands under its jurisdiction for 
municipal, industrial, or commercial development.   
 
In the Corridor Selection Report (CSR), the environment category constituted a generalized 
comparative measure of each corridor alternative’s overall energy consumption (vehicle times, 
congestion, fuel consumption), its air quality effects, and effects on sensitive resources.  Alternative 1 
will have the least environmental impact (this is its performance in this category); Alternative 8A the 
most; and Alternative 7 will be intermediate in its effects.   
 
Overall scores for eight performance categories (economic benefits, meeting anticipated growth 
needs, feasibility, and environmental effects among them), for the 3 corridor alternatives were equal, 
i.e., all achieved the same balance across all categories in spite of higher or lower scores in 
individual categories (see Table 2-1, Page 2-13).   
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# 

Chapter/ 
Section 

Page/ 
Table 

Title/ 
Topic Line(s) Reviewer Comments Disposition 

3 
Chapter 3,  
Section 3.13.1  

3-140 
to  
3-152 

Vegetation and 
Wildlife  

 

Lehman 

 
Vegetative cover is predominantly undeveloped desertscrub with small amounts of semidesert 
grassland in the southern part of the study area.  Xeroriparian vegetation (primarily mesquite) occurs 
along most drainages. 
 
All drainages in the study area, including the Santa Cruz River, are ephemeral. 
 
Other than livestock ponds and sand and gravel pits that have filled with water, there is no open 
water in the study area. 

Corridor Alternative 7 contains the largest amount of riparian (xeroriparian) habitat (218 ac).   

Corridor Alternative 1 contains desertscrub only (no semidesert grassland) and the least amount of 
xeroriparian habitat (166.8 ac).  Alternative 1 would have the smallest impact to biotic communities. 
  

 

4 
Chapter 3, 
Section 3.13.2 

3-153  
to  
3-165 

Threatened and 
Endangered 
Species 

 

Lehman 

 
Eight species appear on Table 3-41, ESA-Protected Species and Habitat, but three (jaguar, ocelot, 
Sonoran desert tortoise) did not appear on the IPAC printout for the project.  We are not certain why 
they were not on the list, but commend ADOT for including them in the DEIS analysis.  Below we 
present the habitat descriptions for each species from Table 3-41, ADOT’s conclusions regarding the 
status of each these species in the DEIS, and indicate whether we concur or concur provisionally 
with those conclusions.  Where appropriate we correct factual errors, identify factors that need 
additional consideration, expand the discussion, and provide helpful information.     
 

 

5 T&E Species Table 
3-41 Jaguar 

 

Lehman/ 
Alanen 

 
Associated with Madrean evergreen woodland and semidesert grassland biotic communities, usually 
in intermediately rugged to extremely rugged terrain with low human disturbance.  Arizona records 
are from 3,400- 9,000 feet above sea level and within 6.2 miles of water.  Five, possibly 6, individuals 
documented in southern Arizona since 1996. 
 
ADOT Conclusions:  The study area is generally flat and lacks rugged terrain.  Known recent 
occurrences within Arizona have been primarily in the Sky Islands of southern Arizona, but jaguars 
occurred historically well north of the study area.  Thus, the study area could be used as a 
movements corridor. 
 
Also from the DEIS:  A habitat model for jaguar developed by the Wildlife Conservation Society for 
the USFWS and Jaguar Recovery Team predicts suitable habitat to the north and south of the study 
area but does not show suitable habitat within the study area. 
 
We concur. 
 
The following document will aid in the construction of wildlife crossings for jaguars:  
Recommendations of Road Passage Designs for Jaguars.  
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Page/ 
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Topic Line(s) Reviewer Comments Disposition 

6 T&E Species Table 
3-41 Ocelot 

 

Lehman 

 
In Arizona, most occurrences have been associated with desertscrub, dense thornscrub, and oak 
and pine-oak woodlands <4,000 feet in elevation. 
 
ADOT Conclusions:  Desertscrub occurs within the study area and relatively recent detections have 
occurred north and south of the study area.  Ocelots could use the study area as a movements 
corridor. 
 
We concur. 
 
