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SEP 1 61994

FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT
of

Maricopa County

2801 West Durango Street $ Phoenix, Arizon,) 85009

TelefJhone (602) 506-1501
Fax (6021 506-~601

TT (602) 506-5859

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Betsey Bayless
John 1. Katsenes

Ed King
Tom Rawles

Mary Rose Garrido Wilcox

Mr. Ken Davis, District Engineer
Federal Highway Administration
234 North Central Avenue - Suite 330
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Subject: Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Red Mountain Freeway
(Price Freeway to SR 87)

Dear Mr. Davis:

Thank you for providing a copy of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Red
Mountain Freeway. Our comments on the Draft EIS have been addressed and incorporated into this
document.

We agree with the recommendations for the construction of the grade-separated, access-controlled
facility and the mitigation measures necessary to construct it in and adjacent to the Salt River
floodplain. We anticipate that our past successful coordination with ADOT and the local jurisdictions
for the projects west of the Pima Freeway will continue for the next three miles of the Red Mountain
Freeway to the east.

It is stated in various sections that the regulatory Salt River floodplain may be reduced in the future as
a result of the revised hydrology caused by modifications to the Theodore Roosevelt Dam. These
revisions will not be adopted until FEMA approves the revisions in 1995/96. The Flood Control
District recommends that the design criteria upon which the mitigation measures will be based be
consistent with those criteria used for the structures west of the Pima Freeway. Improvements to the
north bank and possible channelization of the Salt River, in accordance with the channelization and
bank protection concept developed by the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community in 1992,
require that planning consistency be maintained. We, therefore, strongly recommend that present
regulatory criteria be used, and that the design flood flow be 220-225,000 cfs.

~7~#r
Richard G. Perreault
Chief, Planning Branch

Copy to:

Coord:

Info:

File:

Steve Jimenez, ADOT
Nona Baheshone, SRPMIC
Harry Kent, City of Mesa

~ ()
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u.s. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

REGION NINE
ARIZONA DIVISION

23-1 N. C~nlral A\'~.. Suil~ 330

Pho<:nix. Arizona 85()().1

August 10, 1994

ARIZONA
CALIFORNIA
NEVADA
HAWAII

GUAM
AMERICAN SAMOA
N. MARIANA IS.

IN REPLY REFER TO

HA-AZ
STP-600-8(1)

FHWA-AZ-EIS-93-02-F
Red Mountain Freeway

Dear Reviewer:

The Final Environmental Impact statement (FEIS) for the Red
Mountain Freeway from the proposed Price Freeway to state Route
87 is enclosed for your review and comment. This document
describes and analyzes the alternatives considered to develop an
extension of the Red Mountain Freeway which is under construction
west of Price Road.

Please direct your comments to:

Ken Davis, District Engineer
Federal Highway Administration
234 North Central Ave., suite 330
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

written comments must be postmarked on or before September 18,
1994.

written comments will be fully considered and evaluated in
preparation of the Record of Decision.

Sincerely yours,

. E. . Wueste
• Division Administrator

G: })J2Y' - gil?
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Comments on this FEIS must be received by the date indicated below to receive full consideration.
Comments should be sent to Ken Davis at the address listed above.

~~., L,g L'f2;/
Oat J

Ken Davis, District Engineer
Federal Highway Administration
234 North Central Avenue, Suite 330
Phoenix, Arizona 85004
(602) 379-3646

ABSTRACT

For more information contact

William Belt, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
Arizona Department of Transportation
205 South 17th Avenue, Mail Drop 619E
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
(602) 255-7760

William P. Belt, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
Arizona Department of Transportation

The proposed project is a portion of the planned Red Mountain Freeway (Loop 202), which is an element of
the Maricopa Association of Governments regional freeway system. A new transportation facility would be
constructed on an alignment that generally follows the south bank of the Salt River between the Price
Freeway (Loop 101) on the west and State Route 87 on the east, a distance of approximately three miles.
This Draft Environmental Impact Statement analyzes the following three alternatives (1) no-action; (2) a
freeway; and (3) a major urban arterial street. Other alternatives were considered and eliminated from
further study. The freeway alternative consists of six at-grade traffic lanes and elevated interchanges at the
major arterial cross streets. The major urban arterial alternative consists of eight at-grade traffic lanes and
at-grade intersections at the arterial cross streets. Impacts are discussed for land use, social
considerations, relocation of residences and businesses, economic issues, park lands, air quality, noise,
water resources, floodplains, earth resources, biological resources, cultural resources, hazardous wastes,
visual resources, energy, and construction. Mitigation measures are described to reduce the level of
impacts that will occur

RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY (LOOP 202)
PRICE FREEWAY TO STATE ROUTE 87

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Submitted Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c) by the

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

AND
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

AND
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

(Cooperating Agency)

ederal Highway Administration
U.S. Department of Transportation
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SUMMARY

Project Description

The proposed project is located in the Phoenix metropolitan area of Maricopa County, Arizona. It

includes the construction of a new transportation facility along the south side of the Salt River

between the Price Freeway on the west and State Route 87 on the east. The facility would be either

a six-lane freeway with grade-separated interchanges or an eight-lane major urban arterial with at

grade intersections. Figure S-1 shows the project location in both a statewide and regional context.

Figure S-2 provides a more precise depiction of the immediate vicinity.

As shown in Figure S-1 , the proposed project is part of the Maricopa Association of Governments

(MAG) regional transportation plan. It constitutes a segment of Loop 202, which is comprised of the

Red Mountain, Santan, and South Mountain corridors. The western terminus of the project is the

traffic interchange that connects Loop 101 and Loop 202 (the Price/Red Mountain Interchange).

Loop 101, which is another major element of the regional system is comprised of the Price, Pima,

and Agua Fria corridors. The eastern terminus of the proposed project is State Route 87, which is a

major north-south highway on the Arizona State Highway System. The project lies almost entirely

within the boundaries of the city of Mesa. Its alignment generally follows the south bank of the Salt

River, which is a normally-dry channel that runs in a general east-west direction through the entire

urban area.

The need for the project is based primarily on both current and future levels of traffic. A traffic

analysis conducted as part of the preparation of this Environmental Impact Statement concluded

that an additional east-west facility is needed. By 2015, daily traffic volumes in the study area are

expected to increase by 81 percent over existing volumes. Without the construction of the proposed

project, this increased traffic would cause substantial congestion on the existing elements of the

circulation system. Access to land uses in the project area would be made more difficult and

through traffic would require longer trip times. The congestion caused by the increased traffic

would likely cause higher accident rates, especially at existing intersections.

Summary ,S-1
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The project is also an important link in the regional transportation system which has been planned

and adopted by the MAG Regional Council. This council is comprised of elected officials from local

governments within the metropolitan area. In addition to MAG, the corridor has been officially

approved by the State Transportation Board and the City of Mesa, within whose jurisdiction the

project lies. The project would also serve projected development needs as defined by the General

Plan of the City of Mesa.

The preferred alternative is a grade-separated, access-controlled facility that would be consistent

with standards currently used for the MAG Regional Freeway and Expressway System. In addition

to the freeway facility, the proposed action also includes the realignment and construction of

Dobson Road north of 8th Street. The realigned street will connect to the freeway by means of a

diamond interchange.

The typical section for the freeway mainline consists of two 36-foot-wide roadways separated by a

46-foot-wide median. These roadways would accommodate three travel lanes in each direction.

The freeway mainline would generally be at or slightly above the existing ground level. Elevated

diamond interchanges would be provided at Dobson Road and Alma School Road. A half-diamond

interchange would be constructed at the eastern terminus at State Route 87. This interchange

would be constructed to allow a full interchange to be added to accommodate a potential future

freeway extension to the east. An elevated grade separation over McKellips Road would be built. If

constructed, collector-distributor (C-D) roads between McKellips Road and the Alma School Road

interchange ramps would provide access between McKellips Road and the freeway.

High-occupancy vehicle (HOY) lanes that are included in the portion of Loop 202 west of the

Price/Red Mountain Interchange would be continued through the interchange, with a transition to

the travel lanes east of the Price Freeway. Between this transition and State Route 87, the median

would be reserved for the future addition of HOV lanes. The designation and timing of the addition

of the HOV lanes would be coordinated with the results of the on-going MAG stUdy of HOV lanes on

the regional system.

Summary S-4



Alternatives

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) analyzes the following three alternatives: (1) no-action;

(2) a freeway (preferred); and (3) a major urban arterial street. Other alternatives were considered

and eliminated from detailed analysis. These additional alternatives included different alignments for

the build alternatives, Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand

Management (TOM) strategies, and transit improvements.

General alignment alternatives were directly related to the other features of the regional

transportation system. These alternatives are associated with system connections to the west,

specifically the location of the Price/Red Mountain Interchange. The interchange and general

alignment alternatives were evaluated in previous location and environmental studies. The selection

of the preferred location of the Price/Red Mountain Interchange determined the location of the

western terminus of the proposed project. Following this selection, variations of the general
....

alignment between the Price/Red Mountain Interchange and State Route 87 were considered.

These variations provided a more detailed evaluation of the relationship of the corridor to park

property, the Salt River, the Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian Community, and the preservation of

options for future additions to the circulation system.

Four specific alignment alternatives were considered for the western segment of the project. These

variations considered the relative impacts on Riverview Park, the Salt River floodplain, connections

to Dobson Road, and the potential for the future extension of Dobson Road to the north. The

selected alternative avoids direct impacts on Riverview Park, minimizes the total hydraulic impact,

provides fully-directional access between Dobson Road and the freeway system, and preserves the

option of a later Dobson Road extension to the north. Three specific alignment alternatives were

considered for the eastern segment of the project. These variations considered the relative impacts

on the Salt River floodplain and the potential future extension of the facility to the east. The selected

alternative minimizes the hydraulic impact and preserves several options for an easterly extension.

In addition to the build alternatives, other measures that would seek to meet the needs without

building a new facility were considered. Transportation System Management (TSM) and

Transportation Demand Management (TOM) strategies were defined in an attempt to increase the

overall efficiency of the transportation system and reduce the number of trips generated in the area.

Summary ....,-_S-5
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These strategies included high-occupancy-vehicle lanes, traffic signal optimization, arterial

widenings, and a trip reduction program. The transit alternative included improvements

recommended in the Regional Transit Plan for Maricopa County, prepared by the Regional Public

Transportation Authority (RPTA). The conclusion was reached that, while the TSMfTDM and transit

alternatives do not meet the projected traffic needs in the area, they will be considered for

implementation in conjunction with the preferred alternative. These measures are included in the

Congestion Management System that is currently under consideration by the Maricopa Association

of Governments (MAG). A preliminary report has been approved by the MAG Regional Council.

This report will be the basis for the Congestion Management Plan, which is expected to be

considered for adoption in October 1994. A detailed description of the congestion management

strategies is included in Section 1.4 of this EIS.

The no-action alternative would result in no extension of the Red Mountain Freeway east of the Price

Freeway. The Red Mountain Freeway, which begins at the Interstate 10/Squaw Peak Parkway

Interchange in Phoenix, would terminate at the Price/Red Mountain Interchange Traffic to and from

the east would be required to use local arterial streets. The result would be substantial congestion

on the existing elements of the circulation system.

The freeway alternative, which is the preferred alternative, is described above under project

description. The identification of the preferred alternative is based on earlier design concept

evaluations and environmental studies. However, the final selection of an alternative will not be

made until impacts and public comments have been fully evaluated.

The major urban arterial alternative is an at-grade facility with signalized intersections at the major

arterial cross streets. The alignment of the arterial alternative is the same as that of the freeway

alternative. This alternative would provide four 12-foot traffic lanes in each direction separated by a

30-foot median. At-grade intersections would be constructed at Dobson Road, Alma School Road,

McKellips Road, and State Route 87. Dobson Road would be extended north of 8th Street on its

existing alignment.

Summary S-6
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Other Related Actions and Projects

Related actions of other governmental agencies in the area include street improvements and

continuing activities associated with the Salt River channel.

Improvements to arterial streets in the area are underway by the City of Mesa. This program

includes the widening and repaving of Dobson Road south of 8th Street. These improvements will

be consistent with the extension and realignment of Dobson Road north of 8th Street to connect

with the proposed freeway facility.

Other projects in the area include those related to the construction by the Arizona Department of

Transportation of other elements of the regional freeway system. These include the Price Freeway,

Pima Freeway, the Price/Red Mountain Interchange, and the Red Mountain Freeway west of the

interchange. Design concept studies and environmental evaluations of these related projects have

been previously prepared by ADOT. State Environmental Assessments were prepared and

approved for each project. An Environmental Impact Statement for 6.5 miles of the Price Freeway

between US. 60 on the north and Pecos Road on the south was recently completed (ROD

September 15, 1993). Following the completion of the State Environmental Assessment for the Red

Mountain Corridor, the proposed project between the Price Freeway and State Route 87 was

identified for further study, which resulted in the preparation of this EIS. The limits of the proposed

project were established based on available fiscal resources, priorities among various components

of the regional system, and the timing of the projected needs for additional facilities.

Activities related to flood control on the Salt River are underway by various governmental agencies.

Channelization projects in the City of Tempe are underway downstream of the project area in

conjunction with the Flood Control District of Maricopa County and the Arizona Department of

Transportation, Hydraulic studies by the Flood Control District will result in revisions to the definition

of the floodway and floodplain. In addition, improvements by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation to

Roosevelt Dam upstream of the project area will result in a lessening of potential flood impacts of

the Salt River.

summary__---'~ S-7
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Major Environmental Impacts

An analysis was conducted of the potential social, economic, and environmental consequences of

the three alternatives that were selected for detailed study. This analysis covered the areas of land

use, social concerns, relocation impacts, economic considerations, park lands, air quality, noise,

water resources, floodplains, farmlands, biological resources, cultural resources. hazardous wastes,

visual impacts, energy, and construction impacts.

No direct project-related impacts would occur for the no-action alternative. However, in some cases

I changes would occur as a result of other influences.

I The land use and transportation plans of the affected local governments provide for the construction

of a freeway along the defined corridor. Immediate land use impacts would be caused by the

I acquisition of the needed right-of-way. Future land use impacts are associated with the new

development that would be generated by the improved accessibility between the project area and

I the remainder of the urban area.

I Social impacts would be relatively minor. No disruption of existing neighborhood cohesion would

occur. The introduction of the new road capacity would improve the general circulation and

I accessibility between the area and the surrounding community. No public facilities would be

negatively affected.

I
Relocation of residences and businesses would be required. An estimated 62 mobile homes in one

I mobile home park would be displaced. A total of 15 businesses would be directly impacted by the

acquisition of the right-ot-way. These businesses include sand and gravel operations, industrial

I uses, and retail businesses. Except for two sand and gravel companies, these businesses would

require relocation. Partial acquisition of the mining areas would be necessary.

• Economic impacts would include effects on future development, property taxes, sales taxes, and

I revenues of the local governments. In general terms, the immediate impact of the right-of-way

acquisition would be negative due to the removal of economic activities. However, the later

I development made possible by the new facility would cause a substantial increase in economic

activity and tax revenues.

I

I

I Summary S-B
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No violations of state or federal air quality standards are projected to occur. The freeway is included

in the MAG Long Range Transportation Plan, which has been determined to be consistent with the I
emissions reduction requirements of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and the Federal

Implementation Plan (FIP). The project is included in the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), I
which has been determined to conform to the regulations based on the Clean Air Act Amendments.

I
Noise levels exceeding FHWA's noise abatement criteria are predicted to occur at two locations

along the alignment. The construction of noise barriers would mitigate this impact. I

Impacts on water quality may result from construction activities and from pollutants generated by the I
traffic using the completed facility. The construction impacts would be controlled by specified

construction procedures. Roadway-released pollutants would be managed through the design and I
use of the drainage system associated with the project. The freeway would encroach on the

regulatory floodway and floodplain of the Salt River as they are presently defined. Mitigation I
measures to manage these impacts have been defined.

I
An estimated 39 acres of the 314 acres of farmland in the project area would be acquired for the

right-of-way. This farmland is committed to urban development by adopted plans and zoning I
ordinances. Therefore, it is not subject to the provisions of the Farmland Protection Policy Act.

I
Biological and cultural resources in the area have been heavily disturbed by sand and gravel

mining, agriculture, and urban development. Thus, no substantial impacts would be caused by the I
project. A Programmatic Agreement has been drafted to ensure that the project would be in

compliance with Section 106. I

Hazardous waste concerns relate to the existence of several underground storage tanks. The I
location and condition of these tanks has been determined. Additional evaluation will be needed

during the design phase of the project. One landfill would be impacted by the project. Preliminary I
investigations have concluded that no hazardous materials are present in this landfill.

I

I

I

I
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I



I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

•
I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

Public Concerns and Issues

Public comments were requested as a part of the preparation in 1989 of a State Environmental

Assessment for the Red Mountain Freeway between Dobson Road and Lindsay Road. In response

to the comments received during this process, several changes were made to the alignment and

design concepts of the facility. The majority of the comments were related to the issues east of

State Route 87, which is outside the area covered by this EIS.

Public involvement activities have continued as a part of the preparation of this EIS. Comments

received at the public information meeting expressed concerns about the following issues: impacts

on sand and gravel operations; air quality; noise impacts on residential areas; impacts from

interchange lighting; and floodplain relationships. No major controversial issues were raised by the

citizens who attended the meeting.

Comments have been received from 16 governmental agencies. Issues raised by the agencies

included the following: water quality; relationships to river channelization; hazardous waste sites;

traffic effects on surrounding streets; biological resources; floodplain impacts; cultural resources;

and transit operations. These issues are discussed in the EIS document.

Required Federal Actions

The project will require a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit under the

provisions of Section 402 of the Clean Water Act. The need for this permit is based on the stated

policy that a NPDES permit is required for "all ground disturbing activities that exceed 5 acres in

impact". The permit is issued by the US Environmental Protection Agency.

Also required may be a Dredge and Fill Permit under the provisions of Section 404 of the Clean

Water Act. The western portion of the project is covered under a current permit issued to ADOT in

conjunction with a stabilized channel associated with the Price/Red Mountain Interchange.

Revisions to this permit may be needed due to proposed modifications to the Dobson Road

interchange. An additional permit may be required for the eastern segment of the project. The

Section 404 permit is issued by the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers following review by the Arizona

Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ). In addition, the 404 permit process triggers the

requirement for a Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the ADEQ.

Summary S-10



Mitigation Summary

Mitigation measures have been defined to avoid or minimize the environmental impacts of the

proposed action. Implementation of these measures will be accomplished by their inclusion in the

construction documents that will be prepared for the project. A summary of the mitigation measures

is provided below. Additional details are contained in the EIS.

•
I

I

•
I

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

An acquisition and relocation assistance plan will be prepared that identifies the

process and schedule for right-of-way acquisition and relocation of affected

residents and businesses. The acquisition and relocation program will be

conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation and Assistance and Real

Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. All replacement housing will be decent,

safe, and sanitary. Last resort housing will be provided if it is found that sufficient

comparable housing is not available.

A specific relocation plan will be developed to assist residents of the Hawaiian

Mobile Home Park to find alternative housing or locations for their mobile homes.

This plan will provide methods of dealing with the specific issue of relocating the

older and smaller mobile homes to alternative sites. The plan will also provide

measures to mitigate any disproportionate impacts that may occur on minority

residents.

During construction of the facility, traffic through the area and access to adjacent

properties will be maintained in accordance with current Arizona Department of

Transportation (ADOT) traffic control management procedures for highway

construction and maintenance. ADOT will coordinate traffic control actions with

established procedures of the City of Mesa.

The design of the project will seek to minimize the acquisition of sand and gravel

mining properties. Compensation for the remaining reserves of the acquired

properties will be determined as a part of the standard ADOT appraisal and

acquisition process.

A plan will be prepared to mitigate the access impacts on all sand and gravel

operations. The details of these mitigation measures will be determined during the

design of the project.
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6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

Construction impacts on air quality and noise will be controlled in accordance with

current ADOT policy. as contained in the publication, "Standard Specifications for

Road and Bridge Construction".

A sedimentation and erosion control plan will be prepared to define measures for the

control of water quality impacts during construction. Potential measures for

inclusion in the plan are contained in the EIS.

Noise impacts will be mitigated by the construction of noise barriers in preliminarily

designated locations. Refinements to the barriers will be made during the design of

the facility and the public involvement process.

Floodplain impacts will be mitigated by measures as described in the EIS. The exact

nature of these measures will be based on more detailed hydraulic studies and will

be determined during the design of the facility. Potential impacts on the north sid~

of the floodplain/floodway will be included in the detailed studies.

A National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, as required by

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, will be acquired prior to the beginning of project

construction.

A Dredge and Fill Permit, as required by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, may be

required for the eastern segment of the project. If required, this permit will be

acquired from the Corps of Engineers. Any required amendments to the existing

permit will also be acquired for the western portion of the project. In addition, a

Section 401 Water Quality Certification Letter will be obtained.

If well-drilling activities are necessary. the required permits will be obtained from the

Arizona Department of Water Resources.

I Summary S-12



13.

14.

15.

16.

Further archaeological testing will be conducted to define and record information on

affected sites. A testing program will be devised in consultation with the State

Historic PreseNation Office (SHPO) and ADOT. If previously unrecorded sites are

encountered during construction, work will be suspended, ADOT Environmental

Planning SeNices will be notified, and appropriate action will be determined in

consultation with SHPO. The provisions of the Programmatic Agreement will be

followed.

Additional hazardous materials investigation of potential contaminated sites will be

conducted as described in the EIS. If previously unidentified hazardous waste sites

are encountered during construction, work will be suspended and appropriate action

will be determined by ADOT Environmental Planning SeNices.

Cut-off shield lighting fixtures will be used on the facility in order to reduce

illumination impacts on residential areas.

Negative visual impacts will be mitigated by the use of landscaping and a unified

treatment of wall surfaces. The noise barrier adjacent to RiveNiew Park will be

constructed and landscaped in a manner consistent with park aesthetics.

Landscape elements will be designed in accordance with the ADOT publication,

"Landscape Design Guidelines for Urban Highways".
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1 Introduction

This Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) has been prepared in accordance with the

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and the corresponding regulations and

guidelines of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), which is the lead agency. The U.S. Army

Corps of Engineers has participated as a cooperating agency. The document also conforms to the

requirements of the Arizona Department of Transportation, which is the project sponsor and lead

state agency.

Section 1 summarizes the need for the proposed action and provides a project description. A brief

background discussion is also included in order to provide an understanding of the current status of

the project.

1.2 Project Location and Status

The proposed project involves the construction of a new transportation facility along the south side

of the Salt River between the Price Freeway on the west and State Route 87 on the east. The facility

would be either a six-lane freeway with grade-separated interchanges or an eight-lane major urban

arterial with at-grade interchanges. Figure 1-1 (Page 1-2) shows the project location in both a

statewide and regional context. Figure 1-2 (Page 1-3) provides a more precise depiction of the

immediate vicinity of the project.

As shown in Figure 1-1, the proposed project is part of the Maricopa Association of Governments

(MAG) regional transportation plan. Based on the regional plan, a MAG Life-Cycle Program has

been prepared that describes the revenues, costs, activities, and schedule for the components of

the plan. The proposed project is a segment of Loop 202, which is comprised of the Red Mountain,

Santan, and South Mountain corridors.

The Red Mountain portion of Loop 202 is a 33-mile corridor that extends from Interstate 10 in

Phoenix to US 60 in Mesa. The segment between Interstate 10 and Priest Drive in Tempe has been

completed. The segment between Priest Drive and the Pima Freeway is under construction, with

completion expected in 1995. This EIS covers the portion of the Red Mountain corridor between the

1.0 Purpose and Need for Action 1-1
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Price Freeway and State Route 87, which is included for funding in the 5-year program for FY 1994

98. East of State Route 87, the portion to Gilbert Road in Mesa is included in the funding program

for 1999-2006. The remainder of the corridor is not yet included in the Funded Life-Cycle Program.

The Santan portion of Loop 202 is a 23.5-mile corridor between US 60 in Mesa and Interstate 10 in

Chandler. Preliminary location studies have been completed. A general plan has been completed

for the segment between the Price Freeway and Interstate 10. General plan studies are underway

between Dobson Road and Gilbert Road. No construction is yet included in the Funded Life-Cycle

Program.

The South Mountain portion of Loop 202 is a 22-mile corridor from Interstate 10 in Chandler to

Interstate 10 in Phoenix. A general plan has been completed. The portion between 19th Avenue

and 51 st Avenue is scheduled for construction by 2006. The remainder of the corridor is not yet

included in the Funded Life-Cycle Program.

The project covered by this EIS has logical termini and independent utility and preserves reasonable

alternatives for subsequent additions to the transportation system. The western terminus of the

project is the traffic interchange that connects Loop 101 and Loop 202 (hereinafter called the

Price/Red Mountain Interchange). Loop 101, which is another major portion of the regional system,

is comprised of the Price, Pima, and Agua Fria corridors. Thus, the western terminus of the project

will link Mesa and other East Valley communities to the regional system. Connections will be

provided to the north on the Pima Freeway, to the south on the Price Freeway, and to the west via

the Red Mountain Freeway to Interstate 10 and other elements of the regional system. Theeastern

terminus of the project is State Route 87, which is a major north-south highway on the Arizona State

Highway System. To the south, it provides connections to Mesa, Chandler, and other communities

outside the metropolitan area. To the north, it connects to the Fort McDowell Indian Community,

Payson, mountain recreation areas, and other communities. In addition, State Route 87 collects

traffic from other arterial and collector streets. Thus, it provides access to the proposed project from

a broad area.

While the proposed project is a portion of the more extensive Red Mountain corridor, it achieves

independent utility by virtue olthe service that it provides. In summary, the following points describe

the issues related to the independent utility of the project:

1. As described in the preceding paragraph, the project connects State Route 87 to the

freeway system in the Phoenix metropolitan area. In turn, State Route 87 provides

1.0 Purpose and Need for Action ""-- 1-4



connections to destinations both north and south of the metropolitan area. Thus, the project

serves as a critical transportation link between the metropolitan area and destinations

throughout the state. At present, this link does not exist in any logical routing. Thus, the

proposed project would be necessary even if the remainder of the Red Mountain facility is

never constructed.

2. In addition to providing a linkage to destinations throughout the state, the project will serve

an important function within the metropolitan area. It will serve the immediate need to

convey relatively large and increasing volumes of commuter traffic from State Route 87 and

other major arterial streets to the freeway system. This traffic is generated by the current and

projected urban development in the area. Elements of the existing circulation system ,are

inadequate to serve this additional traffic.

3. The project is compatible with plans for the improvement of State Route 87. These

improvements will increase the capacity of State Route 87 to serve traffic between the

metropolitan area and destinations to the north, as well as the increased commuter traffic

related to additional development in the area.

4. The limits of the proposed project have been influenced by fiscal constraints and

established priorities among the various components of the regional system. The priorities

have been established by the Maricopa Association of Governments Regional Council and

the Arizona Department of Transportation Board. Considerations have been given to !the

relative needs of the different portions of the overall system, the available financial resources,

and the appropriate timing of the implementation of the various segments of the system.

5. The location of the proposed project preserves the maximum flexibility for locating the

potential future extension of Loop 202 to the east of State Route 87, as provided by the MAG

regional transportation plan. As described in Section 2.1.2 of this EIS, alternatives were

evaluated that considered environmental issues east of State Route 87. These issues

included the possible relocation of a major radio tower and impacts on the now-closecl Mesa

Municipal Landfill. Only the location of the Loop 202/State Route 87 crossing and the

location of Loop 202 immediately east of State Route 87 is fixed by the proposed project.

The preferred alternative preserves several options for the location of an alignment east of

State Route 87 within the previously-defined general corridor.
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The definition of the corridor east of State Route 87 was based on the consideration of other

alternatives during previous studies. Conceptualization of the Red Mountain project began in April

1983as a result of the Mesa Transportation Study, conducted by the City of Mesa. This study
identified the need for additional road capacity in the northern portion of the city. At that time a
parkway was envisioned that would divert traffic from the major east-west arterials, provide improved
access to existing and proposed industrial areas and provide a bypass for recreational traffic to the
rivers and lakes located east of Mesa.

In 1984, the scope of the Red Mountain Parkway was changed as a result of the Eastside and

Central Area Transportation Studies prepared by the Maricopa Association of Governments. These

studies examined the longer-term needs of both the immediate vicinity and the entire metropolitan

area. The conclusion was reached that the Red Mountain Parkway alignment should be defined as

it now appears on the MAG system. In addition, the projected traffic load would require that the

parkway concept be upgraded to a full freeway. In 1985, the Red Mountain Corridor became part of

the MAG regional freeway plan and was placed on the state highway system.

Following the placement of the Red Mountain Corridor on the MAG and State systems, design

concept studies and environmental evaluations of the proposed facility were conducted. For study

purposes, the alignment was divided into two segments: Dobson Road to Lindsay Road and

Lindsay Road to Baseline Road. State Environmental Assessments were prepared for these two

segments in accordance with the ADOT Action Plan for State-Funded Highway Projects. The Final

State Environmental Assessment for the Lindsay Road to Baseline Road segment was approved by

ADOT on July 11, 1989. The Final State Environmental Assessment for the Dobson Road to Lindsay

Road segment was approved by ADOT on November 27, 1989. Design concept reports for the two

segments were completed in October 1988 and October 1989, respectively. A State Environmental

Assessment was also prepared for the traffic interchange that connects Loops 101 and 102. The

Final State Environmental Assessment for this interchange was approved by ADOT on March 5,

1991.

Following the completion of the State Environmental Assessments, the proposed project between

the Price Freeway and State Route 87 was identified for further study. As stated above, the

definition of the limits of the project was guided by the following factors: logical termini, independent

utility, fiscal constraints, priorities among components of the regional system and the projection of
future traffic needs. After consideration of the previous state environmental studies, a determination

was made that an Environmental Impact Statement under the NEPA guidelines was needed. This

determination was based on the conclusion that the proposed project is a Class I Action, as defined

by 23 CFR 771.115(a). A Class I Action includes: (1) a new controlled access freeway, and (2) a
highway project of four or more lanes on a new location.
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1.3 Project Purpose and Need

The purpose of the proposed action is to construct a freeway facility between the Price/Hed

Mountain Interchange and State Route 87 in order to serve the identified traffic needs in the area. A

preliminary determination has been made that the other alternatives considered will not provide the

needed service. However, no final selection of an alternative will be made prior to a full evaluation of

the impacts and a consideration of public comments.

The need for the project is based primarily on the levels of traffic that are expected to occur in the

future. The project is also a critical connecting link in the overall transportation system. It will selVe

economic development plans and projections for the area and is consistent with current

governmental policy. The need for the project in terms of these factors is described below.

1.3.1 Traffic Demand

The need for the facility was first identified in 1982 by the Mesa Transportation Study. The results of

this study are briefly summarized in order to provide an historical perspective for the definitioll of

need for the project. A current traffic analysis prepared as a part of this DEIS is then presented.

Based on an analysis of future traffic demands, the 1982 study recommended the construction of a

new limited access route along the northern edge of the city. The study proposed that the facility

extend northeasterly from the planned Pima Freeway near Price Road to the vicinity of Thomas

Road and Lindsay Road. It would then continue eastward along Thomas Road to Bush Highway

and then along McKellips Road to the county line. The needs served by this new facility were

described as follows:

1. The relief of traffic congestion on the existing east-west arterials. These streets, even with

improvements, would not be adequate to meet future traffic demands.

2. The relief of increasing traffic congestion on U.S. 60 (Superstition Freeway).

3. Provision of a direct connection between north Mesa and the other components of the

regional freeway system.

4. Provision of improved access to the rapidly-developing industrial area in north Mesa.
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5. Provision of a more direct route for recreational traffic to the rivers and lakes located east of

Mesa.

As a result of the 1982 study, the City of Mesa accepted the need for the facility as a parkway and

named it the Red Mountain Parkway.

In 1984, further analysis of traffic needs was completed and published by MAG as the Eastside

Transportation Analysis. The major purpose of this study was to identify and evaluate options for

regional high-capacity, controlled access transportation corridors in the East Valley. The study

concluded that major changes would be needed in transportation and land use plans in order to

avoid future heavy traffic congestion. Among other conclusions, the study determined that, by the

year 2015, at-grade intersections with the Red Mountain Parkway would be heavily congested,

resulting in long traffic delays. This conclusion was the basis for the recommendation that the

facility be upgraded to full freeway standards. This recommendation was accepted and the facility

was placed on the regional freeway plan and the state highway system.

As a part of the preparation of this EIS, a quantitative examination of the traffic conditions in the

vicinity of the project corridor was conducted. The study area for the traffic analysis is bounded by

McDowell Road on the north, Broadway Road on the south, Price Road on the west, and State

Route 87 on the east. Traffic conditions are presented for existing and the year 2015 no-action

scenarios. The evaluation includes a comparison of the existing and future traffic and an analysis of

the demand versus the capacity of the existing and planned roadways in the area.

Existing Traffic Conditions

The existing arterial street system in the stUdy area is shown in Figure 1-3 (page 1-9). The north

south major arterials include Dobson Road, Alma School Road, and State Route 87. Both Alma

School Road and State Route 87 provide three lanes northbound and three lanes southbound.

Dobson Road varies from a total of four to six lanes in the study area. The major arterials serving

traffic in the east-west direction are McDowell Road, McKellips Road, University Drive. Main Street,

and Broadway Road. The first three provide two lanes in each direction. Main Street and Broadway

Road vary from four to six lanes in the study area.
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The only completed freeway in the area is the Superstition Freeway (US 60), which runs east-west

and is located approximately three and a half miles south of the proposed Red Mountain alignment.

The segment of the Price Freeway south of University Drive is completed and its connection to US

60 is under construction.

The existing daily traffic volumes in the study area are also shown in Figure 1-3 (page 1-9). The

volumes were obtained from the City of Mesa 1992 Traffic Volume Map. The volumes on the major

arterials in the area range from 10,600 vehicles on Dobson Road nort~ of University Drive to 40,000

vehicles on Broadway Road between Dobson and Alma School Roads.

Future TraffIc Conditions

Traffic for the year 2015 was obtained from the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG)

computerized travel forecasting model. The network used in the forecasting procedure assumes a

number of new freeways will be completed, including the Price/Pima Freeway in the East Valley.

The number of lanes on the major arterials in the study area in the year 2015 is the same as the

existing conditions, with the exception of Main Street and Broadway Road. Both of these streets are

expected to be widened from four to six lanes through the study area.

The 2015 daily traffic forecasts for the streets in the study area are shown in Figure 1-4 (page 1-11).

The forecasts on the major arterials vary from a low of 29,700 vehicles on Alma School Road south

of McKellips Road to a high of 72,500 on Main Street west of Dobson Road.

Traffic Analysis

The proposed Red Mountain freeway would serve east-west traffic in north Mesa and the

surrounding area. To analyze the need for this facility, traffic on the east-west major arterials was

considered. The method used for this analysis was the examination of volumes across screenlines.

A screenline is an imaginary line across which all traffic flows can be counted and summed. This

technique provides a convenient means for examining major travel trends. A screenline was drawn

between Dobson and Alma School Roads from McDowell Road to Broadway Road to use as a

baseline for comparisons.

The screenline volumes are listed in Table 1-1 (page 1-12) for the existing and future conditions.
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TABLE 1-1
COMPARISON OF SCREENLINE VOLUMES

Existing and Future Daily Traffic

A North-South Screenline between Dobson and Alma School

Existing (1992) Future (2015)
vehicles daily vehicles daily

McDowell Road 32,000 52,400

McKellips Road 25,000 53,300

University Drive 31,300 45,800

Main Street 30,400 68,400

Broadwav Road 40,000 68,000

TOTAL 158,700 287,900

As shown in Table 1-1, existing traffic that crosses the screenline on a daily basis is 158,700

vehicles. In 2015, this volume increases to 287,900 vehicles which is an increase of 81 percent over

the existing volume.

The capacity available to serve this traffic can be determined from the number of lanes that cross

the screenline. The future number of lanes on the major arterials is taken from the MAG model. The

number of lanes crossing the screenline is listed below in Table 1-2. There are a total of 20 existing

major arterial travel lanes (10 in each direction) across the screenline, with a total of 24 lanes

expected in the future.

TABLE 1-2

SCREENLINE TRAVEL LANES

Existing Future (2015)
Number of Lanes r..Jumber of Lanes

McDowell Road 4 4

McKellips Road 4 4

University Drive 4 4

Main Street 4 6

Broadwav Road 4 6

TOTAL 20 24

1.0 Purpose and Need for Action 1-12



Assuming a daily capacity of 7,500 vehicles per arterial lane, the available lanes create a study

corridor capacity of 150,000 vehicles per day for existing conditions and 180,000 vehicles per day

for 2015.

The ratio of volume to capacity compares the traffic demand to the available lanes. A ratio of more

than 100 percent means that the demand exceeds the available capacity. For the existing

conditions, the screenline volume is 158,700 vehicles and the screenline capacity is 150,000

vehicles. This is a volume to capacity ratio of 106 percent, which means the existing demand

exceeds the available capacity by 6 percent. In 2015, the screenline volume is 287,900 vehicles as

compared to the capacity of 180,000 vehicles for a ratio of 160 percent. For the Red Mountain

corridor, the demand is expected to exceed the capacity by 60 percent in the Year 2105.

Traffic Analysis Conclusion

The need exists for an additional east-west facility in the study area in order to meet the traffic

demand in the year 2015. This is evidenced by the fact that the daily traffic volumes are expected to

increase by 81 percent over existing volumes. Also, an analysis of the volume to capacity ratio

indicates that the existing .demand exceeds the capacity. Furthermore, even with the additional

planned travel lanes, the 2015 volume to capacity ratio is expected to be well over 100 percent.

1.3.2 Safety

As described in Section 1.3.1, the proposed project would serve both immediate and future traffic

needs in the area. The facility would alleviate traffic congestion on the surrounding arterial and local

streets. Particularly important would be the lessening of congestion at the arterial intersections.

These improvements would reduce the potential for accidents and improve traffic safety.

1.3.3 System Linkage

The proposed project is an important link in the regional transportation system as described by the

MAG Regional Freeway/Expressway Plan. This plan was adopted by the MAG Regional Council in

1985. As shown in Figure 1-1 (page 1-3). the Red Mountain Freeway is an integral part of the

planned system. The most recent update of the plan occurred in 1991. The plan update reiterated

that the need for completing the 1985 plan.
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The MAG Freeway/Expressway Plan is a part of the overall MAG Transportation Plan, which also

describes adopted policies with regard to transit, roads of regional significance. funding, and

environmental concerns. The process used in the preparation of the MAG plan provides a sound

basis for the measurement of transportation needs in the region.

A common technical base is shared by the freeway and transit planning processes. Each uses the

same socioeconomic forecasts, revenue projections, and transportation models. The use of these

techniques has resulted in the definition of the transportation improvements that are contained in the

plan. As defined in the 1991 MAG Transportation Plan Update, the elements that have been used to

define these improvements are summarized below.

Socioeconomic Forecasts: The population of Maricopa County is expected to increase from 2.1

million in 1990 to 3.9 million in 2015, representing an 86 percent increase in 25 years.

Transportation Models: Transportation models are used to project traffic volumes and transit

passengers of alternative networks. Recalibrations of the models are completed periodically. A

1989 recalibration was based on a survey of almost 3,000 households regarding travel behavior.

The survey included detailed questions on socioeconomic characteristics and trip-making behavior.

Base Networks: In addition to socioeconomic projections, detailed information on future freeway,

street and transit networks is used in the models. Local governmental jurisdictions within the MAG

area provide information on long-term street needs and plans.

Transportation Projections: Based on the information noted above. nine indicators are used to

project transportation conditions and needs. These indicators are population. employment. miles of

freeway, lane miles of arterials, daily vehicle trips, daily vehicle miles of travel, freeway vehicle miles

of travel, percent of travel on freeways, and congested intersections. A dominant feature of these

factors is the growth in travel demand. For example, projections for the period between 1990 and

2015 indicate an 82 percent increase in population. an 88 percent increase in trips, and a 128

percent increase in vehicle miles of travel.
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1.3.4 Future Economic Development

The proposed project is needed to serve projected new development in the East Valley, along with

its associated population, employment, and public facilities and services. This projected economic

activity is documented generally in the Mesa General Plan (1988) and more specifically in the Mesa

Freeway Corridors Study (1988). Summary discussions of the future development are contained in

Sections 3.1 and 4.1 of this EIS.

1.3.5 Governmental Policy

The proposed project is consistent with governmental mandates regarding the need for

transportation facilities in the urban area. These policies have been adopted by the State of Arizona,

the Maricopa Association of Governments, the City of Mesa and the City of Tempe. The project is

on the adopted State Highway System and is an important segment in the MAG Regional Freeway

System. It is also a part of the general plans of the cities of Mesa and Tempe. The City Council of

the City of Mesa has specifically adopted a policy in support of the project. These policies are

based on numerous studies of the need for additional circulation facilities.

1.3.6 Transportation System/Demand Management

Transportation System Management (TSM) activities seek to increase the capacity of the existilTlg

transportation system through relatively low-cost improvements. The TSM improvements can

include such actions as traffic signal optimization, widening of arterial streets, and the addition of

high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, and improvement of bicycle facilities. Traffic Demand

Management (TDM) strategies seek to decrease the amount of single occupancy vehicle (SOV)

traffic. The TDM strategies can include carpool and vanpool programs, encouragement of

pedestrian and bicycle use, staggering of work hours, telecommuting, development controls, amd

other measures.

As described in Section 2.2.1, a TSM/TDM alternative was defined and considered. This alternative

included high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, traffic signal optimization, arterial widenings of

McKellips Road and University Drive, and a trip reduction program. The analysis concluded that the

TSM/TDM strategy provides a slight improvement in volume-to-capacity ratio when compared to tine

no-action alternative. On an areawide basis, a TSM/TDM program would offer an overall reduction

in traffic. However, it would have limited effectiveness in the Red Mountain Corridor. Thus, this
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alternative is not adequate as a stand-alone alternative to meet the traffic needs in the corridor.

However, TSMfTDM strategies will continue to be studied and implemented on an areawide basis

and will assist in lowering single occupancy vehicle (SOY) traffic in the Red Mountain Corridor.

1.4 Congestion Management System Status

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 requires that Congestion

Management Systems (CMS) be developed in metropolitan areas that have been designated as

non-attainment areas for ozone and/or carbon monoxide. The Act prohibits the use of federal funds

for highway or transit projects that increase the number of single occupant vehicles (SOY) unless

the project results from an approved CMS. Prior to the full implementation of a CMS, a self-certified

planning process can constitute an interim CMS. During this interim period, proposed highway

projects that significantly increase SOV capacity must analyze potential travel demand reduction

and operational strategies. Where the analysis demonstrates that the additional SOV capacity in a

corridor is warranted, appropriate travel demand reduction and operational strategies must be

identified.

Prior to the approval and implementation of the regional Congestion Management System, specific

congestion management measures will be applied to the proposed project. Elements of the ADOT

Freeway Management System (FMS) will be used in the design and operation of the freeway

alternative. These measures will include, as a minimum, surveillance, incident management. and

communication with the freeway management system control center. Where warranted, these

measures will also include ramp metering, HOV bypass lanes on entrance ramps, and motorist

information elements, such as changeable message signs. These components will aid in relieving

congestion and maintaining speeds during peak hour traffic and under incident conditions.

In addition to the FMS measures, accommodation will be made for the future addition of HOV lanes,

when warranted. The manner in which this accommodation is made is described in Section 2.4.2 of

this EIS. The design of the facility will also accommodate the use of express buses and park-and

ride facilities. Following the adoption of the regional Congestion Management System, as described

below, the applicable strategies will also be implemented in the Red Mountain corridor.

The development of the CMS is currently under preparation by the Maricopa Association of

Governments. This plan will consider alternative strategies for inclusion in the system. These

strategies will include both transportation demand management and transportation supply

components. A report containing the alternative strategies has been considered by the MAG

Congestion Management Task Force, which is a working group comprised of state, regional, and

local officials. Upon the recommendation of the Congestion Management Task Force, the report

was approved on January 26, 1994 by the MAG Regional Council, which is the governing body

1.0 Purpose and Need for Action ~__ 1-16



comprised of local elected officials. This report will be the basis for the Congestion Management

Plan, which is expected to be considered for adoption in October 1994. Following the adoptiqn of

the Congestion Management Plan, the applicable strategies will be implemented in the corridor in a

timely manner. In general, the following alternative strategies are under consideration:

Employer-based TOM Programs: These are strategies that would be carried out by employers and

directed p!imarily toward reducing commuter travel. They include ridesharing, vanpooling,

preferential parking for carpools and vanpools, parking surcharges for single-occupant vehicles,

encouragement of pedestrian and bicycle use, and staggered work hours.

Public Sector TOM Programs: Public sector programs seek to reduce vehicular traffic or increase

the capacity of existing facilities. Included are public transit improvements, high occupancy vehicle

(HOV) facilities on freeways, park-and-ride facilities, arterial street improvements, regional traffic

signal coordination, congestion pricing by tolls or traffic fees, and improvements to the MAG

freeway system.

Land Use Controls: Implemented by local governments, these measures would be designed to

affect long~term future travel demand. Such controls could include increasing development density,

site planning for transit-oriented development, mixed-use development to reduce vehicle trips, and

regional job/housing balance measures to minimize the length of work trips.

Market Incentives: These measures would seek to improve the financial attractiveness of using

alternatives to single occupant vehicle travel. Included in the considerations are employer or

government subsidies, parking charges, preferential parking, transportation allowances, taxes, and

fees.

Road Improvements: These strategies include new roadway capacity, intersection improvements,

HOV facilities, intelligent vehicle highway systems (IVHS), access control management, reversible

lanes, and one-way streets.

Transit Improvements: These measures include fixed-route bus service, express bus service, dial-a

ride, busway HOV facilities, park-and-ride lots, transit centers, rail transit, and other improvements.

Other Modal Options: These strategies include pedestrian facilities and support programs, bi.cycle

facilities, and telecommuting programs.

The most promising of the congestion management strategies were combined into implementation

packages to analyze their collective impact on congestion in the region. Three land use and

transportation infrastructure scenarios were developed and used as the basis for the analysis. Four

levels of transportation demand management strategies were then defined and evaluated for

effectiveness under each of the land use and infrastructure scenarios.
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The evaluation concluded that impacts on congestion are determined by a complex mix of land use,

transportation infrastructure, and transportation demand management strategies. The quantitative

analysis indicated that a reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) of up to 14 percent can be

achieved by the various combinations of land use, infrastructure, and management strategies.