However, we add the following to the habitat description above (from the recovery plan, page 24): 
 
Recent detections of three other ocelots in Arizona were located in the semidesert grassland (46%), 
Madrean evergreen woodland (46%), and Great Basin grassland (8%) biotic communities. On 
average, these locations were <1.5 mile from perennial water, had 23% tree cover, and were >3.5 
miles from a major road. Elevation: on average was 5,500 feet amsl   

 

7 T&E Species Table 
3-41 

California Least 
Tern 

 

Lehman 

 
Nests in colonies on sparsely vegetated beaches, sandbars, gravel pits, and exposed flats along 
shorelines of inland rivers, lakes, and reservoirs. 
 
ADOT Conclusions:  Gravel pits occur in Corridor Alternatives 1 and 7, but there are no beaches, 
sandbars, or shorelines in the study area.  This species is unlikely to occur in the study area. 
 
 

 

8 T&E Species Table 
3-41 

Western Yellow-
billed Cuckoo 

 

Lehman/ 
Sferra 

 
Habitat is highly variable.  Occurs in riparian, mesquite, or Madrean evergreen woodlands in 
perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral drainages, from dense contiguous patches of trees on wide 
floodplains to narrow stringers and small groves of scattered trees in more xeroriparian habitats.  
Canopy closure varies between and often within drainages.  Elevation range is sea level to 7,000 
feet. 
 
ADOT Conclusions:  Ephemeral drainages in the study area lack contiguous patches, stringers, and 
small groves of dense trees.  Cuckoos are unlikely to occur in corridor alternatives. 
 
We concur, provisionally. 
 
Our understanding of cuckoo breeding habits and habitats is changing.  We now know that cuckoos 
nest in mesquite bosques, the predominant vegetation type in xeroriparian habitats in the Sonoran 
Corridor study area, and in areas that would have surprised us 5 years ago.  We strongly 
recommend that ADOT examine closely our revision of proposed cuckoo critical habitat (85 FR 
11458), not because there may be critical habitat in the study area (there is not), but because the FR 
notice provides detailed descriptions of habitats where cuckoos may be found in the Southwest, 
focusing on xeroriparian habitats in Arizona.  We also recommend that ADOT consider cuckoo 
protocol surveys during Tier 2 in selected drainages of the preferred alternative, e.g., on the Santa 
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# 

Chapter/ 
Section 

Page/ 
Table 

Title/ 
Topic Line(s) Reviewer Comments Disposition 

Cruz River, to assure that cuckoos are not present.  A recent update of our section 7 consultation 
guidance on cuckoos (USFWS 2020) also provides useful information on cuckoo life history and 
habitat use. 
  

10 T&E Species Table 
3-41 

Northern Mexican 
Gartersnake 

 

Lehman/ 
Servoss 

 
Occurs in lotic and lentic habitats with edges of dense emergent vegetation, including cienegas, 
ponds, stock tanks, and lower gradient rivers and streams with pools, protected backwaters, braided 
side channels, and beaver ponds.  Terrestrial habitats used up to one mile from surface water.  
Adequate ground cover important; canopy cover less so.  In Arizona, found at elevations from 3,000-
5,000 feet, occasionally up to 6,500 feet. 
 
ADOT Conclusions:  A few ponds are present in Corridor Alternatives 1 and 7, but both lack dense 
emergent vegetation and [suitable] adjacent ground cover.  This gartersnake is unlikely to occur in 
any of the corridor alternatives. 
 
We concur. 
 
For future reference on other projects involving this gartersnake, we recommend ADOT have the 
following documents on file: 
 
Servoss, J.  2019.  Rangewide population status information for the northern Mexican gartersnake 
(Thamnophis eques megalops) through September 2019.  Unpublished report dated September 25, 
2018.  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Ecological Services Office, Tucson. 
 
Servoss, J.  2020.  Status of the species [for the northern Mexican Gartersnake].  Unpublished report 
dated May 1, 2020.  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Ecological Services Office, Tucson. 
 

 

11 
 
T&E Species 

Table 
3-41 

Sonoran Desert 
Tortoise (SDT)  Lehman 

 
Primarily occupies rocky slopes and bajadas in Sonoran and Mohave desertscrub.  May disperse 
through and include intermountain valleys in their home ranges.  Tortoises and tortoise sign reported 
up to one mile from bajadas, but tortoises probably occur in lower densities in flatter areas.  Elevation 
range is from 900-4,200 feet. 
   