Several strategies were evaluated to meet the interim CMS guidelines. As described in Section 2.2,
c

Transportation System/Demand Management and Transit alternatives were identified. As discussed

in Section 2.2, the future travel demand in the Red Mountain Corridor cannot be accommodated by

either of these two alternatives. While both will contribute to the reduction of single occupant vehicle

travel, neither is sufficient as a stand-alone alternative. Other regional programs are in place that will

assist in meeting the interim requirements. These measures include:

Trip Reduction Program: The Trip Reduction Program, adopted by an ordinance of the Maricopa

County Board of Supervisors, is administered by Maricopa County and the Regional Public

Transportation Authority (RPTA). The ordinance requires employers of 75 or more employees to

develop a trip reduction plan that will reduce single occupant vehicle (SOV) trips by 5 percent a year

for a total of five years, or until they reach a rate of 60 percent SOY trips. Compliance with the

ordinance requires the following actions by the employer: (1) designation of a transportation

coordinator; (2) completion of an annual employee/student survey; (3) provision of information on

alternative travel modes to all employees; and (4) preparation and implementation of an approvable

plan that outlines strategies to achieve the 5 percent reduction goal.

Regional Ridesharing Program: - Regional Ridesharing is a program of the Regional Public

Transportation Authority (RPTA). Its goal is to increase the number of people using alternative

modes of transportation or work schedules. The program has the following major components:

Technical Assistance to Employers - Provides expertise in transportation problem-solving

and matchlists for potential carpoolers and vanpoolers.

Employee Transportation Coordinator Training - Provides assistance in developing and

implementing travel reduction programs, including marketing and incentive strategies and

evaluation tools.

Vanpool Program - Provides new fully-insured vans to groups of seven to 15 people for a

monthly fee, including a free ride and unlimited personal use of the van to the volunteer

driver.
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Transportation Management - Assists developers in creating transportation demand

management plans for new developments and assists in the development and formatiorn of

transportation management associ1tions.

Mass Transit: A Transit Plan has been prepared by the Regional Public Transportation Authority

(RPTA). The plan provides for the following improvements:

Bus Service - Local bus service is proposed to be increased from the present 415 street

miles to 885 miles by Year 5 of the plan. Express bus service is proposed to increase from

170 street miles to 230 street miles.

Dial-A-Ride Service - Designed for use by those who cannot use buses due to disabilities or

location, dial-a-ride services are proposed to increase from the current 750,000 annual trips

in the region to 2.5 million annual trips by Year 5 of the plan.

Rail Studies - The plan proposes rail feasibility studies and the evaluation of potential funcling

sources.

Transit Facilities and Special Services - Numerous provisions in the plan are directed toward

increasing the comfort and convenience of using transit and other alternative modes of

travel. These provisions include transit centers, park-and-ride lots, bus pullouts to relieve

street congestion, provision of bicycle facilities, and emphasis on high-occupancy-vehicle

lanes on the freeway system.

1.5 Major Metropolitan Transportation Investment Analysis

Section 450.318 of the metropolitan planning regulations issued in accordance with the Intermodal

Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 requires that investment studies be undertaken where

the need for a major metropolitan transportation investment is identified. These studies will (1)

evaluate the effectiveness and cost effectiveness of alternative investments or strategies in attaining

local, state, and national goals and objectives; (2) serve as the "alternatives analysis" required by the

Federal Transit Act for certain projects; (3) serve as the analysis of demand reduction and

operational management strategies; and (4) include environmental studies.
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The regulations further provide that ''where the environmental process has been initiated but not

completed, the FHWA and FTA shall be consulted on appropriate modifications to meet the

requirements ..." A consultation on this question has occurred between FHWA and FTA. Prior to

the consultation between the two federal agencies, discussions were held with the Maricopa

Association of Governments, which serves as the metropolitan planning organization, and the

Regional Public Transportation Agency, which is the local transit operator.

The conclusion of the consultation was that the MMTI requirements have been adequately

addressed in this EIS and that no further major metropolitan transportation investment analysis is

necessary. This conclusion is based on the following factors:
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1.

2.

3.

The environmental study process as required by the National Environmental Policy Act is

almost complete. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was approved by

FHWA on October 27. 1993. A public hearing was held on December 14, 1993. The DEIS

was circulated to the appropriate entities for review, with comments received by December

27, 1993. Responses to these comments have been prepared and are included in Section

7.2.3 of this Environmental Impact Statement.

A reasonable range of alternatives was considered and analyzed in the planning and

environmental process. As described in Section 2.0 of this EIS, the alternatives considered

included no action, a freeway, a major urban arterial street, transportation system/demand

management, and transit. A number of alignment alternatives for the corridor were

previously considered. Planning and environmental studies that were completed prior to the

preparation of this EIS also considered numerous alternatives. These activities are

summarized in Section 1.0.

The state transportation agency (ADOT) , the metropolitan planning organization (MAG), and

the transit provider (RPTA) have consulted and agree that the types of modal alternatives

that can be reasonably considered are limited. As discussed in Section 2.2 of this EIS,

transportation system/demand management strategies and transit actions, while important

to fulfilling the overall transportation improvement strategy, do not eliminate the need for the

proposed Red Mountain Freeway. The continuation of these measures, in conjunction with

the proposed project, is essential to meeting the transportation needs of the region. Details

of the alternative strategies that are being implemented in the metropolitan area are

summarized in Section 1.4 of this EIS.
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4.

5.

6.

The cost effectiveness of the Red Mountain Freeway between the Price Freeway and State

Route 87 has been compared to other major highway projects. The measure used is based

on the construction cost per vehicle mile of travel (VMT). As documented in the MAG

publication, "MAG Freeway Priority Options With New Funding", the cost per VMT of this

portion of the Red Mountain Freeway was found to be lower than average, w:lich ;3

representative of both efficient construction and projected high volume use.

An extensive public involvement and agency coordination process has been conducted.

This process included a public information meeting, contacts with public interest groups,

communications with public agencies, availability of information at a project office and in

ADOT publications, and a public hearing. Studies conducted prior to the preparation of this

EIS also included numerous opportunities for public involvement and agency coordination.

Consultations have occurred among the state transportation agency (ADOT) , the

metropolitan planning organization (MAG), the local transit operator (RPTA) , FHWA. and

FTA. All agencies agree that the studies that have been completed fulfill the intent of the

major investment analysis requirement. Correspondence documenting this consultation is

included in Section 9.0 of this EIS.
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES

This chapter describes the project alternatives. The following three alternatives were selected for

detailed study: (1) no-action; (2) a freeway; and (3) a major urban arterial street. A number of other

alternatives were considered and eliminated from detailed consideration. Section 2.1 summarizes

the location alternatives that were considered. Section 2.2 describes other concept alternatives that

were considered and eliminated as stand-alone solutions. The alternatives that were studied in

detail are described in Sections 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5. Section 2.6 provides a summary comparison of

the three alternatives that were selected for detailed study.

2.1 Location Alternatives Considered

Various alternatives for meeting the defined need were identified and considered. This section

describes the different alignments for the build alternatives. Reasons for eliminating certain

alternatives are discussed.

Section 2.1.1 describes previously-considered alternatives for the location of the Price/Red

Mountain Interchange and the general alignment of the Red Mountain Corridor. This information is

included in order to provide an historical basis for the location of the interchange, which determined

the western terminus of the Red Mountain Corridor. Section 2.1.2 then describes specific alignment

alternatives within the general corridor that were considered by this EIS. Reasons for eliminating

several of these specific alternatives are described. The result is the definition of the alternatives

that were selected for detailed study.

2.1.1 Interchange and General Alignment Alternatives

I

The general alignment alternatives are directly related' to the other features of the overall area

transportation system. These alternatives are described and evaluated in the preViously-completed

studies identified in Section 1.2. General alignment alternatives for the eastern portion of the Red

Mountain Corridor are associated with system connections to the west, specifically the location of

the traffic interchange between the Price/Pima Freeway (Loop 101) and the Red Mountain Freeway
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(Loop 202). The interchange and general alignment alternatives are described and evaluated in the

State Environmental Assessment for the Price/Red Mountain Interchange, which was approved by

ADOT on March 5, 1991. The evaluation of these interchange alternatives, as described in that

document, was influenced by the following existing conditions, land uses, and facilities:

1. The Salt River.

2. The Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), located north of the boundaries

of the cities of Tempe and Mesa.

3. Sand and gravel mining operations, located in the Salt River bed.

4. The Old Tempe Landfill, located south of the Salt River approximately 2,000 feet west of

Price Road.

5. The ASU/Karsten Golf Course, located south of the Salt River and west of McClintock Drive.

6. The City of Mesa Riverview Park and Golf Course, located west of Dobson Road and north

of Eighth Street.

7. The City of Mesa Water Treatment Plant and percolation ponds, located south of the Salt

River between Price Road and Dobson Road.

8. The Salt River Project and Arizona Public Service 230 kv transmission lines, located along

the north bank of the Salt River.

9. The FAA VORNortac navigational facility, located north of Eighth Street and east of Price

Road.

The interchange and general alignment alternatives that were evaluated in the State Environmental

Assessment for the Price/Red Mountain Interchange are summarized below and illustrated on

Figures 2-1 and 2-2 (pages 2-4 and 2-6).
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Alternative A

The interchange is located on the south side of the Salt River about 1,500 feet north of First

StreeVEighth Street. West of the interchange, Loop 202 is aligned in a manner to minimize 1he

length of the required bridge across the river. Two variations were considered with respect to ~he

Old Tempe Landfill. The initial alignment crossed the landfill in a direct line between the river

crossing and the interchange. A revision created an alternative curvilinear alignment that passes

between the landfill and the Salt River. East of the interchange. the alignment proceeds along the

south bank of the Salt River in a manner consistent with the previous studies for the Red Mountain

Corridor.

Alternative A, has the advantage of a relatively lower structural cost for the bridge required to sPran

the Salt River. However. it was rejected because of issues related to hydraulics and hazardqus

wastes. Undesirable hydraulic effects on the Salt River would result. Partial or total acquisition! of

illegal dump sites west of the Old Tempe Landfill would be required, which would involve hazardOus

waste cleanup costs and risks.

Alternative B

The interchange is located on the north side of the Salt River. within the boundaries of the Salt River

Pima Maricopa Indian Community. Two alignments were considered. The initial alignment passes

through the Indian community on the north side of the river. north of the Salt River Proj~ct

transmission line. This alignment then crosses the Salt River just west of Alma School Road and

continues eastward on the south bank of the river. A second alternative is located to the south! of

the initial alignment. It crosses the river just east of the interchange and follows a route eastward

along the south side of the river.

Alternative B avoids conflicts with the Old Tempe Landfill. sand and gravel operations, the w~ter

treatment plant percolation ponds. and the FAA facility on the south bank. However. this alternatIve

was rejected because of majC'~ impacts on the Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian Community. lIhe

initial alignment is located wholly within the boundaries of the community. The revised alignment

has a lesser impact. However. both alignments were considered to have excessive right-of-way

requirements on the Indian community.
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Alternative C

The interchange is located on the south side of the Salt River, about 500 feet south of First

StreeVEighth Street. West of the interchange, the alignment crosses the Salt River between Rural

Road and McClintock Drive, passes through the Karsten Golf Course, and turns eastward just south

of First StreeVEighth Street. East of the interchange, the route continues eastward, passes through

the Riverview Park and Golf Course, and continues along the south bank of the river.

Alternative C would avoid the Old Tempe Landfill, the sand and gravel operations west of Price

Road, and the Mesa Water Plant percolation ponds. It would also provide an improved crossing lof

the Salt River. However, this alternative was rejected because of several serious negative

influences. It would have major impacts on both the Karsten Golf Course and Riverview Park. The

relocation of approximately 200 commercial and industrial businesses would be required. Bridges

at four arterial streets and the Southern Pacific Railroad would need reconstruction. In addition, rho

access to and from the south at University Drive would be possible.

Alternative 0

The interchange is located on the south side of the Salt River approximately 1,600 feet north of First

StreeVEighth Street. West of the interchange, Loop 202 is placed on a structure in the Salt River

between McClintock Drive and Price Road. It then proceeds eastward on an alignment south of the

Indian community and north of the Old Tempe Landfill. East of the interchange, the alignment

proceeds along the south bank of the Salt River in a manner consistent with the previous studies for

the Red Mountain Parkway.

The major disadvantage of this alternative is the high construction cost of the river structure.

However, this alternative presents several major advantages. The alignment avoids impacts on the

Old Tempe Landfill, minimizes the acquisition of sand and gravel quarry operations in the riverb€ld,

and lessens the potential for the need to dispose of hazardous wastes that have been identified pn

these sites. It also completely avoids impacts to the Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian Communily.

Alternative Dwas selected as the preferred location of the interchange.
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2.1.2 Specific Alignment Alternatives

The selection of Alternative D in 1991 as the preferred location of the Price/Red Mountain

Interchange determined the location of the western terminus of the segment of the Red Mount~in

Corridor covered by this EIS. It also was a key factor in determining the general location of the

alignment between the interchange and State Route 87. This alignment is located along the south

bank of the Salt River and is consistent with the previous studies of the location of the overall Red

Mountain Corridor.

Following the selection of the preferred location of the Price/Red Mountain Interchange, variations of

the alignment between the interchange and State Route 87 were also considered. These variations

studied in more detail the relationship of the corridor to Riverview Park, the Salt River, and the Indian

Community boundary. Four variations were evaluated for the western end. Three variations w~re

considered for the eastern end. These alternatives are described and illustrated below. Ror

purposes of describing these variations, the alignment between the interchange and State Route 87

is divided into three segments, as illustrated in Figure 2-3 (page 2-10). The specific alignment

alternatives are shown in Figures 2-4 through 2-8 (pages 2-11 through 2-15).

Segment 1

Alternative 1a is based on the previously-prepared design concept report for the Red Mountain

Freeway. As illustrated in Figure 2-4 (page 2-11). this alignment connects with the Price/Red

Mountain Interchange on the west and proceeds easterly along the south bank of the Salt River. It

crosses the northern undeveloped portion of Riverview Park. A loop ramp is provided for access

between the Red Mountain Freeway and Dobson Road.

This alternative would require the acquisition of the northern portion of the Riverview Park property.

The loop ramp extends into the floodway and causes negative hydraulic impacts. For these

reasons, Alternative 1a was rejected.

Alternative 1b connects with the Price/Red Mountain Interchange on the west. The alignment is

then shifted to the north to avoid crossing the Riverview Park property. This alignment requires a re

configuration of the loop ramp connecting to Dobson Road, resulting in tighter curves.

2.0 Alternatives, 2-7
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This alternative has the advantage of eliminating direct impacts to Riverview Park. However, the

combination of the shift of the alignment to the north and the Dobson Road loop ramp causes even

more negative hydraulic impacts. This alternative was eliminated because of these hydraulic

impacts. Alternative 1b is illustrated in Figure 2-4 (page 2-11).

Alternative 1c connects with the Price/Red Mountain Interchange on the west, then proceeds

easterly on the same alignment as Alternative 1a through the undeveloped portion of the Riverview

Park property. The loop ramp to Dobson Road is eliminated and replaced with a diamond

interchange located east of the present alignment of Dobson Road. This alternative requires the re

alignment of Dobson Road between Eighth Street and the diamond interchange.

While this alternative has the least hydraulic impact, it would require the acquisition of the northern

portion of the Riverview Park property. It was eliminated because of this impact to the park.

Alternative 1c is illustrated in Figure 2-5 (page 2-12).

Alternative 1d connects with the Price/Red Mountain Interchange on the west. As illustrated in

Figure 2-5 (page 2-12), it then follows an alignment similar to Alternative 1b that avoids crossing the

Riverview Park property. As in Alternative 1c, the loop ramp connection to Dobson Road is

eliminated and replaced with a diamond interchange located east of the present alignment of

Dobson Road. The re-alignment of Dobson Road between Eighth Street and the diamond

interchange is required.

Several substantial advantages are provided by this alternative. Direct impacts on Riverview Park

are eliminated and the total impact on the Salt River floodplain is lessened. The alternative also

provides several traffic adv~ntages, including the provision of fully-directional access between

Dobson Road and the freeway system. It also preserves the option of a later Dobson Road crossing

of the Salt River to the north. Alternative 1d was selected as the recommended alignment.
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Segment 2

Only one alignment was considered in Segment 2 of the project area. This alignment proceeds

easterly along the south bank of the Salt River. It is consistent with the results of the previous

studies of the location of the Red Mountain Corridor. It is illustrated in Figure 2-6 (page 2-13).

Segment 3

Alternative 3a follows the route of the previously-prepared design concept report. After crossing

McKellips Road the alignment curves to the east and intersects with State Route 87. Later studies

of possible alignments of the Red Mountain Corridor east of State Route 87 concluded that

Alternative 3a would cause impacts on the Mesa Municipal Landfill west of Center Street.

Alternative 3a is illustrated in Figure 2-7 (page 2-14).

Alternative 3b, illustrated in Figure 2-7 (page 2-14), follows a revised alignment as defined in an

amendment to the initial design concept report. The revision moves the curve in the alignment

further north before its intersection with State Route 87. This change allows a possible futliJre

alignment east of State Route 87 to avoid crossing the Mesa Municipal LandfIll at Center Street. lfhe

disadvantage of this alternative is its greater hydraulic impact on the Salt River f:oodway.

Alternative 3c, illustrated in Figure 2-8 (page 2-15), was defined as a result of the preliminary

hydraulic analysis that was performed as a part of the preparation of this EIS. The analy:sis

concluded that Alternative 3b would have a relatively substantial impact on the Salt River floodwl3Y.

Alternative 3c lessens this impact and also preserves alternative alignments for a possible extension

of the facility east of State Route 87. Alternative 3c was selected as the recommended alignment.
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2.2 Other Concept Alternatives

This section describes measures that would seek to meet the future traffic needs without building a

new facility. While these alternatives can be used in conjunction with the proposed project, they are

not sufficient as stand-alone solutions.

2.2.1 Transportation System/Demand Management

The Transportation System Management (TSM) alternative includes several transportation system

management and transportation demand management (TDM) strategies aimed at increasing the

overall efficiency of the transportation system and reducing the number of trips generated in the

area. The TSM alternative includes high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, traffic signal optimization,

arterial widenings (McKellips Road and University Drive), and a trip reduction program.

The traffic impact of the TSM alternative was modelled using the MAG travel forecasting model by

adding lanes to the no-build network, and by modifying model parameters such as roadway speeds

and capacities. Traffic forecasts were obtained for the year 2015. The forecasts indicate that the

TSM alternative attracts more trips to the area. Specifically, the screenline (as defined in Section 1)

volumes are expected to increase by 12 percent from 287,900 to 323,600 vehicles daily. The 2015

screenline volumes for the TSM alternative are listed in Table 2-1.

TABLE 2-1
SCREENLINE VOLUMES AND TRAVEL LANES

TSM Alternative .. 2015

2015 Traffic Travel
(vehicles per day) Lanes

McDowell Road 48,900 4

McKellips Road 64,800 6

University Drive 68,200 6

Main Street 71,800 6

Broadway Road 69900 6

TOTAL 323,600 28
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Also shown in Table 2-1 is the number of travel lanes crossing the screenline. Including the

widening of University Drive and McKellips Road as described above, a total of 28 lanes cross the
screenline, which equates to a capacity of 210,000 vehicles daily for 2015. The volume to capacity

ratio for this alternative is 154 percent. This is a slight improvement over the no-action alternative

ratio of 160 percent, as discussed on page 1-11.

The TSM alternative includes a trip reduction program. A trip reduction program could reduce the

screenlinr volume and improve the volume to capacity ratio. The draft of the Executive Summary of

the Congestion Management System Alternatives (CMSA) prepared for MAG defines a number of

TOM strategies and the expected trip reduction associated with each. According to the CMSA, the

highest reduction in trips that could be attained with an aggressive TOM program is 8 percent. lhis

reduction was applied to the 2015 volumes to estimate the potential improvement in traffic serVice

with the entire TSM alternative in place. The result shows that the screenline volume would be

297,700 vehicles daily with a resulting volume to capacity ratio of 146 percent.

The CMSA report recommends a range of alternatives for TSMfTOM. The next step for local

policymakers will be to select alternatives for the region and develop a Congestion Management

System. The Congestion Management System will be used to plan and implement TSMfTDM

actions on a regionwide basis.

The TSM alternative provides a small improvement in traffic service in the corridor. On a regionWide

basis, a TSMfTOM program offers an overall reduction in traffic. However, it would have only limited

effectiveness in the Red Mountain Study corridor to improve the volume to capacity ratio. Theref~re,

it is eliminated as a stand alone alternative. However, regardless of the preferred alterna~ive

selected for the corridor, TSMfTOM improvements should be incorporated where appropriate. The

completion of the MAG Congestion Management System will identify TSMfTOM measures that will

be applied on a regional basis. These measures will be selected from those under consideration~ as

described in Section 1.4. These strategies will be designed to reduce the relative amount of single

occupant vehicle travel and will therefore assist in reducing congestion and meeting the traffic

needs in the Red Mountain Corridor. Of particular relevance to the proposed project will be the

future addition of HOV lanes and the use of the AOOT freeway management system as described in

Section 2.4.2.
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2.2.2 Transit

The Transit Alternative for the Red Mountain corridor includes existing transit service and planned

transit improvements that will increase transit usage in the region. The planned improvements to

transit service in the region are the service levels which are recommended in the Regional Transit

Plan for Maricopa County, Arizona prepared by the Regional Transit Citizen Advisory Committee for

the Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA) and adopted in January 1991.

A predecessor to the current transit plan was the VALTRANS system which was presented to the

public in November 1988. The system contained a number of components including elevated,

automated rapid transit, bus fleet and service expansion, busways, and a commuter rail line. A one

half cent sales tax that was proposed to fund the system was defeated at a county-wide election.

Without funding for this long-range plan, the RPTA revised the transit plan for the region. The

current plan includes expanding the transit system from the existing 350 bus fleet to approximately

650 buses, implementing a regional dial-a-ride service and providing transit passenger facilities,

such as park-and-ride lots, bicycle racks on buses, bicycle lockers, bus shelters, benches, and

transit centers.

The RPTA plan provides transit improvements on a regionwide basis. A transit program could not

stand alone for this three-mile corridor. Transit-only improvements for the Red Mountain corridor are

not a viable solution given the planned street system. However, if a new facility is provided, express

bus service could be incorporated to serve mass transit needs.

2.3 No-action Alternative

The no-action alternative would result in no extension of Loop 202 of the regional freeway system

east of the Price/Pima Freeway. The Red Mountain Freeway, which begins at the Interstate

10/Squaw Peak Parkway Interchange in Phoenix, would terminate at the Price/Red Mountain

Interchange. Traffic to and from the east would be required to use local arterial streets.
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As described in Section 1.3, future traffic volumes are projected to increase substantially. Without

the construction of the proposed project. this increased traffic would cause substantial congestion

on the existing elements of the circulation system. Access to land uses in the area would be made

more difficult. Through traffic would require longer trip times. The congestion caused by the

increased traffic volumes would likely cause higher accident rates, especially at exis~ing

intersections.

An important link in the proposed regional transportation system would be lacking under the no

action alternative. The system would remain incomplete, which would likely create additional

congestion on the portions of the freeway network that would be built. Direct access to the regional

freeway system from the areas adjacent to the proposed corridor would not exist. Developm~nts

and economic activities projected to occur would not be adequately served. While efforts may

continue to implement regional programs to reduce travel demand, these measures will not, of

themselves, provide the needed traffic capacity.

2.4 Freeway Alternative (Preferred)

The freeway alternative is a grade-separated, access-controlled facility that would be consistent with

standards currently used for the MAG Regional Freeway and Expressway System. This alternative

also includes the realignment of Dobson Road north of Eighth Street. The realigned street would

connect with the freeway by means of a diamond interchange. The recommended alignment and

the major design features for this alternative are described below.

2.4.1 Alignment

The alignment has been defined as a result of the previous Red Mountain Corridor studies and ,the

preliminary evaluation of alternatives as summarized in Section 2.1. It is illustrated in Figure 2-9

(page 2-20). The western terminus of the project is the Price/Red Mountain Interchange, located! on

the south bank of the Salt River on the north-south alignment of the Pima Freeway. The freeway

alternative would connect to the interchange and provide a continuation of Loop 202 from the west,

proceeding eastward along the south bank of the Salt River. The facility would pass immediately

north of Riverview Park just west of Dobson Road and then on an alignment parallel to the Salt River

to McKellips Road. Between McKellips Road and State Route 87, the alignment proceeds throlilgh

the area between the Salt River and the Mark Mobile Home Park. The eastern terminus of the

project is State Route 87.
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2.4.2 Major Design Features

Design Criteria

The design criteria to be used for the freeway alternative would meet current standards in use by

ADOT, FHWA, and the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials

(AASHTO). Specifically followed will be the following publications: "Guide for Highway Geometric

Design" , ADOT, 1986; "A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets", AASHTO, 1990;

"Urban Highway Design Procedures Manual", ADOT, 1990; and "ADOT Standards for Road and

Bridge Construction", ADOT, 1990.

Typical Sections

The typical section for the freeway mainline consists of two 36-foot-wide roadways separated by a

46-foot median (including median shoulders). These roadways would accommodate three travel

lanes in each direction. Paved shoulders are ten feet wide on both the outside and the inside of the

travel lanes. The roadway cut-and-fill slopes correspond with ADOT standards. In areas of low fills

and shallow cuts, it is intended to maintain as much of the natural terrain as possible.

Ramp typical sections consist of one 12-foot travel lane, with a two-foot left shoulder and an eight

foot right shoulder. Additional lanes may be provided at the ramp intersections with cross streets.

The typical sections are illustrated in Figure 2-10 (page 2-23).

Adjustments to the typical sections may be made during the engineering design of the freeway.

Such adjustments, if made, would be unlikely to increase the area impacted by the project.

However, if any adjustments are made that change the environmental impacts, the changes will be

considered and evaluated prior to the approval of the design.

HOV Lanes

High-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes are included in the portion of Loop 202 between Interstate 10

and the Price/Red Mountain Interchange. Under the freeway alternative, these HOV lanes would be

continued through the Price/Red Mountain Interchange, with a transition to the travel lanes east of

the Price Freeway. Between this transition and State Route 87, the designated right-of-way will

accommodate the future addition of HOV lanes. It is expected that the three travel lanes in each

direction will accommodate the traffic using the facility in the near future. When the fourth lane in

each direction is added, the additional lanes will be designated as HOV lanes. The HOV lanes will

be added when warranted by future traffic volumes.
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The designation and timing of the addition of the HOV lanes between the Price/Red Mountain

Interchange and State Route 87 would be coordinated with the results of the on-going MAG study of

HOV lanes on the regional system. This study will identify regional HOV goals, policies, fa~i1ity

objectives and need criteria, and general design concepts. it will be coordinated with o~her

transportation activities, including the MAG congestion management system, air quality plannIng,

regional transit plans, and the ADOT freeway management system.

Freeway Management System

Appropriate elements of the ADOT freeway management system would be used in the design $nd

operation of the freeway alternative. Included would be ramp metering, HOV bypass lanes on ithe

entrance ramps, and congestion-creating incident monitoring and control.

In addition the HOV lanes and freeway management measures, the freeway alternative would be

designed to accommodate planned TSM/TDM strategies. These strategies would included the ~se

of express buses, park-and-ride facilities, carpooling, and vanpooling.

Interchanges and Grade Separations

The western terminus of the project would connect to the Price/Red Mountain Interchange, wHich

would become a fully-directional interchange between Loops 101 and 202. Full diamqnd

interchanges would be built at Dobson Road and Alma School Road. A half-diamond intercha~ge

would be constructed at the eastern terminus at State Route 87. This interchange would i be

designed to allow a full interchange to be added if the freeway is extended to the east in the fut~re.

A grade separation over McKellips Road would be built. If constructed, collector-distributor (~-D)

roads between McKellips Road and the Alma School Road interchange ramps would pro~ide

access between McKellips Road and the freeway through the Alma School Road interchange.! In

addition to accommodating normal east-west traffic on McKellips Road, these C-D roads wo~ld

alleviate problems caused by the periodic closing of the unbridged McKellips Road crossing of the

Salt River during rare flooding events.

Profiles

The mainline of the freeway would generally be at or slightly above the existing ground level. The

mainline would rise to approximately 25 feet over the arterial cross streets at the interchanges and

grade separations that are described above.

2.0 Alternatives 2,.22

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I



I

I

I Typical Section
(not to scale)

I R/W R/W
Varies 350' Minimum

Varies 175' Minimum Varies 175' Minimum

I

i~

I

I

I

Varies
10' Min.

Varies

3,1 Max.

la' la'

f;hldr

36' la' 13' 13' la' 36' la' la' Varies Varies

;Offl~Lone~ ~Ithldr I 'I' Shld'[. ;rOffi.Lane.. Shldr 3,1 Max. la' Min. I

: •...p.r.:t-------.
a
..fi~.e•.y•.G_rade~Lo.tJ.,1 .....2.ij!Y.~~'!!!!!Pll'!ra'!!!fil!!2.;.!!i~ri!ad~e~~Jd :

: -- ~ SilL .~. pa.~ I

'""!?l$!':V77<l7--'--

I

I

I

I

Typical Section
Approaching
Interchange
(not to scale)

Ramp Ramp
~ ~ ~

I I I
la' I 12' 6' Varies la' la' 36' la' 13' i 13' la' 36' la' la' Varies 6' 12' i la'

RI-/W __.:V~a:.:::rie~s~Be~tw~e~en~5:::::5::::,o'~an~d__.:6:::::0::::,O' ..,R/W

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

RED MOUNTAIN
FREEWAY

ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

Typical Sections
Freeway Alternative

I Figure 2·10
2-23



I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

R~h~ofWayReguffemenffi

The proposed project would be constructed entirely on new right-of-way. The right-of-way width

would generally be 350 feet for the mainline and 550 to 600 feet at the interchanges. Mainline right

of-way widths would be slightly wider in the segments that cross gravel pits in order to provide

adequate width to accommodate the needed fill material. Land acquisition would also be needed to

accommodate the realignment of Dobson Road. The total right-of-way would cover approximately

180 acres, although the acquisition of additional land would likely be required,due to the ownership

configuration. The total acquisition is estimated to be approximately 247 acres. A portion of the

excess would likely be made available for other uses after the construction of the freeway.

EnhancementOeeonunmes

The design of the freeway alternative will include appropriate landscaping to enhance the aesthetics

of the facility and to buffer its impact on adjoining properties. Aesthetic relationships with Riverview

Park, especially in the design of the required noise barrier, will be considered. Low-water-use plants

would be used in all landscaping. The nature of the facility and its location preclude other

enhancement measures. For example. pedestrian overpasses to serve Riverview Park are not

feasible because of the presence of the Salt River Channel immediately north of the alignment. No

historic properties are present. Thus, no rehabilitation of such properties is possible.

2.5 Major Urban Arterial Alternative

The major urban arterial alternative is an at-grade facility with signalized intersections at the major

arterial cross streets. The proposed alignment and the major design features for this alternative are

described below.

2.5.1 Alignment

The alignment of the urban arterial alternative is basically identical to that of the freeway alternative.

The western terminus of the project is the Price/Red Mountain Interchange, located on the south

bank of the Salt River on the north-south alignment of the Pima Freeway. The urban arterial

alternative would connect to the Loop 202 mainline and the interchange ramps and proceed

eastward generally along the south bank of the Salt River. It would then follow the alignment as

described under the freeway alternative to its eastern terminus at State Route 87. The alignment is

illustrated in Figure 2-11 (page 2-25).
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2.5.2 Major Design Features

Design Criteria

The design criteria for the urban arterial alternative would meet current standards in use by ADOT,

FHWA, and AASHTO. Specifically followed would be the following publications:

"Guide for Highway Geometric Design, ADOT, January 1986.

"A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets", AASHTO, 1990.

"Urban Highway Design Procedures Manual", ADOT, March 1990.

IIADOT Standards for Road and Bridge Construction", ADOT, 1990.

Typical Sections

The typical section for the urban arterial alternative consists of four 12-foot traffic lanes in each

direction, a 3D-foot median, 10-foot shoulders on the outside, four-foot inside curb clearances, and

23-foot landscaping buffers on the outside. The typical section for the urban arterial is illustrated on

Figure 2-12 (page 2-27).

Intersections

At-grade intersections would be constructed at Dobson Road, Alma School Road, McKellips Road,

and State Route 87. Dobson Road would be extended north of Eighth Street on its current

alignment. The typical section at the intersections would include the eight 12-foot traffic lanes, dual

left-turn lanes and a single right-turn lane. This section is illustrated on Figure 2-12 (page 2-27).

Profiles

The profile of the urban arterial alternative would be at or slightly above the existing ground level

except at the interchange with the Price Freeway.
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The urban arterial alternative would be constructed entirely on new right-of-way. The right-of-way

width would generally be 200 feet. The actual right-of-way would cover approximately 100 acres,

although the acquisition of additional land would likely be required because of the ownership

configuration. With this alternative, Dobson Road would remain on its existing alignment. Thus, no

additional right-of-way for Dobson Road would be needed.

Enhancement Opportunities

The design of the arterial alternative will include appropriate landscaping to enhance the aesthetics

of the facility and to buffer its impact on adjoining properties. Aesthetic relationships with Riverview

Park, especially in the design of the required noise barrier, will be considered. Low-water-use plants

would be used in all landscaping. The nature of the facility and its location preclude other

enhancement measures. For example, pedestrian overpasses to serve Riverview Park are not

feasible because of the presence of the Salt River Channel immediately north of the alignment. No

historic properties are present. Thus, no rehabilitation of such properties is possible.

2.6 Summary Comparison of Alternatives

2.6.1 Traffic Service

An examination of the 2015 traffic service provided by the three alternatives was conducted. The

traffic service comparison includes daily traffic volumes, screenline volume to capacity ratios, and

pm peak hour intersection level of service.

Daily Traffic

The 2015 daily traffic volumes for the three alternatives were obtained from the MAG travel

forecasting model. The same base network was used for the three alternatives, except that the

proposed facility was included on the Red Mountain corridor alignment. The traffic forecasts for the

no-action alternative were previously described in Section 1 and shown in Figure 1-4 (page 1-10).

2.0 Alternatives 2-28



The network for the freeway alternative includes a 6-lane freeway with interchanges at Dob~on

Road, Alma School Road, and State Route 87. The traffic forecasts for the Red Mountain Freeway

and the surrounding arterial streets are shown in Figure 2-13 (page 2-30). As shown in Figure 2~13,

the 2015 traffic volumes for the Red Mountain Freeway range from over 129,000 vehicles daily West

of Dobson Road to 36,600 vehicles daily on the easternmost segment between Alma School Rpad

and State Route 87. On the surrounding arterial street system, the daily traffic volumes vary trom

33,200 vehicles on McDowell Road, east of Alma School Road to 64,000 vehicles on Main Street

west of Dobson Road.

Subsequent to the model run, modifications were made to the freeway alternative. Th~se

modifications included the Dobson Road realignment and McKellips C-D roads. Volumes were

adjusted to account for the modifications. For example, the volumes shown in Figure 2-13 on the

freeway between Alma School Road and State Route 87 are actually 17,000 vehicles less (with the

C-D mads included) than the original model volumes.

For the major urban arterial alternative, the base network was revised to include an eight-lane art$rial

for the Red Mountain facility. At-grade intersections were included at Dobson Road, Alma Sclilool

Road, McKellips Road, and State Route 87. Figure 2-14 (page 2-31) presents the traffic forecast for

the arterial alternative. As shown in the figure, the 2015 daily traffic on the Red Mountain arteri~1 is

expected to vary from 125,200 vehicles west of Dobson Road to 42,300 vehicles at its terminu~ at

State Route 87. Also shown are the 2015 traffic forecasts for the surrounding arterial street syst~m,

which range from 38,000 vehicles on McDowell Road east of Alma School Road to 65,400 vehi¢les

on Main Street west of Dobson Road.
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Screenline Analysis

The screenline analysis examines the traffic demand versus the capacity provided across the

screenline. As described in Section 1, the screenline used for this analysis was drawn between

Dobson Road and Alma School Road crossing the major east-west arterials from McDowell Road to

Broadway Road. The 2015 screenline volumes are listed in Table 2-2. The no-action volumes,

which were previously presented are repeated here for comparison purposes.

TABLE 2-2
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE SCREENLINE VOLUMES

2015 Traffic Forecasts (vehicles per day)
A North-South Screenline between Dobson and Alma School

No-action Freeway Arterial
Alternative Alternative Alternative

McDowell Road 52,400 46,800 47,000

McKellips Road 53,300 34,100 40,300

Red Mountain n/a 89,800 77,900

University Drive 45,800 39,600 43,500

Main Street 68,400 61,400 63,200

Broadway Road 68,000 57,300 58,800

TOTAL 287,900 330,500 329,200

The traffic crossing the screenline on a daily basis is significantly higher for the two build alternatives

as compared to the no-action alternative. The screenline volume for the freeway alternative is 15

percent higher than the no-action alternative. The screenline for the arterial alternative is 14 percent

higher than the no-action alternative. However, it should be noted that the daily traffic expected on

the arterials is lower with the build alternatives than the no-action. This indicates that the Red

Mountain facility attracts traffic from the surrounding arterial streets.

The capacity across the screenline is based on the number of travel lanes. The travel lanes

provided in 2015 for each of the alternatives are listed in Table 2-3.
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TABLE 2-3

SCREENLINE TRAVEL LANES BY ALTERNATIVE

No-action Freeway Arterial·
Alternative Alternative Alternatlv.

McDowell Road 4 4 4

McKellips Road 4 4 4

Red Mountain n/a 6 8

University Drive 4 4 4

Main Street 6 6 6

Broadway Road 6 6 6

TOTAL 24 30 32

An average daily capacity of 7,500 vehicles per arterial lane was used to convert the number of

travel lanes to screenline capacity. This was increased by 10 percent for the Red Mountain arterial

travel lanes to account for the limited access which would be provided by this facility. A free'-Yay

lane has a higher capacity than either type of arterial. For this analysis, an average daily capacitj' of

20,500 per lane was used. The reSUlting screenline capacities are listed below in Table 2-4. As

shown in the table, the highest capacity is provided by the freeway alternative.

TABLE 2-4
SCREENLINE ANALYSIS COMPARISON

!

No-action Freeway Arterial·
Alternative Alternative Alternatlv_

2015 Daily
Traffic Volume
(vehicles per day) 287,900 330,500 329,200

2015 Daily Capacity
(vehicles per day) 180,000 303,000 246,000

Volume to
Capacity Ratio 160% 109% 134%
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Also shown in Table 2-4 is a comparison of the volume to capacity ratio for each alternative. The

screenline volume to capacity ratio for each alternative is more than 100 percent. This means that

the demand is expected to exceed the capacity in each case. With a volume to capacity ratio of 109

percent, the freeway alternative has the lowest ratio, and thus can be expected to provide the best

traffic service of the three alternatives.

PM Peak Hour Traffic

Signalized major arterial intersections in the Red Mountain corridor were also analyzed to determine

expected operating conditions in 2015 for each alternative. Thirteen intersections were included for

the base condition. In addition, the three interchanges of the freeway alternative and the four

intersections of the arterial alternative were included for the respective alternatives.

The intersections were analyzed using 2015 pm peak hour traffic volumes obtained from MAG.

Turning movement volumes were developed by assuming 20 percent left turns, 65 percent through

traffic, and 15 percent right turns and adjusting for existing travel patterns and knowledge of the

area.

A capacity analysis was performed for each intersection using the planning method presented in the

1985 Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C., 1985). The

planning analysis takes into account hourly turning movements and the geometrics of an

intersection. The procedure determines the critical volumes passing through an intersection in one

hour based on the conflicting movements. The total critical volume in vehicles per hour (VPH) of the

intersection is then compared to capacity criteria to determine whether an intersection is operating

under, near, or over capacity. The capacity criteria are listed in Table 2-5.

TABLE 2·5

CAPACITY CRITERIA
Planning Analysis of Signalized Intersections

Critical volume for Relationship to
Intersection, vph probable capacity

oto 1200 under
1201 to 1400 near

greater than 1400 over

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Special Report 209, National
Research Council, Washington, D.C., 1985, p. 9-21.
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The results of the analysis is summarized in Table 2-6. Included in the table is the critical volume

and resulting capacity level for each intersection by alternative.

TABLE 2·6
INTERSECTION ANALYSIS COMPARISON

BY ALTERNATIVE FOR 2015

No-action Freeway Arterial
Alternative Alternative Alternatlv.

Intersection Capacity Level Capacity Leve. Capacity Le~el

McDowell Road &
Dobson Road over over over
Alma School Road over over over
State Route 87 over near near

McKellips Road &
Alma School Road over over over
State Route 87 over over over

University Drive &
Dobson Road over over over
Alma School Road over over over
Country Club Road over over over

Main Street &
Dobson Road over over over
Alma School Road over over over
State Route 87 over over over

Broadway Road &
Dobson Road over over over
Alma School Road over over over

Red Mountain Freeway &
Dobson Road nla over

north side under
south side under

Alma School Road nla over
north side under
south side under

McKellips Road nla over
west side over
east side over

State Route 87 nla over
north side under
south side under

2.0 A1ternatives 2J.35

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I



I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

As shown in Table 2-6, of the thirteen intersections common to all three scenarios, twelve are

expected to be operating over capacity in the 2015 pm peak hour for each alternative. The

intersection of McDowell and Country Club is expected to operate at near capacity only with the

freeway and arterial alternatives. It would be over capacity with the no-action alternative.

The Red Mountain intersections exist only with the two build alternatives. For the freeway

alternative, the three interchanges are expected to be operating under capacity in the 2015 peak

hour. The analysis of the McKellips frontage road intersections indicates that both would be

operating over capacity in 2015. For the arterial alternative, all four intersections are expected to be

operating over capacity during the pm peak hour in 2015.

Conclusions

Three alternatives were analyzed for the Red Mountain Corridor, no-action, freeway, and arterial.

The freeway alternative is expected to provide the best traffic service in 2015. This is based on the

fact that the freeway would provide the highest capacity for the study corridor and the lowest volume

to capacity ratio. Also, according to the pm peak hour analysis, all three alternatives would provide

the same operating conditions for all but one of the thirteen existing major arterial intersections in the

study area. That one intersection had a better level of service for either build alternative.

Along the Red Mountain Corridor, the freeway would provide better operating conditions for the Red

Mountain intersections. The three interchanges of the Red Mountain Freeway would all be

operating under capacity in 2015 as compared to the four Red Mountain arterial intersections, which

would be over capacity.

2.6.2 Costs

Table 2-7 summarizes the estimated costs for the right-of-way acquisition and construction of the

two build alternatives. These estimates are based on a preliminary assessment of the alternatives as

defined in Sections 2.4 and 2.5. Estimated right-of-way costs are based on general estimates of

land values in the area. Construction costs between the Pima Freeway and Dobson Road are the

same for both alternatives because of the need to connect to the Price/Red Mountain Interchange.

The numbers are subject to change and refinement following the design of the selected alternative.
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TABLE 2·7

COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS

Construction

Alternative Right-of-Way Pima-Dobson Dobson-Country Club Total

Freewav $17400 000 $20000000 $22600000 $60000000

Urban Arterial $13,500,000 $20,000,000 8,500,000 $42,000,000

2.6.3 Environmental Impacts Summary

An analysis was conducted of the potential social, economic, and environmental impacts of each of

the three alternatives that were selected for detailed study. The results of this analysis are described

in Section 4 of this Environmental Impact Statement. The purpose of Section 2.6.3 is to provide a

brief comparative summary of the potential impacts. This summary uses the same subject

categories as Section 4.

No direct project-related impacts would occur for the no-action alternative. However, in some ca~es

changes would occur as a result of other influences. Where appropriate, these. changes lare

described. The summary then focuses on the major differences in impacts that are associated ~ith

the two build alternatives.

The land use and transportation plans of the affected local governments provide for the construction

of the freeway alternative along the defined alignment. Projections of future land uses assume ithe

existence of this facility. Regional transportation plans also include the freeway as an integral parlt of

the overall transportation system. Thus, the freeway alternative is consistent with these local pl~ns.

The no-action and arterial alternatives are not consistent with the plans.

Immediate land use impacts would be caused by the acquisition of right-of-way for the two b\Jild

alternatives. While fewer acres are needed for the arterial alternative, both would affect the same

individual land uses.
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Future land use impacts are associated with the development that would occur with each

alternative. The freeway alternative would substantially improve the accessibility between the s.tudy

area and the remainder of the urban area, thus creating the potential for development and

redevelopment of the area. These developments would be guided by the locally-adopted land use

plans. While future development is expected to occur under the no-action or arterial alternatives, it

would be of a different nature and intensity. Further discussion of this impact is included in the

description of economic impacts.

Social Impacts

Social impacts of the no-action alternative would be the result of the continuing evolution of the

community. They would be influenced by the land use changes that would occur without either of

the build alternatives. The freeway and arterial alternatives would have social impacts similar to

each other. No substantial negative impacts were defined for either build alternative.

Effects on community cohesion would be minor with either build alternative. No existing stable

neighborhoods would be disrupted. Residential relocations, as described below, are confined to a

small mobile home park. The physical separation between the study area and the Salt River Pima

Maricopa Indian Community that is formed by the Salt River would be emphasized by the freeway

alternative. However, the improvements in access would actually decrease the separation.

The introduction of the new road capacity by the freeway alternative would improve the general

circulation and accessibility between the study area and the remainder of the community. Regional

travel patterns for local residents would benefit. Internal traffic trips would not be adversely affected.

No major facilities or access to them would be adversely affected. Travel patterns and accessibility

would be improved to a lesser extent by the arterial alternative.

No public facilities would be adversely affected by either build alternative. Schools serving the study

area are located outside its boundaries. Access to the schools would not be negatively affected

and may be improved. Recreation areas include the Riverview Park and Golf Course, which is

discussed below under Section 4(f) Lands. The provision of fire protection and police services

would be enhanced by the improved accessibility.
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Neither build alternative would have a substantial impact on any particular social group. Local traHic

patterns for the elderly population would be unchanged, except for the beneficial nature of the

improved access to regional facilities and services. The area contains a generally homogenequs

population with no large racial or ethnic groups. The greatest impact on minorities would occur with

the displacement of the Hawaiian Mobile Home Park, as described below under relocation impa¢ts.

Access between the Indian community north of the Salt River and other parts of the urban area

would be improved.

Relocation Impacts

No acquisitions or relocations would occur with the no-action alternative. Residential and business

relocations would result from either build alternative. While the freeway alternative requires m&re

acreage for the actual right-of-way, both build alternatives affect the same properties. As a result

the relocation impacts are essentially the same. Residential relocations would occur at the Hawaiian

Mobile Home Park, which is located west of State Route 87 and north of McKellips Ro?d.

Relocation would be required for the 62 occupied units that exist in the park. These units are

estimated to house approximately 180 persons. While privacy requirements limit the availaple

demographic information for the park, its population is estimated to be approximately 74 percent

White non-Hispanic, 21 percent Hispanic, 2 percent Black, and 3 percent Asian. No American

Indians are in the mobile home park.

A total of 15 businesses would be directly impacted by the acquisition of the right-of-way. These

businesses include the sand and gravel operations on either side of Alma School Road, a sll1lall

cluster of industrial and retail businesses along Alma School Road, and another cluster of

businesses along the north side of McKellips Road west of State Route 87. Except for two of the

sand and gravel companies, all of these businesses would require relocation. Partial acquisition of

the mining areas would be required. Because of the difficulty of relocating sand and gravel

operations, the acquisition of these properties may result in the irretrievable loss of a portion of the

reserves. Final determination of the need for complete relocation of these firms must await the

design of the facility and acquisition negotiations.

The acquisition and relocation of all residences and businesses will be conducted in accordance

with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Properties Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as

amended. Last resort housing will be provided if it is found that sufficient comparable housing is not

available.
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Economic Impacts

Economic impacts include effects on future development conditions, property taxes, sales taxes,

and fiscal aspects of the local governments. These economic conditions with the no-action

alternative would change as a result of the continuing development process that would occur

without either build alternative. Under these conditions, vacant and agricultural land in the study

area is expected to be developed. However, this development would be less intense and of a

different land use mix than would occur with the build alternatives.

The economic impacts of the build alternatives would occur in two stages. The first stage would be

the immediate aftermath of the construction, whose greatest effect would be the acquisition of

specific parcels and relocation of several businesses. The second stage would be the development

that would occur as a result of the improved transportation accessibility. In general terms, the first

stage would result in negative economic impacts due to the removal of economic activities within

the right-of-way. At full development, however, the new development would result in substantial

additional economic activity. The freeway alternative would generate a larger amount of this activity

than would the arterial alternative. A summary comparison of the economic impacts is provided by

Table 2-8.

TABLE 2·8

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED ECONOMIC IMPACTS

Study Area

Freeway Alternative Arterial Alternative
ExIsting Construction Development Construction Development

Developed Acreage 1,466 1,344 1,830 1,386 1,876

Residential Units 3,885 3,814 5,417 3,814 5,766

Population 8,827 8,628 13,052 8,628 14,018

Employment 1,270 847 5,440 931 3,497

Property Tax
Revenue ($1 000) $179 $107 $6458 $105 $4746

Sales Tax
Revenue ($1,000) $1,701 $356 $8,023 $436 $5,177
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Section 4(O/Section 6(0 Lands

Section 4(f) lands in the study are the Riverview Park and the Riverview Golf Course, located west of

Dobson Road. Riverview Park is also a Section 6(f) property. The alignment for both the freeway

and the arterial would pass immediately north of the northern boundary of the park. Neither Quild

alternative would have a direct physical impact on these facilities. Thus, there is no nee<jl to

complete either the Section 4(f) or Section 6(f) process.

Potential indirect impacts are related to air quality, noise, and visual issues. Carbon monoxide leyels

in the park are predicted to either remain the same as existing levels or be slightly increased by! the

freeway alternative. Predicted levels for the arterial alternative are predicted to increase more than

those for the freeway. No violations of air quality standards would occur in either case. Noise leyels

in the northern portion of the park are projected to slightly exceed the noise standards with either

build alternative. Noise barriers are proposed to mitigate these impacts. Relatively minor vi$ual

impacts would occur with both alternatives. Views directly to the north would be of noise barrier

walls, which would be constructed and landscaped in a manner consistent with the park aestheti,cs.

Air Qualitv

Maximum one-hour and eight-hour carbon monoxide levels were predicted at sensitive receptors

along the proposed alignment. No violations of the state or federal standards are predicted! for

either bui;d alternative. The freeway alternative is included in the Long Range Transportation Plan

for the MAG planning area. An emissions analysis conducted by MAG demonstrated that the plan

is consistent with the emissions reduction requirements of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and

the Federal Implementation Plan (FIP). The project is included in the Transportation Improvement

Program (TIP), which has been determined to conform to the regulations based on the Clean Air IAct

Amendments.

Future noise levels were predicted for each of the three alternatives at sensitive receptor sites along

the proposed alignment. For the freeway alternative, noise barriers would be needed at ~o

locations: Riverview Park and the Inglewood Street residential area. The arterial alternative would

require a noise barrier at Riverview Park.
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Water Resources

Impacts on water quality could result from construction activities and from pollutants generated by

the traffic using the completed facility. Construction impacts could be somewhat higher for the

freeway alternative due to the wider right-of-way and more extensive construction activities. The

total amount of roadway-released pollutants would be approximately the same for all alternatives.

Floodplains

No project-related floodplain impacts would occur under the no-action alternative. However, sand

and gravel mining operations would continue to affect the characteristics of the Salt River floodplain.

Without further flood control measures, major flood events would also alter the configuration of the

channel.

Both build alternatives impact the regulatory floodway and floodplain. The freeway generally

encroaches on the floodplain to a slightly greater extent than the arterial alternative. The differences

result from the differing right-of-way requirements. Encroachments into the floodway are similar for

both alternatives. The only difference is in the segment immediately east of Alma School Road,

where the freeway alternative causes a slightly greater encroachment than the arterial alternative.

Measures to mitigate these impacts have been identified. A slight encroachment will occur on the

waters of the U.S., as defined by the Corps of Engineers under the Clean Water Act. Thus, a

Section 404 permit will be required.

Earth Resources

Approximately 314 acres of farmland are located in the study area. No direct impacts would be

caused by the no-action alternative. With the freeway alternative, an estimated 39 acres of the

farmland would be acquired for the right-of-way. The arterial would require an estimated 29 acres.

Urban development is expected to replace all of the farmland in the future under any of the three

alternatives. The affected farmlands are committed to urban development by the general plans and

zoning ordinances of the City of Mesa and Maricopa County. Thus, these farmlands are not subject

to the Farmland Protection Policy Act.
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Biological Resources

Biological resources in the study area have been heavily disturbed by sand and gravel mining,

agriculture, and urban development. Virtually no undisturbed open space areas remain. The two

build alternatives would impact the remaining vegetation. Based on a field survey and disccusion

with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, no protected species of vegetation or wildlife is expected to

occur in the area. Future urban development would impact the area under any of the three

alternatives.

Cultural Resources

The construction of either build alternative would impact any cultural resources that lie within the

right-of-way. However, preliminary studies have concluded that the corridor is generally void of

archaeological materials. The area has been greatly disturbed by modern sand and gravel

operations, farmland activities, and by the movement of the Salt River. The one area most likely to

contain archaeological deposits is located just west of Riverview Park and south of the proposed

alignment. A site containing Classic period trash deposits, as well as a prehistoric canal, may be

located in this area. Both of the build alternatives could impact these resources. For the freeway

alternative, the realignment of Dobson Road north of Eighth Street could have an additional effect.

An archaeological testing program will be conducted prior to construction of the project. No historic

sites would be impacted. A Draft Programmatic Agreement (PA) has been prepared and is currently

under consideration by the appropriate agencies. Adherence to the program described in the PA

will ensure that the project would be in compliance with Section 106.

Hazardous Wastes

A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment was conducted for the project area. All relevant

environmental data bases were reviewed and a site assessment was conducted. Sites of concern

to the project include several underground storage tanks. Three sites were specifically identified

that may present potential contaminant sources. These sites would be affected in the same manner

by either build alternative. A testing program will be conducted at these locations prior to any

construction. One landfill would be impacted by the project. Only construction debris has been

deposited in this landfill. Investigations have concluded that no hazardous wastes are present.
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Visual Resources

Impacts on views in the study area are expected to be relatively minor for both build alternatives.

Existing visual aesthetic values are generally low. The freeway profile would be at-grade except for

the interchanges over the arterial cross-streets. Thus, relatively minor impacts would be caused by

the mainline. More substantial impacts would be created by the interchanges. The arterial

alternative would be entirely at-grade and would thus create less visual impact.

2.6.4 Mitigation Summary

Mitigation measures have been defined to avoid or minimize the environmental impacts that are

described in Section 4 of this DEIS. Implementation of these measures will be accomplished by

their inclusion in the construction documents that will be prepared for the project. A summary of the

mitigation measures is provided below. Additional details are contained in Section 4.
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1.

2.

3.

An acquisition and relocation assistance plan will be prepared that identifies the

process and schedule for right-of-way acquisition and relocation of affected

residents and businesses. The acquisition and relocation program will be

conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation and Assistance and Real

Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. All replacement housing will be decent,

safe, and sanitary. Last resort housing will be provided if it is found that sufficient

comparable housing is not available.

A specific relocation plan will be developed to assist residents of the Hawaiian

Mobile Home Park to find alternative housing or locations for their mobile homes.

This plan will provide methods of dealing with the specific issue of relocating the

older and smaller mobile homes to alternative sites. The plan will also provide

measures to mitigate any disproportionate impacts that may occur on minority

residents.

During construction of the facility, traffic through the area and access to adjacent

properties will be maintained in accordance with current Arizona Department of

Transportation (ADOT) traffic control management procedures for highway

construction and maintenance. ADOT will coordinate traffic control actions with

established procedures of the City of Mesa.
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4. The design of the project will seek to minimize the acquisition of sand and gravel

mining properties. Compensation for the remaining reserves of the acquired

properties will be determined as a part of the standard ADOT appraisal and

acquisition process.

5. A plan will be prepared to mitigate the access impacts on all sand and gravel

operations. The details of these mitigation measures will be determined during the

design of the project.

6. Construction impacts on air quality and noise will be controlled in accordance with

current ADOT policy, as contained in the publication, "Standard Specifications for

Road and Bridge Construction".

7. A sedimentation and erosion control plan will be prepared to define measures for the

control of water quality impacts during construction. Potential measures for

inclusion in the plan are contained in the EIS.

8. Noise impacts will be mitigated by the construction of noise barriers in preliminarily

designated locations. Refinements to the barriers will be made during the design of

the facility and the public involvement process.

9. Floodplain impacts will be mitigated by measures as described in the EIS. The exact

nature of these measures will be based on more detailed hydraulic studies and will

be determined during the design of the facility. Potential impacts on the north side

of the floodplain/floodway will be included in the detailed studies.

10. A National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, as required by

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, will be acquired prior to the beginning of project

construction.

11 . A Dredge and Fill Permit, as required by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, may be

required for the eastern segment of the project. If required, this permit will be

acquired from the Corps of Engineers. Any required amendments to the existing

permit will also be acquired for the western portion of the project. In addition, a

Section 401 Water Quality Certification Letter will be obtained.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

If well-drilling activities are necessary, the required permits will be obtained from the

Arizona Department of Water Resources.

Further archaeological testing will be conducted to define and record information on

affected sites. A testing program will be devised in consultation with the State

Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and ADOT. If previously unrecorded sites are

encountered during construction, work will be suspended, ADOT Environmental

Planning Services will be notified, and appropriate action will be determined in

consultation with SHPO. The provisions of the Programmatic Agreement will be

followed.

Additional hazardous materials investigation of potential contaminated sites will be

conducted as described in the EIS. If previously unidentified hazardous waste sites

are encountered during construction, work will be suspended and appropriate action

will be determined by ADOT Environmental Planning Services.

Cut-off shield lighting fixtures will be used on the facility in order to reduce

illumination impacts on residential areas.

Negative visual impacts will be mitigated by the use of landscaping and a unified

treatment of wall surfaces. The noise barrier adjacent to Riverview Park will be

constructed and landscaped in a manner consistent with park aesthetics.

Landscape elements will be designed in accordance with the ADOT publication,

"Landscape Design Guidelines for Urban Highways".
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This section includes a summary description of the existing social, economic, and environmental

setting of the area affected by the project. The information is drawn from published reports, agency

discussions, and field reconnaissance. All subject areas that are related to potential impacts and

needed mitigation measures are included.

In general, the area served by the project is the entire metropolitan area. Therefore, general social

and economic background is provided for Maricopa County. For the purpose of describing the

background for more specific impacts, a study area has been defined. Covering ,slightly more than

2,000 acres, this study area is bounded by Price Road on the west, State Route 87 on the east,

University Drive and the Tempe Canal on the south, and the Salt River on the north. Subareas of

this study area have also been defined on the basis of similar land use, social organization, and

population characteristics. This study area, which is illustrated on Figure 3-1 (page 3-3), is used as

the basis for describing certain social and economic conditions. In some subject areas, the actual

project corridor is used as the area for describing the setting.

3.1 Land Use

3.1.1 Existing Land Use

The general land uses patterns that exist in the study area are illustrated in Figure 3-2 (page 3-4).

These patterns are characterized by major sand and gravel mining and processing operations,

public facilities, agricultural areas, industrial uses, residential areas, and commercial establishments.

The composition of the land uses in the study area is summarized in Table 3-1. There are 741 acres

of developed residential areas, 1,039 acres of non-residential uses, and 257 acres of vacant land.

Several different density configurations are included in the residential areas, which are concentrated

in the eastern and southern portions of the study area. The non-residential land uses include

agricultural areas, general industry, sand and gravel operations, and institutional facilities. The

institutional uses are located north of Eighth Street between Price Road and Dobson Road.

3.0 Affected Environment 3-t



Industrial uses are clustered along Alma School Road south of the Salt River and north of McL~lIan

Road, as well as along State Route 87 north of McKellips Road. The sand and gravel operationS are

located along the bank of the Salt River in the central and eastern portions of the study area. A brief

description of the land use characteristics of each subarea is presented following Figure 3-2 (~age

3-4).

TABLE 3·1

LAND USE COMPOSITION IN THE STUDY AREA

Land Use Acres Housing Units

Residential 741 3,885

Single Family Detached --- 1,228

Single Family Attached --- 471

Duplex or Fourplex --- 354

Apartments (5-9 units/acre) --- 102

Apartments (10 or more units/acre) --- 995

Mobile Homes --- 735

Commercial 36 ---
Office 1 ---
Industrial 241 ---
Agriculture 314 ---
Public/Semi-Public 447 ---
Vacant 257 ---

TOTAL 2,037 3,885 .

3.0 Affected Environment ...... 3-2
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Figure 3·2
3-4

Existing
Land Use

RED MOUNTAIN
FREEWAY

ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

1600'

SF Single Family Residential

MF Multi-family Residential

CO Commercial/Employment

MI Mining

AG Agricultural

MU Municipal Property

ASU Arizona State University

PK Park/Open Space

Source: Field reconnaissance; Mesa
Zoning Map.
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Subarea 1

Subarea 1 is located in the northeastern corner of the study area. A major portion of this subarea is

occupied by residential uses, including both single-family units and mobile homes. The single

family homes are located in the southern portion of the subarea. Two mobile home parks occupy

the central and part of the northeastern portions. Commercial uses are aligned along State Route

87. These business establishments include service retail, such as convenience stores and repair

shops, and highway-related services, such as auto repair shops and storage facilities. Major sand

and gravel operations occupy the northern portion along the Salt River bank.

Subarea 2

Subarea 2 is located south of McLellan Road and west of State Route 87. The primary land use is

the Mesa Country Club, which is a major recreational facility that includes a nine-hole golf course

and ancillary uses. The area around the golf course consists of single family residences. A small

number of commercial uses is located on the frontage along State Route 87, and in the northwest

corner of the subarea.

Subarea 3

Subarea 3 is located in the southern portion of the study area, on either side of Dobson Road north

of University Drive and the Tempe Canal. It is predominantly a residential area with a variety of

housing types. Included are multifamily units, single-family detached, and single-family attached

units. There are no employment-generating uses in this subarea.

Subarea 4

This subarea is in the southwest corner of the study area. The western boundary abuts the Price

Freeway, now under construction. It is characterized by large numbers of mobile homes and

apartment or attached housing units. It contains only one employment-generating commercial use.

3.0 Affected Environment 3-5



Subarea 5

Subarea 5 covers a major portion of the study area. It is generally bounded by the Price Freeway,

the Salt River, Alma School Road, the Tempe Canal, and Eighth Street. It is dominated by sand and

gravel operations, institutional uses, and agricultural areas. Residential uses are limited and

scattered. The sand and gravel operations are situated south of the Salt River and west of Alma

School Road. The institutional uses include the Riverview Park and Golf Course and the Mesa

Waste Water Treatment Plant. A large agricultural parcel comprises the central portion of the

subarea.

Subarea 6

This subarea is in the southcentral portion of the study area. The area is entirely residen~ial,

characterized by single-family areas. Multi-family housing also exists along Eighth Street and Alma

School Road.

3.1.2 Land Jurisdiction and Ownership

The study area lies almost entirely within the boundaries of the city of Mesa. A small portion in the

southwest corner is inside the limits of the city of Tempe. Near the center of the study area, ,the

sand and gravel operations along Alma School Road form an unincorporated island that is under

the jurisdiction of Maricopa County. The Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian Community is located on

the north of the study area, with the jurisdictional boundary defined generally by the center line of

the Salt River channel.

In addition to the individual ownership of small parcels devoted to residential and business u~es,

several major owners of large parcels are present. The majority of these large parcels fall into ithe

use categories of sand and gravel operations, agriculture, or public facilities of the City of Mesa.

The jurisdictional boundaries and the location of the large ownership parcels are illustrated in Figiure

3-3 (page 3-7).
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3.1.3 Existing Transportation System

The existing transportation system in the study area is comprised of arterial streets and the

associated collector and local streets. North-south traffic is carried by Alma School Road and State

Route 87. These major arterials provide the only means of crossing the Salt River north of the study

area. Dobson Road penetrates the study area from the south, but ends at Eighth Street. University

Drive, at the southern edge of the study area, and McKellips Road, at the northern edge, provide the

only east-west through routes. McKellips Road provides an unbridged crossing of the Salt River,

which cannot be used during the rare periods when water has been released from upstream

reservoirs. McLellan Road and Eighth Street provide east-west access through parts of the study

area. The Price Freeway along the western edge of the study area is under construction. The

portion immediately south of University Drive has been completed.

3.1.4 l.and Use and Transportation Plans

Plans for the future development of the study area have been prepared and adopted by the local

governmental jurisdictions. With the exception of the small area within the city of Tempe, the plans

of the city of Mesa cover the stUdy area. Eventual annexation of the county island into the city of

Mesa is anticipated.

The land use element of the Mesa General Plan (1988) defines goals, objectives, and policies

related to future growth and development. It also describes a general land use plan for the area

within the city boundaries. Land use categories are defined and locations for the various types of

uses are specified.

Within the study area, the designated future land use categories include high-density residential,

medium-high-density residential, medium-density residential, commerce park, community

commercial, public/semi-public, and park/open space. The location of these designated uses is

illustrated on Figure 3-4 (page 3-12). A brief definition of these land use categories is provided

below.

High-Density Residential: Apartments. condominiums, and townhomes with a density of ten or

more units per acre. Other uses permitted include all commercial categories and public/semi-public

uses.

3.0 Affected Environment 3-8



Medium-High-Density Residential: Single family detached, townhome, and patio hqme

development with densities ranging from six to ten dwelling units per acre. Umited high density

residential and community commercial uses may also be permitted.

Medium Density Residential: Single family detached, townhome, and patio home development With

densities ranging from three to five dwelling units per acre.

Commerce Park: Industrial areas that may accommodate a mix of office, industrial, and distribution

uses in a planned development. Building and site development guidelines are applied.

Community Commercial: Neighborhood-oriented commercial uses, usually 10 to 15 acres per

corner. Associated with controlled arterial access, medium traffic volumes, and proximity to high

and medium density residential areas.

Public/Semi-Public: Uses such as churches, police or fire substations, hospitals, and schools.

Park/Open Space: Public recreational facilities or nature preserves, with other types of development

precluded. Open space areas are left in a relatively natural state.

In addition to the designated future land uses in the study area, the Mesa General Plan contains

other goals, objectives, and policies that pertain to the proposed Red Mountain Freeway project. Of

particular relevance are the following two goals:

Transportation Goal C: Encourage and promote the rapid completion of the adopted free\yay

system and capitalize on its potential as a community asset. This goal is accompanied by

objectives and policies that are designed to expedite the freeway construction in a manner that ~i11

accommodate future traffic volumes, provide a linked regional transportation system, and enhance

the quality of life in the area. The Red Mountain Freeway Corridor is specifically designated by the

General Plan.

Land Use Goal C: Maximize the development opportunities associated with future freeway

construction. This goal is accompanied by objectives and policies that are designed to locate re~ail,

service, office, and industrial land uses at designated major nodes associated with the freeway

system.

3.0 Affected Environment 3-9
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The land use element of the Tempe General Plan also designates future land uses for the portion of

the study area that lies within its jurisdiction. These land uses, also illustrated on Figure 3-4 (page 3

11), include industrial, retail commercial, single-family residential, multi-family residential, and

institutional. Definitions of these land use categories are provided below.

Industrial: Encompasses all industrial uses. Also accommodated are office uses and commercial

activities that are related to the primary commercial use.

Commercial: Permits a full scope of retail commercial development.. Also includes office uses.

Single-Family Residential: Residential development consisting of the traditional single family unit.

Densities range from one to four dwelling units per acre.

Multi-family Residential: Accommodates residential development with densities over four dwelling

units per acre. Specific densities are designated by the plan.

Institutional: Includes schools, churches, hospitals, fire and police stations, governmental facilities,

and utilities.

In addition to the designation of the future land uses, the Tempe General Plan also provides for the

western segment of the Red Mountain Freeway across the northern portion of the city. It assumes

the extension of the freeway eastward into the city of Mesa.

Plans for future transportation facilities in the study area are reflected in the Mesa General Plan and

the MAG Freeway and Expressway Plan. These plans provide for the continued use of the existing

major arterial streets and the construction of the Red Mountain Freeway as a link within the overall

regional freeway system.
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A regional bicycle plan has been prepared by the Maricopa Association of Governments. The plan

consists of regional goals and objectives, a review of bicycle ordinances, a physical plan for both

on-road and off-road bicycle facilities, bikeway design guidelines, an implementation plan, and a

funding discussion. The purpose of the physical plan is to provide a system of interconnected

routes for use by commuting, recreational, or touring bicyclists. The on-road system designates

locations on the existing street network that are safe for bicycle use and identifies needed roadway

improvements. The off-road system consists primarily of canal banks and river channels, including

the Salt River channel adjacent to the Red Mountain Corridor. The majority of the off-road system is

unimproved.

3.1.5 Existing Zoning

Each of the three affected governmental units in the study area has designated zoning categories

for the lands within its jurisdiction. These zones control the use to which the land may 'be

developed. The designations range from single-family residential classifications to heavy industrlal,

with residential zones predominating. The residential areas are generally located along the southern

portion of the study area. Industrial zones lie along the banks of the Salt River and within the

riverbed, itself. Commercial zoning is located near the arterial street intersections along the arterial

frontages. Figure 3-5 (page 3-13) illustrates the existing zoning pattern.

In most cases, the designated zoning is consistent with the existing land uses. An exception is the

large agricultural area in the center of the study area, which is zoned for residential use. Changes in

the zoning are likely to occur in the future in accordance with the land uses designated by the land

use plans.
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3.2 Socioeconomic Conditions

3.2. f Demographic Composition

According to the 1990 Census, 8,827 people reside in the study area. Residential development is a

major land use and is generally located in the southern and eastern portions of the study area. A

mix of residential uses and densities include single-family homes, multifamily apartments and

townhouses, and mobile homes. These residential areas are generally well-established, cohesive

neighborhoods.

The characteristics of the population are shown in Tables 3-2 to 3-6. These tables summarize and

compare the demographic data for Maricopa County, the city of Mesa, the study area, and the

subareas. Selected aspects of these characteristics are summarized below.

Age and sex distributions are shown,jn Table 3-2. The ratio of males to females in the study area is

similar to that for Maricopa County and the city of Mesa. Age characteristics have a somewhat

different composition. Over 40 percent of the population in the study area is between the ages of 25

and 44, compared with approximately 33 percent in the county and city. The proportion of residents

over 60 year of age is smaller in the study area, with 7 percent in that category compared to

approximately 16 percent in the county and city.

Table 3-3 shows the ethnic composition of the area. The population of the study area is

predominantly white (89.2 percent) with 11.4 percent of all races being of Hispanic origin. Two

percent of the study area population is black, 1.1 percent is Indian American, 1.8 percent is Asian,

and 5.9 percent are other races. This distribution is reasonably similar to the racial composition of

the city of Mesa and Maricopa County.

A summary of the changes in population that have occurred between 1980 and 1990 is provided by

Table 3-4. Since 1980, the study area has experienced a period of substantial growth, with a

population increase of more than 80 percent between 1980 and 1990. This is less than the city of

Mesa, but is substantially more than the growth rate in Maricopa County. The rapid growth in the

study area translates into an 88.6 percent increase in the number of housing units. Mobile homes

account for a large part of this growth in housing units.
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Income information is presented in Table 3-5. Almost 40 percent of the study area households h~ve
incomes over $35,000 per year, with more than 15 percent exceeding $50,000 per year. Howe~er,

the largest group (24.8 percent) is in the $15,000 to $25,000 income bracket, and a further] 16

percent of all households have incomes of less than $15,000 per year. This is a lower proportiO~ of

low income residents within the study area than in the city of Mesa (19.8%) or in Maricopa Coynty

(21.2%).

More than 78 percent of the study area's adult population of 6,624 persons is in the labor force, *nd

more than 95 percent of those are employed. The unemployment rate of a little more than 5 perqent

in 1990 is consistent with the unemployment rate for the city of Mesa (5.2 percent) and a little bE1tler

than Maricopa County at 6 percent.

Despite the high employment rate and median income of the majority of the stUdy area reside~ts,

approximately 8 percent of the population live below the poverty level. However, this percentag~ is

lower than that for both Maricopa County and the city of Mesa.

The housing inventory and value is depicted in Figure 3-6 (page 3-19). Housing in the area inclu~es
I

a wide range of types. Less than one-third of the 3,885 units are detached single family residenqes,

while almost 40 percent are apartments of various densities. Nearly 20 percent of the hou~ing

consists of mobile homes that are located in three mobile home parks. This distribution comp~res

well with city of Mesa, but has a larger proportion of mobile homes and a smaller proportion of

single-family homes than Maricopa County.

More than two-thirds of all households in the study area are family households. The proportio~ of
I

non-family households is higher than in the city of Mesa and Maricopa County, which is likely dU~ to

the presence of the nearby Arizona State University (ASU) and student residents. This is particul~rly

noticeable in the parts of the study area located to the west of the study area, in closer proximitY to

ASU.
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TABLE 3-2

OVERVIEW OF THE POPULATION

Maricopa City of Subject
County Mesa Area Subarea 1 Subarea 2 Subarea 3 Subarea 4&5 Subarea 6

Population
Total Population 2,122,101 288,091 8,827 2,598 1,412 2,993 864 877
Male 1,045,778 141,470 4,442 1,309 689 1,552 416 431
Female 1,076,323 146,621 4,385 1,289 723 1,441 448 446
Male 49.3°11 49.1% 50.3°11 50.4% 48.8% 51.9% 48.2% 49.1%
Female 50.7°11 50.9% 49.7°11 49.6°11 51.2% 48.1% 51.8% 50.9%

Total Households 807,560 107,863 3,486 871 489 1,398 389 312
Persons I Household 2.59 2.65 2.69 2.98 2.89 2.42 2.22 2.81

Age
Total Population 2,122,101 288,091 8,827 2,598 1,412 2,993 864 877
Median Age 32.0 30.4 28.6 26.3 30.6 27.4 29.8 30.3

o-17Years 26.2% 28.5% 27.1% 34.8% 30.8% 20.0011 18.5011 29.9%
18 - 24 Years 10.7% 11.0% 14.9% 11.4% 9.2% 21.9% 15.5011 10.7%
25 - 44 Years 33.4% 33.0% 40.6°11 38.9% 34.1% 46.0% 39.2°11 38.5%
45 - 59 Years 13.4% 11.6% 10.4% 9.5% 12.1°11 8.5% 12.0% 15.4011
60 and Over 16.3% 15.9% 7.0% 5.4% 13.8% 3.6011 14.8°11 5.5%

Totals 100.0OA 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0OA 100.0% 100.0% 100.0OA

NOTE: Subareas are defined in terms of 1990 Census Tracts.
Area 1 .. Tract 4211.01 - 1
Area 2 ... Tract 4211.03
Area 3 .. Tracts 4212.01 - 2 and 4212.01 - 3
Areas 4&5 ... Tract 3184.2 (allocated at 80.67% of entire block group based on block population data figures)
Area 6 .. Tract 4212.02 - 03

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census
Economic Strategies Group
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TABLE 3-3

POPULATION BY ETHNICITY

Maricopa City of Subject
County Mesa Area Subarea 1 Subarea 2 Subarea 3 Subarea 4&5 Subarea 6

Total Population 2,122,101 288,091 8,827 2,598 1,412 2,993 864 8n

White 84.8°,4 90.1% 89.2OA 88.0°,4 88.5OA 90.3% 89.0% 90.00/0
Black 3.5% 1.9°,4 2.0% 2.6% 1.6% 2.2% 1.8% 1.1%
American Indian 1.8°,4 1.0% 1.1% 1.3% 0.6OA 0.9OA 1.7% 1.6%
Asian 1.70,4 1.5% 1.8% 0.9% 1.5% 1.8% 5.4% 0.6%
Other 8.2°,4 5.5% 5.9% 7.2OA 7.8°,4 4.8% 2.1% 6.7%

Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Hispanic (any race) 16.3% 10.9% 11.4OA 12.0% 13.7% 11.1% 9.5% 8.8%

NOTE: Subareas are defined in terms of 1990 Census Tracts.

Area 1 - Tract 4211.01 - 1
Area 2 - Tract 4211.03
Area 3 - Tracts 4212.01 - 2 and 4212.01 - 3
Areas 4&5 - Tract 3184.2 (allocated at 80.67% of entire block group based on block population data figures)

Area 6 - Tract 4212.02 - 03

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census

Economic Strategies Group
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POPULATION CHANGE

Maricopa City of Subject
County Mesa Area Subarea 1 Subareas 2&3 Subareas 4&5 Subarea 6

1980
Total Population 152,453 4,872 2,331 1,568 548 425
Housing Units 610,772 65,299 2,060 768 786 320 186

1990
Total Population 2,122,101 288,091 8,827 4,010 3,076 864 877
Housing Units 952,041 140,468 3,885 1,523 1,583 436 343

1980-1990
Change in Total Population 613,049 135,638 3,955 1,679 1,508 316 452
Per Cent Change
in Population 40.6% 89.0% 81.2% 72.0% 96.2% 57.7% 106.4%

Change in Housing Units 341,269 75,169 1,825 755 797 116 157
Per Cent Change
in Housing units 55.9% 115.1% 88.6% 98.3% 101.4% 36.3% 84.4%

NOTE: Subareas are defined in terms of 1990 Census Tracts.
Area 1 - Tract 4211.01 - 1
Area 2 - Tract 4211.03
Area 3 - Tracts 4212.01 - 2 and 4212.01 - 3
Areas 4&5 - Tract 3184.2 (allocated at 80.67oAl of entire block group based on block population data figures)

Area 6 - Tract 4212.02 - 03

Cf....
Q)

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census
Economic Strategies Group
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TABLE 3-5

HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME GROUP

Maricopa City of Subject
County Mesa Area Subarea 1 Subarea 2 Subarea 3 Subarea 4&5 Subarea 6

Total Households 808,162 107,717 3,488 874 493 1,409 379 303

Less than $10,000 12.5% 11.H1 8.4% 9.2% 1.6% 10.6% 9.6% 5.9%
$10,000 - $14,999 8.7% 8.7% 7.6% 4.7% 6.1% 9.6% 11.9% 4.6%
$15,000 - $24,999 18.7% 20.2oA 24.7% 31.0% 21.1 % 19.6% 39.6% 20.8%
$25,000 - $34,999 16.8% 18.30A 19.5% 19.2% 17.6% 22.1% 18.1 % 14.5%
$35,000 - $49,999 18.8% 19.8% 24.1 % 25.8% 30.4% 24.2% 15.1% 14.2%
$50,000 - $74,999 15.3% 15.0% 10.0% 8.5% 11.8% 11.1% 5.7% 10.3%

$75,000 or More 9.2% 6.9% 5.7OA 1.6% 11.4% 2.8% 0.0% 29.7%
;

Total 100.0% 100.0oA 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

NOTE: Subareas are defined in terms of 1990 Census Tracts.

Area 1 .. Tract 421 1.01 - 1
Area 2 .. Tract 421 1.03

Area 3 .. Tracts 4212.01 - 2 and 4212.01 - 3
Areas 4&5 .. Tract 3184.2 (allocated at 80.67°A, of entire block group based on block population data figures)

Area 6 .. Tract 4212.02 - 03
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TABLE 3-6
HOUSING INVENTORY AND VALUE

Maricopa City of Subject
Units in Structure County Mesa Area Subarea 1 Subarea 2 Subarea 3 Subarea 4&5 Subarea 6
Total Housing Units 952,041 140,468 3,885 1,000 523 1,556 436 343

1-Unit, Detached 504,296 59,550 1,229 272 400 358 21 151
1-Unit, Attached 69,756 7,975 471 52 86 169 78 86
2 -4 Units 53,346 8,845 354 107 17 118 58 54
5 - 9 Units 43,027 7,295 102 8 7 80 1 6
10 or More Units 183,993 26,696 995 122 10 814 5 44
Mobile Home, Trailer, Other 97,623 30,107 734 439 3 17 273 2

1-Unit, Detached 53.0% 42.4% 31.6% 27.2% 76.5% 23.0% 4.80A 44.0OA
1-Unit, Attached 7.3% 5.7% 12.1% 5.2OA 16.4% 10.9% 17.9OA 25.1%
2 - 4 Units 5.6% 6.3% 9.1% 10.7% 3.30/0 7.6% 13.3% 15.7OA
5 - 9 Units 4.5% 5.2°/11 2.6% 0.80A 1.3% 5.1% 0.20A 1.7OA
10 or More Units 19.3% 19.0% 25.6% 12.2OA 1.9% 52.3% 1.1% 12.8%
Mobile Home, Trailer, Other 10.3% 21.4% 18.9OA 43.9% 0.6% 1.1% 62.7% 0.6%

Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Value
Specified Owner-Occupied Units 420,804 48,917 1,159 236 343 339 50 174

Less Than $50,000 39,867 2,310 130 18 12 46 13 41
$50,000 - $99,999 240,939 31,407 810 196 239 290 37 32
$100,000 - $149,000 84,760 11,150 142 9 59 2 0 71
$150,000 - $199,999 27,786 2,390 45 9 21 1 0 14
$200,000 - $299,999 16,785 1,186 24 4 9 0 0 11
$300,000 or More 10,667 474 8 0 3 0 0 5
Median Value $85,300 $86,500 $76,200 $69,200 $74,400 $71,350 $55,400 $106,100

Less Than $50,000 9.5% 4.7OA 11.2% 7.6°A 3.5OA 13.6OA 25.8OA 23.6OA
$50,000 - $99,999 57.3% 64.2OA 69.9OA 83.1% 69.7% 85.5% 74.2% 18.4OA
$100,000 - $149,000 20.1OA 22.8% 12.3% 3.8% 17.2% 0.60Al 0.0% 40.8%
$150,000 - $199,999 6.6% 4.9% 3.9OA 3.8% 6.1% 0.3% O.OOA 8.0OA
$200,000 - $299,999 4.0% 2.4% 2.1 0A 1.7% 2.6% O.ooA 0.0% 6.3OA
$300,000 or More 2.5% 1.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.9% O.OOAl 0.0% 2.9OA

Totals 100.00A 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



3.2.2 Public Facilities

Schools

Subareas 1, 2, 3, and 6 are served by schools of the Mesa School District. Subarea 4 is serve<l1 by

the Tempe School District. Specifically. the following schools are used by residents of the area: i

• Whittier Elementary School at Eighth Street and Longmore;

• Webster Elementary School at Sycamore, south of University Drive;

• Whitman Elementary School at Grand and Juniper;

• Emerson Elementary School at University Drive and Westwood;

• Carson Junior High School north of Emerson Elementary School on Westwood; and

• Westwood High School at Westwood and Eighth Street.

All of these schools are located outside the study area. Local access to the schools is provideq by

the major north-south streets through the area in addition to Eighth Street, University Drive ~nd

minor roads and streets throughout the area.

The schools of Mesa School District are also used after regular school hours for a numbe~ of

activities. These activities include after school daycare programs operated by the Mesa YMfA;

sports programs operated by City of Mesa Parks and Recreation Department; and Commurity

Education programs offered by the Community Education Department of the School District.

Recreation Areas

Public recreational facilities in the study area include Riverview Park and Riverview Golf Counse.

Riverview Park is a public multi-use park providing a lake for urban fishing, playground areas, fpur

baseball diamonds, parking areas, restroom facilities. and ancillary open space with trails ~nd

pathways. Riverview Golf Course is a nine-hole public golf course with club house and par~ing

facilities. Both recreational facilities are intensively used by the local community. The baseball fi~lds

serve as the location of baseball· and softball games during the season for teams and local gro~ps

from northwest Mesa and the Mesa School District area. These facilities are discussed furthet in

Section 3.3.
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Churches

There are two churches within the study area. One is located on Evergreen Road north of University

Drive. Another occupies several commercial units in the development at 1533 Country Club Drive.

Police and Fire Protection

The existing fire and police protection services in the study area are provided by the City of Mesa

and the City of Tempe. Fire stations that serve this area are Mesa Fire Station #3, located at 1340

West University Drive, and Tempe Fire Station #1, located at University Drive and Rural Road.

These services lie to the south of the study area. Access routes to the area include University Drive

and the major arterial roads through the study area. Rural Metro responds to calls for police service

in the county portions of the study area. Their Station #59 is located at 10310 East Apache Trail.

3.2.3 Business and Economic Activity

The study area contains businesses that, in total, provide 1,270 jobs and occupy approximately

1,000 acres of land and almost 600,000 square feet of building space. This economic activity is

concentrated almost entirely in Subareas 1 and 5. A description of the economic characteristics of

each subarea is summarized below. More specific information on the economic activity is contained

in a separate technical report.

Subarea 1

Subarea 1 contains the largest share of economic activity in the entire study area. This economic

activity is defined by 370,050 square feet of building space and 776 jobs, which represent 61

percent of the study area's jobs and 62 percent of its building space. This employment activity is

concentrated immediately south of the Salt River and along the western frontage of State Route 87.

The portion near the river primarily contains industrial activities, both sand and gravel operations and

light industrial firms. In February 1993, this area contained 320,200 square feet of building space

and 571 jobs. The area along State Route 87 contains/almost 50,000 square feet of building space

and 205 jobs. Typical businesses include service retail and highway-related establishments.
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A major economic activity in this subarea is the sand and gravel operations along the south ban~ of

the Salt River. These businesses include the following:

• Associated Trading Companies (11.25 acres). Hurley Trucking (38 employees) and Shi,lds

Trucking (2 employees) move materials from mines to processing facilities and to ultimate

end-users in the northeast and southeast portions of the urban area.

• Arizona Crushing Company (ACCO) (12 acres). This company is located north of McKellips
,

Road and west of State Route 87. With 50 employees, it processes and sells aggre~ate

materials to other companies. There is no active mining on this parcel. All materials Iare

purchased from the Salt River Indian Community to the north.

• Cashway Concrete and Materials (11 acres). This is a sister company to Arizona Crus~ing

Company and is located on adjacent property. The company operates a ready-mix concrete

plant and uses a fleet of mixer trucks. Materials are purchased from ACCO. The firm ha~ 60

employees.

• Mesa Sand and Rock (37 acres). This company operates an active pit to the west of S~ate

Route 87 immediately south of the Salt River. The business is a family operation of lpng

standing at this location. Mineral materials are mined from the river channel. Additi~nal
I

aggregate is purchased off-site and brought on-site for processing. The company produpes

and transports ready-mix concrete. The plant operates on a mining patent from the Bur~au
of Land Management that runs for the duration of the reserves.

Subarea 2

The major land uses in Subarea 2 are the Mesa Country Club and the surrounding single fa~i1y
I

residences. A small number of commercial establishments are located on the frontage along State

Route 87. These economic activities are similar in nature to the businesses on State Route 87 that

are described in Subarea 1.
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Subarea 3

This subarea is comprised entirely of residential uses. No employment-generating activity is

present.

Subarea 4

This subarea contains mobile homes and multifamily residential areas. Only one employment

generating activity exists.

Subarea 5

This subarea is mostly a mixture of nonresidential uses that total 85,000 square feet of building

space and provide 377 jobs. Sand and gravel operations dominate the economic activity. The

mining operations include the following:

• CALMAT (70 Acres). This company owns a gravel pit south of the Salt River that is currently

inactive. When in production, seventy-five employees are assigned to this site. Materials

extracted from this pit are transported across the dry Salt River bed and processed at the

plant operated by the Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian Community on the north bank of the

river. CalMat has sold its mining patent to the Indian Community.

• Johnson Stewart Johnson (63 acres). This property is located on both sides of Alma School

Road south of the Salt River. The subsurface mining and use of surface rights are leased to

Sunward Materials, the American operating company of CeMex, a Mexican company.

Sunward employs 120 persons at this site. The aggregate materials are mined from the

westerly parcel and trucked to the materials production plant east of Alma School Road.
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3.3 Section 4(f)/Section 6(f) Lands

3.3.1 Section 4(t) and Section 6(t) Provisions

Provisions of Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 apply to pUblicly-ow~ed

public parks, recreational areas, and wildlife refuges, and to all historic sites, of national, state~ or

local significance. As stated in 23CFR 771.135, the Federal Highway Administration may Inot

approve the use of lands in these categories "unless a determination is made that: (i) .there isi no
I

feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land from the property; and (ii) the action include~ all

possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use."

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act stipulates that "no prop$rty
I

acquired or developed with LWCF assistance shall be converted to other than public outd~or

recreation uses without the approval of the Secretary of the Interior and the substitution in accprd

with the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) of other recreation prope~ies

of at least equal fair market value and of reasonable equivalent usefulness and location."

3.3.2 Section 4(t) Lands in Study Area

Two related sites that fall within the definition of Section 4(f) are located within the study area. Th,se

facilities are the Riverview Park and the Riverview Golf Course, which are situated in the western ~nd

of the area between the Pima Freeway and Dobson Road. Riverview Park is a public multi-use p~rk

that lies immediately west of the extension of Dobson Road between Eighth Street and the $alt

River. The golf course is immediately west of the park and north of Eighth Street. The locations ~re

shown in Figure 3-6 (page 3-26).

Riverview Park is rectangular in shape, with a triangular piece at the northern end, covering an atea

of approximately 53 acres. It is owned and operated by the City of Mesa and functions a~ a

community park and recreation area. Access to the facility is provided by Eighth Street. the

eastern boundary lies along the unimproved extension of Dobson Road.
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Facilities provided on the park site include softball fields, a disk golf course, basketball courts, a

soccer and football field, an exercise course, picnic facilities, children's playground areas, a lake,
restroom accommodations and parking. The seven-acre lake is situated in the southeastern portion
of the site. This facility is part of the urban fishing program that is sponsored by the Arizona Game
and Fish Department. According to city records, fifteen to thirty persons daily use the lake for
fishing. Directly north of the lake is a one-acre playground, which is used by an estimated fifteen to
thirty children daily.

A soccer field is situated west of the lake. This field is used for 50 weeks per year, with two weeks
reserved for maintenance. Four softball fields occupy a complex in the northern portion of the park.
Softball leagues use the fields five nights a week. Tournaments, which usually are attended by
approximately 300 players and spectators, are held during 45 weekends each year. The disk golf

course and exercise course are located north and east of the softball fields.

The triangular portion of the property situated at the northern edge north of the property is currently

undeveloped and unused. No additions to the area of the park are planned by the city.

Improvements to the existing facility may be made as needed. At the time of purchase by the city, a

restriction was placed on the property providing that no lights would be installed along the eastern

edge of the park.

Riverview Park is not located near similar facilities. The nearest City of Mesa park is over 3 miles

away. Views from the park include the residential area to the south, the Mesa Waste Water

Treatment Facility and the Price Freeway to the west, the dry Salt River channel and its gravel pits to

the north, and agricultural lands to the east.

The Riverview Golf Course is situated on approximately 67 acres immediately west of the southern

portion of the park. This facility provides a pro shop and nine holes for the use of golfers is the area.

The course is managed by the City of Mesa and is open to the public on a fee basis.

As shown on Figure 3-6 and further described in Section 4.5, neither build alternative would have

direct impacts on these facilities. Indirect impacts related to air quality, noise, and visual issues, and

their mitigation, are also described in Section 4.5.

3.3.3 Section 6(t} Lands in Study Area

One site that falls within the definition of Section 6(f) is located within the study area. This facility is

Riverview Park, which is described above in Section 3.3.2. Land and Water Conservation Funds

'were used for a portion of the park improvements. As shown in Figure 3-6, and further described in

Section 4.5, neither build alternative would have direct impacts on these facilities.
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3.4 Air Quality

3.4.1 Relevant Pollutants

Air quality impacts are quantified by the determination of air pollution levels. Air pollution is a

general term that refers to one or more chemical substances that degrade the quality of the

atmosphere. Individual air pollutants degrade the atmosphere by reducing visibility, damaging

property, reducing the productivity or vigor of crops or natural vegetation, or by reducing human,or

animal health.

Seven air pollultants have been identified by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as

being of concem nationwide: carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxides, ozone, particulate

matter, sulfur oxides, and lead.

Carbon Monoxi<je

Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless and odorless gas which is generated in the urban environment

primarily by the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels in motor vehicles. Relatively high

concentrations of CO are typically found near crowded intersections and along heavily used

roadways carrying slow-moving traffic. CO chemically combines with the hemoglobin in the red

blood cells to d~3crease the oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood. Prolonged exposure can cau~e

headaches, drowsiness, or loss of equilibrium.

Hydrocarbons

Hydrocarbons (HC) include a wide variety of organic compounds emitted principally from the

storage, handling, and use of fossil fuels. Though HC can cause eye irritation and breathing

difficulty, their principal health effects are related to their role in the formation of ozone.

Nitrogen Oxides

Nitrogen oxides (NOx) constitute a class of compounds that includes nitrogen dioxide (NO~ and

nitric oxide (NO), both of which are emitted by motor vehicles. Although N02 and NO can irritate

the eyes and nose and impair the respiratory system, NOx is also of concern primarily because of Us

role in the formaltion of ozone.
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Ozone

Ozone (03), or photochemical oxidants, is a major cause of lung and eye irritation in an urban

environment. It is formed through a series of reactions involving HC and NOx which take place in

the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight. Relatively high concentrations of 03 are normally found

only in the summer.

Particulate Matter

Particulate matter includes both liqUid and solid particles of a wide range of sizes and composition.

Of particular health concern are those particles which are smaller than or equal to 10 microns

(PM10) in size. The principal health effects of airborne particulate matter are on the respiratory

system. Relatively little particulate matter is emitted by gasoline-fueled motor vehicles.