ADOT Conclusions:  The study area is located within the current range of the tortoise.  All of the 
corridor alternatives would remove tortoise habitat.  Tortoises could be injured or killed, e.g., due to 
vehicle strikes during construction and during normal operations after the freeway opens. 
 
Note these additional details from the DEIS: 
 
A review of the SDT Potential Habitat spatial modeling created by BLM, USFWS, USGS, and AGFD 
(USFWS 2015c) revealed that patches of high- and low-value potential habitat for SDT may be 
present throughout each corridor alternative (Figure 3-36). The data represented in this spatial 
modeling is designed to provide a landscape-scale depiction of the relationship between several 
different spatial data layers that are relevant to SDT habitat. No attempt is made to define or describe 
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actual, on-the-ground SDT habitat through this modeling. Therefore, the quality of the habitat within 
the corridor alternatives may be greater than or less than what is reported in the spatial modeling.  
 
However, based on the SDT potential habitat modeling: 
 
Corridor Alternative 1 contains the largest amount of potential SDT habitat, with 85.0 acres of high-
value habitat and 16.7 acres of low-value habitat for a total of 101.7 acres (Table 3-43). Corridor 
Alternative 8A contains the least amount with 20.9 acres of high value habitat and 
53.0 acres of low value habitat for a total of 73.9 acres (our emphasis).  
 
Further habitat evaluation conducted during the Tier 2 analysis will further identify suitable habitat 
present at a smaller scale. 
 
We concur and encourage ADOT to conduct a full on-the-ground status assessment of the 
SDT and its habitat in the Selected Alternative during Tier 2. 
 
Also, note: 
 
After having removed the SDT from the threatened and endangered species candidate list (80 FR 
60321), in compliance with a recent court order, we returned the tortoise to the candidate species list, 
and are currently conducting a new status assessment for the species. 
 
Also, ADOT is a signatory to a Candidate Conservation Agreement (CCA) for the tortoise, issued in 
May 2015. Pursuant to that agreement, ADOT has agreed to a number of conservation actions on 
behalf of the tortoise, as outlined on page 49 of the CCA. The CCA is available on our website: 
https://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/arizona/Sonoran_Tort.htm 
 

12 T&E Species Table 
3-41 

Sonoyta Mud 
Turtle  Lehman 

 
Found in aquatic habitats with perennial or near perennial surface water, including streams and 
natural and human-made ponds, and in adjacent terrestrial habitat that maintains soil moisture.  
Elevation from sea level to 6,700 feet.  
 
ADOT Conclusions:  Ponds in Corridor Alternatives 1 and 7 lack natural elements to support the mud 
turtle.  The species is unlikely to occur in the study area. 

•  
We concur. 
 

 

13 T&E Species Table 
3-41 

Pima Pineapple 
Cactus (PPC)  

Lehman/ 
Crawford 

The DEIS presents two descriptions of Pima pineapple cactus (Coryphantha scheeri var. robustispina) 
(PPC) habitat:  
 
In Table 3-41, Page 3-157: Ridges in semidesert grassland and alluvial fans in Sonoran Desertscrub.  
Occurs on alluvial hillsides in rocky, sandy soils.  Habitat type is primarily desert grassland at 
elevations of 2,300—5,000 feet.   
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Also on Page 3-157, and Page 3-158: Grows primarily in open areas within Sonoran Desertscrub 
and Desert Grassland biotic communities but otherwise has fairly general habitat requirements and 
occurs across multiple soil types.  PPC may occur within all corridor alternatives in areas that are 
undisturbed and mostly open, including areas classified as Barren, Grassland, and Shrubland under 
the USGS LANDFIRE Land and Vegetation Cover data (Table 3-42).  Corridor alternatives 1, 7, and 
8A contain 3,280, 4,256, and 4,519 acres of potential PPC habitat, respectively. 
 
Julie Crawford, FWS species lead for the PPC, provided the following habitat description for the 
PPC, from the species’ recovery plan: 
 
The taxon inhabits Lower Sonoran desert-scrubland, desert-grassland, and the ecotone (transition 
area) between desert-scrubland and desert-grassland, and has been documented between 728 and 
1,280 meters (m) (2,388 and 4,200 feet [ft]) elevation in southeastern Arizona and northern Sonora, 
Mexico.” Also “The taxon is generally found on deep, silty and gravely, alluvial soils at elevations 
between 728 and 1,280 m (2388 and 4,200 ft).” Also: “Although C. scheeri var. robustispina have 
been located on early (Holocene) and late (Pleistocene) Quaternary, as well as Cenozoic period 
soils, individuals appear to be more abundant on the younger (Quaternary) alluvia and less abundant 
on older, nutrient-poor alluvia. 
 