Sulfur Oxides

Sulfur oxides (SOx) constitute a class of compounds of which sulfur dioxide (SO~ and sulfur

trioxide (S03) are of great importance. The health effects of SOx include respiratory illness, damage

to the respiratory tract, and bronchio-constriction. Relatively little SOx is emitted from motor

vehicles.

Lead is a stable element which persists and accumulates both in the environment and in animals.

Its principal effects in humans are on the blood-forming, nervous, and renal systems. Motor

vehicles constitute the major source of lead emissions to the atmosphere. Lead levels in the urban

environment are decreasing as a result of the switch to lead-free gasoline.

3.4.2 AIr Qualify Regulations and Planning

Clean AirActAmendments of 1990

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (Amendments) direct the EPA to implement strong

environmental policies and regulations that will ensure cleaner air quality. These Amendments will

affect proposed transportation projects such as the Red Mountain Freeway. According to Title I,
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Section 101, Paragraph F of the Amendments, "No federal agency may approve, accept or fund any

transportation plan, program or project unless such plan, program, or project has been found to

conform to any applicable (state) implementation plan (SIP) in effect under this act." Title I of the

Amendments dElfines conformity as follows:

I

I

I

I

1.

2.

Conformity to an implementation plan's purpose of eliminating or reducing the severity aM

number of violations of the National Ambient Air Ouality Standards (NMOS) and achievirng

expeditious attainment of such standards.

Such activities will not:

I

I

I

(i) cause or contribute to any new violation of any National Ambient Air Ouality

Standard (NMOS) in any area:
I

I
(ii) increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any NMOS in amy

area; I

Federal Attainmem Status and Implementation Plans

The Maricopa County Urban Planning Area was formally designated as a nonattainment area fm

particulates in April 1974. While the area experienced no violations of the 24-hour PM10 standard in

In the Phoenix Metropolitan Area, ozone monitoring data reflect a gradual decrease in

concentrations bl3tween 1981 and 1989, followed by no change in 1990 and 1991. The area is

currently classified as a moderate nonattainment area for ozone under the new clean air act

amendments. As such, it is required to attain the ozone standard by November 15, 1996.

Within the Maricopa County Urban Planning Area, carbon monoxide continues to be a significant air

pollution problem during the winter months. The area is currently classified as a moderate

nonattainment ar,ea for CO under the new clean air act amendments. As such, it is required to

attain the CO standard by December 31, 1995.

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

delay timely attainment of any NMOS or any required interim emissions reductioms

or other milestones in any area.

(iii)
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1991, it has been classified as a moderate nonattainment area under the New Clean Air Act. As

such it must demonstrate a plan that will provide for attainment by December 31, 1994 or that will

show that attainment by that date is impractical.

I

I

The Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) submitted an attainment plan for particulate

matter on November 15, 1991. The EPA declared the MAG plan deficient in February, 1992. EPA

gave MAG 18 months to correct deficiencies in the plan. The corrections were submitted on August

4, 1993. EPA must make a completeness finding on the submitted plan.

I

I

I

The plan submitted to EPA contained only commitments from local governments and did not

demonstrate attainment by the specified date. Commitments are still needed from the Legislature to

implement state measures with large scale impacts. The 1994 goal for attainment requires a 23.1 %

reduction in emissions. The reduction generated with only local support is estimated to be 4.7%.

I

I

I

I

I

National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

The EPA has established primary and secondary ambient air quality standards for six "criteria"

pollutants. Primary standards for the protection of human health and secondary standards for the

protection of human welfare have been established for carbon monoxide, ozone, inhalable

particulates, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur oxides and lead. National Ambient Air Quality Standards for

pollutants pertinent to the Phoenix area are shown in Table 3-7.

TABLE 3·7

NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

Source: Arizona Department of Transportation

ppm = parts per million
pg/m3 = microgram/cubic meter

Secondary
Pollutant Averaging Time Primary Standard Standard

Carbon Monoxide 8-hour 9 ppm same as primary

1-hour 35 ppm same as primary

Ozone 1-hour 0.12 ppm same as primary

Particulate Matter annual mean 50 pglm3 same as primary

24-hour average 150 pg/m3 same as primary
..
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I

I

I

I
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Local MeteoroloQ.Y.

Monitored Air QuaUlY.
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While the radiational temperature inversions occur throughout the entire year, the worst inversions

occur during the winter months from October through February. Multi-day inversion conditions

sometimes occur. The time of day that the inversions typically occur are from 5:00 p.m. through

9:00a.m.

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

An'lblent AIr Quality In the Study Area3.4.3

The nature of thle surrounding atmosphere is an important element in assessing the ambient air

quality of an area. The project is located in the Maricopa County Urban Planning Area. This area is

situated in the middle of the Salt River Valley airshed on a broad, oval-shaped flat plain, whiclh is

almost completely surrounded by mountain ranges. The airshed is relatively stable with minimal

wind and air movement. This unique location subjects the study area to the meteorological

phenomenon known as radiational or nocturnal temperature inversions.

Under normal lapse rate conditions (vertical temperature differentiation), the warmer air is located

near the ground surface and as altitude increases, the air becomes colder. A natural mixing oCQurs

as the warm air Irises and displaces the colder air. The air movement created by natural mi)(ing

enables air pollutants to disperse into the atmosphere rather than concentrate at the ground level!.

In the Maricopa County Urban Planning Area the normal lapse rate is inverted. As the sun sets, the

surface of the earth rapidly loses heat and cools the lower atmosphere. The air immediately above

the lower layer cools more slowly and consequently remains warmer. Forming a lid across the

valley, the warm air traps the cold air near the ground surface and effectively eliminates convective

circulation. As a result of the inversion conditions, the pollutants normally dispersed accumulate

beneath the lid of warm air. After sunrise, the ground surface is reheated and the inversion is rapidly

burned off. The temperature of the lower atmosphere increases as the warm air rises and the

pollutants are then dispersed through natural vertical mixing.

Air pollutant levels throughout Maricopa County, Arizona are monitored by a network of sampling

stations operated under the supervision of the Office of Environmental Services, Bureau of Air

Pollution Control. The monitoring locations in the study area are shown in Figure 3-7 (page 3-83).

The 1989-1991 air quality data are summarized in Table 3-8.
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TABLE 3-8
MONITORED AIR QUALITY LEVEL

OZONE (PPM) PM-10 CARBON MONOXIDE (PPM)

1 Hr Max. 2nd II of flof Max. 24 hr. Annual Arithmetic II of Exceedenoe8 fI of8ample8 1 Hour Avg. 8 Hour Avg. flof Number of

Station Year Max HI day exceedenoe8 8ample8 Average (ug/m3) Average (ug/m3) of 24 Hr. Standard analyzed MAX 2nd HI MAX 2nd HI Exoeedenoe8 Sample8

Glendale 1989 0.10 0.10 0.0 8257.0 99.0 37.0 0.0 44.0 14.0 12.0 8.0 5.7 0.0 8543.0

W.Olive 1990 0.10 0.10 1.0 8026.0 82.0 46.0 0.0 16.0 8.4 7.7 5.0 4.8 0.0 7697.0

1991 0.11 0.11 0.0 8256.0 102.0 42.0 0.0 56.0 6.2 6.1 4.1 4.0 0.0 5341.0

Mesa 1989 0.10 0.10 0.0 8282.0 NR NR NR NR 14.0 12.0 8.0 5.7 0.0 8543.0

Broadway 1990 0.10 0.10 0.0 7364.0 64.0 37.0 0.0 56.0 5.1 3.4 2.6 2.5 0.0 5293.0

1991 0.10 0.09 0.0 5430.0 104.0 36.0 0.0 58.0 7.3 6.1 4.5 4.2 0.0 7635.0

Phoenix 1989 NA NA NA NA NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR

52nd Street 1990 2.00 1.00 5.0 2849.0 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR

1991 0.11 0.11 0.0 4111.0 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR

Phoenix 1989 0.10 0.10 0.0 7778.0 NR NR NR NR 15.0 14.0 11.2 10.3 2.0 8702.0

E.Roosevelt 1990 0.10 0.10 0.0 7800.0 NR NR NR NR 13.2 12.7 9.5 8.8 0.0 8444.0

1991 0.11 0.09 0.0 8387.0 99.0 47.0 0.0 47.0 10.7 10.5 9.2 7.8 0.0 7964.0

Phoenix 1989 0.10 0.10 0.0 8458.0 NR NR NR NR 16.0 14.0 6.4 6.0 0.0 8450.0

E.Butler 1990 0.10 0.10 0.0 8553.0 NR NR NR NR 11.6 11.3 5.6 5.5 0.0 8591.0

1991 0.10 0.10 0.0 8408.0 118.0 45.0 0.0 57.0 10.6 10.4 5.7 5.2 0.0 8325.0

Phoenix 1989 0.10 0.10 0.0 3211.0 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR

N.4Oth St. 1990 0.20 0.10 6.0 2681.0 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR

1991 0.11 0.11 0.0 4285.0 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR

Phoenix 1989 0.10 0.10 0.0 8137.0 NR NR NR NR 22.0 21.0 15.3 12.6 8.0 8056.0

W.Earll 1990 0.10 0.10 1.0 8554.0 NR NR NR NR 10.9 10.9 9.1 8.6 0.0 81n.0

1991 0.11 0.10 0.0 8274.0 119.0 47.0 0.0 58.0 12.4 11.4 8.2 7.6 0.0 8571.0

Phoenix 1989 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 18.0 17.0 13.1 12.2 18.0 7615.0

Indian Soh. Rd. 1990 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 12.8 12.8 11.6 10.0 4.0 6239.0

1991 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 16.1 15.1 9.8 9.8 3.0 8152.0

Phoenix 1989 0.10 0.10 0.0 8314.0 NR NR NR NR 14.0 13.0 6.7 6.5 0.0 8522.0

S.Central 1990 0.10 0.10 1.0 7948.0 NR NR NR NR 9.5 8.5 5.4 5.3 0.0 81n.0

1991 0.11 0.11 0.0 8040.0 76.0 44.0 0.0 59.0 10.0 8.4 5.6 5.4 0.0 8107.0
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TABLE 3-8
MONITORED AIR QUALITY LEVEL

(Continued)

OZONE (PPM) PM-10 CARBON MONOXIDE (PPM)

1 Hr Max. 2nd '01 '01 Max. 24 hr. Annual Arithmetic , 01 Exceedenee. 'oleample. 1 HourAvg. 8 Hour Avg. #01 Number 01

Station Vear Max HI day exeeedeneee • ample. Average (ug/m3) Average (ug/m3) 0124 Hr. Standard analyzed MAX 2nd HI MAX 2nd HI Exeeedenee. Sample•

Scottsdale 1989 0.10 0.10 0.0 7567.0 NR NR NR NR 12.0 11.0 7.2 8.9 0.0 8871.0

N.Miller 1990 0.10 0.10 0.0 8390.0 NR NR NR NR 11.9 10.8 7.8 7.7 0.0 8200.0

1991 0.12 0.11 0.0 7092.0 81.0 44.0 0.0 57.0 10.3 9.5 8.2 5.3 0.0 8338.0

Scottsdale 1989 0.10 0.10 0.0 8877.0 NR NR NR NR 8.0 8.0 4.4 4.2 0.0 8250.0

N.Scottsdale 1990 0.10 0.10 0.0 8552.0 NR NR NR NR 5.9 5.9 3.0 2.9 0.0 8899.0

1991 0.11 0.10 0.0 7818.0 147.0 38.0 0.0 57.0 8.8 8.0 3.8 3.1 0.0 8897.0

Scottsdale 1989 0.10 0.10 0.0 8218.0 NR NR NR NR 5.0 5.0 4.3 3.8 0.0 5823.0

N.A1maSch. 1990 0.10 0.10 0.0 7888.0 NR NR NR NR 5.5 5.1 1.9 1.8 0.0 2420.0

1991 0.09 0.09 0.0 8452.0 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR

Central 1989 NR NR NR NR 137.0 58.0 0.0 80.0 NR NR NR NR NR NR

Phoenix 1990 NR NR NR NR 87.0 47.0 0.0 37.0 NR NR NR NR NR NR

1991 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR

South Phoenix 1989 NR NR NR NR 118.0 55.0 0.0 81.0 NR NR NR NR NR NR

1990 NR NR NR NR 94.0 39.0 0.0 53.0 NR NR NR NR NR NR

1991 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR

West Phoenix 1989 NR NR NR NR 228.0 70.0 3.0 58.0 NR NR NR NR NR NR

1990 NR NR NR NR 100.0 47.0 0.0 59.0 NR NR NR NR NR NR

1991 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR

North Phoenix 1989 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR

1990 NR NR NR NR 101.0 47.0 0.0 58.0 NR NR NR NR NR NR

Soadsdale 1991 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR

South 1989 NR NR NR NR 103.0 42.0 0.0 80.0 NR NR NR NR NR NR

Scottsdale 1990 NR NR NR NR 89.0 39.0 0.0 57.0 NR NR NR NR NR NR

1991 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR

North 1989 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR

Scottsdale 1990 NR NR NR NR 95.0 34.0 NR 53.0 NR NR NR NR NR NR

1991 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR
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Within the Maricopa County Urban Planning Area, carbon monoxide continues to be a significant air

pollution problem during the winter months. While CO levels have generally decreased during the

past three years, three exceedances in 1990 of the 8-hour CO standard were reported at the

Phoenix-West Indian School Road Site. Based upon the monitored data, it is apparent that the

levels of carbon monoxide closely parallel the intensity of the temperature inversion. As the

inversion conditions increase in severity, carbon monoxide levels also increase. It should be nOIed

however, that the carbon monoxide levels begin to decrease at approximately 11:00 p.m. even

though intense conditions still persist. There are two factors which cause the decrease in carbon

monoxide levels. The first factor is a shift in wind direction from the west to the east which generally

occurs between 10:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. As the wind direction changes, velocity almost doubles

and disperses the carbon monoxide. The second factor is a significant decrease in traffic volumes

in the late evening hours. Phoenix is currently classified as a moderate nonattainment area for CO

under the new Clean Air Act Amendments. As such it is required to attain the CO standard by

December 31, 1995.

In the Phoenix metropolitan area ozone monitoring data reflect a gradual decrease in concentrations

from 1981 through 1989, followed by no change in 1990 and 1991. Phoenix is currently classified

under the new Clean Air Act Amendments as a moderate non-attainment area for ozone. As such it

is required to attain the ozone standard by November 15, 1996.

In general, ozone violations in the nonattainment area occur from May through October. During

these months, temperatures are high and there is very little cloud cover. Wind speeds may be very

slow. When they decline to five miles per hour or less, these slow wind speeds produce stagnant air

masses that trap the ozone pollution. Consequently, ozone concentrations tend to rise and

exceedances may occur.

The time of day that most exceedances are recorded is from 1:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. Temperatures

are highest during this afternoon time period. The general direction of ozone movement through the

nonattainment area appears to be from east to west. This movement is resultant from the direction

of the prevailing winds.
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Within the Maricopa County area, particulate pollution continues to be a significant air pollut,on

problem throughout most of the year. Particulate pollution is composed of solid particles or Iiq~id

droplets which are small enough to remain suspended in the air. In general, the particulate pollution

may include dust, soot, and smoke which may be irritating but not usually poisonous. Particuillite

pollution may also include bits of solid or liquid substances that may be highly toxic. The formatipn

of particulate pollution or fine particles suspended in the air is dependent upon several factqrs.

Among these factors are stagnant air masses, low winds in the winter and high winds in ~he

summer, severe temperature inversions, and fine silty soils characteristic of desert locations.

3.5 Noise

3.5.1 Noise Criteria

The basic unit for the measurement of sound is the decibel (dB). For purposes of assessing nolse

impacts, a weighting curve known as the A-weighted scale has been developed for use in

approximating the sensitivity of the average human ear. The b~se measurement for community a~d

transportation noise is the A-weighted decibel (dBA).

Although the basic unit of measurement is the dBA, various communities use noise metri~s,

calculated from A-weighted decibels, that are more representative of a particular noise source and

environment. The measurement scale used by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is the

"equivalent noise level" (Leq). Leq is calculated by averaging the dBA noise levels measured ovet a

specified period of time. FHWA and ADOT assess freeway noise levels in terms of a 1-hour Leq,

which is the average of instantaneous dBA sound levels measured over the period of one hour.

Noise sensitive land uses and activities in the vicinity of highway projects must be identified and

analyzed. Anticipated changes in noise levels for these sensitive areas must be identified duritlg

design hour conditions. Design hour usually refers to the time when the noise levels are expect~d

to be the highest, which generally is the peak traffic hour. ADOT currently follows the FHWA Noi~e

Abatement Criteria (NAC). These criteria specify noise levels considered to be the upper levels of

acceptability for outdoor land uses and activities, as well as certain interior uses.

The FHWA noise abatement criteria are shown in Table 3-9. Noise impacts occur when predict¢d

noise levels approach or exceed these criteria or when there is a substantial increase over existing

noise levels. If either criterion is exceeded, abatement will be considered.
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3.5.2 Existing Noise Levels

3.0 Affected Environment 3-38

Notes: Leq(h) is the one-hour energy equivalent sound level.

The interior noise levels (activity) apply to: (1) Indoor activities for those parcels where no
exterior noise-sensitive land use or activity is identified, and (2) Those situations where the
exterior activities are either remote from the highway or shielded in some manner so that the
exterior activities will not be affected by the noise, but the interior activities will.

The existing noise environment was determined by a noise measurement survey conducted at three

locations along the south side of the proposed project alignment. These locations represent the

sensitive land uses that exist within the corridor. They include one recreational park, one mobile

home park, and one single-family residential neighborhood. All lie within 500 feet of the proposed

project centerline. These park and residential areas are FHWA Criteria Category B land uses and

are considered the most noise sensitive receptors for this project. No Category A uses exist within

the project area.

TABLE 3·9

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC)

57(Exterior) Land on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary
significance and serve an important public need; and where
the preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is
to continue to serve its intended purpose.

67(Exterior) Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports
areas, parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools churches,
libraries, and hospitals.

72(Exterior) Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in
Categories A or B.

-- Undeveloped lands.

52(lnterior) Residences, motels, public meeting rooms, schools,
churches, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums.

Leq for Noisiest
Traffic Hour Description of Activity

"

23 CFR 772

A

B

C

D

E

Activity
Category

Source:
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The location of the noise measurements is shown in Figure 3-8 (page 3-39). The site numbers are

not sequential because an additional 13 modelled locations were added as part of the noise impact

analysis, the results of which are described in Section 4.7. The 16 receptor locations are number~d

sequentially from west to east. The measurement locations are the sites number 3, 8, and 13. THey

are briefly described below.

3. Riverview Park: This recreational park lies immediately south of the proposed corridor

and west of the future Dobson Road alignment. The closest activities are a baseball fieldl, a

disk golf course, and an exercise course, all which lie within 200 feet of the propos~d

freeway centerline. A noise measurement was taken at the edge of the baseball field.

8. Inglewood Avenue: Approximately 20 single-family homes that are located along

Inglewood, Greenbrier, and Markdale Streets could be impacted. The worst-case lot is

within 200 feet of the proposed freeway centerline. No property walls exist in this

neighborhood. A noise measurement was taken at the rear property line of the worst-case

residence.

13. Mark Mobile Home Park: Located on McKellips Road west of State Route 87, this tr$ct

contains several hundred mobile home units. Approximately 35 homes and a playground ilie

within 75 feet of the proposed eastbound collector-distributor (C-D) road between McKellips

Road and Alma School Road. The homes are partially shielded by an existing 5.5-foot bldck

wall along the north property line. A noise measurement was taken at the inside of the wall

adjacent to the playground.

The results of the noise measurement survey are presented in Table 3-10. The site numbers

correspond to the measurement locations illustrated in Figure 3-8 (page 3-39). The values shown in

Table 3-10 represent a sample of the noise environment. At one location, periodic noise from

mining operations disrupted the readings. In order to assure that the future predictions represent

only traffic noise, it was necessary to extract the mining effects from the measurement at Inglewobd

Avenue. The value at this site that is shown in Table 3-10 is two decibels lower than the val~e

measured in the field. The project corridor is also subject to noise generated by aircraft departihg

Sky Harbor Airport. The noise meter was placed in the pause mode during these aircraft overfligHts.

Failure to do so would have resulted in existing values equal to or higher than future project-relat~d

predictions.

3.0 Affected Environment 3+39------------------------

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I



• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

VJ

~ lIE i.b~·"_~tB~~f!!"=n~':rE."ft?i9lffialjgl~·11

RED MOUNTAIN
FREEWAY

ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

ofeet 1200' 2400' 3600''A approx. I

NORTH

Noise
Measurement

Locations

Figure 3-8



Watershed Description and Flow Characteristics

3.6.1 Surface Water

3.0 Affected Environment 3-41

3.6 Water Resources

TABLE 3·10

NOISE MEASUREMENT RESULTS

Leq Levels (dBA)

These values originally included noise from adjacent quarry operations which increased levels
by 2-3 dBA. 2 dBA was subtracted from the measurements to account for the quarry
operation.

**

The results of the noise measurement survey reveal that the existing Leq levels range from 58 dBA

to 62 dBA. Highest existing noise levels are experienced at Riverview Park and are generated by

park activity, distant aircraft traffic from Sky Harbor Airport, and distant traffic noise from Eighth

Street. Noise levels at the other two receptors, were generated by occasional local traffic and

resident activity. At the Inglewood Street site, distant aircraft activity was audible, but direct

overflights were not included in the measurement.

Receptor# Site Name Land Use Station # Existing Leq

3 Riverview Park Recreation 113+00 62

8 Inglewood Street Single Family 194+00 59 **
13 The Mark MHP Mobile Homes 212+00 58

The proposed project lies along the south bank of the Salt River, which is the major surface water

resource in the project area. This segment of the Salt River is just downstream of the confluence of

the Salt and Verde Rivers, which is the point at which the Verde, Salt, and Middle Gila Basins join.

West of the project area, the Salt River converges with the Agua Fria and the Gila Rivers. The

combined waters then form the Gila River, which continues westward to its confluence with the

Colorado River near Yuma.
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The proposed project lies within the Middle Gila River Basin, which encompasses an area of

approximately 12,150 square miles and includes the Phoenix metropolitan area. The location ofi the

basin is illustrated in Figure 3-9 (page 3-43). Historically, agriculture was a major land use in ithis

basin. However, urban population growth over the past thirty years has displaced much of the

agricultural activity. Surface water diversions into the reservoirs on the Gila and Salt Rivers! for

agricultural and urban uses have left the streambeds in the Phoenix area dry. Surface water flow in

the basin is limited to periodic releases from upstream reservoirs, wastewater treatment plants,

agricultural return flows and runoff from storms on the watershed below the reservoirs.

The nearby Salt River Basin encompasses approximately 6,300 square miles. The area is split

evenly between tribal and national forest lands. The lower Salt River Basin contains Roosevelt L~ke,

Apache Lake, Saguaro Lake, and Canyon Lake. These reservoirs are a primary source of domestic

and agricultural water for the metropolitan area.

The Verde River Basin encompasses approximately 6,650 square miles. A substantial portion of ithis

basin is under the management of the U.S. Forest Service. Primary land uses are silvicult\Jre,

recreation, irrigated agriculture, and mining. Bartlett and Horseshoe Reservoirs on the Verde River

supply a portion of the water used in the metropolitan area.

Flow characteristics in the Salt River vary greatly from year to year. Flows are determined by the

magnitude of the releases from the upstream reservoirs, which are in turn dependent upon sJ1low

and rainfall conditions on the watersheds. Historic data indicate that there were no rele~ses

between 1940 and 1965. During these years the Salt River channel through the metropolitan ~rea

remained completely dry. Between 1965 and 1992, flows have occurred as a result of hi~her

rainfalls on the watersheds. These flows have ranged from rare major flood conditions to relatiyely

small releases. Additional information on the historic f1oodflow is contained in Section 3.7.

Surface Water Quality

The quality of the water in the Salt and Verde Rivers is influenced by several factors. A prinqipal

source of salts has been traced to saline springs located above Roosevelt Lake. The name ofl the

Salt River is derived from the historic discharges from these springs. Although the Salt Riv~r is

naturally high in salts, mining and other activities in the watershed may also contribute to the

problem.
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Figure 3·9
3-43
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Water quality data for the Salt River below the Stewart Mountain Dam (USGS, 1993b) and for the

Verde River below Bartlett Dam (USGS, 1993b) were reviewed to determine the non-attainment

levels upstream of the proposed project. The Salt River was in non-attainment for dissolved oxygen

for the sampling period of October 1988 to August 1992; for dissolved chloride from April 1990 to

December 1991 (chloride salts may be naturally-occurring) for manganese, which exceeded the

EPA standards in October 1989 for dissolved manganese, and in October 1989 and August through

December 1990 for total recoverable manganese.

Water quality for the Verde River also indicates non-attainment for dissolved oxygen for the sampling

period: total recoverable iron for much of the sampling period; total recoverable manganese from

August 1989 to December 1990 and June 1991 to October 1991: and for dissolved manganese in

August 1989 and October 1991.

The Verde River supplies high quality water, low in total dissolved solids (lOS), for agricultural and

domestic purposes. A water quality trend analysis conducted between October 1976 and March

1987 by the U.S. Geological Survey in the Verde River Basin concluded that the watershed may be

improving. Analysis of data collected near Horseshoe Dam, which is the site in the analysis area

closest to the proposed project, indicated a reduction of TDS and sulfate concentrations from 1980

to 1987. Observed trends in other selected constituents did not indicate the existence of water

quality problems in the Verde River Basin.

3.6.2 Croundwater

Groundwater Setting and Development

The principal aquifers in Arizona are composed of unconsolidated alluvium (alluvial aquifers),

consolidated sedimentary rocks (sandstone aquifers), and crystalline igneous and metamorphic

rocks (bedrock aquifers). These aquifers fall within three physiographic provinces of Arizona; the

proposed project area is in the Basin and Range Lowlands Province.

Groundwater is a principal source of public water supplies in Arizona. In 1985, groundwater was 48

percent of the total withdrawal of 7.21 million acre feet. About 74 percent of the water pumped was

used for agriculture. The remainder was used for public supply, industrial, domestic, and other

purposes. Rapid population growth has resulted in cropland retirement and conversion of water

supplies to urban uses. The availability of suitable quality and quantities of water has influenced the

development of cities and croplands in Arizona. Agriculture depends heavily on groundwater for

irrigation because the average annual rainfall is so low.
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Review of USGS data for well water levels reveals that there are almost thirty wells within the project

area for which data is available. The data indicate that the water well levels in the vicinity of the Salt

River within the Red Mountain Freeway project limits range from 50 to 300 feet of depth from :the

surface. For one station location, the variation between the lowest and highest water level may vary

by as much as SOO percent.

Groundwater Quality

Several areas within Arizona have groundwater quality problems. These include the presenc, of

volatile organic compounds (VOCs); high nitrate levels; pesticide detections; high concentratio~ of

metals; and elevated levels of radiological parameters such as gross alpha and beta, radon and

radium 226. The Phoenix area is among the regions of the state that contain the greatest numb~r of

potential contaminant sources. Urbanization and agricultural activities represent the two land u~es

with the greatest potential for contaminating groundwater.

For the Phoenix area, data summarizing the concentration of various water quality parameters h~ve

been analyzed for the period 1980 to 1991 by the Arizona Department of Environmental Qu~lity

(ADEQ). The parameters analyzed are often used to describe the general chemical composition

and aesthetic characteristics of groundwater. Percentiles of the water quality parameters lare

compared to federal and state drinking water standards and state aquifer water quality standards

[Le. Primary and Secondary Maximum Contaminant levels (MCl)] and state aquifer water qu~lity

standards, which are consistent with federal MCls. The ADEQ analysis revealed the following

results for the water quality parameters:

• Hardness (as CACOS): The concentration was approximately 400 mg/I for the $Oth

percentile (percentage of analyses equal to or less than indicated value) and approxim~tely

1,500 mg/I for the 90th percentile.

• Total Dissolved Solids (lOS): The concentration was approximately 700 mg/I for the ~th

percentile and approximately 1,400 mg/l for the 90th percentile. 500 mg/I is the secondary

maximum concentration level for TDS.

• Nitrate (as NOS-N): The concentration was approximately 8 mg/I for the 50th percentile ~nd

approximately 25 mg/I for the 90th percentile. the maximum concentration level for nitrate is

10 mg/l.

• Sulfate (as S04): The concentration was approximately 145 mg/I for the 50th percentile ~nd

approximately 280 mg/I for the 90th percentile. The secondary maximum concentration level

for sulfate is 250 mg/l.
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For the water quality parameters except TOS, the Phoenix area had the highest concentrations of 15

groundwater basins. Compared to the MCLs, the Phoenix area is presently in nonattainment for

TOS, nitrate and sulfate. Groundwater contamination in Arizona for nitrate, sulfate and TOS are from

the following sources:

I

I

I

•

•

Application of nitrogen fertilizers for irrigated agriculture, use of septic systems, concentrated

animal feeding operations, and wastewater treatment plants have resulted in widespread

areas of nitrate concentration in groundwater above the State's Aquifer Water Quality

Standard.

Mining is a major contributor to sulfate contamination.

I

I
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I

• Agriculture and mining are both major contributors to increases in TOS.

3.7 Floodplains

Floodplain conditions are related to the location of the proposed project along the south bank of the

Salt River. This section describes this watercourse, summarizes the flooding history of the river,

outlines the regulatory floodplain hydrology, and lists certain factors that may affect the flooding risk.

The following definitions, as contained in 23 CFR 650, are provided as a basis for this discussion.

I
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I

•
•

•

Base Flood: The flood having a one-percent chance of being exceeded in any given year.

Base Floodplain: The area sUbject to flooding by the base flood.

Regulatory Floodway: The floodplain area that is reserved in an open manner by federal,

state or local requirements, i.e., unconfined or unobstructed either horizontally or vertically,

to provide for the discharge of the base flood so that the cumulative increase in water

surface elevation is no more than one foot, as established by the Federal Emergency

Management Administration (FEMA) for administering the National Flood Insurance

Program.

I

I

I

I

I

3.7.1 Watercourse Description

As the largest tributary in the Gila River Basin, the Salt River begins in rugged mountain terrain at

elevations exceeding 7,000 feet and joins the Gila River at the western edge of the Phoenix

metropolitan area. At the site of the proposed project. the river passes through a flat desert valley at

an elevation of approximately 1,200 feet. At this point, the river drains an area of approximately

13,000 square miles.
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Six upstream water-supply and hydropower dams, operated by the Salt River Project, control flows

at the proposed project location. Horseshoe and Bartlett Dams are located on the Verde River,

which joins the Salt River upstream of the project area on the eastern edge of the metropolitan area.

Roosevelt, Horse Mesa, Mormon Flat, and Stewart Mountain Dams are located on the Salt River

upstream of the confluence of the two rivers. Currently, these water-supply reservoirs have no

allocated flood control storage. Granite Reef Dam, which is a diversion structure that channels

water into a network of irrigation and water supply canals, is located just below the confluence of the

Verde and Salt Rivers. One outfall of this system, the Alma School Drain, is located downstream of

Alma School Road.

Within the urban area, the Salt River has undergone substantial changes during the past two

decades. Originally, the river was a wide braided channel in the segment adjacent to the project

location. Over the years, urbanization and sand and gravel mining have generally narrowed and

incised the main channel.

3.7.2 Summary of Flooding History

Major flows occur in the Salt River adjacent to the project only when water is released from the

upstream facilities. These releases occur when runoff from the watershed is expected to exceed the

capacity of the reservoirs. In addition, minor flows may result from storms on the watershed below

the upstream dams. However, the river channel adjacent to the project is typically dry and can

remain dry for extended periods of time. These dry periods may be of several years duration.

Figure 3-10 (page 3-48) illustrates the normal dry condition of the riverbed. The base for this figure

is an aerial photograph taken on September 27, 1993. Other figures in the EIS are based on aerial

photographs taken January 4, 1993, during one of the rare flooding events. The illustrated flood

event represents a flow of approximately 10,500 cubic feet per second (cfs).

Hydrologic records indicate that the greatest floods have resulted from storms of the general winter

type. Studies of rainfall and runoff relationships show that the most critical runoff quantities would

probably occur from such storms. Table 3-11 presents the magnitude of major floods of record in

the Salt River below the Verde River. These data were collected from U.S.G.S. Water Supply

Papers, the Salt River Project, and other historical records.

Flood damage reports prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers indicate little or no damage to

residential property adjacent to the proposed project site. Historically, the majority of flood damage

along this reach has affected industrial areas, sand and gravel operations, and public facilities. This

pattern is reflected in the conditions created by recent flood events.
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TABLE 3·11

SALT RIVER HISTORICAL FLOODS OF RECORD

Maximum
Year Month Discharge (cis)

1890 February 143,288

1891 Unknown 285,000

1893 March 351,514

1895 January 82,994

1905 November 199,500

1906 March 67,000

1907 March 50,770

1908 December 63,000

1910 January 83,475

1911 March 56,743

1916 January 83,475

1919 November 101,867

1920 February 108,600

1927 February 70,000

1932 February 53,000

1938 March 59,040

1965 December 64,000

1966 January 53,000

1978 March 122,000

1978 December 140,000

1979 January 87,546

1980 February 170,000

1993 January 123,000
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During the 1965-66 floods, damages occurred to industrial developments near State Route 87,

telephone lines in the same vicinity, oxidation ponds associated with the Mesa Wastewater

Treatment Plant near Dobson Road, and sand and gravel operations. The largest single case of

damage occurred to the sand and gravel operations that were situated in the normally-dry river

bottom. These damages included the loss of stock-piled material, damage to equipment,

emergency operations during the flood, cleanup after the flood, and extra haulage of materials

caused by road washouts.

The 1980 flood caused no residential damages along the reach of the river adjacent to the project

area. Public facilities sustained the greatest losses. These losses included roads and bridges,

sewer systems, flood control works, and utility lines. Sand and gravel operations sustained about

five percent of the losses caused by this flood.

3.7.3 Regulatory Floodplain/Floodway Hydrology

In 1982, the U.S, Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) completed a hydraulic study of the Gila River

and its tributaries, including the Salt and Verde Rivers, as part of the Central Arizona Water Control

Study (CAWCS). One of the study purposes was to develop a discharge frequency relationship for

the existing conditions. Table 3-12 presents the results of this hydrologic analysis.

TABLE 3-12

DISCHARGE FREQUENCY VALUES FOR THE SALT RIVER

(CAWCS)

Return Period Dlscharae (cfs)

Location 10-Year 50-Year 100-Year sOO-Year

Gilbert Road 100,000 170,000 230,000 345,000

Mill Avenue Bridge 93,000 160,000 215,000 330,000
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In 1983-84 the Corps performed a Flood Insurance Study (FIS) for the Flood Control District of

Maricopa County. This study covered approximately 28 miles of the Salt River between State Route

87 and the confluence with the Gila River. Its results were adopted by the Federal Emergency

Management Agency (FEMA) and the mapping was published in 1988 as the regulatory floodplain

and floodway. The study used the hydrology developed by CAWCS and interpolated the 100-year

flood discharges at intermediate points between the locations listed in Table 3-12. Table 3-13

presents the discharges used by the Corps in defining the regulatory floodplain and floodway for the

reach adjacent to the proposed project.

TABLE 3-13

SALT RIVER FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY

100-Year Discharges

Location 100-Year Discharge (cIs)

Red Mountain/Pima Freeway Interchange 220,000

State Route 87 225,000

Floodplains or special flood hazard areas are divided into flood insurance rate zones that are based

on floodplain boundaries determined in a Flood Insurance Study. The zone designations are

assigned according to flood hazard factor, which are functions of the average difference in water

surface elevations between the 10-year and 100-year flood profiles. The reach of the Salt River

between the Pima Freeway and Dobson Road lies within Zone A13, which indicates an average

difference of 6.5 feet between the 10-year and 1GO-year profiles. The reach from Dobson Road

upstream to State Route 87 falls within Zone A11, which indicates an average difference of 5.5 feet

between the 10-year and 100-year profiles.

The flood insurance rate maps provide the 100-year base flood elevations (BFE). These elevations

range from 1182 feet at the Red Mountain/Pima Interchange to 1,205 feet at State Route 87. The

regulatory floodway for the reach adjacent to the project varies in width from a maximum of 4,380

feet near Dobson Road to a minimum of 1,040 feet just upstream of the McKellips Road at-grade

river crossing. Federal and state standards limit the increase in water-surface elevation between the

base flood elevation and the floodway to maximum of one foot. The regulatory floodplain and

floodway are illustrated in Figure 3-11 (page 3-52).
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3.7.4 Factors Affecting Flooding Risles

Several factors exist that may affect the flooding risk along the proposed project. In addition to the

upstream reservoir system. these items include future water resource facilities, sand and gravel

mining. and actions of the Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian Community.

Changes in water resource facilities include major modifications to Roosevelt Dam. now under

construction, which include increasing the height and outlet capacity. The increased height of the

dam is intended to provide dedicated flood control storage for runoff from the Upper Salt River

Basin. Because operating procedures for the modified facility have not been finalized, the changes

in flood conditions cannot yet be quantified. However, the modifications are expected to reduce

flood flows in the Salt River adjacent to the proposed project.

Extensive sand and gravel mining operations have substantially changed the Salt River channel in

the vicinity of the proposed project. A recent report estimated that the total mining production for

the reach of the river between the Pima Freeway and State Route 87 was approximately 40 million

tons between 1962 and 1986. The combined effect of this mining activity, major flood events, and

channelization improvements has degraded the river an average of over seven feet during the past

two decades.

The Salt River channel topography adjacent to the proposed project has changed substantially

since the completion of the flood insurance study using 1982 topographic mapping. Several large

mining operations have incised the channel along this reach. Without a detailed hydraulic analysis,

the quantification of the mining impacts is difficult. However, a general conclusion is that the main

channel, as a result of the mining, conveys a majority of the flood flows in a generally narrower and

deeper section. Therefore, it is likely that the regulatory floodplain and floodway, as currently

designated, are wider than the actual conditions that currently exist.

Other influences on the flooding risks may be the result of actions by the Salt River Pima Maricopa

Indian Community, whose boundary follows a historical low-flow channel of the Salt River. A large

portion of the river channel and floodplain lies within the boundaries of the community. As a

sovereign nation, the Indian community enters into its own agreements regarding the use of the

channel and floodplain. These agreement may include leases for sand and gravel operations.
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3.8 Earth Resources

I

I

I
This section briefly summarizes information regarding the geology and soils of the area. Also

included is a description of the farmlands within the study area. The location of soil associations I
and farmland is illustrated on Figure 3-12 (page 3-55).

I
3.8.1 Geology

I
The proposed project is located in the Basin and Range Physiographic Province of southern

Arizona. This province is characterized by alluvium-filled basins and rugged mountain ranges. The I
study area falls within the boundaries of the Eastern Maricopa and Northern Pinal Counties Area Soil

Survey of the U.S. Soil Conservation Service. A brief summary taken from that document is I
provided below.

I
The region is in a broad valley that is filled with alluvial materials as much as several hundred feet

thick. Mountains in the area are composed of granite and schist of precambrian age, conglomerate I
of cretaceous-tertiary age, and andesite of tertiary age. The mountains are rugged and steep,

attaining only a moderate height. The maximum elevation difference between the valley floor and I
the mountains is 2,420 feet. The valley floor is nearly level and contains gently-sloping soils. The

transitional area between the mountains and the valley is only a few miles wide. The soils in the I
transitional area are moderately sloping to steep.

I
The physiographic feature that forms the transitional area is a waste apron composed of debris that

has eroded from the highlands. Deposits of rubble, gravel, and sand are at the upper end of the I
apron, where the soils are moderately sloping to strongly sloping. Superimposed on the soils at the

lower end of the apron are areas of recent soils that have formed in alluvium deposited by streams I
on floodplains and on recent alluvial fans.

I
The major stream is the Salt River, which transverses through the area in an east-west direction.

This river was a perennial stream before storage reservoirs were constructed on the upper part of I
the watershed. It is now a dry channel, except for times when excess water is released from the

reservoirs due to high rainfall on the watershed. I
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3.8.2 Soils

The Soil Survey for Eastern Maricopa and Northern Pinal Counties classifies soils according to

associations and specific soil type. The soil associations are documented in this report. Soil

associations normally consist of one or more major soils and at least one minor soil, and is named

for the major soil. Three soil associations are located in the study area. They are: Alluvial Land

Association, Gilman-Estrella-Avondale Association, and Laveen Associations.

Along the Salt River channel and adjacent lowlands the Alluvial Land Association is found. This

association is characterized by deep gravely sand consisting of mixed alluvium derived from many

different kinds of rocks. Some areas of this association in the Salt River are more than a mile wide.

Others along the side drainage ways that lead to the river are long and narrow. Texture of the

surface layer ranges from gravely sand or very gravely sand to fine sandy loam. The material

beneath the surface layer is very gravely sand to very fine sandy loam and loam. The Alluvial

Association is not suitable for farming, but it is used as a source of sand and gravel as is evident

with the mining activities located west of Alma School Road just south of the river.

The Gilman-Estrella-Avondale Association is located on the flood plains and alluvial fans of the Salt

River. The association is deep, well-drained. nearly levelloams and clay loams. The surface layer of

the association is loam with varying sublayers. The underlying materials extend to a depth of 60

inches. The predominant soils are Gilman soils (65 percent) followed by Estrella soils (15 percent).

Soils of this association are used for irrigated crops. for grazing. and some mining.

The Laveen association is located on the terraced and old alluvial fans associated with the Salt

River. The association consists of well-drained. deep soils. Laveen soils have a surface layer of

brown loam or clay loam. Below the surface layer and extending to a depth of 60 inches or more is

light-brown loam that is more than 15 percent lime. Laveen soils comprise approximately 85 percent

of the association, with the remaining 15 percent Rillito, Pinal, Contine, Mohall, and Avondale soils.

The soils of this association can be used to grow irrigated crops. Golf courses, baseball fields, and

the major part of the City of Mesa are within this association.

3.8.3 Farmland

Approximately 314 acres of farmland are located within the study area. The majority lies in the

central portion of the study area between Dobson Road and Alma School Road. A small agricultural

parcel also remains within the sand and gravel area immediately west of Alma School Road.
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Communications with the U.S. Soil Conservation Service (SCS) have been conducted. Followin a

field visit and evaluation. the SCS has indicated that the farmland within the study area should be

classified as prime farmland under the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA). However, in

accordance with the FHWA guidelines "Farmland Protection Policy Act - Supplemental Guideli es

for Implementing the Final Rule for Highway Projects," prime farmland that is committed to ur an

development is, by definition, not subject to the FPPA. Commitment to urban developmen is

documented by a zoning code or ordinance that has been adopted by a state or local governm nt.

As described in Section 3.1.4 and illustrated on Figures 3-4 and 3-5 (pages 3-12 and 3-13), he

farmland in the study area is designated for urban development by both the local general plans nd

the zoning ordinances of the City of Mesa and Maricopa County. This conclusion has b en

confirmed by SCS, as shown in the correspondence included in Section 9.

3.9 Biological Resources

Information on biological resources was obtained from a field survey of accessible portions of he

project area and from contacts with state and federal agencies. A brief summary of this informa on

is provided below.

3.9.1 Vegetation

The proposed project site is heavily disturbed by sand and gravel mining, agriculture, and ur an

development. Virtually no undisturbed natural open space areas remain. No federal or state-lis ed

threatened or endangered plant species were identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. he

Arizona Game and Fish Commission. or the Arizona Department of Agriculture. The small amo nt

of existing vegetation is characteristic of the Lower Colorado Subdivision of the Sono an

Desertscrub Biome, at an elevation of approximately 1,200 feet. The following four habitat ty es

were found within the general project area: ruderal/disturbed. xero-riparian, and riparian stra d.

Each of these habitat types is briefly described below. No illustration is provided of the location of

the vegetation because of the small and scattered nature of their occurrence.
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Ruderal disturbed

This upland habitat type is the most common habitat type within the project area and is

characterized by heavy disturbance from sand and gravel mining, agriculture, and urban

development. The vegetation is predominantly annual weeds, with an occasional desert broom

(Baccharis sarothroides) and blue palo verde (Cercidium f1oridum)

Xero-riparian

This habitat type is found intermittently in a narrow band along the bank of the Salt River. It is

dominated almost exclusively by desert broom, with an occasional blue palo verde.

Riparian Strand

This habitat type is very sparsely vegetated with desert broom and is limited to the sandy river

bottom in the Salt River. Several sand and gravel operations are located within this habitat type.

3.9.2 Wildlife

Two special-interest species, the desert tortoise (Xerobates agassazil) and the Yuma clapper rail

(Ral/us longirstris yumanensis) were identified by Arizona Game and Fish Department and the U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service as species that may occur in the general region. The potential of each

species to occur within the project area was evaluated, as discussed below.

Desert Tortoise

The desert tortoise (Sonoran Desert population) is listed as a Federal Category 2 candidate within its

Arizona range. A Federal Category 2 candidate is a species for which there is some evidence of

vulnerability, but for which there are not enough data to support proposal at this time. The Sonoran

desert tortoise inhabits rocky slopes and bajadas of the Arizona Upland and Lower Colorado

subdivisions of the Sonoran Desertscrub biome, as well as Semidesert Grassland, Mohave

desertscrub, and Interior Chaparral biomes to elevations up to 4,350 feet. Boulders, outcroppings,

and natural cavities, such as caliche dens in the side of arroyos, are utilized as cover sites. The

proposed project site is within the Sonoran Desertscrub biome but no suitable desert tortoise habitat

exists within the project area. It is unlikely that desert tortoise would naturally occur within the

project area.
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Yuma Clapper Rail

3.10 Cultural Resources

3.0 AffectedEnvironment 3 9

Cultural resource studies were conducted as a part of the previously-prepared Environme tal

Assessment for the Red Mountain Corridor between Price Road and Lindsay Road. As a part of t e

preparation of this Environmental Impact Statement for the portion of the Red Mountain Corri or

between Price Road and State Route 87, the previous studies were reviewed and a field visit s

made. The findings of the earlier work were confirmed by this review. The results of th se

investigations are summarized below.
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Previous Research3.10.1

The Yuma clapper rail, a subspecies of the clapper rail, is a federally-endangered and st e

threatened bird that resides in shallow, freshwater marshes containing dense stands of ca ail

(Typha latirolia) , bulrush (Scirpus acutus) , or other tall thick emergent wetland vegetation t at

exceeds 15 inches in height. Its range includes the lower Colorado River from California a d

Arizona into Mexico. The Yuma clapper rail requires a wet substrata, such as a mudflat, sandbar or

slough bottom for foraging. There are documented occurrences of this species approximately 10

miles upstream of the project area, near Granite Reef diversion dam, but no sightings have b en

documented within the proposed project area. During field reconnaissance, suitable habitat for this

species was not found within the project area.