Conclusions:  PPC density varies greatly across seemingly suitable habitat, but PPC likely are 
present in considerable numbers within all corridor alternatives.  Surveys will be required to confirm 
their presence and exact numbers. 
 
We concur, provisionally. 
 
Note:  The DEIS makes two somewhat conflicting statements as to when PPC surveys will occur: 
 
On Page 3-162:  During Tier 2 analysis (my emphasis), surveys would be conducted to verify 
suitable habitat and determine the number of PPC individuals that would be affected.   
 
On Page 3-163:  ADOT will conduct PPC surveys prior to the Tier 2 process (my emphasis) to inform 
design, minimize the construction footprint through quality PPC habitat, and implement long-term 
control of noxious weeds. 
 
For the reasons described below, we recommend that a comprehensive effects analysis and 
mitigation strategy for the PPC be developed at the earliest possible date. 
 
Of all listed species that may be affected by the Sonoran Corridor, we are most concerned about 
effects to the PPC.  Unlike other listed species that occur in the Sonoran Corridor study area—which 
tend to occur in small numbers in restricted or relatively inaccessible habitats—the PPC may occur in 
significant numbers within all three of the build corridor alternatives (1, 7, and 8A).  The proportion 
(percent) of the known range-wide population that would be affected in each case is not known but is 
likely to be significant.   
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Our primary concern is to assure that a path to avoid Section 7(a)(2) prohibitions against jeopardy is 
available before formal section 7 consultation on the cactus occurs during Tier 2. That assurance can 
be provided only if PPC numbers and distribution within the build corridor alternatives, or at least the 
recommended alternative, have been assessed in advance, and only if Sonoran Corridor planners 
and the USFWS are confident that project affects to those populations can effectively be avoided and 
mitigated. 
 
We understand that a very large area of known and potential PPC habitat is involved, and that the 
PPC can be difficult to detect, especially in dense cover. For this reason, systematic surveys are 
expensive and have not been conducted in much of this species’ range. Most available location data 
was gathered during small systematic surveys, often associated with specific development projects, 
or larger surveys that were done in high quality habitats. Some data resulted from past section 7 
consultations; however, many projects that have occurred within the PPC’s range did not undergo 
section 7 consultation. Thus, we have no information on losses that resulted from those projects.  
 
The lack of information on status and trends for this species only increases our concern. What we 
know is this:   
 
As of 2018, there were fewer than 8,000 extant C. scheeri var. robustispina individuals across the 
range of the taxon. In addition, 1,837 are known to no longer exist, primarily due to development and 
mining (page iv of the Executive Summary in the 2018 recovery plan).  The total of all documented 
PPC plants (alive and dead), found during surveys in appropriate southern Arizona habitats since 
1985, and the acreage in which the surveys occurred, is 6,131 individuals in 105,786 acres (recovery 
plan, Appendix 1). 
 
The specific methods and other details of PPC surveys that must occur before or during Tier 2 are 
beyond the scope of these comments; however, we recommend at a minimum that thorough 
assessments of PPC numbers, habitat, and potential impacts occur within the Selected Corridor that  
advances to Tier 2.  Ideally, these assessments should occur in all three corridor alternatives to 
determine which corridor will have the least impact on the PPC..   
 
Analysis of PPC occurrence and distribution before Tier 2, a commitment ADOT seems to make on 
page 3-163 of the DEIS, would inform the Tier 1 goal of comparing potential project impacts among 
build corridor alternatives.  We understand that the recommended alternative may advance to Tier 2, 
but stress again that until more detailed analysis of PPC effects have been conducted, other build 
corridor alternatives should not be ruled out.  
 