The studies conducted for the previous Environmental Assessment included a records search an a

field survey. Based on an approximate alignment of the corridor, an overview of known prehisto ic

and historic cultural resources in the vicinity was prepared. The results of the records search re

recorded in "Red Mountain Freeway Phase I Historic Property Survey Report", Soil Syste s

Technical Report 87-1, Phoenix, February 1987. The results of the field survey are recorded in

"Archaeological Survey and Evaluation of the Western Portion of the Proposed Red Mount in

Freeway Corridor", Soil Systems Technical Report 88-28, December 1988.
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While a number of archeological and historic sites were identified by the records search, only two

prehistoric and no historic sites were found to be listed for the portion of the corridor between Price

Road and State Route 87. The two archeological sites are described below.

The 1987 records search covered the entire proposed Red Mountain Corridor. This corridor begins

at Price road, extends eastward to Ellsworth Road, and then turns southward to US 60 (Superstition

Freeway). Only the three-mile portion between Price Road and State Route 87 is applicable to this

EIS.

Site AI.. U:9:6 (ARS) is located just south of the Salt River on either side of the extension of Dobson

Road. The site was tested in the late 1970's by Archaeological Research Services (ARS). The

testing program found a Civano phase (Classic period) trash area that was approximately 75 feet

long and 15 to 20 feet wide. This trash deposit varied in depth from 1.6 feet to 2.0 feet below the

ground surface. This find suggests that Classic period habitation units are nearby.

Research findings3.10.2

The 1988 field survey covered the proposed corridor between Price Road and Lindsay Road. Only

the three-mile portion between Price Road and State Route 87 is applicable to this Environmental

Impact Statement. The surveyed corridor width varied from 350 feet to 850 feet. Where surface

visibility was moderate to high, the ground surface was visually examined by walking in parallel

transects that were spaced between 50 and 80 feet apart. Portions of the western end of the

corridor, primarily the modern floodplain, were examined using transects between 100 and 170 feet

apart. A portion of the alignment contained buildings or ground cover that precluded the

examination of the ground surface. Other areas were disturbed by modern quarrying operations.

In addition to Site AI.. U:9:6 (ARS), a prehistoric canal, called Canal Muertos, has been recorded in

this area. This canal reportedly began at the Salt River approximately midway between Dobson

Road and Alma School Road, extended in a southwesterly direction across the project corridor, and

crossed Dobson Road just south of Site AI.. U:9:6. Canal Muertos was an extensive canal system

that extended at least 10 miles to the south and eventually reached Los Muertos, a large Classic

period Hohokam village.
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Federal Records

Potential impacts of the build alternatives on these resources are discussed in Section 4.12.
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Regulatory Data Base Review3.11.1

• National Priorities Ust (NPL), which is part of the Comprehensive Environmental Respo se

Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) or Superfund, updated September 1, 19 2.

Identifies sites that qualify for inclusion to the federal Superfund program.

The 1988 field sUNey, found the corridor between Price Road and State Route 87 to be gener lIy

void of archaeological materials. This area has been greatly disturbed by modern sand and gr el

operations and by the movement of the Salt River. The one area most likely to contain int ct

archeological deposits is near Site AI. U:9:6 (ARS). No surface materials were observed during he

survey, but the site may extend into the corridor. No evidence of the Canal Muertos was observ d.

However. as with other canal investigations. it is possible that additional canal branches may h ve

existed in the area. The field survey found no historic resources between Price Road and St te

Route 87.

Potential sources of contamination were first identified from federal and state records. The followi g

databases were reviewed:

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was conducted of the project area in March. 1 3.

The purpose of the Phase I ESA was to identify areas of potential hazardous material and petrole m

contamination that could impact the proposed project. The assessment included prelimin ry

coordination with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ), a review of federal nd

state regulatory data bases. a review of previous reports, personal interviews, and a ite

reconnaissance. Its content was identical to an ADOT Pre-Initial Site Assessment. The details of

the study and its results are contained in a separate technical report entitled "Red Mountain Free ay

Project, Price/Pima to State Route 87. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment" This report is

available for review at ADOT, Environmental Planning Services, 205 South 17th Avenue, Phoe ix,

Arizona 85029. A summary of the inventory portion of the report is presented below.



I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

• NPUPotentially Responsible Parties (PRP) database, updated August 14, 1992. Usts PRPs

that are associated with identified NPL sites.

• CERCLA Sites database, also known as CERCUS, updated September 1, 1992. Includes

sites that are, or were, under investigation for reported violations to the CERCLA program

and may be included on the NPL list.

• Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Treatment, Storage, or Disposal (TSD)

Facilities database, September 1, 1992. Identifies facilities that are permitted by the EPA for

on-site treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous waste activities.

• RCRA Generators and Transporters database, updated September 1, 1992. Lists those

facilities that are registered with the EPA for on-site generation of hazardous waste or

transport hazardous wastes.

• RCRA Corrective Action database, updated August 15, 1992. Identifies sites that have been

investigated by the EPA for inappropriate actions related to the use, storage, treatment, or

disposal of hazardous wastes.

• RCRA Subtitle D Landfills database, updated August 15, 1992. Identifies sites that are

regulated by the EPA under Subtitle D (solid waste) of RCRA.

• Facility Index System (FINDS) database, updated October 30, 1992. Identifies sites and

facilities that have been investigated or have applied for permits under several federal and

state environmental programs. Those sites that are listed in the database did not appear on

any of the other databases.

• Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) database, also known as the Hazardous

Material Spills database, updated August 15, 1992. Identifies sites and facilities where

containment and/or clean up of spills have been required by emergency response teams.

Reported illegal dumping incidents are also included in the list.

• Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) III Facilities database, also known

as Toxic Release Identification System (TRIS) , updated December 31, 1991. Usts sites

included in the federal Community-Right-to-Know program. These sites are listed for their

use and presence of hazardous substances regulated under the act.
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• State Landfills database, updated July 1, 1992. Lists sites regulated under state solid ste

regulations.

This data base includes sites that are. or were, under investigation for reported violatioJs to

the CERCLA program. Two sites were reported within the one-quarter-mile search rea.

They are located just west of the Price/Pima alignment, outside the project area. Both ites

underwent a preliminary assessment, with the result that no further action is planned.

• State Superfund Sites database. updated June 12. 1992. Lists sites that qualify for incl sion

on the state Superfund program. These sites do not meet specific criteria for inclusion t the

federal Superfund program. but warrant a regulatory action for the presenc of

contamination in the soil and/or groundwater.

• Registered Underground Storage Tanks (UST) database, updated July 6,1992. Notific tion

of the presence of underground storage tanks is required under RCRA and is administ red

by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. Facility owners that are out of busi ess

may not have registered on-site tanks.

• Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) database, updated August 14, 1992. ists

sites of known releases of hydrocarbons from underground storage tanks. Undergr und

storage of hazardous substances and petroleum products is regulated under RCRA. The

database indicates if the release has been cleaned up (file closed) or is under remediati n.

The records search focused on an area within one-quarter-mile of the centerline of the prop sed

alignment and the eastern and western termini. A one-mile distance was used for data bases that

generally list the most hazardous sites. In some cases, the data search revealed sites that ere

situated beyond both the one-mile and quarter-mile limits. These sites are identified in the tech ical

report.

For purposes of describing the potential hazardous wastes that may impact the proposed pro ect,

identified sites within the quarter-mile radius are summarized below.

3.0 Affected Environment _
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• Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS)

Also known as the Hazardous Material Spills data base, this source identifies sites where

containment and/or clean up of spills have been required by emergency response teams.

Nine sites were identified. However, all were either remediated or were of such small

quantity that no impact to the project is anticipated.

• Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Facilities

This list identifies facilities that are permitted by EPA for on-site treatment, storage, or

disposal of hazardous waste activities. Eight sites were listed within the one-quarter-mile

search area. All are located west on the Price/Pima alignment and are thus outside the

project area. These facilities are unlikely to affect the proposed project for the following

reasons: the sites are west and hydraulically lateral from the alignment, depth to

groundwater is over 150 feet, and no reported violations were listed in the data bases

reviewed.

• Facility Index System (FINDS)

This database identifies sites and facilities that have been investigated or have applied for

permits under several federal and state environmental programs. The review identified five

facilities. Three of the facilities had no address listed, but were not located during the site

reconnaissance. The other two facilities are located west of the Price/Pima alignment

outside the project area. These two sites should not affect the project because of their

location west and hydraulically lateral from the alignment and because the depth to

groundwater is over 150 feet.

• State Landfill Data Base

This data base lists sites that are subject to state solid waste regulations. The review

identified one solid waste landfill within the one-quarter-mile search area. The Alma School

Landfill is located at the northwestern corner of Alma School Road and McLellan Road.
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• Registered Underground Storage Tanks Data Base (RUST)

The potential for encountering hazardous wastes at the Alma School Landfill is sli ht.

Disposal of hazardous waste and substances is not suspected by the federal or sate

agencies and no information was found to indicate any possibility of hazardous waste bu ial.

The 1989 study determined that the excavation of the 10-acre site occurred in 1979 a a

result of gravel mining operations. Disposal of inert materials, as provided by permit, be an

in 1986. The site reconnaissance revealed that construction debris had been deposite in

parts of the pit. A small amount of plastic-type material, which would be a violation of the

permit, was found in the northern portion of the site. Interviews with the owner and user of

the site confirmed that only construction materials had been deposited.
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In May 1989, a preliminary evaluation of the Alma School Landfill was conducted as pa of

the State Environmental Assessment that was completed for the Red Mountain Free ay.

This evaluation included a records review, site reconnaissance, water sample collection, nd

interviews. The results are described in a technical report entitled, "Phase I Environme tal

Audit for Selected Sites Along the Proposed Alignment of the Red Mountain Freeway", ay

1989.

A small pond, formed from precipitation runoff, was encountered at the deepest point of the

pit. Water samples were collected and analyzed for volatile organics and halogena ed

volatiles. Note of the parameters tested presented a violation or indication of hazard us

waste disposal. No records of illegal activity, storage, or disposal of hazardous substan I es

were found by EPA, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Maricopa Associatio of

Governments or Maricopa County. At the time of the 1993 site reconnaissance, the Ian fill

had apparently stopped accepting trash, had been capped with topsoil, and the gates to the

entrances were closed.

This data base is administered by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality and Ists

the presence of underground storage tanks as reported under RCRA requirements. Twe ty

two sites were identified. The majority of these sites are located in the eastern portion of the

project area along Alma School Road and State Route 87. Several are also located near the

western terminus of the project. The locations of 21 of these sites are shown on Figure 13

(page 3-66). An additional site was listed as being located just off Price Road, but no

address was given. Detailed information on each site is contained in the technical report.
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• Leaking Underground Storage Tank Data Base (LUSl)
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A site reconnaissance of the project corridor between Price Road and State Route 87 was

conducted on February 4 and 5, 1993. The reconnaissance was conducted from public access

areas. It involved confirming the locations of potential contaminant sources that were identified by

the data base review and identifying possible contaminant source sites not previously identified.

A study was performed for ADOT in 1991 for a parcel located near the south bank of the river at

Eighth Street and Price Road. This study was performed in conjunction with evaluations related to

the Price/Red Mountain Interchange. Potential impacts on this site have been mitigated in

conjunction with that project.

Site Reconnaissance

Review of Previous Reports

3.11.3

3.11.2

This data base lists sites of known releases of hydrocarbons from underground storage

tanks. Six of the previously-identified 22 sites were listed on the LUST database. Four of the

sites are located near the eastern terminus of the project along State Route 87 and two are

located west of Price Road just outside of the project area. Five of these sites are identified

on Figure 3-13. The sixth site was listed as being located just off Price Road, but no

address was available. Detailed information on these sites is also contained in the technical

report.

The results of the MAG study, performed in 1986, are contained in the report entitled, "Volatile

Organic Chemicals and DSCP in Groundwater in the Mesa Area." The investigated area included

the portion of the project study area east of Alma School Road. Groundwater contamination

investigated by this study is not anticipated to affect the proposed project due to the depth to

groundwater of 150 feet.

The 1993 Phase I Site Assessment reviewed previous reports that were prepared for Maricopa

Association of Governments (MAG) to investigate the presence of Volatile Organic Chemicals

(VOCs) in groundwater and for the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOl) for a site related to

the Price/Red Mountain Interchange.
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Construction debris and yard wastes were observed in the area north of Riverview Park. East Iof

Dobson Road, the alignment passes through agricultural lands that had recently been tilled. te

past use of pesticides or herbicides at this location is not known. East of the agricultural prope ,

the alignment passes through property that has previously been mined for sand and gravel.

The alignment then proceeds easterly in the vicinity of the Sunward Materials Plant and the Johns n

Stewart cement batch plant, both located immediately west of Alma School Road. The ex ct

location of the underground storage tank listed to be at the Sunward plant was not identified. e

alignment then passes over the northwestern one-third of the Alma School Landfill.

East of Alma School Road, the alignment passes through property currently occupied by seve al

businesses. One business, Trevizo Hay. is listed in the UST data base as currently having n

underground storage tank. Two large above-ground storage tanks were observed on this prope .

Both tanks are within a shallow, plastic-lined berm. The contents were not identified. Junk d

vehicles and scrap iron was also observed in this vicinity.

Southwest of McKellips Road. the undeveloped area has been subjected to minimal dumping of

construction and landscaping debris. One abandoned automobile was also observed. East of

McKellips Road. the alignment passes through several industrial business properties. They inclu e

a prefabricated home manufacturing firm, an auto body repair facility, a wood working plant, an a

small construction firm. Several open drums were observed in the yard of the construction fir .

This site has also been the subject of remediation for hydrocarbons of surface soils. The exterior of

the prefabricated manufacturing firm was posted with a National Fire Protection Associati n

diamond placard. indicating that specified levels of health hazards exist.

East of these businesses. the route proceeds to the vicinity of a scrap metal salvage compa y.

Stained soil was observed underneath a track-mounted crane that was being dismantled. Th e

large fiberglass tanks were observed on the property. one of which had a large hole in the top.
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3.12 Visual Resources

A visual field reconnaissance of the study area was conducted in May 1993. The results are briefly

summarized in this section. Photo documentation of representative views is provided by Figures 3

14, 3-15a and 3-15b (pages 71-73).

The overall visual character of the study area is diverse and dependent upon a number of factors.

Several prominent features exert strong influences. These features include the normally-dry Salt

River channel, sand and gravel mines and processing plants, open fields, and areas developed in

urban uses. These developments include a varied mixture of residences, businesses, and

commercial establishments. Variations in topography and vegetation also influence the visual

character of the immediate area. The views range from closely-restricted perspectives to extended

panoramas in which the distant mountain ranges are visible. View characteristics related to the

previously-defined subareas are summarized below.

Subarea 1, which is located in the northeastern portion of the study area has a variety of view

characteristics. Single-family and mobile home residences characterize the central portion of the

subarea. Views from these residential areas are restricted due to limited variation in elevations,

vegetation, and block walls. Land uses on the eastern, northern, and western periphery of this

subarea include commercial, industrial, and mining. Views of the Salt River to the north, as well as

the mountains in the distance, are available from the open portions of this area.

Subarea 2 is located directly south of Subarea 1. It is comprised entirely of single-family residences

surrounding the Mesa Country Club. Mature vegetation provides visual diversity to the homes

adjacent to the golf course. Views from this area are restricted by the structures and vegetation.

Subareas 3 and 4, in the southwestern portion of the study area, are dominated by single-family and

multi-family residential development. Views from these areas are restricted by landscaping and

block walls. Views are also restricted by the relatively flat terrain, which does not afford opportunities

for views from high points.

Subarea 5, located north of Subareas 3 and 4, is a relatively large and diverse area that contains

Riverview Park, agricultural lands, sand and gravel mines, and industrial areas. The park and

associated golf course create an area of landscaped open space in an otherwise generally bleak

landscape. Views from the park include the residential area to the south, the Mesa Waste Water

Treatment Plant and future Pima Freeway to the west and north, the agricultural field to the east, and
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the normally-dry Salt River and its gravel pits to the north. Distant views to the north include t e

McDowell mountain range. Views from the centrally-located agricultural area are gener IIy
unrestricted. Toward the north, the view includes the mining operations and Salt River in t e

foreground against the backdrop of the McDowell Mountains in the distance.

Subarea 6 is comprised solely of single-family residences. Views within the subdivision

restricted by houses, landscaping, and walls. However, a tier of homes on the northern edge alo g

the canal has backyard views of features to the north. These views are somewhat extended b a

slight rise in elevation. The agricultural field provides the foreground, sand and gravel operatiors

are somewhat visible along the river, and the McDowell Mountains can be seen in the distance.
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( View looking north on State Route 87 at eastern project terminous )

( View of sand and gravel area from Alma School Road)
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( View of mountains looking north across open field in Subarea 1)

( View of agricultural area looking north from 8th Street)
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION

This section describes the potential social, economic, and environmental effects of the three

alternatives that were selected for detailed study. These alternatives are: (1) no-action; (2) freeway;

and (3) major urban arterial street. In addition to the description of potential impacts, appropriate

mitigation measures to avoid or reduce the impacts are described. Section 4.0 is organized using

the analysis categories as major headings. The three alternatives are then compared for each of

these sUbjects.

4.1 Land Use

This section describes the relationships between the alternatives and the existing and proposed

land uses in the area. The compatibility of each alternative with adopted development plans is

assessed. More specific impacts related to relocation and economic activity are described in

Sections 4.3 and 4.4.

4.1.1 No-action Alternative

Under the no-action alternative, no project-related influences on the land use in the study area

would occur. No land would be acquired for right-of-way purposes. The existing residential land

use patterns in Subareas 1,2, 3, 4, and 6, which are illustrated in Figure 3-1 (page 3-3), are likely to

be maintained. However, other existing trends and economic forces would likely continue to exert

some influence for change.

Sand and gravel operations, which are located primarily in Subarea 5, are long-standing and

believed to contain substantial reserves of the resource. Under the no-action alternative, these

mining operations would be expected to continue for some time into the future. However, the

resource will eventually be depleted or mined to a depth that precludes the continuation of an

economically-feasible operation. Upon termination of the mining activity, the active pit areas are

expected to be reclaimed.
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Following the restoration of the mined areas, it is likely that development would occur. While !the

majority of the mining areas are presently located on land that is within the jurisdiction of Maric?pa

County, long-term land use will be consistent with the policies of the City of Mesa. The M~sa

General Plan provides for future development of the sand and gravel areas as industrial uses.

A change in use is also likely for the large parcel located in the central portion of Subare~ 5.
I

Currently in agricultural use. this area may be underlain with sand and gravel resources. Dem.nd

for these resources may create incentives to mine the area. Such an action would require a pe~mit

from the City of Mesa. Alternatively. the parcel may be developed into another use. It is currehtly

zoned for residential use. except for a strip of commercial zoning along the east side of Ithe

extension of Dobson Road. The Mesa General Plan designates most of the area as comm~rce
I

park, with a portion also allocated for high-density residential. If neither the proposed freeway ror

the alternative major arterial is constructed, the only transportation improvement in the area is Ii~ely
I

to be the extension of Dobson Road north of Eighth Street. Under this scenario, the parcel wQuld
i

have moderate pressure to develop. This level of accessibility would likely support reside~tial

development, rather than the more intense planned uses.

The no-action alternative is not consistent with the Mesa General Plan. the Tempe General Plan~ or
I

the MAG Regional Transportation Plan. All of these locally-adopted plans provide for Ithe

construction of the Red Mountain Freeway between the Pima Freeway and State Route 87.

4. f.2 Freeway Altemative

The freeway alternative is consistent with the applicable local government plans that pertain to ~he
I

area. These plans include the Mesa General Plan, the Tempe General Plan, and the MAG Regiqnal

Transportation Plan, and the MAG Regional Bicycle Plan. Each of these documents, which h~ve

received the approval of the appropriate local governing body, provide for the construction of ~he

Red Mountain Freeway. Adjoining land uses are also planned to be compatible with the eXiste~ce

of the freeway on the preferred alignment.

The MAG Regional Bicycle Plan designates both on-road and off-road facilities. In the vicinity of ~he

Red Mountain Corridor. State Route 87 is designated as an on-road route. The Salt River cha~nel

adjacent to the proposed alignment is designated as an off-road route. The freeway alternative

would be consistent with these designations. No conflicts with the bicycle route would be create~.
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With the addition of the freeway, future land uses would be expected to conform to the general

plans for the area. The Mesa General Plan would be the dominant guide for this new development.

The portion of the study area within the jurisdiction of the City of Tempe is already largely developed.

The unincorporated island currently under the jurisdiction of Maricopa County is expected to be

annexed into the City of Mesa. Future land uses would include additional residential, commercial,

and industrial developments. Institutional uses would continue. The major change is expected to

occur between Dobson Road and Alma School Road on the parcels presently in agricultural and

mining uses. This area is designated for commerce park development, which includes office parks,

research and development, light industrial, and high technology uses.

Specific land use changes that would be caused or influenced by the freeway alternative are related

to the acquisition of·the needed right-of-way and the influence that the facility would have on future

development. The specific acquisitions and relocations are detailed in Section 4.3. A general

description of these right-of-way impacts, as well as the development influences, is provided below.

Because the freeway alternative would be a new facility on a new alignment, the total right-of-way

area would require acquisition. The acquisition of this area would have impacts of residential,

commercial, industrial, sand and gravel mining, agricultural, and public uses. All of the property to

be acquired lies within Subareas 1 and 5. Beginning at the western terminus of the project, the land

use impacts of the right-of-way acquisitions can be summarized as follows:

Price Freewav to Dobson Road

This area is owned by the City of Mesa. Acquisition of the northern portion of the property would be

required. The acquired area is north of the Mesa Waste Water Treatment Plant and Riverview Park.

No portion of the developed portion of these facilities would be acquired. Thus, no land use

changes would occur. The existing public facilities would continue. A reconfiguration of the

percolation ponds associated with the water treatment plant would be needed to accommodate the

ramps associated with the Price/Red Mountain Interchange.

Dobson Road to Alma School Road

Acquisition in this area would include the northern edge of the agricultural parcel in the center of

Subarea 5. This acquisition would not preclude the continued use of the property for agriculture nor

its future development to other uses. A secondary impact on this property would be caused by the
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realignment of Dobson Road. Additional right-of-way would be acquired through the pa~cel

between Eighth Street and the Dobson Road Interchange with the freeway. Agricultural uses wquld

not be severely affected by this acquisition until after changes in land use occur.

To the east of the agricultural parcel, the acquisition would affect the sand and gravel mir1ing

operations along the riverbank on either side of Alma School Road. A portion of the sand $nd

gravel resource areas would be acquired. An additional effect would relate to the potential for Ithe

continued operation of the mining and processing activities.

Alma School Road to State Route 87

East of the sand and gravel operations along Alma School Road, acquisitions would include gen~ral

industrial parcels. Several are related to the sand and gravel industry. Also in this segment w~uld

be impacts on residential uses in the form of the acquisition of a mobile home park just west of S~ate

Route 87. This impact is described in detail in Section 4.3.

4.1.3 Major Urban Arterial Alternative

The urban arterial alternative is not consistent with the applicable local government plans ~hat

pertain to the area. Each of these plans provide for the construction of a freeway facility. Howeyer,

the arterial alternative would not conflict with the provisions of the MAG Regional Bicycle Plan.

While the construction of the arterial alternative would assist in providing additional accessibility ~nd

visibility to the study area, it would not accomplish the goals of the adopted plans. Arterial tr~ffic
would experience higher levels of congestion than the freeway alternative and would not provide ~he

same level of access to the larger community. The future development would likely be some'Ajhat

similar to the uses provided by the plans, but at a less intense and varied level.

Specific land use impacts caused by the acquisition of the right-of-way would affect the s~me

properties as the freeway alternative. The 200-foot right-of-way would require less acreage than ~he

350-foot freeway right-of-way. However, the actual parcel acquisition and impacts would be simjlar.

These impacts can be summarized as follows:

4.0 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, 14-4
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Price Freeway to Dobson Road

Acquisition and impacts in this segment would be the same as the freeway alternative. This

condition would be caused by the need to connect the arterial to the Price/Red Mountain

Interchange and by the transition from the freeway on the west to the arterial on the east.

Dobson Road to Alma School Road

Acquisition in this area would include the northern edge of the agricultural parcel in the center of

Subarea 5. The acreage required would be less than that for the freeway alternative. Dobson Road

would not be realigned. Thus, no additional right-ot-way tor Dobson Road would be needed. The

adjoining property could still be used for agriculture and could be developed in the future. To the

east of the agricultural parcel, the impacts would be similar to those of the freeway alternative,

except that less acreage would be taken.

Alma School Road to State Route 87

Acquisition in this segment would affect the same parcels as the freeway alternative. The acreage

acquired would be less, but the business and residential impacts would be the same.

4.2 Social Impacts

This section describes the impacts of each alternative on the social fabric of the study area.

Included are discussions related to community cohesion. accessibility. public facilities. safety, and

demographic groups.

4.2.1 No-action Alternative

With the no-action alternative, no social impacts would be caused. Any social changes would occur

as a result of the continuing evolution of the community. These changes would be influenced by the

land use changes and traffic congestion that would occur without either of the build alternatives, as

described in Section 4.1.1.
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4.2.2 Freeway Altemative

Community Cohesion

The impact of the freeway alternative on the integrity and cohesion of the existing neighborho~ds

would be minor. The proposed roadway lies along the northern edge of the study area on the so~th

bank of the Salt River. The river presently forms a natural barrier between the development in ~e

study area and the undeveloped land on the Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian Community north i of

the river. The jurisdictional boundary, which is defined by the river, separates the two areas t~at

have different development policies and philosophies. Thus, no disruption to either area would ~e

created. While the physical separation created by the river may be emphasized by the freeway~ it

does not create additional separation. As discussed below, potential for access between the *,0
communities would be improved.

Within the study area, the freeway alternative would not disrupt the existing stable neighborhoo~s

that lie in the southern portion of the study area. No residential neighborhoods would be divid~d,

nor would barriers be created between the neighborhoods and the remainder of the communi~.
I

The only residential impact would be the taking of the Hawaiian Mobile Home Park located just w~st

of State Route 87. The required relocations are described in detail in Section 4.3.

Travel Patterns and Accessibility

The introduction of the new road capacity would improve the general circulation and accessibility

within the study area and between the study area and the remainder of the community. Acce~s

between the residential areas within the study area and the employment, commerce, and cultu(al

areas in the larger community would improve. Access among the business and industrial are~s

within the study area would also improve.

The improved accessibility would create improved opportunities for development in the stu9Y are~.

The extensive areas of land presently in agricultural use, sand and gravel operations, low-intensIty

industrial uses, and vacant lots would be ~uitable for industrial and commercial developme~t.

These development influences could also extend to properties in the surrounding area.
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Local residents would benefit from increased acce$sibility to the wider regional roadway system.

Internal traffic trips would not be. expected to be adversely affected due to existing roadway

upgrades. Local travel times may be improved because through traffic would be diverted to the

freeway system. Non-vehicular traffic in the area would be unchanged.

The peripheral location of.the project in the study area means that no major facilities, or access to

them, would be affected. In addition, while the freeway may appear to be a barrier between the

Indian community and the study area, the location of intersections on all access streets that link the

two communities would minimize this effect.

Public Facilities

Public facilities that may be potentially affected by the freeway could include schools, recreation

areas, churches, and police and fire protection.

As described in Section 3.2, the schools that serve the study area are located outside of its

boundaries. Access from the neighborhoods to the schools is provided by the major arterial streets.

The project would have no impact on this access. School bus routes would not be affected. Buses

transporting students from the Salt River Indian Community to schools in the district could

experience minor temporary delays during the construction period, but travel time would be either

unchanged or improved upon completion of the project. The distribution of school catchment areas

is expected to change somewhat upon the completion of a new elementary school to be located

southeast of Whitman Elementary School, which is located on Grand Street south of McKellips Road

and east of State Route 87. Adjustments to school bus routes could result, but accessibility would

remain unchanged by the freeway.

The schools of the Mesa School District are also used after regular hours for a number of other

activities. These activities include after-school daycare, sports programs operated by the City of

Mesa, and community education programs offered by the school district. The addition of the

freeway would not affect the availability of these activities. Access for residents living at a distance

from the school facilities would be improved.

Recreational facilities in the area include the Riverview Park and Golf Course, both of which are

used extensively by the community. Impacts are described in detail in Section 4.5. The freeway

would improve access to these facilities. The extension of Dobson Road and its intersection with

the freeway would enhance the accessibility of the park from the east and the west.
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The two churches in the study area would not be affected by the freeway. They would share ~he

general benefits of improved circulation in the area. All other churches lie outside the stUdy a~a,

None are likely to receive any direct or indirect impacts from the project.

Fire protection and police services are provided by the cities of Mesa and Tempe. In addition, R~ral

Metro, a private company, provides fire protection to the unincorporated area under the juriSdic~on
of Maricopa County. These services originate from the south of the study area. The major art~rial

streets provide the means of access into the area. No disruption of service is anticipated as a re~ult

of the freeway project. Temporary rerouting is unlikely to be required. The long-term effect wo~ld
I

be to improve access to the northern portions of the stUdy area by providing alternative acc~ss

routes to McKellips, Alma School, and Dobson Roads from the east and west.

Social Groups

As described in Section 3.2, approximately 7 percent of the study area population is 60 years of ,'ge

or over. The greatest concentration of this group is in Subarea 2, where almost 14 percent of ,he
,

residents fall in this category. Most reside in the residential area surrounding the Mesa Courltry
I

Club. In Subarea 4, the elderly compris~ 15 percent of the population. In general, the proportionl, of

elderly in the entire study area (7%) is relatively low in comparison to the city of Mesa or Maricopa

County (approximately 16%).

Subarea 4 is somewhat isolated from the residential area to the south by University Drive and by the

construction of the Price Freeway on the west. However, it does form a contiguous bank II of
I

residential land use to the east along University Drive. The freeway would have little further imp4ct

on this area than that already experienced due to major roadway development in the area. Vac~nt

land to the north shields and separates the area from direct impact.

Local traffic patterns for the elderly popUlation are likely to be unchanged. All service and re~i1

areas lie to the east and south and will not be directly affected by the freeway on the north. ~e
overall impact is expected to be beneficial in terms of improved access to regional facilities a~d

services.
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The study area contains a generally homogeneous population with no large racial or ethnic groups.

The Salt River Pima Indian Community lies north of the study area. The freeway is not expected to

reduce traffic to and from the Indian community. The freeway may represent a psychological barrier

in addition to the Salt .River and may underline the separateness of the Indian community. However,

the addition of the freeway would actually improve access between the Indian community and

facilities and services to the south. As described in Section 4.3.2, the project will affect a mining

parcel on which the Indian Community has acquired ownership of the mining patent. The State will

comply with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970,

as amended, without discrimination, for all properties acquired. and all businesses displaced.

The greatest impact on minorities would occur with the displacement of the Hawaiian Mobile Home

Park. As discussed in more detail in Section 4.3, the U.S. Census shows a larger share of minorities

residing there. Over 20 percent are of Hispanic origin, compared with 11 percent in the study area

and the City of Mesa. Another 20 percent are black, Asian, and "other races", compared with 9.7

percent in the study area. As described in Section 4.3, a relocation plan will be required.

4.2.3 Major Urban Arterial Alternative

Social impacts of the arterial alternative would be similar to those of the freeway alternative. It is

located on the same alignment along the south bank of the Salt River and therefore would have a

minimal impact on the social cohesion of the community. Travel patterns and accessibility would be

improved, although not to the degree caused by the freeway alternative. Relationships to public

facilities would be similar to those of the freeway. One difference in this regard relates to Riverview

Park. With the arterial alternative, the extension of Dobson Road would· form the eastern boundary

of the park as compared to the realignment of Dobson Road further to the east with the freeway

alternative. Impacts of the various social groups would be virtually identical to those described for

the freeway alternative.

4.3 Relocation Impacts

Relocation impacts deal with the properties and land uses that would be directly affected by the

acquisition of the needed right-of-way. This acquisition and the associated relocation program

would be conducted in accordance with federal law, specifically the Uniform Relocation Assistance

and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act ·of 1970, as amended. The relocation impacts would

affect both residential and business properties. The needed acquisitions for the build alternatives

have been identified based on the conceptual location of the alignments. The impacts associated

with these acquisitions are described in this section. Exact definitions of property to be acquired will

be made by ADOT following the engineering design of the selected alternative.
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4.3.f No-actIon AHematlve

Under the no-action alternative, no property would be acquired and no relocations would occur.

4.3.2 Freeway AHemative

The relocation impacts of the freeway alternative deal with the properties and land uses that w<j>uld

be directly affected by the acquisition of the needed right-of-way. These impacts would affect ~oth

residential and business properties.

Residential Relocation

The area of residential development to be displaced is located in Subarea 1, south of the Salt ~iver

and north of McKellips Road. The right-of-way requirements in this location would directly affectI the
!

Hawaiian Mobile Home Park. The park is an older development containing units that are older ~nd

smaller than would be found in most mobile home parks in the general area. Pads for 68 mqbile

homes and six apartment units are provided on 4.15 acres. In May 1993, the park containe~ 62

occupied mobile homes.

Detailed demographic information for the park is limited due to privacy requirements. Howev~r, a

general description of the demographic composition can be estimated by considering data for Ithe

Census block in which it is located. The racial composition is estimated to be approximate~ 74

percent White non-Hispanic, 21 percent Hispanic, 2 percent Black, and 3 percent Asian. i No
i

American Indians reside in the census block. Children from the mobile home park attend ne4rby

schools in the Mesa School District. These schools include Whitman Elementary School, loc4ted

east of State Route 87 on Grand Avenue, and secondary schools located south of the are~ on

Westwood between Eighth Street and University Drive.

Over 80% of the Hawaiian Mobile Home Park property lies within the proposed right-of-way. mus,
I

the entire development would require acquisition. Relocation of the 62 occupied units woul~ be

required. The units that would be acquired are estimated to house approximately 180 person~, or

1.8 percent of the residential population in the study area.
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In addition to the residential relocations, two other residential areas are indirectly affected by the

right-of-way. The first involves three parcels on the north side of McLellan Road east of Alma

School Road. These parcels are narrow with depths ranging from approximately 475 feet to 1,100

feet. Residences are located at the southern enqof the parcels on McLellan Road. The right-of

way crosses their northern edge and will require the acquisition of an estimated 50 feet to 100 feet of

the parcels. No direct impact will occur on the residential structures. The other affected area is a

single-family residential lot, approximately 1.2 acres, that is located adjacent to the Mark Mobile

Home Park on McKellips Road. The acquisition of approximately 20 percent of the lot may be

required. Disruption of the residence is not anticipated. The exact extent of the impact will depend

upon the final design of the freeway. An alternative access may be required between this lot and

McKellips Road.

Available housing to meet the needs of the relocatees can be found in the general area. Within the

study area, mobile homes comprise almost 20 percent of the total housing stock. The affected park

is the smallest in the area. The others are the Mark Mobile Home Park on McKellips Road west of

State Route 87 and the Tempe Cascades Mobile Home Park on University Drive east of Price Road.

In addition to those in the vicinity, numerous mobile home parks are located in the adjacent

residential areas of north Mesa east of State Route 87. Twenty percent of all housing within the city

of Mesa is comprised of mobile homes. In 1990, over 16,000 units were vacant. However, two

problems may occur with regard to the relocation of the mobile homes in the Hawaiian Mobile Home

Park. First, many of the parks require that the units meet specified size and age standards. The

mobile homes to be relocated may not meet these standards. Second, rental rates for the pads in

the other parks generally exceed the current rates at the Hawaiian Park. Thus, special assistance

may be required to locate suitable replacement housing.

Business Relocations

A total of fifteen businesses will be directly impacted by the acquisition of the needed right-of-way.

These businesses are located on Alma School Road and on McKellips Road between Alma School

Road and State Route 87. They include the sand and gravel operations on either side of Alma

School Road, a small cluster of industrial and retail businesses along Alma School Road, and

another cluster of businesses along the north side of McKellips west of State Route 87. The fifteen

businesses are described below.
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Sunward Materials: This firm is the American operating company of CeMex and is located southlof

the Salt River on both sides of Alma School Road. This portion west of Alma School Road provi~es
the area from which the sand and gravel materials are extracted. Sunward also leases land fr~m

Johnson Stewart that is located on the east side of Alma School Road adjacent to the Salt Riv~r.

This leased property is the location of the processing plant operated by Sunward Materials, as '1ell

as the area used for equipment storage, material stockpiles, and other ancillary materials. f.,n

access road runs beneath Alma School Road and provides a direct link between the two parc~ls.

Raw materials are trucked to the processing plant without interrupting traffic flows on Alma Sch~ol

Road. This operation provides 120 jobs.

A portion of this property, most of which is located immediately west of Alma School Road wo~ld
I

require acquisition. A small portion of the site east of Alma School Road is also within the propos~d
,

right-of-way. The southern-most parcel west of Alma School and the majority of the processihg

plant site would not be acquired. In addition to the property acquired, the freeway project wo~ld

have the effect of severing the Sunward Materials processing operations from the materials sour~e.

Initial indications suggest that the land requirements and access impact may cause the closure! of

this sand and gravel operation unless appropriate mitigation measures are taken. Mitigatifm

measures are described in Section 4.3.4.

CalMa!: This sand and gravel company owns land that is located to the west and north of tre

Sunward Materials active mining areas. These mining areas are currently inactive, but could pe

brought to active use at any time. The property is now used for equipment storage. When actite,

the materials from this pit are transported directly across the normally-dry Salt River bed to! a

processing plant on the north side of the river. This plant is operated by the Pima Salt River

Maricopa Indian Community. An estimated 225 jobs would be provided by a renewal of this activi;ty.

Access to the site is provided from Alma School Road across the Sunward Materials property.

The central portion of this property lies within the right-of-way and would require acquisition. The

construction of the freeway could potentially remove access to the remainder of the parcel ard

leave it landlocked. In that case, the mine could become inoperable. It has been reported that t~e

Indian Community has acquired ownership of the mining patent associated with this property. If the

mining operation is closed, compensation to the Indian Community under the Uniform Relocatipn

Act will be available. Such compensation will be identified following the determination during fi~al

design of the exact impacts and the rights held by the Indian Community.
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Six Businesses: A cluster of six businesses is located on Alma School Road south of the Sunward

Materials processing plant. These businesses includes Mesa Precast Supply, Busby Metals, Ryder

Trucks, Shields Trucking, and Gomez Tire on the east side of Alma School Road. One additional

business, the Ten X Stone and Nursery Company, is located on the west side of Alma School Road.

These businesses employ a total of 66 persons. All are within the proposed right-of-way and would

require acquisition and relocation to alternative sites.

Arizona Crushing Company: Located on the north side of McKellips Road just south of the Salt

River, this business is an active mining operation and also processes gravel for wholesale and retail

trade. The property contains the active mine, processing and rock crushing operation, material

stockpiles, and equipment yards. The company both mines raw materials and purchases materials

from other suppliers. A total of 50 persons are employed by this firm. A substantial portion of the

Arizona Crushing Company property would be acquired. Relocation would be required.

Cashway Concrete: This company is a sister firm with Arizona Crushing. It purchases materials

from the other company and produces and transports ready-mix concrete. It employs 60 persons.

Acquisition and relocation would be required.

Cyevco Industrial Park: This development is located on the north side of McKellips Road west of

State Route 87. Seven businesses occupy space in three buildings. Two buildings on the west side

of the development are directly impacted. These buildings are currently leased to Park West

Industries and Colonial Coach, which employ a total of 46 persons. Acquisition of this property and

relocation of the two businesses would be required. The building on the east side of the

development, which contains five businesses, would not be directly impacted by the right-of-way.

Mesa Sand and Rock: This operation is located just west of State Route 87 on the south bank of

the Salt River. It has operated for over 40 years on land leased from the U.S. Bureau of Land

Management. The company has a mining patent to extract materials from the subsurface, as well

as right to the surface use of the property. It provides 20 jobs. A small portion of the property lies

within the right-of-way and would require acquisition. However, the business could remain in

operation. Issues related to access from the site to State Route 87 would require attention during

project design.

Southwest Auto Sales: This business on State Route 87, which employs one person, is located

within the right-of-way. Acquisition and relocation would be required.
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Trout Haven: This retail business, which is located on State Route 87 adjacent to the Hawaiilan

Mobile Home park, is within the right-of-way. It employs four persons. Acquisition and relocatipn

would be required.

Hawaiian Mobile Home Park: The displacement of this development, as described in the residen~ial

relocation section, would also end its function as a business. Three employees would be affected!.

The affected businesses presently occupy approximately 163,000 square feet of building space apd

provide 370 jobs. If the CalMat mine were in full operation, an additional 225 jobs would pe

impacted. Many of these businesses are mutually supportive and dependent. They supply servic~s

and materials to each other. Proximity is essential for their well-being. The impact of removing sa~d

and gravel extraction operations sets off a domino effect upon all related economic activities.

Potential relocation of the sand and gravel activities is restricted to limited resource locatiors

throughout the metropolitan area. These locations include other sites along the Salt River, t~e

Queen Creek area to the southeast, sections of Deer Valley in the northwest, and the weste!rn
,

periphery of the region along the Agua Fria River. The relocation of the sand and gravel operatio~s

presents special considerations. In addition to the limited locations of the resource, transportati<l>n

costs of this heavy material dictate that it be mined as near as possible to its ultimate u~e.
i

Relocation is often complicated by the potential social and environmental impacts of the operatio:n.

The acquisition of the required zoning and permits is often difficult. Thus, the acquisition of sarjld

and gravel properties may result in an irretrievable loss of the resource. As described in Section

4.3.4, the design of the project will seek to minimize the acquisition of sand and gravel properties.

Other than the mining activities, the relocation of the other displaced businesses could occur in

various locations. In response to interviews, a majority of the affected businesses stated that th¢y
I

would consider relocating in the study area or elsewhere in the City of Mesa. A smaller proportiqn

would consider relocating outside the City of Mesa. Seven would consider closing their business$s

permanently.

The businesses that prefer to relocate within the study area could use available space in t~e

employment clusters at Alma School Road and McLellan Road and on vacant land on McKelliRs

and State Route 87. Existing development with vacant units are located on State Route 87 betwe~n

McKellips and McLellan Roads. There are also a number of vacant lots on State Route 87 that a~e

zoned for neighborhood commercial uses.
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Future land use plans for the study area include areas designated for commerce park, high density

residential, and commercial uses. These planned land uses would preclude the relocation of some

of the existing industrial businesses within the study area. However, their relocation elsewhere

within the city of Mesa is feasible in the vicinity of University Drive between Main Street and

Broadway, and near the Superstition Freeway between State Route 87 and Stapley Drive.

Alternative locations for commercial and some industrial uses will thus be possible in the study area

or adjacent areas within the city of Mesa. However, several of the existing businesses are closely

associated with the sand and gravel resources or the processing plants. These businesses may

seek alternative locations elsewhere or close permanently.

4.3.3 Major Urban Arteria' Alternative

The actual right-of-way requirements for the arterial alternative are less than those tor the freeway.

However, the need to acquire complete parcels will cause the relocation impacts to be similar.

The required residential relocations will be identical to those for the freeway alternative. The

Hawaiian Mobile Home Park would be acquired. The relocation of the 62 occupied units would be

required.

The business relocations would also be similar. In the case of the CalMat and Sunward Materials

properties, the acquisition of less acreage would be required, but the severance effect would still

occur. A more usable area of land remains to the north of the right-ot-way and may provide a

materials source for the construction of the arterial. The CalMat reserves to the south would be

landlocked by the arterial alternative.

The impact on the cluster of six businesses on Alma School Road in terms of land requirements

would be less for the arterial alternative than for the freeway. However, the overall effect could be

the same because buildings, storage areas, and ancillary facilities would be disturbed or displaced.

The remaining land areas that would not be required for the right-of-way may be too small for

existing business operations.

With regard to the businesses on the north side of McKellips Drive west of State Route 87, the

alignment of the arterial would closely follow that of the freeway through this area. Although the

physical land requirements of the narrower right-of-way are less, the impact is similar.
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4.3.4 Mitigation of Relocation Impacts
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Relocation and related impacts will be mitigated by the following measures.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

An acquisition and relocation assistance program will be developed that identifies Ihe

process, procedures and time frame for right-of-way acquisition and relocation of affected

residents or businesses.

The acquisition and relocation program will be conducted in accordance with the Unifqrm

Relocation Assistance and Real Properties Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amend~d.

This act provides for relocation advisory services, comparable replacement housilng

payments, moving cost reimbursement, and appeal rights for persons displaced. Relocat\on

resources will be available to all residential and business relocatees without discriminationl

All replacement housing will be decent, safe, and sanitary. Last resort housing will be

provided if it is found that sufficient comparable housing is not available.

A specific relocation plan will be developed to assist residents of the Hawaiian Mobile Horne

Park to find alternative housing or locations for their mobile homes. This plan will provipe

methods of dealing with the specific issue of relocating the older and smaller mobile hom~s

to alternative sites. The plan will also provide measures to mitigate any disproportion~te

impacts that may occur on minority residents.

Traffic through the construction areas and access to adjacent properties will be maintain~d

during construction in accordance with Arizona Department of Transportation traffic cont~ol

management procedures for highway construction and maintenance.

The design of the project will seek to minimize the acquisition of sand and gravel mini~g

properties. Compensation for the remaining reserves of the acquired properties will ~e

determined as a part of the standard ADOT appraisal and acquisition process.

A plan will be prepared to mitigate the access impacts on all sand and gravel operatioqs.

Specifically included will be methods of minimizing impacts on the Sunward Materials si~e

both during and after construction. The plan will address the issue of the needed acce$s
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between the two portions of the operation. The details of such measures will be determined

in conjunction with the preliminary engineering design of the project. It will include access

arrangements and special design standards to avoid the closure of the operation.

4.4 Economic Impacts

This section addresses the economic and fiscal impacts of the alternatives. The analysis describes

the impact of the project on future development conditions, property taxes, and sales taxes. It also

summarizes fiscal impacts on the City of Mesa and other governmental jurisdictions. The analysis is

based on data from the following sources: inteNiews with affected businesses and governmental

planners, budgetary data from the City of Mesa and other jurisdictions, parcel-level data from the

Maricopa County Assessor, building inventory data from Kammrath Associates, and the 1990 U.S.

Census.

The existing land use distribution in the study area was used as the basis for calculations of future

economic impact. All of the parcels that would be affected by the project were identified. These

affected parcels include those that would be fully-acquired, partially-acquired, or otherwise affected.