In any case, the question of how to mitigate for potentially large losses of an endangered species 
and avoid section 7(a)(2) prohibitions is a critical one and poses a serious challenge to Sonoran 
Corridor planners and the USFWS.  The draft EIS presents mitigation strategies for affected 
resources in very general terms, and includes transplanting “displaced vegetation” as a possible 
strategy.  However, we typically do not endorse transplanting as a mitigation measure because the 
limited data we have indicate that survival rates of transplanted cacti may be low. Compensatory 
mitigation may be a viable strategy, although it, too, has certain limitations, but we found no 
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reference to that approach in the DEIS.  Acceptable mitigation includes the purchase of credits from 
an approved Pima pineapple cactus conservation bank (e.g., the Palo Alto Conservation Bank owned 
by Ross Humphreys).  We typically require that 1 credit be purchased for each acre of PPC habitat 
lost (though higher quality habitat may require a higher offset ratio). However, the Palo Alto 
Conservation Bank likely has fewer credits available for purchase than the number of acres of PPC 
habitat that may be lost to construction of the Sonoran Corridor.  Other forms of compensatory 
mitigation are available (e.g., in-lieu-fee programs, establishment of project proponent-responsible 
mitigation lands, or creation of third-party mitigation lands). Assuming that an effective mitigation 
strategy for the PPC is possible, no doubt it will involve an array of avoidance, minimization, and 
compensatory measures.  
 
Moving from the general outlines of a strategy as presented in the draft EIS to a fully developed 
program for mitigating effects to the PPC will require considerable thought and proactive, timely 
planning, and a significant field effort. The USFWS stands ready to assist ADOT in this effort in every 
way possible. 
  

14 
T&E Species 
 

Table 
3-41 

Critical Habitat 
 

 
 

Lehman 

 
No ESA proposed or designated critical habitat exist within the corridor alternatives. A small amount 
of designated critical habitat for the jaguar is present within the study area at the base of the Santa 
Rita Mountains, approximately 6.3 miles east of Corridor Alternative 7 and Corridor Alternative 8A. 

 

15 

 
Chapter 3, 
Section 3.13.3 
 
Arizona 
Species of 
Greatest 
Conservation 
Need  
 

3-165 
To 
3-176 
 
Table 
3-45 

Tumamoc 
Globeberry 

 

 

Lehman/ 
Crawford 

 
The Tumamoc globeberry (Tumamoca macdougalii) appears in Table 3-45, and is mentioned several 
times in Section 3.13.3.  From the DEIS: 
 
Grows in sandy soils of valley bottoms to rocky soils of upper bajada slopes, in xeric situations, in the 
shade of a variety of nurse plants, along gullies and sandy washes of hills and valleys in Sonoran 
Desertscrub.  Widespread in Pima County and may occur in the study area and corridor alternatives. 
 
ADOT Conclusions:  The Tumamoc globeberry occupies xeric habitats within Sonoran Desertscrub 
and has potential to occur within all three corridor alternatives (1, 7, and 8A).  Construction of a new 
highway within any of the three corridor alternatives has potential to affect the Tumamoc globeberry. 
 
We concur. 
 
We listed this species as endangered in 1986, then delisted it in 1993 when it was found to be more 
abundant and widespread than was known at the time of listing. It is currently protected under the 
Arizona Native Plant Law, is salvage restricted, and it is listed by Pima County as sensitive.  We 
highlight the species here because monitoring in recent years indicates serious declines in 
populations in Pima County have occurred.  A summary by Reichenbacker (2012) and survey results 
from 2013 (Reichenbacker 2013) show that at three sites near Tucson this plant has declined by 
>85%. 
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ADOT will need to work with federal, state, and local agencies during the Tier 2 process to evaluate 
potential impacts to the globeberry.  We recommend that a status assessment for the species be 
conducted within the selected alternative during Tier 2 studies to inform development of a 
comprehensive mitigation strategy for the species in the selected alternative. 
 
Literature Cited 
 
Reichenbacker, F. 2012. Volunteers in ecology revisit the Tumamoc globeberry. Poster 
presentation. Tumamoc: People and Habitats. The University of Arizona. Pima County MSCP. 
 