Based on the adopted land use plans, an estimate was made of the likely reuse of the impacted

acres that are not required for the right-of-way. Also estimated was the likely future use of other

vacant parcels in the study area. These calculations enabled the description of future development

conditions for each of the build alternatives.

The economic impacts of the project are likely to occur in !\V0 stages. The first stage would be the

immediate aftermath of the freeway construction, whose greatest effect would be the acquisition of

specific parcels. The second stage would be the development that will occur as a result of the

improved transportation accessibility and consequent increase in development pressure. The

impacts at these two stages are described for each of the build alternatives.

4.4.1 No·action Alternative

With the no-action alternative, no project-related economic impacts would occur. Economic

conditions would change as a result of the normal development process, as described in Section

4.1.1.
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4.4.2 Freeway Alternative

Future Development Conditions

The construction of the freeway alternative would improve the accessibility between the study ~rea

and other parts of the region. As a result, a substantial amount of new development ~nd

redevelopment is likely to occur. The nature of the future development is well-described by I the
,

general plans of the cities of Mesa and Tempe. These plans provide the information neede<!l to

quantify the long-term economic impacts of the freeway.

All of the directly-impacted property is located in Subareas 1 and 5. A summary of the fu~ure

development profile for the freeway alternative is provided in Table 4-1. This table compares Ithe
I

development for existing conditions, for the period immediately after the freeway construction, ~md

for the ultimate build-out condition.

TABLE 4·1

ECONOMIC IMPACT SUMMARY

Freeway Alternative
I

Existing At Construction At Developmen~
Level Level Impact Level Impa t

I

Acreage by Land Use 2,037 2,037 0 2,037 '0
Residential 741 725 (16) 830 $9
Commercial 36 29 (7) 94

11
Office 1 1 0 53
Industrial 241 56 (185) 274
Public/Semi-Public 447 533 86 579
Agriculture 314 275 (39) 4 (31)
Vacant 257 281 24 66 (19 )
Freeway Right-of-way 0 137 137 137 1 ,7

,

Residential
I

Housing Units 3,885 3,814 (71 ) 5,417 1,5~
Occupied Housing Units 3,486 3,419 (67) 4,862 1,=Population 8,827 8,628 (199) 13,052 4, 5
School-age Population 1.554 1,511 (43) 2.422 8

Non-residential
I

Building Area 596.715 494,461 (102.254) 3,411.256 2,814'm
Vacant Space 68,311 58,963 (9.348) 350,643 282.
Employment 1.270 847 (423) 5,440 4.1 1°
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As indicated by Table 4.1, the initial construction of the freeway would remove 247 acres from

developed uses. The largest decrease would be industrial, with 185 acres, and agricultural, with 39

acres. The major loss in the industrial category would be sand and gravel mining. These reductions

would result in the loss of an estimated 199 residents and 423 jobs in the study area. At full

development, the land use patterns would change substantially. The major effect would be the

conversion of the agricultural and vacant lands to additional residential, commercial, industrial and

other developments. The study area would then have approximately 4,225 new residents and

provide 4,170 additional jobs.

Property Tax Impacts

Changes in property tax receipts would be caused by the changes to the existing development

pattern. These changes would be caused by the acquisition of right-of-way (total and partial takes

of individual parcels) and the expanded use of remaining parcels that would be the result of

improved access to the area.

Property taxes paid to the governmental units with jurisdiction in the study area would be calculated

by applying the applicable tax rate to the assessed value of the property. The assessed value is a

percentage of the full cash value. This percentage varies with the different land uses. The full cash

value averages about 80 percent of the actual market value.

Table 4-2 summarizes the property tax impacts of the freeway. The information is presented for all

parcels that would be directly impacted, either by fUll takes, partial takes, or expanded uses. The

table shows the full cash value, assessed value, and property tax revenues for existing conditions,

for the period immediately following the construction of the freeway, and for the ultimate

development build-out condition. Using rounded figures, the property tax impacts are summarized

below.

The existing full cash value of the directly-impacted parcels is approximately $13 million, which

represents an assessed value of about $1.7 million. This assessed value produces a total property

tax revenue of approximately $179,000.
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TABLE 4-2

VALUAnON & PROPERTY TAX IMPACT SUMMARY

Freeway Alternative
(Thousands of Dollars)

At Construction At Development
Existing Level Impact Leve. Impact

,

I

FuJI Cash Value
$269,91~Study Area $13.357 $9,609 ($3.748) $283,273

State $13.357 $9,609 ($3.748) $283,273 $269,91J
County $13,357 $9.609 ($3,748) $283,273 $269,91~
Mesa School District $13,357 $9.609 ($3.748) $283.273 $269.91§
City of Mesa $7,291 $4,991 ($2.300) $156.890 $149,59~
City of Tempe $3.054 $3.054 $0 $19.592 $16.53 !

!

Assessed Valuation
StUdy Area $1,689 $1,047 ($642) $62,989 $61,3oQ

I

State $1,689 $1.047 ($642) $62.989 $61.3~
County $1,689 $1,047 ($642) $62.989 $61.3
MesaSchool District $1.689 $1,047 ($642) $62.989 $61.soq
City of Mesa $1.156 $820 ($336) $38,219 $37,~
City of Tempe $75 $75 $0 $4,898 $4,82~

i
I

Property Taxes !

StUdy Area $179 $107 ($72) $6.458 $6,27~

State $8 $5 ($3) $296 $288
Community College $15 $9 ($6) $536 $52~
Flood Control $7 $4 ($3) $246 $23 I

Ubrary $1 $0 ($1) $27 $2~
C.A.P. $2 $1 ($1) $88 $86
Fire District Cant. $0 $0 $0 $6 $6

I

County $31 $19 ($12) $1,099 $1.~
Mesa School District $114 $68 ($46) $4,094 $3,98q
City of Mesa $0 $0 $0 $0 $q
City of Tempe $1 $1 $0 $66 $6~

!
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Immediately upon the completion of the freeway construction, the assessed value of the property

would decline from $1.7 million to $1.05 million. This decrease in assessed value would result in a

decrease of annual tax revenues from $179,000 to $107,000, a loss of $72,000. This loss would be

shared by the Mesa School District ($46,000), Maricopa County ($12,000), Community College

District ($6,000), and various other agencies (a total of $8,000).

Upon build-out of the planned development as a result of the improved access created by the

freeway, major increases in valuation and tax revenues would occur. Full cash value would increase

by $270 million to $283 million, which would represent an increase in assessed value of $61 million.

Annual property tax revenues would then be over $6 million greater than existing conditions. The

principal beneficiaries would be the Mesa School District ($4 million), Maricopa County ($1.1

million), the Community College District ($521,000), the State of Arizona ($288,000), and the Flood

Control District ($239,000).

Thus, while there would be a temporary disruption in property tax revenues due to the freeway

construction, a substantially increased stream of revenues would result from the improved

developability of the area. This additional development would be consistent with approved local

plans for the area.

Sales Tax Impacts

Sales tax impacts were estimated for existing conditions, immediately after construction, and at

development build-out. Estimates of taxable sales were made using the following three

apprQaches:

I

I

I

I

I

I

•

•

•

For the sand and gravel operations and related businesses, sales were estimated based on

the number of employees in each business and the sales-to-job data provided by the

Arizona Rock Products Association.

For industrial land uses, average sales are assumed to be $150 per square foot, of which 10

percent is assumed to be taxable.

For retail land uses, average sales of $200 per square foot are assumed, of which 90

percent is assumed to be taxable. In the case of "commerce park" designated land, 10

percent of the new building area is assumed to be retail use.
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Based on these assumptions, current taxable sales in the study area are estimated to be $39.~

million. Upon completion of construction, taxable sales are projected to drop substantially to ap

estimated $8.6 million. However, under conditions of ultimate build-out, taxable sales are projecte~

to increase to $125 million. The sales tax impacts are summarized in Table 4-3.

The sales tax impact of the freeway construction would be substantial. Presently, the study are~

generates $1.7 million in annual sales taxes. Upon initial freeway construction, annual sales t~x

generation within the study area would drop to $356,000. A portion of this loss would be expecte~

to be recovered elsewhere by the relocation of a portion of the displaced businesses. However, nlo

estimate was made of the amounts of these expected revenues. Within the study area, the ultima~e

build out of the area would result in substantial increases in sales tax revenue. With the plannep

development, the area is projected to generate annual sales taxes of over $8 million, an increase ¢f

over $6 million. The portion of this amount that will be received by each jurisdiction, which is bas~d

on population, is shown in Table 4-3.

At Construction At Development
Existing Level Impact Level Impact

Taxable Sales •

Study Area $39,813 $8,626 ($31,186) $125,148 $85,3351

State $39,813 $8,626 ($31,186) $125,148 $85,335
County $17,795 $7,119 ($10,676) $11,198 ($6,597)
City of Mesa $22,018 $1,508 ($20,510) $103,192 $81,174
City of Tempe $0 $0 $0 $10,759 $10,759

Sales Tax Generation
$6,322 1Study Area $1,701 $356 ($1,345) $8,023

State $1,282 $298 ($984) $6,257 $4,975!
County $199 $43 ($156) $626 $427!
City of Mesa $220 $15 ($205) $1,032 $812!
City of Tempe $0 $0 $0 $108 $1081
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TABLE 4·3

DIRECT* SALES TAX IMPACT SUMMARY

Freeway Alternative
(Thousands of Dollars)

Does not compute revenues shared back to the county and the cities by the State.*
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City of Mesa Fiscal Impact

Most of the study area is either presently within the City of Mesa or will likely be annexed to it upon

completion of the freeway. This section analyzes the revenue and cost impacts to the city that are

likely to occur. The analysis is based on an examination of past operation and maintenance

revenues and expenditures. The revenues and appropriations are associated with both the general

fund and the utility fund. As a part of the general fund, sales tax revenues comprise only 17 percent

of the total operation and maintenance revenues. The City of Mesa does not have a sales tax.

Table 4-4 summarizes the impacts of the freeway on the operating and maintenance revenues and

expenditures of the City of Mesa. The table compares major revenue categories, expenditure

categories, and net fiscal balance.

TABLE 4·4

ESTIMATED CITY OF MESA OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FISCAL IMPACT

Freeway Alternative
(Thousands of Dollars)

At Construction At Development
Existing Level Impact Level Impact

Revenues $5,362 $4,800 ($562) $10,805 $5,444

Taxes $1,101 $875 ($226) $2,339 $1,238
Licenses & Permits $68 $60 ($9) $167 $99
Intergovernmental $1,127 $1,077 ($50) $1,886 $759
Charges for Services $58 $52 ($5) $122 $64
Fine & Forfeits $87 $79 ($8) $182 $95
Misc. Revenue $128 $120 ($8) $234 $106
Other Revenue $17 $16 ($1) $31 $14
Utility Fund Revenue $2,776 $2,521 ($255) $5,844 $3,069

Appropriations $5,381 $5,038 ($343) $9,949 $4,569

General Government $262 $252 ($10) $427 $165
Mgmt, Planning & Engning $272 $255 ($17) $498 $226
Public Safety $1,444 $1,355 ($89) $2,644 $1,200
Public Works $298 $279 ($19) $545 $247
Parks, Recreation & Library $505 $494 ($11) $747 $242
Other $100 $97 ($3) $147 $47
Utility Fund Appropriations $2,500 $2,306 ($194) $4,941 $2,441

Balance ($19) ($237) ($219) $856 $875
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Revenue Impact on Other Jurisdictions

4.0 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 4-f4

Similar to other economic impacts, the ultimate build-out following the freeway-based general plan lis

estimated to create a substantial fiscal surplus. Overall at build-out, the study area is projected to
I

create approximately $5.4 million in revenues and use approximately $4.6 million in appropriation~.

The result is a net fiscal balance of $875,000.

Table 4-5 summarizes the sales and property tax impact for the other jurisdictions affected by tije

eventual development of the study area. With the exception of the City of Tempe, which does npt

presently gain many revenues from this area, all jurisdictions would lose revenues upon tije

freeway's immediate construction, but gain much greater dollars with the eventual bUild-o~t
I

according to the general plans. The following impacts are projected to occur for each of t~e

affected jurisdictions:

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

The State of Arizona would lose $0.99 million at construction, but gain $5.26 million annually

at build-out.

Maricopa County would lose $168,000 at construction, but gain $1.46 million at build-out.

The Mesa School District would lose $46,000 at construction, but gain $4 million at build-olilt

The City of Tempe would remain unchanged at construction, but gain $173,000 at bUild-ou~.

Presently, the land uses in the study area are estimated to have a slightly negative fiscal impact qn

the city. The study area generates revenues estimated to be $5.36 million and takes revenu~s
estimated at $5.38 million. At the initial construction of the freeway, there is estimated to be la

I

greater loss of revenues than expenditures. The City is projected to lose $226,000 in taxe~,
,

$255,000 in utility fund revenues, $50,000 in intergovernmental revenues, and $31,000 in oth~r

revenues for a total revenue loss of $562,000. The drop in expenditures is estimated to qe
$343,000, thus creating a net fiscal deficit of $219,000.

•

•

•

•
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TABLE 4-5

SALES AND PROPERTY TAX IMPACT SUMMARY FOR OTHER JURISDICTIONS

FREEWAY ALTERNATIVE
(Thousands of Dollars)

At Construction At Development
existing Level Impact Level Impact

State of Arizona $1,290 $303 ($987) $6,553 $5,263
Sales Tax $1,282 $298 ($984) $6,257 $4,975
Property Tax $8 $5 ($3) $296 $288

Maricopa County $230 $61 ($169) $1,694 $1,464
Sales Tax $199 $43 ($156) $626 $427
Property Tax $31 $18 ($13) $1,099 $1,068

Mesa School District
Property Tax $114 $68 ($46) $4,094 $3,980

City of Tempe $1 $1 $0 $174 $173
Sales Tax $0 $0 $0 $108 $108
Property Tax $1 $1 $0 $66 $65

4.4.3 Major Urban Arteria' Alternafive

Future Development Conditions

The construction of the urban arterial alternative would improve the accessibility between the study

area and the other parts of the region. However, the level of improvement would be less than that

for the freeway alternative. New development and redevelopment would be likely to occur, but not

to the extent that would occur with the freeway alternative. The overall nature of the new

development would be guided by the general plans of the cities of Tempe and Mesa. However, the

density and mix of development would be different.
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The parcels that would be directly impacted by the arterial alternative would be similar to those pr

the freeway. While less acreage is needed for the actual right-ot-way. all ot the same parcels woJld
I

be affected. Thus, the conditions that would exist immediately following the construction of t~e

arterial would be similar to those for the freeway at the same stage of development. Slight variatio~s

would exist because ot the differences in the required right-ot-way.

An estimate was made of the likely reuse of the impacted acres that are not required for the right-~f

way. Also estimated was the likely future use of other vacant parcels in the study area. A summ~ry

of the future development profile for the arterial alternative is provided in Table 4-6. This ta~le
I

compares the development for existing conditions. for the period immediately after the freew~y

construction. and for the ultimate build-out condition.

TABLE 4-8

ECONOMIC IMPACT SUMMARY

Arterial Alternative

Existing At Construction At Development i

Level Level Impact Level Impac,

Acreage by Land Use 2.037 2,037 0 2.037 ~
Residential 741 725 (16) 955 21 ~
Non-residential 725 660 (65) 921 19l5

Commercial 36 29 (6) 75 3~

Office 1 1 0 28 23
Industrial 241 66 (175) 188 (531
Public/Semi-Public 447 563 116 630

(~Agriculture 314 285 (29) 15
Vacant 257 293 37 73 (1 ,)
Freeway Right-of-way 0 73 73 73 7$

!

Residential
1,88~Housing Units 3,885 3,814 (71) 5.766

Occupied Housing Units 3,486 3,419 (67) 5,176 1.6
Population 8,827 8.628 (199) 14.018 5,~
School-age Population 1,554 1,511 (43) 2,619 1.

I

Non-residential

1'592'31~Building Area 596.715 494,961 (101,754) 2.189.034
Vacant Space 68,311 58.995 (9.316) 228,402 160,09
Employment 1.270 931 (339) 3,497 2,22

r
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Property Tax Impacts

Table 4-7 summarizes the property tax impacts of the arterial. The information is presented for all

parcels that are directly impacted, either by full takes, partial takes: or expanded uses. The table

shows the full cash value, assessed value, and property tax revenues for existing conditions, for the

period immediately following the construction of the arterial, and for the ultimate development build

out condition.

The existing full cash value of the directly-impacted parcels is approximately $13 million, which

represents an assessed value of about $1.7 million. This assessed value produces a total property

tax revenue of approximately $179,000.

Immediately upon the completion of the arterial construction, the assessed value of the property

would decline from $1.7 million to $1.03 million. This decrease in assessed value would result in a

decrease of annual tax revenues from $179,000 to $105,000, a loss of $74,000. This loss would be

shared by the Mesa School District ($47,000), Maricopa County ($13,000), Community College

District ($6,000), and various other agencies (a total of $8,000).

Upon build-out of the planned development as a result of the improved access created by the

arterial, increases in valuation and tax revenues would occur. These increases would be less than

those associated with the freeway alternative because the future development associated with the

arterial would be of a lesser density and different type than would occur with the freeway alternative.

Annual property tax revenues would increase approximately $4.6 over existing conditions. The

principal beneficiaries would be the Mesa School District ($2.88 million) and Maricopa County

($0.77 million).

Sales Tax Impacts

The sales tax impact of the arterial construction is substantial. Presently, the study area generates

$1.7 million in annual sales taxes. Upon arterial construction, annual sales tax generation within the

study area would drop to $436,000. A portion of this loss would be expected to be recovered

elsewhere by the relocation of a portion of the displaced businesses. However, no estimate was

made of the amounts of these expected revenues. Within the study area, the ultimate build out of

the area would result in substantial increases in sales tax revenue. With the planned development,

the area is projected to generate annual sales taxes of $5.2 million.
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TABLE 4-7

VALUATION & PROPERTY TAX IMPACT SUMMARY

Arterial Alternative
(Thousands of Dollars)

1

At Construction At Development ~~
Existing Level Impact Level Impac

!

Full Cash Value i

Study Area $13,357 $9,548 ($3,808) $231,541 $218,18~
I
I
I

State $13,357 $9,548 ($3,808) $231,541 $218,1~
County $13,357 $9,548 ($3,808) $231,541 $218,18t
Mesa School District $13,357 $9,548 ($3,808) $231,541 $218,18
City of Mesa $7,291 $4,684 ($2,607) $118,471 $111,18~
City of Tempe $3,054 $3,054 $0 $19,592 $16,53

Assessed Valuation
$44,4sPStudy Area $1,689 $1,026 ($663) $46,119

i

State $1,689 $1,026 ($663) $46,119

~'1County $1,689 $1,026 ($663) $46,119 $44,43
MesaSchool District $1,689 $1,026 ($663) $46,119 $44,4
City of Mesa $1,156 $772 ($384) $24,676 $23,52
City of Tempe $75 $75 $0 $4,898 $4,82

1

i

Property Taxes
$4,56~Study Area $179 $105 ($74) $4,746

State $8 $5 ($3) $217 $20~
Community College $15 $9 ($6) $392 $37~
Flood Control $7 $4 ($3) $180 $173
Ubrary $1 $0 ($1) $20 $19
C.A.P. $2 $1 ($1) $65 $62
Fire District Cont. $0 $0 $0 $5 $4
County $31 $18 ($13) $805 $774
Mesa School District $114 $67 ($47) $2,997 $2,8~
City of Mesa $0 $0 $0 $0
City of Tempe $1 $1 $0 $66 $6~

!
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City of Mesa Fiscal Impact

4.0 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 4-29

Table 4-9 summarizes the impacts of the arterial on the operating and maintenance revenues and

expenditures of the City of Mesa. The table compares major revenue categories, expenditure

categories, and net fiscal balance.

With the construction of the arterial, the City of Mesa is projected to lose $225,000 in tax revenues,

$214.000 in utility fund revenues, $45,000 in intergovernmental revenues, and $26,000 in other

revenues. This total revenue reduction of $510,000 would create a net fiscal deficit of $215.000.

Upon build-out, the study area would produce a modest net positive balance of $82,000.

TABLE 4-8

DIRECT* SALES TAX IMPACT SUMMARY

Arterial Alternative
(Thousands of Dollars)

Does not compute revenues shared back to the county and the cities by the State.*

At Construction At Development
existing Level Impact Level Impact

Taxable Sales
StUdy Area $39,813 $10,834 ($28,979) $82,211 $42,398

State $39,813 $10,834 ($28,979) $82,211 $42,398
County $17,795 $9,326 ($8,469) $12,545 ($5,250)
City of Mesa $22,018 $1,508 ($20,510) $58,907 $36,889
City of Tempe $0 $0 $0 $10,759 $10,759

Sales Tax Generation
Study Area $1,701 $436 ($1,265) $5,177 $3,476

State $1,282 $367 ($915) $4,069 $2,787
County $199 $54 ($145) $411 $212
City of Mesa $220 $15 ($205) $589 $369
City of Tempe $0 $0 $0 $108 $108
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TABLE 4-.

ESTIMATED CITY OF MESA OPERATION & MAINTENANCE FISCAL IMPACT

Arterial Alternative
(Thousands of Dollars)

i

At Construction At Development !

Existing Level Impact Level Impa~

Revenues $5,362 $4,850 ($510) $9,435 $4,07~

Taxes $1,101 $875 ($225) $1,769 1Ucenses & Permits $68 $61 ($7) $136 $
Intergovernmental $1,127 $1,082 ($45) $1,881 $7
Charges for Services $58 $53 ($4) $107

~~Fine & Forfeits $87 $80 ($7) $160
Misc. Revenue $128 $121 ($7) $221 $914
Other Revenue $17 $16 ($1) $29

~Utility Fund Revenue $2,776 $2,562 ($214) $5,131 $2, .

Appropriations $5,381 $5,085 ($296) $9,372 $3,~
I

General Government $262 $253 ($9) $433 $17~

Mgmt, Planning & Engning $272 $257 ($15) $471 $200
Public Safety $1,444 $1,367 ($77) $2,504 $1,061
Public Works $298 $282 ($16) $516 $219
Parks, Recreation & Ubrary $505 $494 ($11) $802 $297

Other $100 $97 ($3) $158 $59
Utility Fund Appropriations $2,500 $2,335 ($165) $4,487 $1,987

i

Balance ($19) ($235) ($215) $63 $8~

!

Revenue Impacts on OtherJurisdictions

Table 4-10 summarizes the sales and property tax impacts for the other jurisdictions affected by ~he
I

eventual development of the study area. With the exception of the City of Tempe, which does ~ot

presently gain many revenues from this area, all jurisdictions lose revenues upon the arteri~I's
i

immediate construction, but gain greater dollars with the eventual build-out. The following impa~ts
:

are projected to occur for each of the affected jurisdictions:

• The State of Arizona would lose $921,000 at construction, but gain almost $3 milllon

annually at build-out.
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• The Mesa School District would lose $47,000 at construction, but gain $2.9 million at build

out

• Maricopa County would lose $169,000 at construction, but gain $986,000 at build-out.

TABLE 4·10

SALES AND PROPERTY TAX IMPACT SUMMARY FOR OTHER JURISDICTIONS

Arterial Alternative
(Thousands of Dollars)

At Construction At Development
Existing Level Impact Level Impact

State of Arizona $1,290 $369 ($921) $4,286 $2,996
Sales Tax $1,282 $367 ($915) $4,069 $2,787
Property Tax $8 $5 ($3) $217 $209

Maricopa County $230 $61 ($169) $1,216 $986
Sales Tax $199 $54 ($145) $411 $212
Property Tax $31 $7 ($24) $805 $774

Mesa School District
Property Tax $114 $67 ($47) $2,997 $2,884

City of Tempe $1 $1 $0 $174 $173
Sales Tax $0 $0 $0 $108 $108
Property Tax $1 $1 $0 $66 $65

4.5 Section 4(f)/Section 6(f) Lands

Section 3.3.2 describes the two related sites in the study area that fall within the definition of Section

4(f). These sites are the Riverview Park and the adjoining Riverview Golf Course, which are located

in the western portion of the study area between the Pima Freeway and Dobson Road. Section

3.3.3 identifies the Section 6(f) property, which is the Riverview Park as described in Section 3.3.2.

This section describes the potential impacts of the proposed project on these facilities.
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4.5.1 No-Action Alternative

I

Under the no-action alternative no project-related impacts to the park facilities would occur. TIle

park and golf course would continue to function as at present.

4.5.2 Freeway and Major Urban Arteria' Alternatives

As described in Section 2.1 , several specific alignment alternatives were considered for the weste~n
I

segment of the project. A major consideration in the selection of the preferred alternative was t~e

potential physical impact on Riverview Park. The proposed alignment, which is the same for b01h
!

build alternatives, passes immediately north of the park boundary. The relationship of the alignmert

to the park is illustrated in Figure 4-1 (page 4-32).

Neither build alternative will have a direct physical impact on either Riverview Park or the adjoini~g
I

Riverview Golf Course. No land from the park property will be used and no existing or plann~d

activity will be disrupted. With the freeway alternative, Dobson Road would be realigned north bf
. . I

Eighth Street and thus not extended along the eastern boundary of the park. With the arteripl

alternative, this extension would occur on right-of-way owned by the City of Mesa outside the patk

boundaries. An at-grade intersection between Dobson Road and the arterial would be construct~d

at the northeast corner of the park. Neither the extension nor the intersection would use land frotn

the park property or disrupt any activity of the park. The golf course is located further south of t~e
alignment and would not be directly impacted.

,

The proposed project will have no direct impact on Riverview Park or Riverview Golf Cours~.

Potential indirect impacts are related to air quality, noise, and visual issues. These impacts, a~d

their mitigation, are described in detail in Sections 4.6,4.7, and 4.14, respectively. Thus, there is ~o

need to complete either the Section 4(n or Section 6(n process.

Three receptor sites within Riverview Park were included in the air quality analysis. Predicted carbqn
I

monoxide levels at these sites either remained the same or were slightly increased by the freew~y

alternative. Predicted levels for the arterial alternative increased more than those for the freew,y

alternative. No violations of air quality standards would occur in either case.

Four receptor sites within Riverview Park were included in the noise analysis. Noise levels at one pf
I

these sites, near the softball fields in the northern part of the park are projected to exceed the noi~e

criteria under both build alternatives. Mitigation of this impact would be achieved in either case ~y

the construction of a noise barrier along the southern edge of the proposed facility. For the freew,y

I
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alternative, the existing noise level of 62 dBA is projected to increase to 68 dBA. A six-foot-high

barrier is suggested for a 1,600-foot length along the edge of shoulder. This mitigation measure

would reduce the noise level to 60 dBA. For the arterial alternative,' the existing noise level of 62

dBA is projected to increase to 67 dBA. A ten-foot-high barrier is proposed for a distance of 1,250

feet and an additional 150-foot wrap-around along Dobson Road. This mitigation measure would

reduce the noise level to 61 dBA.

Visual impacts would occur for both alternatives. Views from the park to the north would be

affected. Immediately north of the park, the future view would be of the noise barrier, which would

be constructed and landscaped in a manner consistent with the park aesthetics. The noise barrier

would be most visible from the softball fields at the northern·edge of the park. Views from the

southern portions are already affected by the facilities of the ball fields. The Dobson Road

interchange of the freeway alternative would be visible toward the northeast. When compared to

existing views from the park, the new facility would not create a major visual impact.

4.6 Air Quality

4.6.1 Pollutants for Analysis

Pollutants that can be traced principally to motor vehicles are those that are of relevance to

evaluating the impacts of the project. These include carbon monoxide (CO), hydrocarbons (HC) ,

nitrogen oxides (NOx), ozone (03)' and PMlO.

HC and NOx emissions from automotive sources are of concern primarily because of their role as

precursors in the formation of ozone. Ozone is formed through a series of reactions which take

place in the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight. Since the reactions are slow and occur as the

pollutants are diffusing downwind, elevated ozone levels are often found may miles from sources of

the precursor pollutants. The effects of HC and NOx are therefore generally examined on a regional

or "mesoscale" basis.

Of the various vehicular emitted air pOllutants, carbon monoxide (CO) is the primary concern. The

emission level of CO from transportation sources far exceeds those of all other mobile source

pollutants. Carbon monoxide impacts are localized. As SUCh, carbon monoxide is a project-by

project concern. Consequently, it is appropriate to predict concentrations of CO on a localized or

"microscale" basis.
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A microscale analysis procedure to determine particulate matter levels is currently being developed

by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

While the addition of capacity along the Red Mountain Freeway is expected to lessen 10Gai

congestion, it is not expected to demonstrate any large-scale regional improvement. Therefore no
analysis of regional pollutants such as HC or NOx was conducted. A microscale study of CO was

done to quantify the local effects of the project.

4.6.2 Microscale AIr Qualify Analysis

The analysis of mobile sources, which must be undertaken for a localized (microscale) area, applies

mathematical models that simulate physical conditions to predict carbon monoxide (CO)

concentrations at specific receptor locations. Mobile source dispersion models are the basic

analytical tools used to estimate carbon monoxide concentrations expected under given conditiotls of

traffic, roadway geometry and meteorology. The mathematical expressions and formulations that

comprise the various models attempt to describe an extremely complex physical phenomerhon.

However, because all models contain simplifications and approximations of actual conditions, mO$t of

these dispersion models are conservative.

Microscale air quality modeling was performed using the EPA mobile source emission factor mo<llel

(MOBILE 4.1) and the CAL3QHC version 2 air quality dispersion model to estimate existing, ho

build, and build CO levels in the project area.

Vehicular Emissions

Vehicular Emissions were estimated using the EPA Mobile 4.1 vehicular emission factor momel

(User's Guide to MOBILE 4.1, Mobile Source Emission Factor Model, Publication No. EPA-AA-TSB

91-01, Ann Arbor, Michigan, July 1991). As of the date of this analysis, MOBILE 4.1 is the mq>st

recent version of the EPA's mobile source emissions program.

Total emissions are affected by the type of vehicles using the facility. The percentages of each type

of vehicle used for this analysis were based on recommendations from the Arizona Department! of

Transportation (ADOT).
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Emissions estimates account for three possible vehicle operating conditions: cold-vehicle

operation, hot-start operation and hot stabilized operation. CO emissions are greatest when

engines are cold (cold-vehicle operation) and when engines are restarted shortly after they were

shut off (hot-start operation). Vehicular operating conditions used in this analysis (20.6 percent cold,

27.3 percent hot), based on national averages, were recommended by ADOT.

Emissions are also greatly affected by speed, ambient temperature, vehicle age and mileage

distribution. Ambient temperature was recommended by ADOT, as was the usage of national

average vehicle age and mileage distribution. Emission estimates included the implementation of

Arizona's inspection and maintenance (11M) program and anti-tampering program (ATP).

Dispersion Model

The CAL3QHC version 2 air quality dispersion model is a modification of the CALlNE3 model

(CALlNE3: A Versatile Dispersion Model for Predicting Air Pollutant Levels Near Highways and

Arterial Streets, Report Number FHWA/CA/TL-79/23). CALlNE3 is a mainframe computer-based air

quality dispersion model developed by the California Department of Transportation. The model

estimates air pollutant concentration downwind of a roadway based on the assumptions that

pollutants emitted from motor vehicles traveling along a segment of roadway can be represented as

a "line source" of emissions, and that pollutants will disperse in a Gaussian or "normal" distribution

from a defined "mixing zone" over the roadway being modeled.

Principal inputs to the CAL3QHCV2 Model include:

• The geometry of the roadway being evaluated, including its length, height, width, and

number and location of lanes;

• The locations of the sites for which air quality estimates are being completed (Le., receptor

locations);

• An estimate of the rate of vehicular emissions (based on number and type of vehicles) for

each pollutant for which estimates are computed;

• Assumed meteorological conditions, including wind speed, wind direction, atmospheric

stability class, temperature, and mixing height.

4.0 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation, 4-36



The principal output from the model is an estimate of pollutant concentrations at each receptor

location. Given source strength, meteorology, site geometry, and site characteristics, the CALlNIE3

model can reliably predict pollutant concentrations for receptors located within 150 meters of a

roadway. The model is limited to the prediction of the concentration of inert (non-reactive)

pollutants, including CO.

A complete description of the CAL3QHC model can be found in Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade &

Douglas, Inc. "User's Guide to CAL3QHC A Modeling Methodology for Predicting Pollutant

Concentrations Near Roadway Intersections,'· U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Technical

Support Division, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, September 1990.

CAL3QHC has undergone extensive testing by EPA and has been found to provide reliaple

estimates of inert (non-reactive) pollutant concentrations resulting from emissions from mdtor

vehicles. The EPA has approved CAL3QHC for nationwide usage. CAL3QHC version 2 is .an

updated edition of the CAL3QHC model. Version 2 allows the user to specify certain paramet~rs

such as capacity, signal type and progression, which had previously been internally set. This mo~el

has been approved by the EPA for nationwide usage.

Receptor Locations

CO levels resulting from motor vehicles using the proposed project and associated roadways w~re

estimated at 8 locations using the CAL3QHC model. Sites were selected on the basis of exist,ng

and estimated future traffic conditions and included the locations where the greatest project-related

air quality impacts could occur. Sites included sensitive receptors, such as residences, along the

project alignment. The receptor locations are illustrated in Figure 4-2 (page 4-38).

Meteorological Conditions

The transport and concentration of pollutants emitted from motor vehicles are influenced by three

principal meteorological factors: wind direction, wind speed, and the temperature profile of the

atmosphere. The values for these parameters were chosen to maximize pollutant concentrations at

each prediction site (Le.• to establish a conservative worst case situation).

• Wind Direction. Maximum CO concentrations are normally found when the wind is assumed

to blow approXimately parallel to a single roadway adjacent to the receptor location. At
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complex intersections, however, it is difficult to predict which wind angle will result in

maximum concentrations. At each receptor location, therefore, the approximate wind angle

that would result in maximum pollutant concentrations was used in the analysis. All wind

angles from a to 360 (in 5 increments) were considered.

Wind Speed. CO concentrations are greatest at low wind speeds. A conservative wind

speed of 1 meter per second (2.2 miles per hour) was used to predict CO concentrations

during peak traffic periods.

Temperature and Profile of the Atmosphere. An ambient temperature of 42 F, a "mixing"

height (the height in the atmosphere to which pollutants will rise) of 1000 meters, and "D" or

neutral atmospheric stability conditions were used in estimating microscale CO

concentrations. The selection of these meteorological parameters was based on

recommendations from the Arizona Department of Transportation. This data was found to

be the most representative of the conditions existing along the project area.
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The CO levels estimated by the model will generally be the maximum concentrations which could be

expected to occur at each air quality receptor site analyzed because they result from assuming the

simultaneous occurrence of all worst case parameters (peak hour traffic conditions, conservative

vehicular operating conditions, low wind speeds, low atmospheric temperature, neutral atmospheric

conditions, and the maximizing wind direction).

Persistence Factor

Peak 8-hour concentrations of CO were obtained by multiplying the highest peak hour CO estimates

by .7. This factor, recommended by ADOT, takes account of the fact that over eight hours (as

distinct from a single hour) vehicle volumes will fluctuate downwards from the peak, vehicle speeds

may vary, and meteorological conditions including wind speeds and wind direction will change to

some degree as compared to the very conservative assumptions used for the single hour.

Background Concentrations

Microscale modeling is used to predict CO concentrations resulting from emissions from motor

vehicles using roadways immediately adjacent to the location at which predictions are being made.

A CO "background" level must be added to this value to account for CO entering the area from other

sources upwind of the location at which predictions are being made. A CO background level will
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generally be lower than the values obtained from a hotspot monitor. A hotspot monitor, similar to

those presented in Figure 3-7, measures both ambient (or background) pollutant levels and locallY-

generated pollutants. Because the modelling procedure described in this section will predict the

locally-generated pollutants, the use of hotspot data would result in a double counting of locally

generated pollutants.

A one-hour value of 5.0 ppm and an eight hour value of 3.5 ppm were used for the 1 and 8 hOlflr

background levels respectively. These values were taken, on the recommendation of Arizona

Department of Transportation based on monitored data from the Maricopa County Air Quality

Monitoring Network. It was assumed that these values will remain constant for all years of analysis.

This is a conservative assumption due to the predicted future decreases in CO levels.

Traffic Information

All traffic information was developed from an analysis of MAG traffic projections. Signal timing '-Vas

developed using information received from the Maricopa County Department of Transportation.

4.6.3 Summary of Potentia' Impacts

Maximum 1-hour and 8-hour carbon monoxide (CO) levels were predicted at sensitive receptor sit~s

along the proposed Red Mountain Freeway. The results of this analysis are given in Tables 4-1i1

and 4-12. As shown in these tables, no violations of the 1 or 8 hour CO standard are predicted.

Areas located near congested intersections generally have elevated air quality levels. This is due to

vehicular queueing and congestion. The levels predicted in this analysis are expected to be the

highest microscale impacts due to the project within the study area.

No violations of the one or eight hour State and Federal CO standards are predicted within the study

area. All the intersections analyzed have generally low or failing level of services (LOS) with or

without the project. These low LOS's result in increased vehicle queueing and thus high carbo:n

monoxide levels. Levels are slightly higher in the build scenarios as compared to the no build due ~o

the introduction of entrance/exit ramps and the creation of new signalized intersections. This

increase is generally less than 1 ppm for the one-hour scenario and .7 ppm for the eight-hol!Jr

scenario.

The project is in a nonattainment area for PMlO, thus care must be taken during construction tp

reduce the amounts of particulates generated. Construction guidelines described in Section 4.6.15

should be followed.
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TABLE 4-11

RED MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES
Predicted 1-Hour Carbon Monoxide Levels

(ppm)*

ppg

No-Build Build-Freeway Build-Arterial
Site # Site Location Receptor Description Existing 2015 2015 2015

1 Dobson & Red 1-1 Baseball field 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.6
Mountain Freeway 1-2 ROW 5.0 5.0 5.8 7.7

2 Dobson & 8th 2-1 Riverview Park 5.2 6.6 6.7 7.5
2-2 Residence 5.4 7.0 7.1 7.9

755 Santa Annal2020 Dixon
2-3 Willow Pare Apartments- 5.3 7.1 7.0 7.5

#161 &#162

3 McLellan & Alma 3-1 Residence 1132 McLellan 5.9 5.4 5.4 5.3
School 3-2 Residence 1556 Alma Sch 6.1 5.4 5.4 5.3

4 Alma School & Red 4-1 Residence 964 Inglewood 5.0 5.1 5.2 5.8
Mountain Freeway 4-2 Residence 5.0 5.0 5.1 5.6

4-3 ROW 5.0 5.1 5.3 6.0
4-4 ROW 5.0 5.0 5.1 5.7

5 Mobile homes-Datel 5-1 Mobile home - Date Ave. 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.3
Red Mountain Fwy 5-2 Mobile home 5.0 5.0 5.1 5.2

6 State Route 87 & 6-1 Residence 8.2 7.8 7.8 7.5
McKellips 1910 Country Club

6-2 Apartments 9.5 8.3 8.5 8.9
1910 Country Club

6-3 Country Club Village 9.4 8.1 8.0 8.3
Mobile home #480

6-4 Country Club Village 9.1 8.2 8.1 8.3
Mobile home

6-5 Residence 427 McKellips 8.9 8.0 8.0 8.0

7 State Route 87 & Red 7-1 Hawaiian Mobile homes 5.1 5.2 5.6 5.4
Mountain Freeway 2134 Country Club

5.~ :7-2 Country Club Village 5.3 5.6 6.1
Mobile home

8 McKellips & Red 8-1 Residence 5.1 5.2 6.0 6.5
Mountain Freeway 8-2 Residence 5.3 5.7 6.2 7.3

8-3 Residence 5.1 5.2 5.6 6.5__ _.0 ...... __ .~ -- -
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TABLE 4-12
RED MOUNTAIN CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES

Predicted 8-Hour Carbon Monoxide Levels
(ppm)*

pplgg

No-Build Build-Freeway Build-Arterial
Site # Site Location Receptor Description Existing 2015 2015 2015

1 Dobson & Red 1-1 Baseball field 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.9
Mountain Freeway 1-2 ROW 3.5 3.5 4.1 5.4

2 Dobson & 8th 2-1 Riverview Park 3.6 4.6 4.7 5.3
2-2 Residence 3.8 4.9 5.0 5.5

755 Santa AnnaJ2020 Dixon
2-3 Willow Pare Apartments- 3.7 5.0 4.9 5.3

#161 &#162

3 McLellan &Alma 3-1 Residence 1132 McLellan 4.1 3.8 3.8 3.7
School 3-2 Residence 1556 Alma Sch 4.3 3.8 3.8 3.7

4 Alma School &Red 4-1 Residence 964 Inglewood 3.5 3.6 3.6 4.1
Mountain Freeway 4-2 Residence 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.9

4-3 ROW 3.5 3.6 3.7 4.2
4-4 ROW 3.5 3.5 3.6 4.0

5 Mobile homes-Datel 5-1 Mobile home - Date Ave. 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.7
Red Mountain Fwy 5-2 Mobile home 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.6

6 State Route 87 & 6-1 Residence 5.7 5.5 5.5 5.3
McKellips 1910 Country Club

6-2 Apartments 6.6 5.8 6.0 6.2
191 0 Country Club

6-3 Country Club Village 6.6 5.7 5.6 5.8
Mobile home #480

6-4 Country Club Village 6.4 5.7 5.7 5.8
Mobile home

6-5 Residence 427 McKellips 6.2 5.6 5.6 5.6

7 State Route 87 & Red 7-1 Hawaiian Mobile homes 3.6 3.6 3.9 3.8
Mountain Freeway 2134 Country Club

7-2 Country Club Village 3.7 3.9 4.3 3.9
Mobile home

8 McKellips & Red 8-1 Residence 3.6 3.6 4.2 4.6
MouDtainEreaway ... ~esidence - 3.'1 4-0&-- 4~3- 5~t

8-3 Residence 3.6 3.6 3.9 4.6
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4.6.4 Project Conformity

EPA has promulgated the final rule that outlines the criteria and procedures for determining

conformity to state or federal implementation plans of transportation plans, programs, and projects

[58 Fed. Reg. 62188 (1991 )]. This final rule was effective on December 27, 1993, a date later than

the approval of the DEIS for this project. The requirements affecting the Red Mountain Freeway

project include: (1) microscale carbon monoxide and PM10 analyses in nonattainment areas; and

(2) conformity with an approved TIP.

A CO microscale analysis was conducted. It was determined that no violation of the national or

state ambient air quality standards would be caused by the project. As of the date of this EIS, EPA

has not issued guidance on PM10 microscale modelling. Until this guidance is issued, microscale

modeling of PM1 0 is not required to determine project conformity.

The Red Mountain Freeway was included in the Maricopa Association of Governments TIP for FY

1993. It was also included in the Long Range Transportation Plan for the Maricopa planning area.

An emission analysis conducted by MAG for the Long Range Plan demonstrated that the plan is

consistent with the emissions reduction requirements of the state implementation plan and the

federal implementation plan.

In the revision of the TIP for 1994-1998, the Red Mountain Freeway project was inadvertently

omitted. A formal request has been made to the ADOT Transportation Planning Division to correct

this omission by amending the 1994 MAG TIP and Statewide TIP. Since the project conformed

under the 1993 TIP, it is expected to conform under the 1994 TIP. Once it is again listed in the TIP,

the project will conform to the guidelines set forth in the EPA final rule.

4.6.5 Construction Impacts on Air Quality

The air quality impacts of the proposed action would be limited to short-term increased fugitive dust

and mobile source emissions during construction.
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Fugitive Dust Emissions

Fugitive dust is airborne particulate matter, generally of a relatively large particulate si~e.

Construction-related fugitive dust would be generated by haul trucks. concrete trucks, delivery

trucks, and other earth moving vehicles operating around the construction sites. This would be due

primarily to particulate matter resuspended ("kicked up") by vehicle movement over paved and

unpaved roads and other surfaces, dirt tracked onto paved surfaces from unpaved areas at access

points, and material blown from uncovered haul trucks.

Generally, the distance that particles drift from their source depends on their size, emission height,

and wind speed. Small particles (30 to 100 micron range) can travel several hundred feet before

settling to the ground, depending on wind speed. Most fugitive dust, however, is made up of

relatively large particles (i.e., particles greater than 100 microns in diameter). These particles are

responsible for the reduced visibility often associated with this type of construction. Given their

relatively large size, these particles tend to settle within 20 to 30 feet of their source.

In order to minimize the amount of construction dust generated, the guidelines below should be

followed. Since the project is in a PMlO non-attainment area, all the proposed particulate control

measures related to construction activities should be followed. The following preventative alild

mitigative measures, as provided by ADEQ, should be taken to minimize the possible particulate

pollution problem:

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I
I.

II.

Site Preparation

A. Minimize land disturbance;

B. Use watering trucks to minimize dust;

C. Stabilize the surface of dirt piles if not removed immediately;

D. Use windbreaks to prevent any accidental dust pollution;

E. Limit vehicular paths and stabilize these temporary roads; and

F. Pave all unpaved construction roads and parking areas to road grade for a length no

less than 50 feet where such roads and parking areas exit the construction site ito

prevent dirt from washing onto paved roadways.

Construction

I

I

I

I

I
A.

B.

Use dust suppressants on traveled paths which are not paved;

Minimize unnecessary vehicular and machinery activities; and I

I
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C. Minimize dirt track-out by washing or cleaning trucks before leaving the construction

site (alternative to this strategy is to pave a few hundred feet of the exit road, just

before entering the public road).

I

I

I

III. Post Construction

A. Revegetate any disturbed land not used;

B. Remove unused material;

C. Remove dirt piles; and

D. Revegetate all vehicular paths created during construction to avoid future off-road

vehicular activities.

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I
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These measures will be taken in accordance with Section 107.14, Prevention of Air and Noise

Pollution, "ADOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction."

Mobile Source Emissions

As discussed previously, carbon monoxide (CO) is the principal pollutant of concern when

considering localized air quality impacts of motor vehicles. Since emissions of CO from motor

vehicles increase with decreasing vehicle speed, disruption of traffic during construction could

result in short-term elevated concentrations of CO, the temporary reduction of roadway capacity,

and the increased queue lengths. In order to minimize the amount of emissions generated, every

effort should be made during the construction phase to limit disruption to traffic. especially during

peak travel periods.