Reichenbacker, F. 2013. Monitoring the Tumamoc Globeberry – 2013. Final Report. 16 pp. 
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Chapter 3, 
Section 3.13.4 
 
Wildlife 
Connectivity 
 

3-176 
To 
3-182 

  

 

 
We encourage Sonoran Corridor planners to apply all due diligence to reduce wildlife habitat 
fragmentation and promote wildlife connectivity per the commitments made in the DEIS, and as listed 
below. 
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Chapter 3, All 
Subsections 
under 3.13, 
Biological 
Resources  

---------- Environmental 
Consequences 

 

Lehman 

ADOT presents the following summaries of potential effects of the 3 corridor alternatives for all 
subsections under Section 3.13:  Vegetation and Wildlife, Threatened and Endangered Species, 
Species of Greatest Conservation Need, and Wildlife Connectivity:    
 
Alternative 1.— Corridor Alternative 1 is the smallest corridor alternative and contains only one 
biotic community (Sonoran desertscrub).  It has the least amount of xeroriparian habitat and potential 
PPC habitat, but the most potential SDT habitat. Because it is the shortest alternative with the 
smallest footprint, it will cause the least amount of habitat fragmentation.  Percent of each alternative 
that lies within identified wildlife movement corridors (Table 3-46), at 29%, is the smallest. The status 
of T. macdougalii  and its habitat is entirely unknown within Alternative 1.   
 
Alternative 7.—This alternative is intermediate for potential PPC and SDT habitat affected, length, 
footprint size, and percent of wildlife movements corridors inside the alternative (51%), but would 
cause the most habitat fragmentation and has the most xeroriparian habitat.  It is mostly (87%) 
desertscrub but has small amounts of semidesert grassland.  As with Alternative 1, the status of T. 
macdougalii within this corridor alternative is entirely unknown. 
 
Alternative 8A.—Has the greatest amount of potentially suitable PPC habitat and the least potential 
SDT habitat.  It is the longest alternative with the largest footprint, but is intermediate with respect to 
habitat fragmentation.  Percent of each alternative within identified wildlife movement corridors is 
greatest at 82%.  The proportion of desertscrub to semidesert grassland (0.86:0.14) is very similar to 
Alternative 7. As with Alternative 1 and 7, the status of T. macdougalii within this corridor alternative 
is entirely unknown. 
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18 

Chapter 3, All 
Subsections 
under 3.13, 
Biological 
Resources 

--------- Mitigation 
Measures 

 

Lehman 

 
ADOT presents mitigation measures as design standards and best management practices to avoid 
the spread of noxious weeds, avoid negative effects to soils and water quality, control erosion, and 
rehabilitate disturbed areas after construction.  The DEIS also includes the following measures: 
 

• Evaluate the preferred alignment during the Tier 2 process to determine general vegetation 
and wildlife habitat and species-specific survey needs.  Develop design and construction-
specific mitigation measures for migratory birds, burrowing owls, bats, and protected native 
plants. 

• Coordinate with the AGFD during Tier 2 to incorporate roosting sites for bats into the design 
of any new bridges, and drainage designs that minimize impacts to wash channel geometry 
and hydrologic function.  Work with local native plant groups for native plant salvage and 
potential seed collection prior to vegetation removal. 

• Minimize loss of natural habitats by: 
o Providing construction workers with environmental awareness training, including 

measures to minimize impacts to the natural environment. 
o Aligning the corridor to maximize the use of disturbed lands and minimize habitat 

fragmentation. 
o Using previously disturbed areas for staging and equipment storage. 
o Flagging and fencing sensitive habitats. 
o Transplanting displaced vegetation to adjacent lands, when feasible. 
o Replacing lost habitat. 

• Prior to the Tier 2 process, update the IPaC query and conduct a thorough assessment of 
habitat for ESA-listed species and will avoid or minimize impacts to suitable habitat within the 
construction footprint. 

• Conduct PPC surveys prior to the Tier 2 process to inform design, minimize the construction 
footprint through quality PPC habitat, and implement long-term control of noxious weeds.  

• Minimize the construction footprint to the extent possible and improve drainage structures to 
facilitate jaguar and ocelot movement or construct wildlife crossings that jaguar and ocelots 
will use. 

• During the Tier 2 process, consult with USFWS regarding mitigation measures needed to 
avoid or minimize impacts to ESA-listed species. if it is determined that unavoidable impacts 
to ESA-listed species or habitat are likely to occur, compensatory mitigation will be negotiated 
with USFWS during Section 7 consultation as necessary. 

• Continue to honor Sonoran Desert Tortoise CCA commitments to implement the following 
conservation measures from the CCA: 

o Maintain ADOT ROW to minimize invasive species and fire risks as funding allows. 
o Share maps of invasive species on ADOT ROW in SDT habitat with land managing 

agencies. 
o Partner with state and federal agencies to address invasive species in and adjacent to 

ADOT ROW in SDT habitat. 
o Promote awareness of the conservation status of SDT within ADOT (incorporate in 

trainings, post flyers in districts, ADOT blog post). 
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o Partner with AGFD and other partners to facilitate development of conservation 
approaches and research related to increasing road permeability for SDT. 

o Conduct habitat suitability surveys and analyze potential impacts for projects with a 
scope of work that could impact SDT habitat. 

o Coordinate and partner with State and Federal agencies and other interested parties 
to incorporate project design features where warranted to minimize SDT habitat 
fragmentation. 

o Coordinate and partner with State and Federal agencies and other interested parties 
to incorporate project design features where warranted to minimize SDT vehicle 
strikes. 

o Collect data on SDT sightings in ADOT ROW and provide to AGFD. 
o Partner with AGFD to facilitate development of survey and handling 

procedures.Follow the most current protocol for relocating any SDT that may be 
impacted by an ADOT construction or maintenance project. 

o Provide awareness training and/or information to ADOT and contractor personnel 
working on construction and maintenance projects in areas with suitable habitat. 

• Coordinate with AGFD, BLM, Pima County, and other stakeholders to determine wildlife 
connectivity data needs and study design at that time. Fund and facilitate implementation of 
identified studies during Tier 2. Identify crossing structures, design features, and supporting 
mitigation or conservation necessary to facilitate movement of wildlife through the roadway 
barrier. 

• Prior to Tier 2 analyses, evaluate the Pima County Wildlife Connectivity Assessment report to 
identify and minimize impacts to wildlife movement areas. 

• Refine the roadway alignment and incorporate crossing structures during Tier 2, including 
overpasses, underpasses, culverts, and funnel fencing, to reduce effects on wildlife 
connectivity. 

 



U.S. Department of the Interior – Attachment 2 – Additional Comments from NPS on the Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement and 
Preliminary Section 4(f) Evaluation for the Sonoran Corridor Between Interstate 10 and Interstate 19 in Pima County, AZ 

 

 October 2021 
Contract No. 2016-017 / Project No. P9101 01P / Federal Aid No. 410-A(BFI) Page D-38 

 
# 

Chapter/ 
Section 

Page/ 
Table 

Title/ 
Topic Line(s) Reviewer Comments Disposition 

1 Chapter 3 3-12 Land 
Management 

 

Weldon/Skaar 

 
. 
While the National Park Service does not own the land, the National Park Service works with partners to administer the Anza 
Trail. The National Historic Trail Congressional designation should be noted in the Land Management and Special Designated 
Lands section. And according to the National Trails Act and the 1996 Juan Bautista de Anza Comprehensive Management Plan 
(CMP), the National Trails System Act (NTSA) and CMP instructs the National Park Service to work with partners to create a 
contiguous recreation route that is within or near the historic corridor. 
 
The National Park Service has been included in planning efforts in Sahuarita and FICO’s land planning. It has been noted that as 
soon as trail is built, it will be certified historic trail recreation retracement route and protected by the NTSA. Any intersection 
with the recreation retracement route will impact the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail locally to Sahuarita and in the 
greater Santa Cruz River Valley. We request that FHWA work with NPS and FICO to incorporate safe trail connectivity into the 
design. 
 
 

  

2 Chapter 3 
Section 3.6 3-62 Cultural 

Resources 
 Weldon/Skaar 

The National Trails Act and the National Historic Trail historic corridor designation is not discussed in the analysis. The CMP  
identifies a historic campsite location near the preferred alternative I-19 connection point.  

3 Chapter 3 Figure 
3-23 

Known 
Archaeological 
Sites  

 

Weldon/Skaar 

Please depict and demarcate the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail – Historic Corridor and the Anza Recreation Trail 
(Existing and Planned). The existing trail in Pima County is all certified historic trail recreation retracement route (Oct 2017).  
 
Consider depicting the historic corridor as a polygon instead of a centerline. The expedition was 250 people and 1,000 head of 
cattle who did not travel in a single line.  
 
The National Park Service can provide updated geospatial data upon request. 

 

4 Chapter 3 3-75 Historic Buildings, 
Trails, Landscapes 

 Weldon/Skaar 
Please refer to the trail by its full name, Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail, or the official shortened name, Anza Trail.  