4.7 Noise

4.7.1 Methodology and Assumptions

Noise impacts were determined using TrafficNoiseCAD Version 2.0 (Bowlby and Associates, 1992),

which is an AutoCADD-driven version of the FHWA Stamina 2.0 highway traffic noise modeling

program (FHWA-DP-58-1). TrafficNoiseCAD is a graphical interactive program that works in

conjunction with a modified version of Stamina 2.0 that is fitted with the FHWA reference sound

emission cur-ves. Reference sound levels are calculated using these speed-dependent reference

noise emissions curves. The model uses traffic volume, vehicle mix, vehicle speed, and roadway

geometry to compute the "equivalent noise level".
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Peak hour traffic data and speeds for the year 2015 were used to model future noise impacts for the

build alternatives. Traffic data for the pm peak hour were generated in conjunction with the

preparation of this EIS. Except for the frontage roads between McKellips Road and Alma SCh001

Road, the vehicle mix was assumed to be 92 percent automobiles, six percent medium vehicles,

and two percent heavy vehicles. For the frontage roads, the mix was assumed to be 96 percel1lt

automobiles, three percent medium vehicles, and one percent heavy vehicles. Speeds for th~

freeway alternative were set at 55 MPH for the mainlines, 45 MPH for off-ramps, and 40 MPH for on

ramps. Speeds for the arterial ranged from 30 MPH to 50 MPH, as estimated by the traffic analysis,

4.7.2 Predicted 2015 Traffic Noise L.evels

Projections of future noise levels were made for each of the measurement locations described in

Section 3.5.2. The results of the peak hour noise level computations for the three measuremel1lt

sites are shown in Table 4-13. This table compares the measured existing noise levels with

predicted levels for the freeway alternative and the arterial alternative. Changes caused by the builtJ

alternatives are indicated.

TABLE 4·13

NOISE IMPACTS OF ARTERIAL AND FREEWAY ALTERNATIVE

Leq Levels (dBA)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Receptor Station Existing F~8tway . Artl rIal

No. Site Name Land Use No. Leq Build Change Build Chang~

3 Riverview Park Recreation 113+00 62 68 6 67 5

8 Inglewood Street Single Family 194+00 59** 66 7 62 3

13 The Mark MHP Mobile Homes 212+00 58 64 6 61 3

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

** This value originally included noise from adjacent mining operations, which increased th~

level by two to three dBA. Two dBA was subtracted from the measurement to account fqr
this mining operation.

I

I
In addition to the three measurement sites, 13 supplemental modeling receptors were identifie~.

These additional sites were used to ensure that the noise impacts and the effectiveness of mitigation

measures are assessed at several locations in each neighborhood. The location of the sixteen site:s

is illustrated on Figure 4-3 (Page 4-47).
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4.7.3 No-Action Alternative

Noise conditions for the no-action alternative are essentially the same as those for existing

conditions. Noise sensitive receptors adjacent to the project corridor are not expected to be

sUbstantially impacted by the increased traffic on the local network. No major roadway noise

sources exist near the receptors that could be modeled. Therefore, the existing noise levels are

assumed to represent the future no-action conditions. All noise levels at the sensitive receptor sites

are therefore below the FHWA noise abatement criteria.

4.7.4 Freeway Alternative

Table 4-14 provides a summary of the results of the noise analysis for the freeway alternative.

Existing noise levels for the three measurement locations are shown in Column 5. Column 6

displays the predicted unmitigated levels for all 16 receptor locations.

Future noise levels for the freeway alternative are predicted to exceed or approach the noise

abatement criteria (NAG) of 67 dBA at the Riverview Park and Inglewood Street sites. The predicted

level at Riverview Park exceeds the NAC of 67 dBA by one dBA. Additionally, the worst-case homes

along Inglewood Street would be exposed to conditions that approach the NAC, with levels as high

as 66 dBA. Receptors in the Mark Mobile Home Park would experience noise levels between 53

and 65 dBA. Project-related increases range from one to seven dBA along the corridor. The

highest increase of seven dBA is predicted to occur at the Inglewood Street location.

Noise barriers at the two locations were assessed, with the objective of reducing the future noise to

a level below 67 dBA. An additional objective was to provide a minimum noise reduction of five dBA

at the worst-case receptor behind each barrier. The results of the assessment for the freeway

alternative are summarized in Table 4-14. Unmitigated noise levels are compared to mitigated levels

for different barrier heights for each of the 16 receptor locations. The conceptual noise barriers for

the two locations are summarized below. The locations of the barriers are illustrated in Figures 4-4

and 4-5 (pages 4-51 and 4-52).

Riverview Park

A new six-foot noise barrier is proposed for a 1,600-foot length along the freeway edge of shoulder.

The wall should be located at the top of the slope along the freeway. Noise levels with a six-foot wall

for each of the .receptor locations are shown in Table 4-14. Mitigated noise levels at the park are

predicted to range from "57 to 61 dBA. These levels compare to an unmitigated range from 62 to 68

dBA. The cost of a masonry block wall at this location is estimated to be approximately $100,000.
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Inglewood Street

Two alternatives for the mitigation of the noise impacts at the Inglewood Street location w~re

defined. A decision on the alternative to be used will be made following the public comment peribd.

The results of the analysis of the two alternatives are shown in Table 4-14. The alternatives are

described below.

Alternative 1 would provide two overlapping 8-foot noise barriers, with a total length of 2,200 feet,

within the freeway right-of-way. These barriers are needed to reduce noise impacts at one home, on

Inglewood Street. This barrier would also result in partial benefits to an additional nine homes. the

dual wall reduces noise from the elevated mainline and the eastbound McKellips ¢-D

road/eastbound freeway on-ramp configuration. One wall would be located at the edg~ of

pavement of the mainline between Stations 186+50 and 198+60. The second wall would I be

located along the edge of shoulder for the eastbound on-ramp between Station 189+80 $.nd

198+40. At Station 198+40, the wall would be connected to the existing wall of the Mark Mapile

Home Park. Alternative 1 is illustrated on Figure 4-5 (page 4-52).

With Alternative 1, mitigated noise levels within the Inglewood Street neighborhood are expecte~ to

range from 54 to 61 dBA. These levels compare to an unmitigated range from 55 to 66 dBA. ~he
cost of the two walls is estimated to be approximately $185,000, which is about $18,500 iper

residence. The cost per residence is based on providing a benefit to ten homes. The length ofl the

barriers is necessary to reduce the noise impacts on the worst-case receptor. The barrier would

also provide partial benefits to an additional nine homes.

Alternative 2 would provide a noise barrier ranging in height from 6 feet to 12 feet, with a totalle~gth

of 460 feet, along the property line of the residences to be protected. Alternative 2 is also illustrated

on Figure 4-5. The north-south portion of this barrier would be 130 feet long. Its northern 80 Iirnear
I

feet would be 12 feet high. The southern 50 feet would taper from 12 feet high to 6 feet high at! the

south end. The east-west portion of this barrier would be 230 feet long. Its western 130 linear Ifeet

would be 12 feet high. The eastern 200 feet would taper from 12 feet high to 6 feet high at the ~ast

end.

With Alternative 2, mitigated noise levels within the Inglewood Street neighborhood are expectep to

range from 56 to 61 dBA. These levels compare to the unmitigated range of 58 to 66 dBA. 'The

noise barrier would provide shielding for approximately six homes. The total cost of this barri~r is

estimated to be $43,000.
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TABLE 4-14

PEAK HOUR Leq LEVELS (dBA)
Freeway Alternative

54 54

56 58 56 57 56

59 61 58 60 59

61 64 60 62 61

60 61 59 59 59

58 58

64 64

12 ft

(9)

8ft 110ft

Wall"

MITIGATED BUILD
PEAK HOUR LEQ

59
57
60
61
55

57

59

62

61

58

65

(7)

6ft

Wall

Alt. 1

BUILD

64

62

621 68

63

55

58

61

59" I 66

63

59

65

65

581 64

59

55

53

(5) I (6)

No

ExistingIMitigation
(4)

103+50

107+00

113+00

113+00

190+00

192+00

193+00

194+00

196+00

198+00

198+00

204+00

212+00

216+00

220+00

223+00

STATION IILAND USE
(3)

Recreation

Recreation

Recreation

Recreation

Single Family

Single Family

Single Family

Single Family

Single Family

Single Family

Mobile Homes

Mobile Homes

Mobile Homes

Mobile Homes

Mobile Homes

Mobile Homes

~
0

~
~.
g
:3
~
iii-g IReceiver III SITE NAME
::J

~ (1) (2)

~
1 Riverview Park::J

f& 2 Riverview Park
Q)
::J

3 Riverview ParkQ.

~ 4 Riverview Park
cO'n; 5.... Inglewood Stg.
::J 6.... Inglewood St

7.... Inglewood St
8.... Inglewood St
9.... Inglewood St

10.... Inglewood St
11 .... The Mark MHP

12 The Mark MHP

13 The Mark MHP

14 The Mark MHP

15 The Mark MHP

16 The Mark MHP

Numbers in bold type are for the recomended level of mitigation.
.. These values originally included noise from adjacent quarry operations which increased levels by 2-3 dBA. 2 dBA

was subtracted from the measurements to account for the quarry operation.
~ .... The results for sites 5 - 10 were obtained with a dual barrier system (refer to text).
~
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4.7.5 Major Urban Arterial Alternative

Table 4-15 provides a summary of the results of the noise analysis for the arterial alternative.

Existing noise levels for the three measurement locations are shown in Column 5. Column 6

displays the predicted unmitigated levels for all 16 receptor locations.

Future noise levels for the arterial alternative are predicted to exceed the NAC of 67 dBA at

Riverview Park. The remainder of the receptors would experience noise levels in the 50 to 62 dBA

range. Project-related increases range from three to five dBA along the corridor. The highest

increase of five dBA is predicted to occur at Riverview Park. The other locations are expected to

experience increases of one to three dBA.

A noise barrier at the Riverview Park location was assessed, with the objective of reducing the future

noise levels to a level below 67 dBA. An additional objective was to provide a minimum noise

reduction of five dBA at the worst-case receptor behind the wall. The results of the assessment for

the arterial alterative are summarized in Table 4-15. Unmitigated noise levels are compared to

mitigated levels for the Riverview Park receptors. Levels for unmitigated conditions are shown for

the remainder of the 16 receptor locations.

The proposed mitigation at Riverview Park is a ten-foot noise barrier for a distance of 1,250 feet

along the northern property line of the park, as well as an additional 150-foot wrap-around along

Dobson Road. This barrier would reduce the noise impacts at the existing baseball field. The

location of this barrier is illustrated on Figure 4-6. Noise levels at wall heights ranging from six to ten

feet, as well as the future unmitigated values at all receptors, are shown in Table 4-15. Mitigated

levels at the park are predicted to range from 58 to 61 dBA. These levels compare to and

unmitigated range from 60 to 64 dBA. The cost of a masonry wall is estimated to be approximately

$150,000.
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TABLE 4-15
~ PEAK HOUR Leq LEVELS (dBA)
0

~
Arterial Alternative

~.
g PEAK HOUR LEQ
:3 BUILD "MITIGATED BUILD
~
S No 6ft 8ft 10ft-
~

Receiver # SITE NAME LAND USE STATION # Existing Mitigation Wall Wall Wall

~
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

.0 1 Riverview Park Recreation 103+50 64 62 60 59
~:;, 2 Riverview Park Recreation 107+00 62 60 59 59
~ 3 Riverview Park Recreation 113+00 62 67 64 63 61
Q)
:;,

4 Riverview Park Recreation 113+00 60 58 58 58Q.

~ 5 Inglewood St Single Family 190+00 53
cO'n; 6 Inglewood St Single Family 192+00 558':;,

7 Inglewood St Single Family 193+00 58

8 Inglewood St Single Family 194+00 59* 62

9 Inglewood St Single Family 196+00 60

10 Inglewood Ave Single Family 198+00 57

11 The Mark MHP Mobile Homes 198+00 62

12 The Mark MHP Mobile Homes 204+00 62

13 The Mark MHP Mobile Homes 212+00 58 61

14 The Mark MHP Mobile Homes 216+00 56

15 The Mark MHP Mobile Homes 220+00 52

16 The Mark MHP Mobile Homes 223+00 50

Numbers in larger type are for the recommended level of mitigation.
* These values originally included noise from adjacent quarry operations which increased levels by 2-3 dBA. 2 dBA

was subtracted from the measurements to account for the quarry operation.

~

-~-
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4.7.6 Construction Noise Impacts

Short-term noise impacts may be experienced during the construction of either build alternative.

The quantification of such impacts is difficult without data on construction schedule and equipment

use. Therefore, several assumptions were made in order to predict an approximate noise level at

the right-of-way. These predictions are based on the use of the noisiest equipment that is expected

to be used during each construction stage of a typical roadway and interchange project. Data on

construction equipment noise were obtained from the U.S. Department of Transportation document

entitled "Highway Construction Noise: Measurement, Prediction, and Mitigation".

The analysis was conducted by assessing the collective impact of the two noisiest pieces of

equipment that would be expected to be used for each construction phase. The maximum noise

levels (Lmax) were calculated at the right-of-way line. The distance between the right-of-way and

the construction activity was estimated based upon the type of work being performed. The results

of these calculations are presented in Table 4-16.

Table 4·16
PEAK NOISE LEVEL DURING CONSTRUCTION PHASES

Lmax Distance Lmax
Phase Equipment at SO' to ROW at ROW

Site Clearing Dozer 84dBA 50 Feet ---
Backhoe 85dBA 50 Feet 88dBA

Grading/Earthwork Scraper 92dBA 75 Feet ---
Grader 91 dBA 75 Feet 93dBA

Foundation Backhoe 85dBA 100 Feet ---
Loader 84dBA 100 Feet 85dBA

Base Preparation Compressor 85dBA 100 Feet ---
Dozer 84dBA 100 Feet 85dBA

The results of the preliminary estimates shown in Table 4-16 indicate that sensitive receptors could

be substantially impacted by construction noise. The highest noise levels would occur during the

grading/earthwork phase at the right-of-way adjacent to such receptors as Riverview Park and the

Mark Mobile Home Park. Residents in these areas would experience the noise levels for short

periods of time during the construction of lanes and ramps. The construction noise levels would be

similar for both build alternatives, with the exception that the construction of the interchanges of the

freeway alternative could cause more impact than the arterial intersections.
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Although there are no noise standards for construction activities, general mitigation measures are
recommended as guidelines for the development of a construction plan that considers the adver$e

noise impacts. These measures are presented below.

1. Design Considerations - During the early stages of construction plan development, natufal

and artificial barriers, such as ground elevation changes and existing buildings can be

considered for use as shielding against construction noise. Strategic placement fof

stationary equipment, such as compressors and generators, could reduce impacts at t~e

sensitive receptors.

2. Sequence of Operations - Several noisy operations can be scheduled concurrently to ta,ke

advantage of the fact that the noise levels would not be significantly greater than if the

operations were implemented separately.

3. Construction of noise barriers during initial stages - Noise barriers planned to ultimately ~e

constructed along the right-of-way as part of the project for traffic noise abatement could ~e

constructed during the initial stages where feasible to reduce the impacts of constructi~n.

Initial construction of noise barriers would significantly reduce construction noise impacts: at

the sensitive receptors.

4. Alternate Construction Methods - Certain phases of highway construction work such as pile

driving may produce noise levels in excess of acceptable limits, even when feasible noIse

reduction methods are used. These impacts may be reduced by using alternate method~ of

construction. In the case of pile driving, vibration of hydraulic insertion could he u~ed

instead. Drilled holes for cast-in-place piles are another alternative that would Prod4ce

significantly lower levels of noise.

5. Source Control - Noise emissions can be controlled at the source in a number of ways.

Most importantly, the use of noise reducing muffler systems which lower exhaust noise by at

least 10 dBA could be utilized. A program to ensure proper maintenance of machinery u$ed

on-site. Poorly maintained equipment can cause high noise levels; loose parts, metal to

metal contact and poorly tuned engines are common sources of increased noise.

6. Time and Activity Constraints - The majority of noisier activity involving large machinery equid

be limited to daytime hours when a majority of people normally impacted are either inot

present or engaged in lass noise sensitive activities. Nighttime construction could be limIted

to quieter activities such as the paving and striping process, manual digging and forming:
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4.8 Water Resources

4.8.1 No-Action Alternative

Under the no-action alternative, no project-related water quality impacts will occur. No construction

will occur that could create additional erosion or sediment deposits in existing watercourses.

Because no highway facility would exist along the proposed alignment, runoff associated with

highway pollutants would not occur. However, such pollutants would continue to be generated by

the increased traffic on the surrounding street system. Current potential sedimentation associated

with materials operations and bank erosion would continue. Either build alternative could improve
these conditions.

4.8.2 Freeway and Major Urban Arteria' Alternatives

Changes in water quality can potentially be caused by the following aspects of transportation

facilities: (1) activities related to the construction of the facility; (2) pollutants generated by the traffic

using the completed facility; and (3) stabilization of unprotected banks and materials operations in

the river channel. This section describes the potential for these types of impacts. It also outlines

permitting requirements and procedures that are associated with water quality.

Construction Impacts

The potential construction impacts are considered to be the major water quality issue related to this

project. Construction activities such as excavation. grading, equipment staging, and other related

activities could result in soil erosion and an increase of sediments in receiving watercourses. Mud

slides could occur if the open slopes are not properly protected against erosion and slippage. The

materials entering the Salt River as a result of the construction would be similar to materials normally

associated with storm events or upstream releases. These conditions could persist until the project

is completed and permanent protective measures are established to stabilize the right-of-way and

the. construction staging areas. After the completion of the project construction, the paved surfaces

and erosion control measures would increase the impervious areas. The extent of silt erosion and

sediment transport would thus be reduced. As a result. the continuation of this impact would not

be substantial.
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These construction-related water quality impacts would be similar for the two build alternatives. l1he

type of material would be identical. However, the amount of material would be less for the arterial

alternative than for the freeway alternative. The narrower right-of-way and different design of the

arterial would result in less excavation and grading.

Operational Impacts

Following construction, water quality impacts would be associated with pollutants generated by the

vehicles using the facility. The addition of pavement would increase the amount of impervious ar~a,

thus increasing the quantity of runoff and the peak rates of flow during rainstorms. The increased

runoff would transport the pollutants generated by automobile traffic to the watercourses.

Pollutants associated with highway runoff accumulate during dry weather. They may have high

concentrations of lead, zinc, filterable residue, chemical oxygen demand, and total nitrogen. Th~se

pollutants are transported into the receiving drainage facilities during rainfall events at the beginnjng

of wet weather periods. Because of the length of dry season in southern Arizona and the hjgh

volume of traffic expected to use the Red Mountain facility, relatively high levels of pollutants mayibe

created by the "first-flush" effect of the initial rainfall.

The total amount of the roadway-released pollutants would be approximately the same for all

alternatives. The traffic levels in the general area are projected to increase whether or not the

project is constructed. The overall volume of combined freeway and street traffic is expected to! be

the same under any of the alternatives. Under the build alternatives, a higher proportion of the traffic

would use the new facility, with the freeway alternative carrying a higher proportion than the artQrial

alternative. Thus, with the build alternatives, the potential for high-peak concentrations would! be

greater. Under the no-action alternative, more traffic would use the surrounding street syst,m,

which would result in the deposit of more contaminants on those facilities. In any case. the t9tal

load of contaminants would be similar. The build alternatives would concentrate the contamin~nts

on a smaller surface area. thus enabling the design of more effective mitigation measures.

Water flows from the completed project are expected to be directed to existing and new drain~ge

facilities. Aside from the slight reduction in water penetration caused by the increase in impervious

surfaces, no impacts to groundwater resources are expected to occur.
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Bank Stabilization Impacts

Existing conditions in the normally-dry Salt River are characterized by unstable bank conditions and

numerous sand and gravel mining operations in the riverbed. These conditions contribute to

increased sedimentation during rainfall and periodic flood events caused by releases of water into

the channel from upstream reservoirs. The construction of either build alternative would result in the

stabilization of the unprotected banks and materials operations, which would result in a lessening of

sedimentation impacts.

4.8.3 Mitigation 01 Potentia' Water Qua'ify Impacts

General measures to mitigate water quality impacts during construction include the following:

I

I

I

•
•

1.

2.

Under Section 402(P) of the Clean Water Act, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

(SWPPP) will be prepared and a notice of intent will be filed with the Arizona Department of

Environmental Quality prior to beginning construction. The SWPPP will include Best

Management Practices (BMP) as outlined in the ADOT Erosion and Pollution Control Manual

for Highway Design and Construction. The BMP's outlined in the SWPPP will be

implemented, monitored and revised as necessary during and after construction. ADOTwili

also comply with Surface Water Quality Standards Rules.

General measures to mitigate water quality impacts may include the following:

I

•
I

I

•
•
I

a.

b.

c.

d.

Cut and fill slopes will not be steeper than 2: 1 unless geological or engineering

analysis indicates that steeper slopes are safe and erosion control measures are

specified.

Earthen or paved interceptors and diversions will be installed at the top of cut or fill

slopes where there is a potential for surface runoff on constructed slopes. Control

devices and measures may be required to absorb energy and reduce the velocity of

runoff.

Fills placed against watercourses will have suitable protection against erosion during

rainfall events and storm flows. Excavated material will not be deposited or stored in

or alongside watercourses to prevent materials from being washed away.

Where drainage swales are used to divert surface water, the swales will be protected

to minimize erosion.
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e.

f

g.

Vegetation removal and soil disturbance will be limited to are(lS required for actual

construction, access, and storage only. Mature vegetation will remain protected

where possible

Where construction occurs on soil that has been contaminated with hazardous

materials, a management plan will be developed for the safe handling, treatment or

disposal of the contamination. Hazardous material will be prevented from entering

the drainage system due to construction activities

Highway and drainage design will be reviewed with the local fire department and

hazardous spill response team so that the features needed to help contain typical

hazardous spills can be incorporated in the final design.

I

•
I
II

I

I

I

I

Potential impacts during the operation of either the freeway or arterial alternative would be mitigated

by diverting storm runoff from the roadw(ly into the drainage system to be designed as part of the

facility. Roadway sweeping and cleaning could be scheduled during the dry season to reduce the

first-flush concentration of pollutants Immediately after construction, some sediment may be

transported from newly-exposed cut-and-fill slopes Sediment transfer from these slopes will be

minimized through erosion-control measures that include seeding and mulching of the areas

4.8.4 Water Qualify Permit Requirements

Several sections of the Clean Water Act provide for the protection of water and water -related

resources. These provisions are summarized below.

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act establishes a permitting system for the discharge of any

pOllutant, except dredge or fill material, into the "waters of the United States" Each state is required

to divide water bodies into segments for planning and implementation purposes In Arizona, this

function is performed by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ). The NPDES

permit is issued by the US. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

The definition of "waters of the United States" is very broad. It includes dry washes, canals. dry

stream beds, dry lakes, rivers. streams, and tributaries. ADEQ has determined that most

construction and land-disturbing activities in floodplains are regulated under Section 402. As of
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October 1. 1992. a NPDES permit is required for "all ground disturbing activities that exceed 5 acres

in impact". Thus, a NPDES permit under Section 402 would be required for either of the build

alternatives.

Dredge and Fill Permits

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act establishes a permit program for activities that will discharge

dredged or fill material into the waters of the United States. This permit is issued by the US Army

Corps of Engineers (Corps). Prior to issuance by the Corps, ADEQ must review the proposed

permit for compliance with water quality standard. If compliance is demonstrated, ADEQ issues a

Water Quality Certification Letter, in accordance with ADEQ policies and Section 401 of the Clean

Water Act.

In March 1993, the Corps defined the jurisdictional limits of the Clean Water Act as the ordinary high

water mark and/or wetland boundary of the south bank of the Salt River between Dobson Road and

State Route 87. The Corps has no permit authority under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act in the

area outside these limits. However, any activity that discharges dredged or fill material into the

designated jurisdictional area requires a Section 404 Permit. The jurisdictional determination

presented will remain in effect for three years unless an unusual flood event occurs. After the three

year period or after an unusual flood event alters the stream conditions, the Corps has the authority

to retain the original jurisdictional limits or to establish new jurisdictional limits as conditions warrant.

In July of 1992, ADOT received authorization from the Los Angeles District of the US Army Corps of

Engineer (Corps) to discharge dredged and/or fill material to accommodate the alignments of the

East Papago, Pima, and Red Mountain Freeway systems. One of the activities approved in the 404

Permit (application 90-495-CL) included the construction of bank stabilization along the south bank

of the Salt River from 300 feet east of Dobson Road to the west through the proposed Price/Red

Mountain Interchange (Segment 1). The approved permit activity within Segment 1, which was

based on a previous design concept report, assumed Alternative 1a (Figure 2-4, page 2-11) which

was revised through the DEIS process to the preferred Alternative 1d (Figure 2-5, page 2-12). As a

result. the DEIS process has reduced the proposed project encroachments into the waters of the

United States to less than what is currently permitted for this segment of the Red Mountain Freeway.

A portion of Segment 3 of the preferred alignment build alternative is located near the boundary of

the waters of the United States between McKellips Road and State Route 87. During the initial

hydraulic investigation for the DEIS, the original alignment Alternative 3b was revised to the
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Alternative 3c (Figure 2-7 and 2-8, pages 2-14, 15) to reduce the proposed impacts on the Salt River

regulatory floodway. Additionally, the preferred alternative (3c) also virtually eliminated the impact of

the proposed project on the waters of the United States. While the proposed right-of-way creates

an encroachment of less than one acre, the construction of the roadway would be completely

outside the waters of the U.S. However, to protect the proposed project from the destabilizing effect

of Salt River flood flows, it is anticipated that the south bank of the Salt River may require

stabilization. Because the extent of the south bank stabilization can only be determined through

analyses performed during the detailed design process, the intent at this time is to pursue a

nationwide permit (NWP-13 Bank Stabilization) to stabilize the adjacent south bank of the Salt River

to protect the proposed project. Therefore, the alternatives analyses and mitigation concerns

outlined in the Section 404 (b) (1) have been adequately addressed.

Coordination with the Corps of Engineers has occurred throughout the preparation of this EIS. The

Corps has assisted in accordance with its role as a cooperating agency. Included was the provision

of information and the review of the results of the hydraulic analysis, as described in Section 4.9.

See Corps of Engineer's letter dated July 20, 1994 in Section 9.0 stating that an individual permit for

this project will not be required at this time.

4.9 Floodplains

This section describes the impacts that may be caused by the project on the regulatory floodplain

and floodway of the Salt River. It also discusses other floodplain issues, including potential revisions

to the regulatory floodplain and floodway. The following definitions, as contained in 23 CFR 650, are

provided as a basis for this discussion.

• Base Flood: The flood having a one-percent chance of being exceeded in any given year.

•
•
I

•
•
•
I

I

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•• Base Floodplain: The area subject to flooding by the base flood.

• Regulatory Floodway: The floodplain area that is reserved in an open manner by federal,

state or local requirements, i.e., unconfined or unobstructed either horizontally or vertically,

to provide for the discharge of the base flood so that the cumulative increase in water

surface elevation is no more than one foot, as established by the Federal Emergency

Management Administration (FEMA) for administering the National Flood Insurance

Program.

•
•
•
•
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Floodways shown on National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) maps are developed as part of a

detailed Flood Insurance Study (FIS) and have been adopted to establish sound floodplain

management programs Restricting development in a designated floodway preserves the

conveyance area necessary of the passage of floodwaters and prevents significant increases in

flood elevations.

The limits of a floodway are determined through detailed hydraulic analyses in which the rise in the

base flood elevation (the surcharge) is calculated due to encroachment within the 100-year

floodplain FEMA has established as a standard a maximum allowable surcharge of one-foot

However, where a stream with a regulatory floodway forms the boundary between two communities

or two states the allowable surcharge permitted by each community or state is limited to 05 foot

unless a more stringent standard has been established.

4.9.1 Summary of Location Hydraulic Studies

FHWA policies and procedures for the location and hydraulic encroachments on floodplains are

described in 23 CFR 650. This section summarizes the evaluation of the proposed project in

accordance with the pertinent parts of those regulations

Risks Associated with the Action

Risks are defined as the consequences associated with the probability of flooding attributable to the

encroachment. The potential impacts of the two build alternatives are described in Sections 49.3

and 4.9.4 and summarized in Section 49.5. Mitigation measures are specified in Section 4.9.6.

With the implementation of these mitigation measures, neither build alternative will create a potential

for property loss or hazard to life. The project would actually contribute to the control of periodic

floods in the Salt River through the stabilization of the south bank. Developments to the south of the

facility would have a higher level of flood protection than now exists
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As described in Section 3.7, the portion of the Salt River adjacent to the project has been

substantially altered from its natural condition. Upstream dams and reservoirs have resulted in the

channel being totally dry most of the time. Major flows occur only when water is released from the

upstream facilities. The dry channel has been subjected for many years to major sand and gravel

mining, which has greatly altered the natural terrain and the configuration of the channel. These

mining activities are continuing.

As a result of these conditions and influences, no fish, wildlife, or vegetation exists in the affected

portion of the channel. None of the other activities that fall within the definition of natural and

beneficial floodplain values are present. Thus, the proposed project would have no such impacts.

Support of Incompatible Floodplain Development

As described in Sections 4.1 and 4.4, the proposed project is consistent with existing development

plans of local governments. The facility would provide improved access to future development

areas. These developments will be consistent with floodplain regulations. The construction of the

project would actually improve the flood protection of the developments to the south. Thus, neither

alternative would support incompatible floodplain development.

Measures to Minimize Floodplain Impacts

Floodplain and floodway impacts for each build alternative are described and summarized in

Sections 4.9.3 through 4.9.5. Based on the initial hydraulic analysis, adjustments were made to the

recommended alignment to minimize the potential impacts. Additional mitigation measures

associated with the impacts of the revised alignment are described in Section 4.9.6.

Measures to Restore Natural and Beneficial Floodplain Values

As described above, no impacts to natural and beneficial floodplain values would occur. Therefore,

no restoration measures would be needed.
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Alternatives to Longitudinal Encroachments

Encroachments into the floodplain and f100dway of each alternative are described in Sections 4.9.3

through 4.9.5. As described in Section 2.1, earlier studies and evaluations considered alternative

alignments that would be located further from the river channel. These alternatives were considered

to have serious social and economic impacts. This DEIS then considered variations of the

recommended alignment that would minimize the longitudinal encroachments. Following the initial

hydraulic analysis, adjustments were made to the alignment that resulted in a reduction of the

encroachments. Mitigation measures, described in Section 4.9.6, were then identified to further

minimize the impacts.

As described in Section 4.9.7, the existing Salt River topography is substantially different from the

topography used to define the current regulatory floodplain and floodway. These changes have

been the result of flood events and mining activities. It is expected that these events have incised

the channel and narrowed the floodplain and floodway. Thus, the encroachments described in

Sections 4.9.3 through 4.9.5 may be greater than those that would actually occur. As described in

Section 4.9.7, a study to determine the existing topography is underway by the Flood Control District

of Maricopa County. Preliminary data from this study are expected to be available in Februa 19£4

after which the process to revise the regulatory floodplain and floodway would be followed. 0 UTDF~ re.
W~ W t ..10V""- to('-es- 7 d/~e.".( fD v~~ k

Potential for Significant Encroachment -J-r;../~ bit ,!?,u - S 1Z87 / ~ REa-sp~ poe.

23 CFR 650 defines "significant encroachment" as one that would involve one or more of the

following: (1) significant potential for interruption or termination of a transportation facility which is

needed for emergency vehicles or provides a community's only evacuation route; (2) a significant

risk; or (3) a significant adverse impact on natural and beneficial floodplain values."

As described above, the project would not create a substantial risk nor would it adversely affect

natural or beneficial floodplain values. The facility would improve the operation of emergency

vehicles in the community and access to evacuation routes. Therefore, this project will not have a

significant encroachment on the floodplain.
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4.9.2 No-Action Alternative

With the no-action alternative, no project-related floodplain impacts would occur. However, sand

and gravel mining operations would continue to affect the characteristics of the floodplain and

floodway. Without further flood control measures, major flood events would also alter the

configuration of the channel.

4.9.3 Freeway Alternative

The proposed freeway alignment generally parallels the south bank of the Salt River and encroaches

on the 100-year base floodplain. In addition, some segments of the alignment encroach into the

regulatory f1oodway. Described below are the floodplain and floodway encroachments and their

associated potential hydraulic impacts. For purposes of description, the alignment is divided into

three segments. The relationship of the floodplain and floodway to the proposed alignment is

illustrated on Figure 4-7 (page 4-68).

Segment 1 - Price Freeway to Dobson Road

On the western end of the project area, the Price/Red Mountain Interchange encroaches into both

the regulatory floodplain and floodway. The south boundary of the f1oodway, which averages

approximately 2,000 feet wide in this vicinity, generally follows the north side of the percolation

ponds that are associated with the Mesa Waste Water Treatment Plant. The encroachment reduces

the floodway width by approximately 5 percent. In this area, in-stream mining operations have

lowered the average channel elevation, which would offset the effects of the encroachments. The

cumulative effect of the freeway and the mining operations is a water-surface elevation surcharge of

less than one foot.

The proposed freeway mainline would encroach into the floodplain and floodway between the

Price/Red Mountain Interchange and the existing Dobson Road alignment. Along this segment, the

f100dway averages approximately 3,800 feet in width, which would be reduced about 10 percent by

the encroachment. A large sand bar in the channel creates a physical constriction adjacent to

Dobson Road. The combination of this constriction and the freeway encroachment would produce

a hydraulic impact on the proposed Dobson Road interchange. The cumulative impact may be a

floodway surcharge greater than one-foot.
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Segment 2 - Dobson Road to McKellips Road

The proposed Dobson Road Interchange is located outside the floodplain and floodway. At the

eastern edge of this interchange, the freeway would cross over the Alma School Drain, which is an

open channel outfall to the Salt River for the Salt River Project canal system. The floodplain extends

up this channel as a result of the backwater associated with the Salt River. As it crosses the drain,

the freeway would encroach on this floodplain but would produce no hydraUlic effect on the Salt

River. However, the downstream encroachment could affect the hydraulic performance of the

outfall. S e-J I MO1"
~ I:> Gv~~I t.N---' \~__
Y I _.h "--/ \r-. e-{ '>

~ 0"1i;.t:i 'It- \, A-- IQ'
~' ~(./~-

In the segment east of the Alma School Drain to Alma School Road, the freeway alignment would

encroach into the floodplain and floodway. The floodway widens from 2,000 feet at a point

upstream from the Alma School Drain to 2,800 feet just downstream of the Alma School Road

interchange. This section of freeway would reduce the floodway width approximately 10 percent.

The cumulative effect of the downstream encroachments could be a surcharge of more than one

foot.

The Alma School Road crossing of the Salt River is comprised of two bridges separated by an

island. The freeway alignment would encroach upon the floodplain, but would not encroach into the

floodway at Alma School Road. The Flood Insurance Study (FIS) mapping indicates that the 100-

year floodplain actually extends south of the southern bridge. Based on this mapping, the proposed

overpass and encroachment at Alma School Road could compromise the integrity of the existing

bridge structures. Preventing flood flows from outflanking the southern bridge structure would

require the entire flood discharge to pass through the existing bridges. The resulting encroachment

could increase velocities and undermine the integrity of the existing banks. Mining operations

around the Alma School Road bridges may have reduced the limits of the floodplain and floodway.

However, a detailed hydraulic analysis would be needed to accurately characterize the mining

impacts.

Immediately west of McKellips Road, the alignment would be generally outside the floodplain and

f1oodway. The proposed McKellips Road overpass would have a small encroachment, which would

create only minor upstream impacts. However, because McKellips Road would be an at-grade

crossing of the Salt River, water could enter the overpass area during flood events.

tic1);rf#"tz
~~J~JL

/err ; fl.- b v-'Frool
~ ,rq~ .
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Segment 3 - McKellips Road to State Route 87

The freeway alignment between McKellips Road and State Route 87 would be entirely within the

floodplain. The middle portion of this section would encroach into the floodway and reduces its

width by approximately 7 percent. The floodway has an average width of about 1,100 feet in the

encroachment segment. This encroachment should not generate a floodway surcharge greater

than one foot. 7h1~ cIoQS /V'O r-?(2~ ~~'5~L.1J1"17-- P I-f' 1/100-$

..J..-v-oCV-OO"'~ c) r-~ 1/'0 ~.= ';:> /,0/

The proposed interchange at State Route 87 is located within the floodplain, but would not encroach

upon the floodway. The State Route 87 river crossing is provided by a single bridge that spans the

main channel. The FIS hydraulic analysis, which defines the floodplain and f1oodway, indicates that

the entire 100-year discharge passes under the structure. However, the mapped floodplain shows

the potential for the structure to be outflanked to the south of the south bridge abutment. If this flow

should occur, the proposed freeway overpass at State Route 87 would compromise the integrity of

the existing bridge. The freeway could prevent flows from outflanking the bridge and force the entire

flood discharge through the existing structure. Local velocities could also increase, which could

undermine the integrity of the existing banks. The flood flows could also inundate the ramps

between the freeway and State Route 87, which would be constructed at the existing ground level.

4.9.4 Major Urban Arteria' Alternative

The major urban arterial alignment follows the same route along the south bank of the Salt River as

the freeway alternative. The narrower right-of-way of the arterial alternative would create somewhat

different hydraulic effects in some locations. The encroachments and impacts are summarized

below.

Segment 1 - Price Freeway to Dobson Road

Due to the need for transition from the Price/Red Mountain Interchange, the encroachment

differences between the freeway and arterial alternatives are generally insignificant for Segment 1.

The reduced right-of-way requirements for the arterial alternative would not substantially reduce the

extent of the encroachments on the floodplain and floodway. Therefore, the extent of the

encroachments for the arterial alternative would be the same as those described in Section 4.9.2 for

the freeway alternative.
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Segment 2 - Dobson Road to McKellips Road

Between the Dobson Road and Alma School Road interchanges, the arterial alternative would

encroach into the floodplain and the floodway. The floodway width would be reduced by

approximately 4 percent. In the vicinity of Alma School Road, the downstream encroachments

could potentially generate a floodway surcharge of less than one foot. The impact at Alma School

Road would be less for the arterial alternative than for the freeway. However, the encroachment

could locally increase velocities and undermine the integrity of the existing banks. The remaining

portion of Segment 2, between Alma School Road and McKellips Road, would be generally located

outside the floodplain and floodway.

At the proposed Alma School Road and McKellips Road intersections, the arterial alternative would

encroach upon the floodplain and not the floodway. The proposed intersections are at-grade and

could be subjected to Salt River flood flows.

Segment 3 - McKellips Road ta State Route 87

Between McKellips Road and State Route 87, the arterial alternative would be entirely within the

floodplain. In the middle portion of this segment, the arterial would encroach into the floodway, with

a resulting reduction in flaadway width of approximately 7 percent. This encroachment should not

generate a floodway surcharge greater than one foot.

The encroachments downstream of the State Route 87 bridge could affect the hydraulic

performance and capacity of the existing structure. The backwater associated with the downstream

constriction could change the hydraulic conditions at the bridge, increase the scour potential, and

jeopardize the integrity of the existing structure. The arterial alternative could prevent flood flows

from outflanking the southern abutment of the State Route 87 bridge and force the entire flood

discharge to pass through the existing structure.

4.9.5 Summary of Encroachments and Impact

The freeway alternative would generally encroach into the Salt River regulatory floodplain and

floodway to a greater extent than the arterial alternative. The differences would result from the

differing right-of-way requirements. The floodplain and flaodway encroachments would be similar

for both alternatives in Segment 1. In Segment 2, the freeway alternative would encroach a greater

distance into the floodway between the Alma School Drain and Alma School Road. Encroachments
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would be similar for both alternatives along the remainder of Segment 2 between Alma School Road

and McKellips Road. Both alternatives would encroach into the floodplain and floodway

approximately the same extent along the entire length of Segment 3. Table 4-17 presents a

comparison of the approximate reductions in the f100dway width along the encroached segments of

the alignment.

TABLE 4·17

REDUCTION IN THE REGULATORY SALT RIVER FLOODWAY WIDTH

Freeway and Arterial Alternative

Approximate % Reduction In
Regulatory Floodway Width

Freeway Arterial
Segment Reach Description Alternative Alternative

1 Red Mountain Traffic Interchange
at the Pima Freeway 5 5....

1 Red Mountain Traffic Interchange
at Dobson Road 10 10

2 Alma School Drain to Alma School Road 8 4

3 McKellips Road to State Route 87 7 7

The nature of the impacts caused by the encroachments would be similar for the two alternatives.

Table 4-18 summarizes these potential hydraulic impacts.

TABLE 4·18

POTENTIAL HYDRAULIC IMPACTS

Freeway and Arterial Alternatives

Project
Segment Potential Hydraulic Impact

1 1. Alma School Road Drain Outfall performance.
2. Access ramps and interchange floodwater inundation.

1. Compromise existing channel bank integrity.
2 2. Compromise the integrity of the Alma School Road Bridges.

3. Access ramps and interchange floodwater inundation

1. Compromise existing channel bank integrity.
3 2. Compromise the integrity of the State Route 87 Bridge.

3. Access ramps and interchange floodwater inundation.
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A major portion of the three-mile alignment would encroach into the regulatory floodplain. At some

locations encroachments into the floodway would occur. This longitudinal encroachment could

have a cumulative impact on the 100-year base flood elevation locally and upstream of the project.

The encroachments associated with the freeway alternative could produce both local and upstream

impacts upon the regulatory floodway. These encroachments could result in a f100dway surcharge

of more than one foot locally, but the upstream surcharge should be less than one foot. However,

adjacent in-stream and floodplain mining operations may more than offset the project

encroachments into the regulatory floodway.

The cumulative impacts of the selected build alternative will be considered during design. In

addition, a detailed hydraulic analysis of the selected alternative may demonstrate that the

encroachments will not generate a floodway surcharge greater than that permitted by federal or

state regulations,

A positive floodplain impact resulting from the project would be the substantial flood protection that

would be provided to property south of the project alignment. The southern boundary of the Salt

River 100-year floodplain and f100dway would be defined by the project.

The project may slightly impact the extent of the floodplain limits on the north side of the Salt River in

the vicinity of Dobson Road and upstream of Alma School Road. The project should not impact

lands on the north side of the floodplain/floodway along other portions of the alignment. However,

an on-going study by the Flood Control District of Maricopa County to redefine the regulatory

floodplain/floodway in this reach of the Salt River may indicate that the project will have no impact

on lands on the north side of the floodplain/f1oodway. Extensive mining and minor channel

modifications may negate any impact of the proposed project on adjacent properties. The impact of

the project on lands to the north side of the floodplain/f1oodway are intended to be identified and

mitigation measures incorporated during design.

The land south of the project generally slopes to the southwest and drains into the Salt River at

various points along the alignment. Off-site drainage outfalls should not cause a floodplain impact.

The cross-drainage facilities and roads must be properly designed to prevent adjacent property

inundation originating from the Salt River or the concentration of overland flows.
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4.9.6 Mitigation Measures

I
The previous sections have described the encroachments and potential impacts to the regulatory

floodplain and floodway that are associated with the two build alternatives. This section identifies I
alternative mitigation measures to offset the hydraulic impacts. The mitigation measures are

described for each segment of the project and are summarized in Table 4-19 (page 4-77). I

Segment 1 - Price Freeway to Dobson Road I

Both of the proposed build alternatives encroach into the Salt River regulatory floodplain and I
f100dway in the vicinity of the Price/Red Mountain Interchange. The proposed encroachments

reduce the existing channel width and locally increase the main channel velocities. Channel bank I
stabilization could mitigate the increased channel velocities along this section of the proposed

project. Considering the alluvial nature of the Salt River and the size of material within the channel, I
soil cement could be utilized to protect the proposed project and mitigate the regulatory floodway

and floodplain impacts. I

The physical constriction within the Salt River channel adjacent to Dobson Road and the proposed I
downstream project encroachment would require mitigation measures to offset the floodplain and

floodway impacts. In addition, the Salt River low-flow channel is located along the south bank on I
the outside of a bend and directs flood-flows toward the proposed Dobson Road Interchange. To

mitigate the floodway impacts of the proposed project, minor grading would help establish an I
effective flood channel and bank stabilization could be constructed to protect the proposed

interchange. I

Mitigation will be required to offset the hydraulic impact of the proposed project on the Alma School I
Road Drain. Culverts with a properly designed transition and outfall could mitigate the proposed

project encroachments. The design of the proposed cross-flow structure (Le., outfall, culvert, and I
transition) must consider the downstream project impacts on the Salt River and the potential impact

on the capacity of the SRP outfall. The transition design from the existing open channel to the I
proposed culvert must maintain the capacity of the drain.

I
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Segment 2 - Dobson Road to McKellips Road

The freeway alternative will probably require mitigation of the proposed encroachment impacts on

the regulatory Salt River floodplain and floodway. Since the arterial alternative encroachments may

not generate a floodway surcharge greater than the one-foot, the resulting floodplain and floodway

impacts may not require mitigation. However, the hydraulic impacts resulting from the

encroachments may require channel stabilization to offset the locally increased channel velocities.

The split south channel at Alma School Road may require improvement to increase coveyance

capacity and bank stabilization to protect the proposed project.

The proposed interchanges at Alma School and McKellips Roads may be inundated by Salt River

floodwaters. The Alma School Road and McKellips Road profiles should consider the floodway

water-surface elevation to mitigate potential flooding south of the freeway alignment. Alternative

mitigation measures include leveed Salt River banks or emergency flood gates.

Segment 3 - McKellips Road to State Route 87

Mitigation measures may be required to offset the floodplain and f100dway impacts of the proposed

freeway alternative east of McKellips Road. Three mitigation alternatives were identified for the

floodplain and floodway impacts of the freeway alternative. The first alternative is to modify the

alignment east of State Route 87 to minimize the proposed freeway encroachment into the

regulatory floodway. Based on the initial results of the hydraulic analysis, an adjustment was made

to the alignment. This modification resulted in a substantial reduction in the encroachment.

Additional changes can be considered during project design to further reduce the impact. The

second mitigation alternative would be the channelization of the Salt River between McKellips Road

and State Route 87. The third alternative would be to construct the proposed freeway on structure
~

where the recommended alignment encroaches into the regulatory Salt River f1oodway. i::1Y'5IS~·

~ I ~ :k't7v>?IC-

/1ft Mf'&'l...
Since the arterial alternative requires less right-of-way than the freeway alternative, the y~.

encroachment of the arterial alternative into the Salt River regulatory floodway may be slightly less. J:y(};g w
The arterial alternative floodplain and floodway impacts could be mitigated using the options 3 197 '2.:-outlined for the freeway alternative. However, the extent of the mitigation measure selected would

not be as comprehensive.
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The proposed interchange at State Route 87 may be inundated by Salt River floodwaters. The State

Route 87 profile should consider the floodway water-surface elevation to mitigate potential flooding

south of the freeway alignment. Alternative mitigation measures include leveed Salt River banks and

emergency flood gates.

To mitigate the potential impacts of the proposed constriction between McKellips Road and State

Route 87, channelization may be required to convey the 100-year flood discharge. Other mitigation

alternatives are not considered feasible for the proposed downstream encroachment impacts.