5 Chapter 3 3-75 Historic Buildings, 
Trails, Landscapes 

 

Weldon/Skaar 

  
Please describe Anza Trail historic corridor resources by working with NPS, SHPO, and other consulting parties under Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)to identify appropriate avoidance, minimization or mitigation approaches to 
resolve any adverse effects.  
 

 

6 Chapter 3 Figure 
3-28 

Public Parks, 
Recreation Areas, 
Historic Sites 

 
Weldon/Skaar 

NPS would be happy to work with FHWA to  include analysis about both the Anza NHT Historic Corridor and the Recreational 
Retracement Route.  

 Chapter 3 Figure 
3-28 

Public Parks, 
Recreation Areas, 
Historic Sites 

 
Weldon/Skaar 

NPS appreciates the consideration of mitigating impacts to his multi-modal trail system. The planned alignments along the Santa 
Cruz River are already used informally. The Anza Trail is well-loved and well- used in the Santa Cruz River Valley and these trail 
connections provide the opportunity to safely use the trail from Tucson to Nogales.  The NPS strongly discourages an exemption 
of any safe trail crossings, as it would be a significant barrier to meeting the National Trails Act and the Anza Trail CMP/FEIS – 
only one safe trail crossing is required on the preferred alternative. 

 

7 Chapter 3 Figure 
3-24 

Section 4(f) 
Resources within 
or adjacent to the 
Study Corridor 

 

Weldon/Skaar 

Please depict and demarcate the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail – Historic Corridor and the Anza Recreation Trail 
(Existing and Planned). The existing trail in Pima County is all certified historic trail recreation retracement route (Oct 2017).  
 
Consider depicting the historic corridor as a polygon instead of a centerline. The expedition was 250 people and 1,000 head of 
cattle who did not travel in a single line.  
 
The National Park Service can provide updated geospatial data upon request. 
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8 Chapter 3 3-92 

Section 4(f) 
Resources within 
or adjacent to the 
Study Corridor 

 

Weldon/Skaar 

The NTSA and the Anza Trail CMP  instruct the National Park Service to work with local land owners and managers to create a 
contiguous recreation route within or near the historic corridor. Please consider use of these plans to identify high-use, high-
priority trail routes to protect in further design. 
Plans: 
COVER.psd (sahuaritafarms.com) 
Section 1 (sahuaritafarms.com) 

 

10 Chapter 3 105 
Air Quality 
Affected 
Environment 

 

Miller 

-“The study area is in the Tucson CO limited maintenance area. EPA designated the Tucson area as being in attainment with the 
NAAQS for CO on April 25, 2000, and no violations of the NAAQS for CO have been recorded in this area for 20 years. The study 
area is approximately 6.2 miles away from the Saguaro National Park Class 1 airshed.  The proximity of the study area is not 
considered to be notable as transportation sources do not significantly contribute to visibility impairment in Class I areas (ADEQ, 
2011).”  
 
We recommend FHWA and ADOT acknowledge that visibility in Class I areas such as Saguaro National Park can be affected by 
pollutants including nitrogen oxides and soot. As such, we also recommend that this be part of a quantitative analysis in the Tier 
2 EIS (see comments on Section 3.9.4).  
 

 

11 Chapter 3 Section 
3.9.4 

Air Quality 
Environmental 
Consequences 

 
Miller 

Please disclose that air quality impacts from transportation sources include emissions of nitrogen oxides and volatile organic 
compounds, which are precursors for ozone formation, and disclose that pollutants emitted from transportation sources will 
contribute to atmospheric deposition at Saguaro National Park, a Class I area. 
 

 

12 Chapter 3 Section 
3.9.6 

Air Quality 
Conclusion 

 

Springer/Conn 

Please identify if congestion along I-10 could lead to additional through-traffic to divert onto the preferred alternative in the 
administrative draft Final EIS for the I-11 corridor to identify potential amplification of vehicle and freight traffic impacts on park 
resources.  
 
The Sonoran Corridor Tier I DEIS says that quantitative analysis of impacts from the project will be deferred to the Tier II analysis, 
with further subsequent quantitative  studies to determine adverse air quality impacts and develop and refine detailed 
mitigation measures (Section 3.9.6). The NPS respectfully requests this includes a quantitative analysis of impacts to air quality 
and related values (such as visibility and deposition) at Saguaro National Park.  
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