Mining Impacts

Extensive in-stream and floodplain mining operations are located along the entire proposed project

length. The existing mining operations impact both the proposed project and the regulatory Salt

River floodplain and floodway. In-stream mining operations havegenerally resulted in three major

impacts on the Salt River channel. Mining has generally lowered the Salt River channel, flattened

the slope, and left an extensive number of abandoned open pits. The combined effect of the mining

impacts is channel incisement leading to unstable main channel banks throughout the project

each. In addition, mining has likely reduced the extent of the regulatory Salt River floodplain and

wesJ,oJt f1oodway. A combination of bank stabilization and mining restriction buffers might be utilized along

iW£:,;:j the entire proposed project length to mitigate the mining impact on the proposed project. Stabilizing

:''.r- L,.&'tol
cr

he Salt River south bank over the full length of the proposed project would provide a definitive

~ regulatory floodplain and f100dway limit and protect property south of the facility from future flood

events.

Conversely, the proposed project build alternatives potentially impact the existing mining operations.

Several of the proposed encroachments could locally increase channel velocities and potential

undermine low flow dikes protecting existing in-stream mining operations. However, the mining

operations located within the Salt River channel would eventually become inundated with water as a

result of subsurface flows from the perched main channel into the pits.
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TABLE 4·19

HYDRAULIC IMPACT MITIGATION ALTERNATIVES

Physical Location Proposed Mitigation Measures

Segment 1

Red Mountain/Pima Freeway Interchange 1. Bank Stabilization/Channelization

Dobson Road Interchange 1. Bank Stabilization
2. Minor channel grading.

Alma School Drain 1. Cross-draina~e structure
(transition, cu vert, outfall)

Segment 2

Alma School and McKellips Road 1. Bank Stabilization (levee).
2. Minor channel grading.
3. Profile modification
4. Flood aates

Segment 3

McKellips To State Route 87 1. Alignment modification.
2. Bank Stabilization/Channel Grading
3. Alignment on structure.

State Route 87 1. Bank Stabilization/Channel Grading
2. Profile modification
3. Flood Gates.

4.9.7 Revisions to the Regulatory Floodplain and Floodway

The proposed project build alternatives would encroach upon the effective Salt River regulatory

floodway at several locations. However, the existing Salt River topography is considerably different

from the topography the Corps used to develop the regulatory floodplain and floodway. In-stream

sand and gravel mining has generally incised the main channel of the Salt River, but some sections

of the proposed project alignment will remain within the regulatory floodplain and floodway.

It may be required, by National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) regulations (Section 65.12), to

request a modification for the proposed project through the Conditional Leiter of Map Revision

(CLOMR) process If the proposed project encroachments cause an increase greater than the

allowable surcharge above the base flood elevation (BFE), FEMA's conditional approval must first

be obtained u,tilizing the CLOMR process. Similarly, conditional approval must also be obtained

from FEMA for a proposed encroachment into the regulatory floodway that would cause any rise in

the BFE.
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J
Iv A new Salt River Flood Insurance Study (FIS) adjacent to the proposed project is currently underway

'f\~Q Jfl~~ by the Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC). Preliminary data from this study are

o/~.J expected to be available in February 1994. The process by which the floodway revision request may

f)i~jJ/Jb be addressed will be dependent upon the status of this on-going Salt River FIS.

fb
The District does not intend to submit the Salt River FIS restudy to FEMA until the new hydrology, to

be defined by the US. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) for the modified (post) Roosevelt Dam, is

incorporated into the hydraulic analysis. Currently, the District is developing an interim hydraulic

model of the Salt River using the anticipated post-Roosevelt hydrology. The interim Salt River

hydraulic model is projected to be complete in August 1994, and will define the anticipated post-

j
ROOSeVelt 100-year floodplain. Once the interim hydraulic analysis is complete, the District intends

to put the Salt River FIS on hold. When the Corps' post-Roosevelt hydrology becomes available in

1995, the District will finalize the Salt River hydraulic model. The revised hydraulic model will then be

submitted to FEMA to support the redelineation of the Salt River regulatory floodplain and floodway.

The District will make available the interim Salt River hydraulic analysis to agencies that wish to

utilize the information. However, any proposed revisions to the regulatory Salt River floodplain and

floodway will have to utilize the existing Salt River hydrology which does not incorporate the modified

Roosevelt Dam. The District indicated that the interim hydraulic model is expected to provide the

most current information available on the hydraulics conditions within the study reach of the Salt

River.

The project should not impact flooding potential or flood insurance rates for upstream or

downstream communities. The project may potentially impact the flooding potential to adjacent

lands on the north side of the floodplain/floodway thereby increasing the chances of flooding. The

adjacent community, the Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), is not a

participating community in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). Therefore, no flood

insurance rates have been established that could be impacted by the project. However, the

impacts of the project on lands to the north side of the floodplain/floodway will be identified and

appropriate mitigation measures will be incorporated during design and addressed during the

Section 404 permitting process
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Floodway revisions cannot be made without adequate supporting data. Because many states

require communities to follow administrative procedures for establishing and revising floodways and

because the limits of the floodway are established through engineering analyses, both legal

documentation and technical data must be submitted. A proposed floodway must be configured in

such a way that it will continue to convey the 100-year flood discharge with no greater than a one

foot increase in the original BFE's at any point. In addition, if the floodway revision is part of a

revision that results in BFE's lower than those on the map that is to be revised, the one-foot

surcharge limit applies to the lower BFE's.

FEMA Coordination

The proposed project would encroach on the Salt River regulatory floodplain and floodway within

the City of Mesa and Maricopa County jurisdictional limits and potentially impacts the Salt River

Pima Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC). Both the City of Mesa and Maricopa County are

participating communities in the NFIP. The effective Salt River floodway may be revised in

conjunction with the proposed project if the City of Mesa, Maricopa County, the SRPMIC, and FEMA

are willing to amend the established floodway.

Highway agency coordination (ADOT) with FEMA is recommended in situations where

administrative determinations are needed involving a regulatory floodway or where risks in NFIP

communities are significantly impacted. Since the proposed project encroaches into the effective

Salt River regulatory floodway, an updated FIS is underway, and upstream communities may be

potentially impacted, coordination with FEMA should be undertaken.

In summary, the proposed project build alternatives will require extensive coordination with FEMA,

the City of Mesa, SRPMIC, and the FCDMC. A floodway surcharge limit will need to be defined for

the proposed project so that an acceptable revised floodway can be defined. In addition, the

ongoing Salt River FIS may impact the ability to define a revised floodway for the proposed project.
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•
•4.10 Earth Resources

This section describes potential impacts on earth resources, which include geology, soils, and

farmlands.

I

•
4.10.1 No-Action Alternative •
With the no-action alternative, no project-related impacts would occur. However, continuing urban I
development is likely to result in the loss of the prime farmland that is located in the central portion of

the study area. As described in Section 4.1, the existing trends and economic forces are expected I
to cause changes in the land use composition.

•The approximately 314 acres of farmland in the study area are underlain with sand and gravel

resources. Demand for these resources may create incentives to expand the adjoining mining •

operations to this area. Alternatively, the parcel may be developed into another use. While the

absence of either build alternative would greatly reduce the development pressure, the future •

economic trends may create a demand for other development. In either event, the farmlands are

likely to be converted to other uses. I

4.10.2 Freeway and Major Urban Arterial Alternatives •
With the freeway alternative, an estimated 39 acres of the existing 314 acres of farmland would be I
acquired for the needed right-of-way for the new facility. The right-of-way for the arterial alternative

would require an estimated 29 acres of the farmland. However, as described in Section 4.4, future •

development opportunities created by either build alternative would also result in the development of

the remainder of the agricultural lands. This development would include a mixture of land uses that I
would be different from that of the no-action alternative. The development would also likely occur

more rapidly. However, the end result of the loss of farmland would be the same. I

Coordination with the U.S. Soil Conservation Service (SCS) has been conducted regarding the •

impacts to the farmlands. As described in Section 3.8.3, the affected farmlands are committed to

urban development by the General Plans and zoning ordinances of the City of Mesa and Maricopa •

County. Thus, these farmlands are not subject to the Farmland Protection Policy Act. This is in

I

I
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4.11 Biological Resources

With the no-action alternative, no project-related impacts on biological resources would occur.

However, continuing urban development would affect the few remaining resources.

Soils in the area have been previously disturbed. Urban development and mining activities have

greatly altered the surface throughout the study area. The freeway alternative would thus cause no

adverse impacts.

Freeway and Major Urban Arterial Alternative

No-action Alternative

4.11.2

The ruderal/disturbed and xero-riparian habitat types would be impacted by the construction of the

freeway. There would be mass grading of the ruderal/disturbed habitat along the three-mile project

alignment. The xero-riparian habitat, located along the bank of the Salt River, would be impacted in

the portions of the project area that require bank stabilization. The small areas of the xero-riparian

habitat that would be impacted by the bank stabilization area dominated by desert broom, which is

often found in disturbed or poor quality xero-riparian habitats. There would be no impacts to the

riparian stand within this reach of the Salt River near the State Route 87 bridge.

4.11.1

Mineral resources in the area include the sand and gravel resources that have been subjected to

extensive mining activities. These resources have provided an important contribution to the

economy of the region. Such mining will continue, although specific operations would be affected

as described in Section 4.3.

accordance with the FHWAguidelines, "Farmland Protection Policy Act - Supplemental Guidelines

for Implementing the Final Rule·for Highway Projects." This conclusion has been confirmed by the

SCS, as shown in the correspondence in Section 9. Thus, the completion and processing of Form

AD 1006 is not necessary.
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A more precise definition of the amount of habitat to be disturbed will be determined during the

design of the project. The landscaping design will then provide for the replacement of the dist~rbed

resources through the use of native vegetation. Because of the small amount of existing veget*ion,

it is expected that the landscaping plan will provide for more vegetation than will be disturbed by the

construction of the project. Staff of the Arizona Game and Fish Department have concurred, with

this approach.

The comment letter received from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) indicated that the

Yuma clapper rail may exist within the vicinity of the proposed project. During field reconnaissance,

suitable habitat for this species was not found. Discussions with staff from the Arizona· Game! and

Fish Department (AGFD) reported that the Yuma clapper rail has been known to occur upstr$am,

but not within the proposed project area. The Yuma clapper rail is not expected to occur in the

project area, nor be affected by the project. The USFWS concurs that the proposed project will

have no effect to the Yuma clapper rail. See USFWS letter dated July 19, 1994 in Section 9.0 of this

EIS.

AGFD staff also requested the consideration of any areas that, given protection, could becbme

potential habitat for the Yuma clapper rail. The development of potentially-suitable habitat fon this

species would require the establishment of large areas of emergent wetland habitat with associ~ted

water areas. This reach of the Salt River is controlled by upstream dams and irrigation diverision

systems and is dry much, if not all, of the year. The development of suitable marsh-type habit~t in

this segment of the river is extremely unlikely.

The response from the USFWS also requested that the project be located outside the ordinary high

water mark and outside the 100-year floodplain. As described in Section 4.9, revisions have been

made to the proposed alignment to minimize the encroachment in the floodplain and floodway.

Some bank protection measures will still be needed. Future flood control improvements are lik~ly to

occur if the project is not built. However, because of the previously-altered condition of the

floodplain, no riparian habitat remains to be impacted.

Further studies to determine the presence or absence of desert tortoise within the study area were

recommended by the Arizona Game and Fish Department. Based upon the results of the field

reconnaissance, the conclusion was reached that the project area is not suitable for desert tort:oise

and that it is very unlikely that this species would naturally occur in the area. Further studies, field

surveys, or monitoring are unnecessary.
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4.12 Cultural Resources

4.0 Environmental Consequences and Mftigation 4-83

The construction of either the freeway or arterial alternative would impact any cultural resources that

lie within the right-of-way. Excavation and grading, as well as the temporary use of adjoining areas

for equipment staging and storing, would result in the disturbance of the terrain.

With the no-action alternative, no project-related impacts on cultural resources would occur.

However, other activities could affect the previously-identified Site AZU:9:6 (ARS) and prehistoric

canal. These sites could be impacted by improvement to Dobson Road and the future development

of the agricultural area north of Eighth Street.

No-Action Alternative

Freeway and Major Urban Arteria' Alternative

4.12.1

4.12.2

The consideration of wildlife crossings was recommended by the Arizona Game and Fish

Department. The purpose of such crossings would be to prevent both the isolation of wildlife on

either side of the proposed facility and motor vehicle/wildlife collisions. Existing land use in the area

includes agriculture, sand and gravel operations, disturbed industrial lands, and urban

development. Undisturbed natural open space within the project area, or connecting the project

area to other tracts of undisturbed open space, does not exist. It is concluded that, given this

configuration of development and associated disturbance, a wildlife crossing system would not

provide benefits commensurate with its cost.

No historic sites have been identified in the corridor. The archaeological resources that may exist

within the corridor are important for the information that they contain regarding the prehistoric

occupation of the area. The area of most potential impact is centered on the previously-identified

Site AZ U:9:6 (ARS). This site and the nearby prehistoric canal may be affected by the construction

of either alternative. The proposed construction of Dobson, Road north of Eighth Street may also

impact these resources. An additional area of unknown resources is within the freeway right-of-way

on both sides of its crossing of the prehistoric canal.

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

•
I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I



Further archaeological testing is needed to define the potential impacts and to record information

from any affected sites. The areas of the needed testing include the potential location of Site fJ..Z

U:9:6 and its surroundings, the area within the corridor on either side of the prehistoric canal, arid

the current agricultural area through which the new alignment of Dobson Road would pass. No

further testing is recommended for the area between State Route 87 and the area specified above

or of the area immediately east of Price Road. These two areas have been greatly disturbed Il>y

modern activities and exhibit low likelihood of containing important archaeological resources.

An archaeological testing program will be devised in consultation with the State Histonic

Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT). This program

should have three major parts. The first part will consist of a historic overview of the project are:a,

including archival research and reconnaissance of the project area, This activity will use the results

of such efforts that have been previously conducted. The second part will be an archaeologiqal

survey of areas that are currently covered by modern construction or for which access h~s

preViously been blocked. This step can be accomplished only after the area is cleared in

preparation for freeway construction. The third part of the study will be archaeological testing of tthe

portion of Site AZ. U:9:6 (ARS) that is within the affected area of either the freeway alignment of tthe

realignment of Dobson Road. This third part will also include testing of any additional cultural

properties discovered during the supplemental survey. The primary goals of the testing will be to

determine the eligibility of the site or sites for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places, ito

discover the site limits, to determine the types and numbers of features present, and to determine

the temporal range of occupation.

Consultation is underway with the following agencies: FHWA, US Army Corps of Engineers, ADOT,

Maricopa County, City of Mesa, Bureau of Land Management, Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian

Community, Arizona State Historic Preservation Office, and the Advisory Council on Historic

Preservation. A draft programmatic agreement (PA) has been prepared and is currently under

consideration by the agencies listed above. Adherence to the program described in the PA will

ensure that the project will continue to be planned and constructed in compliance with Section 1Q6.

A copy of the PA is contained in the Appendix.
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I

•
I 4.13 Hazardous Wastes

I
4.13.1 No·action Alternative

•
I

With the no-action alternative, no project-related impacts on hazardous wastes would occur.

However, other future development activities could affect the potentially hazardous sites that have

been identified.

As described in Section 3.11, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was conducted for

the project area. The details of the study and its results are contained in a separate technical report,

as cited in Section 3.11. That section also contains a summary of the inventory portion of the report.

•
I

I

4.13.2 Freeway and Major Urban Arterial Alternatives

I
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The sites identified by the Phase I ESA that lie within the project boundaries include one landfill and

22 underground storage tanks (UST). The location of these sites is illustrated on Figure 4-8 (page 4

85). The majority of the underground storage tanks are located along the northern half of the

project. One site is north and upgradient of the proposed alignment. The remainder are located

south, downgradient, or hydraulically lateral from the alignment. Six of the listed sites are also in the

leaking underground storage tank LUST database.

The Phase I ESA concluded that several of the sites may have an impact on the construction of

either build alternative. Several other sites of concern are located west of the Pima Freeway

alignment, which is outside the area for this project. Those sites have been dealt with as a part of

the design of the Price/Red Mountain Interchange.

The sites of concern to the Red Mountain project alternatives include several underground storage

tanks, some of which are known to be leaking. Those that present potential contaminant sources

are the following:

Trevizo Hay. 1747 North Alma School Road: This site may have had a release of petroleum

hydrocarbons. During an earlier ESA conducted in 1989, an employee indicated that USTs on the

site at times contained water that seeped into the tanks. However, the site is not listed in the LUST

database. Releases may not have yet been detected. The site is located within the project

boundaries on the south bank of the Salt River on Alma School Road. It may impact the project.
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Valley Wide Contractors, 620 West McKellips Road: A release of diesel fuel occurred at this site.

The location of the release indicates that it occurred near the Salt River channel and may be within

the project limits. Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon (TPH) levels detected at the site exceeded the state

action limit of 100 parts per million. Bioremediation of the contaminated soils was proposed Site

personnel stated that the site had been cleaned up

Karl Watkins, 2116 North State Route 87: Information indicates that strong hydrocarbon odors were

emanating from this site. A site inspection conducted by ADEQ noted surface spillage. Three soil

samples detected TPH concentrations below state action levels. The site owner indicated that

several unreported USTs may exist on the site A portion of the site is within the project boundaries

at the intersection with Slale Route 87.

At present, none of the sites have demonstrated a substantial contaminant occurrence that may

impede project completion. However, in accordance with ADOT policy, each of the sites will be

investigated prior to right-of-way purchase to assess the presence of contaminants Subsurface

samples of soil and water will be analyzed to confirm the presence and magnitude of the

occurrence. Health and safety procedures related to roadway construction will be assessed.

Based on the results of these additional investigations, a clean-up plan will be prepared and

implemented prior to construction. If previously-unknown contaminants are encountered during

construction, activity will cease, ADOT will be notified, and appropriate action will be taken.

4.14 Visual Resources

This section summarizes the impacts of the project alternatives on visual resources. Two simulated

views of the impacts of the freeway alternative are provided. The viewpoints for these representative

simulations are shown in Figure 9 (page 4-89). The simulations are illustrated on Figure 4-1 Oa (page

4-90) and Figure 4-1 Ob (page 4-91).

I 4.14.1 No-Action Alternative

I

I

I

I

No project-related impacts to the visual resources would occur with the no-action alternative.

However, future developments and other changes in the area are likely to alter the visual conditions.

A substantial change could be caused in the long-term future by the eventual termination of the

sand and gravel mining activity. As the mines are closed and reclaimed for other uses, the nature of

the landscape would change. Other urban development that is expected to occur without the
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Views from Riverview Park toward the northeast would be affected by the proposed interchange with

the realigned Dobson Road. The elevated interchange would be visible in the distance. Howev$r,

the projected future development of the agricultural area directly east of the park would eventually

obscure this view. Thus, the freeway would not create a major visual impact from the park.

Construction of the freeway would affect certain views to some extent. The freeway profile would IDe

at-grade except for the interchanges, which would be elevated over the arterial, streets. Thys,

relatively minor affects would be caused by the mainline. More substantial impacts would res~1t

from the interchanges at Dobson Road, Alma School Road, and State Route 87, as well as t~e

grade separation at McKellips Road.

Impacts on views in the study area are expected to be relatively minor for most of the freewl1Y

alternative. The right-of-way that would be acquired is confined to vacant land, sand and gravel

mining operations, industrial facilities, agricultural land, and a portion of a small mobile home park.

Visual aesthetic values along the alignment are generally low. Thus, the acquisition of the lamd

would not have a negative visual effect.

proposed project would also affect the visual resources The nature of these impacts will depend on

the type and density of development that occurs. Distant views of mountains that currently e~ist

from some points will likely be interrupted by these future developments. However, because of the

relatively negative existing visual values, aesthetic improvements are expected to be the result of the

new development.
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Freeway Alternative4.14.2

Views from Riverview Park would be affected by the freeway alternative. The freeway alignment is

located immediately north of the northern boundary of the park. Looking directly north, the freewqy,

itself, would not be visible. The future view would be of the noise barrier, which would IDe

constructed and landscaped in a manner consistent with the park aesthetics. This wall would IDe

most visible from the softball fields at the northern edge of the park. Views from the southern

portions are already obscured by the facilities of the ball fields. A simulated representation of this

view is shown in Figure 4-1 Db (page 4-91). As shown by this simulation, the visual impact from tthe

park would be minor.
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The elevated interchanges would have an visual impact from motorists on the arterial streets. These

impacts would occur on Dobson Road and Alma School Road. The grade elevated grade

separation at McKellips Road would have a similar effect. A simulated representation of the future

view approaching the interchange on Alma School Road from the south is provided by Figure 4-10a

(page 4-90).

Impacts on distant views from the residential areas in the southern portion of the study area would

be slight. The at-grade portions of the mainline would not be visible. Because of the distance, only

slight impacts would be caused by the elevated interchanges. Projected future development

between the freeway and these areas would obscure this view, resulting in the freeway not being

visible.

Impacts on distant views from north of the Salt River would be very slight. Existing views from these

points are of the dry riverbed and the sand and gravel operations. These existing conditions would

continue to dominate the views from the north.

I
4.14.3 Major Urban Arteria' Alternative
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Visual impacts caused by the arterial alternative would be similar, but somewhat less, than those

associated with the freeway alternative. The arterial alternative would follow the same alignment as

the freeway. Thus. the impacts caused by the acquisition of right-of-way would be virtually identical.

The profile of the arterial would be at-grade, including the intersections with the arterial cross

streets. This profile would cause a similar impact along the mainline of the facility. Impacts at the

intersections would be less than those caused by the elevated freeway interchanges.

Visual impacts from Riverview Park to the north would be similar to those for the freeway alternative.

A noise barrier would be constructed at the northern boundary of the park. Thus, the view would be

of this wall and would be similar to the simulated representation shown in Figure 4-1 Ob (page 4-91).
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4.15 Energy Impacts

Both direct and indirect energy consumption were analyzed. Direct energy, which is energy

consumed by vehicle propulsion, is a function of such traffic characteristics as volume, speed,

distance traveled, vehicle mix, and the fuel thermal value. Indirect energy involves the one-time

expenditure of energy associated with the construction of the project.

Vehicular fuel consumption estimates were calculated based on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and

annual travel speeds. Vehicle mix information was obtained from the Arizona Department of

Transportation (ADOT). Estimated fuel consumption figures take into account expected

improvements in fuel efficiency.

Direct Energy Analysis4.15.1

A quantitative assessment was conducted of the impact of the proposed project on transportation

related energy consumption in the metropolitan area. The analysis is based on the Federal Highway

Administration (FHWA) report entitled "Energy and Transportation Systems", which was published in

1983 by the Caltrans Transportation Laboratory. Energy consumption is quantified in British thermal

units (Btu) and also translated into equivalent barrels (Bbl) of crude oil.

Table 4-20 summarizes the total VMT and annual fuel consumption for the three alternatives. The

direct energy consumption estimates are similar for all alternatives. The freeway alternative

demonstrates energy consumption levels that are 6 percent less than the no-action alternative. The

energy consumption levels of the arterial alternative are under 5 percent less than the no-action

alternative. These small differences are due to the small differences in the total annual VMT among

the alternatives.
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Indirect energy is the energy needed to construct, operate, and maintain the proposed facility. The

analysis of indirect energy impacts was based on the number of lane-miles for each alternative. The

construction of both surface and elevated segments was considered. Construction energy fattors

were then applied that estimate the amount of energy necessary to extract raw materials,

manufacture construction materials, transport the materials to the site. and complete the

construction activities.

No-Action Freeway Arterial

Total Annual VMT 113,063,000 113,101,000 113,061,000

Passenger Vehicle.
Annual VMT 108,540,480 108.576,960 108.538.560

Gallons Consumed:
Gasoline and Cat. 5.906,708 5,484.135 5,566,226

Diesel 120,545 111.921 113,596

Btus (millions) 866,586 804,590 816,634

Trucks
Annual VMT 4.522.520 4.524,040 4,522,440

Gallons Consumed:
Gasoline 393,944 421,417 419,100

Diesel 131,315 140.472 139,700

Btus (Millions) 75,992 81.291 80,844

Direct Energy Totals
Btus Consumed (Million) 942,578 885,881 897,478

Bbl Consumed 162,513 152,738 154,738

Total Fuel Cons. (Gal.) 6,552,511 6,157,946 6.238,623

Fuel Efficiency (mpg) 17.3 18.4 18.1

4.15.2

TABLE 4-20

DIRECT ENERGY CONSUMPTION

'ndirect Energy Analysis
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Table 4-21 summarizes the results of the indirect energy analysis. Indirect energy consumption for

the freeway alternative would be approximately 48,000 barrels of crude oil, which compares to

approximately 58,000 barrels for the arterial alternative. The no-action alternative would demonstrate

no energy consumption due to construction.

TABLE 4·21

INDIRECT ENERGY CONSUMPTION

Number of Btus Consumed Bbl Bbl
Type of Construction Lane Miles (Millions) Consumed per Lane Mile

Freeway Alternative

Surface 17.8 247,153 42,613 2,394

Elevated 0.2 28,683 4,945 22,479

Total 18.0 275,836 47,558 2,639

Arterial Alternative

Surface 24.0 333,240 57,455 2,394

Elevated 0.0 0 0 0

Total 24.0 333,240 57,455 2,394

4.16 Construction Impacts

The construction of the proposed project would create temporary impacts that are commonly

associated with any large-scale project. These impacts would occur with regard to air quality, noise,

water quality, business operations, and traffic flow.

I

I

I 4.16.1 Air Qualify

I

I

I

I

I

Air quality impacts during construction would be limited to short-term increases of fugitive dust and

mobile source emissions. Construction-related fugitive dust would be generated by haul trucks,

concrete trucks, delivery trucks, and earth-moving vehicles operating on the construction site.
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Particulates would include mailer resuspended by vehicle movement over paved and unpavM

surfaces, dirt tracked onto paved sLirfaces from unpaved are<lS at access points, and material blown

from uncovered haul trucks. Mobile source emissions would include incrc<lscd carbon monoxiaJc

from vehicles whose speeds are decreased by traffic disruptions caused by the constructi<Dn

activity.

A more detailed discussion of construction impacts on air quality and miti~Jation measures is

included in Section 4.6.5.

I

I

I

I

I

I

4.16.2 Noise I

Construction noise impacts would be created by the operation of machinery and other constructi<Dn

activities. These impacts would exist for either of the build alternatives. Estimates of peak nOi$e

levels during the various phases of construction are described in Section 4.7.6. Mitigatiq>n

measures are also included.

I

I

I
4.16.3 Water Quality

I
Water quality impacts during construction may result from soil erosion caused by excavation,

grading, and other related activities. These conditions could exist until the project is completed and

permanent protective measures are installed. Measures to mitigate these temporary impacts are

described in Section 4.8.3.

I

I

4.16.4 Business Impacts I

Construction activities may temporarily affect accessibility to businesses in the study area.

Interviews with business operators indicated that business operations would be affected. Howevdr,

the responses suggested that most of the businesses would be affected moderately or lightl~.

Because the project would be constructed on a new alignment, the number of businesses impact~d

is low. Most are located on Alma School Road.

Mitigation of the business access impact? would be accomplished in accordance with the ADQT

traffic control management procedures as provided by Section 104.03, Maintenance of Traffic, and

Section 107.08, Public Convenience and Safety, "ADOT Standards and Specifications for Road and

Bridge Construction, 1990." Traffic through the construction areas and access to adjacent

properties will be maintained during construction.
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In addition to the effects on adjoining businesses, the construction of the project may cause

temporary disruptions in through-traffic flows, which could result in short-term congestion and

delays. These impacts would be limited to the points at which the new alignment intersects with the

existing arterial streets. Thus, temporary impacts would occur only on Alma School Road, McKellips

Road, and State Route 87. Mitigation of these impacts will also follow standard ADOT procedures.

4.17 Secondary and Cumulative Impacts

The consideration of secondary and cumulative impacts is related to possible indirect

consequences of the proposed action. Secondary impacts are defined as indirect effects that are

"caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably

foreseeable" (40 CFR 1508.8). Cumulative impacts are defined as those that result from "the

incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable

future actions regardless of what agency (Federal of non-Federal) or person undertakes such

actions" (40 CFR 1508.8).

By their nature, some secondary and cumulative impacts are difficult to identify and quantify.

However, relationships between the proposed project and other environmental influences can be

generally described. These relationships are described below for each of the relevant environmental

subject areas.

Socioeconomic Conditions

The MAG freeway network system plan, adopted in 1985, and the MAG Life-Cycle Program has

facilitated the existing and projected growth patterns for the Phoenix metropolitan area. As a result,

the associated municipal governments reserved portions of the right-of-way on agricultural and

undeveloped land. Development and urban growth has resulted based on the approximately 250

mile transportation network. Several projects will have cumulative impacts on the relocation of

residences and businesses in and around the project corridor. Approximately six single-family

residences would be displaced by the Price Freeway Project. Minor impacts on three businesses

would also occur. The Red Mountain Freeway Project will relocate 62 homes from a small mobile

4.0 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 4-97



I

I
home park and about 15 businesses. An anticipated project east of State Route 87 to continue the

Loop 202 identified a possible impact on a major radio tower. The impacts anticipated from the I
Santan and South Mountain segments are expected to be similar in nature. In all cases where

relocation is required, adequate replacement property is available except for the possible I
displacement of the sand and gravel operations as discussed beginning on page 4-11. However, to

the extent possible, displacement of the sand and gravel operation will be avoided. I

The Gila River Indian Community has designated the area southwest of the Price/Santan traffic I
interchange for industrial, commercial, and recreational developments.

I
Air Quality

The study area is in a non-attainment area for air quality standards, so avoidance of further air

pollution is mandatory and the Clean Air Act of 1990 must be complied with. The traffic forecasts

used for the air quality analysis were based on the traffic generated by existing and anticipated

future land uses within the MAG regional planning area. Since all past, present, and future highway

projects must be approved for the regional transportation long-range plan and be found in

conformity with the State Implementation Plan, the cumulative air quality impacts from all projects in

the MAG plan must be found to reduce the severity and number of violations of the National

Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Floodplains

The Salt River floodway and floodplain is the only major type in the project vicinity. In 1982, the U.S.

Army Corps of Engineers completed a hydraulic study of the Gila River and its tributaries, as part of

the Central Arizona Water Control Study. Activities related to flood control on the Salt River are

underway by various governmental agencies. Channelization projects in the City of Tempe are

underway downstream of the project and are in connection with the Flood Control District of

Maricopa County and ADOT. Hydraulic studies by the Flood Control District will result in revision to

the definition of the floodway and floodplain. Improvements by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation to

Roosevelt Dam upstream of the project area will result in a lessening of potential flood impacts of

the Salt River. In combination, the above activities are expected to result in improved flood control in

the area.
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Biological Resources

Biological resources in the project area have been heavily disturbed by sand and gravel mining,

agriculture, and urban development. The cumulative impacts of these activities· have left virtually no

undisturbed open spaces. Future urban development, with or without the proposed project, will

impact any remaining vegetation and wildlife, which contains no protected or valuable species.

There were no endangered species and sensitive habitats found in the Price or Red Mountain

Projects and it is anticipated that the likelihood of encountering any such areas in the continuation of

the Loop 202 project is small. The Santan and Southern Mountain projects would pass through

undeveloped desert and agricultural lands and are expected to be lost by the projected urbanization

with the MAG Regional Transportation Plan.

Water quality impacts from the projects in the MAG corridor would be derived from construction and

operational activities. Construction activities such as excavation, grading, equipment staging, and

other related activities could result in soil erosion and an increase in sediments in receiving

watercourses. The materials entering the Salt River as a result of construction would be similar to

materials normally associated with storm events or upstream releases. Following construction,

water quality impacts associated with pollutants would be generated by the vehicles using the

facility. Because of the length of the dry season and the high volume of traffic expected, relatively

high levels of pollutants may be created by the "first-flush" effect of the initial rainfall. These

construction and operational-related water quality impacts would be similar for the Price, Red

Mountain and other projects in the vicinity. Section 402(P) of the Clean Water Act requires that Best

Management Practices and other erosion and pollution control measures be implemented,

monitored and revised as necessary during and after construction and these requirements will be

met. Water quality permit requirements will be issued as required by the Arizona Department of

Environmental Quality and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

CufturalResources

Preliminary studies have concluded that the project corridor is generally void of archaeological

materials. Mining and development activities, as well as the movement of the Salt River,have

disturbed the resources that may have existed. The few known cultural sites may be affected by

the project and by future development that is expected to occur. Archaeological testing of these

limited resources should occur prior to any further disruption. Since the archeological sites which

have been found in the Price and Red Mountain projects were mitigated with data rediscovery and
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programmatic agreements, it is anticipated that any future related projects in the Santan al!ld

Southern Mountain Projects would have similar impact and agreements. Even though there may Ibe

a disturbance of archeological sites, their informational value will be preserved through dcita

collection and contribute to the understanding of past societies.

Hazardous Wastes

Extensive review of potential sources of contamination are identified from federal and stl:lte

databases with close coordination with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. The Pripe

Freeway Project disclosed findings of four aboveground and two underground storage tanks in the

project area. The Red Mountain Project impacts one landfill and 22 underground storage tanks. It

is anticipated that other proposed and future projects along the MAG regional transportatibn

corridor will have similar impacts. To date, none of the sites have demonstrated a substan~ial

contaminant occurrence that may impede project completion. As accorded by ADOT policy, iall

sites directly impacted by the highway projects will be thoroughly investigated and cleaned up prior

to construction.

4.18 'rreversible and 'rretrievable Commitment of Resources

Construction and use of the proposed project would require the expenditure of various types of

resources, including construction materials, fuels, land, labor, and financial assets. Some of th~se

resources would require an irreversible commitment during the life of the project. Others are rjlot

retrievable even beyond that time. In general, both build alternatives would require a simIlar

commitment of these resources.

Land within the right-of-way would be unavailable for other purposes during the time that it is us~d

as a highway facility. Conversion of land currently used as farmland, sand and gravel mining, and

urban development would thus be irreversible during this time. However, the land could !be

converted to another use at the time that the proposed facility is no longer needed. A return of ~he

land to farming would be unlikely. Thus, the loss of the farmland would be permanent and

irretrievable. Conversion of the land back to sand and gravel mining or industrial developm$nt

would be possible. However, such a conversion is not likely to be necessary or desirable.
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Considerable amounts of fuels, labor, and construction materials would be expended in the

construction of the facility. These materials are generally not retrievable. However, their use is not

expected to have an adverse effect on the continuing supply for other purposes. The commitment

of these resources is based on a public policy that the project would provide measurable benefits to

the residents of the area. These benefits include improved accessibility among the various

segments of the community, a reduction in traffic congestion, an improved availability of community

seNices, and opportunity for economic development and job creation.

A substantial expenditure of public funds would be required to construct the proposed project.

These funds, which are derived from taxes imposed at different levels of government, are not

retrievable. However, their use is the result of the decision of elected officials to provide public

facilities that are needed by the citizens of the area. The expenditure of these funds would also

create new opportunities for economic activities that would result in the generation of increased tax

revenues.

4.19 Short-Term Uses Versus L.ong-Term Productivity

Short-term impacts caused by the proposed project would be similar for both of the build

alternatives. These impacts would occur during and immediately after the construction of the facility

and would tend to have a relatively negative effect. Long-term impacts would occur over the life of

the facility and would have a positive effect.

As described in Section 4.16, the construction phase would temporarily affect air quality, noise,

water quality, traffic congestion, and business operations. Relocations of residences and

businesses would occur. Immediately following construction, the displacement of businesses

would result in a lessening of economic activity in the immediate area. The consequence would be

a temporary decrease in property and sales taxes. These tax losses would be somewhat offset by

the construction jobs that are created by the project.

Long-term impacts would be generally beneficial. Accessibility between the immediate area and the

general community would be enhanced. Traffic congestion would be reduced and safety improved.

More efficient energy use and a decrease in vehicle emissions would result.
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Completion of the proposed project would serve future economic development in the area. lthe

new development would create additional jobs and generate a substantial increase in sales ~nd

property taxes. The proposed freeway and its associated development are consistent with all of the

relevant local governmental land use and transportation plans.

On balance, the use of resources and the associated short-term impacts lead to beneficial lor!lg

term impacts in the area. These benefits apply to the immediate study area, the city of Mesa, and

the metropolitan area.
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5.0 LIST OF PREPARERS

The following individuals participated either as preparers or reviewers in the preparation of this Draft

Environmental Impact Statement.

Federal Highway Administration

Kenneth H. Davis, P.E., District Engineer, B.S. Civil Engineering with 24 years of

experience in highway and transportation projects.

Phillip Sleyl, P.E., Area Engineer, B.S. in Civil Engineering with 30 years of experience in

highway p~ojects.
-'

Steve Thomas, Environmental Coordinator, AA in MechanicaVCivii Engineering with 16

years of experience in highway projects.

Arizona Department of Transportation

Todd Ugon, Environmental Project l.eader, Bachelor of Architecture with nine years

experience in land planning, design and environmental planning.

Steve Jimenez, P.E., Corridor Engineer, B.S. in Civil Engineering with 17 years of

experience in highway development and construction.

Bettina Rosenberg, HIstoric Preservation Specialist, M.A in Archaeology with 18 years

of experience in archaeology and historic preservation.

Larry Yeager, P.E., Noise Analysis Reviewer, B.S. in Civil Engineering with 15 years of

experience in engineering and noise analysis.

Fred Garcia, Air Quality Reviewer, AA. in Engineering Technology with 20 years of

experience in highway development.
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Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas, Inc.

Howard Pilkington, P.E., Principal·in·Charge, B.S. Civil Engineering, University of Idaho;

38 years experience in planning and design of highways.

Dennis A. Davis, AICP, Project Manager; Master of Regional Planning, Cornell Universi~;

B.S. Civil Engineering, University of Arizona; 25 years experience in planning and environmental

assessment.

Catherine Hollow, P.E., Traffic Engineering; B.S. Engineering and M.S. Engineerihg

Arizona State University; over 10 years experience in traffic engineering and transportation planning.

David W. Roden, Roadway Engineering; Contra Costa Jr. College; 41 years experience! in

highway design.

Tod A. Rosinbum, P.E., Transit; B.S. Civil Engineering and M.S. Civil Engineering, Univer~ity

of Washington; 13 years experience in transportation planning, traffic design and transit planning.

Steven Wolf, Air Qualify and Noise Analysis Review; B.S. Mathematics, Long Island

University; 15 years experience in noise and air quality analysis.

Alice Lovegrove, Air Qualify Analysis; M.S. Environmental and Waste Management and

B.S. Engineering Science, State University of New York at Stony Brook; 5 years experience in ~ir

quality and noise modeling.

Usa Santiago. Air Qualify Analysis; B.S. Mathematics, State University of New York at Old

Westbury; 1year experience in energy analysis and air quality modeling.

Kelly Vandever, Noise Analysis; Certificate of Achievement Acoustics/Recording Arts,

Golden West College Huntington Beach California; B.A. candidate Acoustical Engineeririg,

California State University, Dominguez Hills; 7 years experience in environmental studies focusi~g

on air quality and noise analysis.
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Tom Martella, R.E.A., Hazardous Wastes, B.S. Geology, Ft Lewis College; Graduate

Courses, Colordado State University; Certified Professional Geologic Scientist; Registered Geologist

with an OSHA Hazardous Waste Certification; USDOT/EPA Safe Disposal of Wastes Compliance

Management Certification; 17 years experience in hazardous waste management.

Robert W. Hill Jr., Hazardous Wastes, B.S. Geology, University of Miami; M.S.

Environmental Science Candidate, University of Colorado; 13 years experience in hazardous waste

engineering, geology and hydrogeology.

Robert Motschall, Water Quality, Ph.D. Land Resources, University of Wisconsin; M.S.

Watershed Management and B.S. Natural Resource Recreation Planning, University of Arizona; 15

years experience in preparing environmental impact statements and environmental impact reports.

Kendall Jue, Water Quality, B.A. Geography, University of California, Los Angeles; M.S.

Coursework for Environmental Studies completed, California State University, Fullerton; 13 years

experience in environmental impact assessment with emphasis in transportation planning.

Economic Strategies Group

Jack Tomasik, Economic Analysis, M.S. City and Regional Planning, Ohio State; B.A. Case

Western Reserve University; 17 years experience in socioeconomic and fiscal impact assessment.

Rick Brammer, Economic Analysis, B.S. Computer Science, University of Oregon; 7 years

experience in socioeconomic and fiscal impact assessment.

Daphne Coulter, Economic Analysis, B.A. Hons. Town and Country Planning, Manchester

University; 20 years experience in planning and economic analysis.

Simons LI and Associates

Dennis Richards, P.E., HydraUlic Analysis, B.S. Civil Engineering and M.S. Civil

Engineering with Hydraulics Specialty, South Dakota State University; 22 years experience in

surface-water hydrology, hydraulics, and erosion/sedimentation.
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Jeffrey Minch, P.E., Hydraulic Analysis; B.S. Engineering, Arizona State University; 6 ye~us

experience in hydrology, hydraulics, and sediment-transport.

Steven W. Carothers Associates, Inc.

Kathryn Haworth, Biologica' Resources, B.S. Biology, Texas A & M University; M.S.

Watershed Management, University of Arizona; 8 years experience in biological resources.

Marie Chenault, Cultural Resources, B.A. Anthropology, M.A. Anthropology and Ph. D.

candidate, University of Colorado, Boulder; 15 years experience in southwestern archeology.

2PSM ,Inc.

Julia Ellegood, Public Involvement, B.A. English, Rider College; Masters in Education,

Trenton State College; M.A. Administration, Kean College; 20 years experience in the development

and implementation of major community involvement plans and community workshops ~nd

hearings.

Ann Escosa Griffin, Public Involvement, B.S. Public Programs and M.A. Put!>lic

Administration, Arizona State University Candidate; 15 years experience in the development and

implementation of public involvement activities.
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6.0 EIS DISTRIBUTION

Federal Agencies

us. Soil Conservation Service, Phoenix, Arizona

us. Army Corps of Engineers, Phoenix, Arizona

US. Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix, Arizona

US Bureau of Indian Affairs, Scottsdale, Arizona

us Fish and Wildlife Services, Phoenix, Arizona

us. Bureau of Reclamation, Phoenix, Arizona

US. Environmental Protection Agency, San Francisco, california

US. Geological Survey, Tempe, Arizona

State Agencies

Arizona Department ofAgriculture, Phoenix, Arizona

Arizona Game and Fish Department, Mesa, Arizona

Arizona State Parks, Phoenix, Arizona

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Phoenix, Arizona

Arizona Department of Commerce, Phoenix, Arizona

Arizona Department of Mines and Mineral Resources, Phoenix, Arizona

Arizona Department of Water Resources, Phoenix, Arizona

Arizona State Land Department, Phoenix, Arizona

Arizona State Clearinghouse, Phoenix, Arizona

Arizona Department of Commerce, Phoenix, Arizona

Arizona Department of Economic Security, Phoenix, Arizona
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Local Agencies

Maricopa Association of Governments

Maricopa County

Department of Transportation, Phoen;x, Arizona

Parks and Recreation Department, Phoenix, Arizona

Planning and Development Department, Phoenix, Arizona

Flood Control District of Maricopa County, Phoen;x, Arizona

Maricopa County Air Pollution Control District, Phoenix, Arizona

Central Arizona Water Conservation District, Phoenix, Arizona

Regional Public Transit Authority, Phoenix, Arizona

Phoenix Transit, Phoenix, Arizona

City of Tempe

Department of Community Development

Fire Chief

Police Chief

Public Works Department

City of Mesa

City Engineer

Department of Community Development

Fire Chief

Parks and Recreation

Police Chief

Mesa Unified School District, Mesa, Arizona

Indian Communities

Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian Community

Other

Arizona Rock Products Association, Phoenix, Arizona

Lehi Homeowners Association, Mesa
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7.0 COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

An extensive process of communication and coordination with governmental agencies and the

general public has been used in the consideration of the Red Mountain Freeway project. The

process began with the early studies of the potential need for the facility and continued through the

preparation of this Environmental Impact Statement. Section 7.0 summarizes the major activities in

this process.

7.1 Previous Coordination Activities

Numerous coordination and public involvement activities were conducted as part of the early

studies by the City of Mesa related to the need for a new transportation facility along the northern

edge of the city. These studies covered the entire Red Mountain corridor, which at that time began

at Price Road near the boundary between the cities of Tempe and Mesa, extended eastward along

the northern edge of the city of Mesa, turned southward along the east side of the city, and

connected to u. S. 60 (Superstition Freeway) and the planned Santan Freeway. Thus, the previous

coordination activities included the portion of the corridor that is the subject of this Environmental

Impact Statement.

Prior to 1986, the City of Mesa held numerous meetings with property owners and citizen groups in

conjunction with the early corridor studies. Following the definition of the initial alignment of the Red

Mountain Parkway, a formal public hearing was held in December 1983. This hearing covered the

then-defined alignment between Price Road on the west and Meridian Road on the east, which

forms the eastern boundary of Maricopa County.

Additional studies were conducted following the placement of the Red Mountain Corridor on the

state highway system in 1985. These efforts, which also resulted in the addition of the corridor to

the regional freeway system of the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG), included a design

concept study and the preparation of an Environmental Assessment in accordance with the ADOT

Action Plan for State-Funded Highway Projects. Extensive agency coordination and public

involvement activities were included in these studies.
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The major agency coordination forum was the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), which was

comprises of representatives of the relevant governmental agencies. This committee met over 30
times during the period between early 1986 and late 1989 to consider the technical issues related to

the overall alignment. In addition to the TAC meetings, approximately 70 additional meetings and

discussions were held with a variety of individual agencies, public interest groups, elected officials,

homeowners associations, and citizen advisory groups.

The preparation of the State Environmental Assessment for the segment of the corridor between

Dobson Road and Lindsay Road included agency coordination and public involvement activities.

Scoping letters were sent to 37 federal, state, and local agencies with a potential relationship to the

project. The letters described the project, its purpose, and alternatives under consideration.

Information was requested regarding the requirements of each agency and issues that should be

considered. Responses were received from nine agencies. Meetings of the previously-described

Technical Advisory Committee also continued during the preparation of the State Environmental

Assessment.

A formal public hearing was held on January 25, 1989 to consider the design concepts and

environmental impacts of the freeway between Dobson Road and Lindsay Road. The Draft State

Environmental Assessment had been previously prepared and made available for review. At the

hearing, presentations were made regarding the design concepts and potential environmental

impacts. Statements were made by 28 of the 203 persons in attendance. An additional 16 written

statements were also received and included in the official transcript of the hearing.

Following the public hearing, additional meetings were held with several homeowners associations,

officials of the Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian Community, and individual citizens and property

owners. On July 25, 1989, a public meeting and open house was held to present ADOT's

responses to the comments and recommendations that had been received. Approximately 75

persons attended. In response to the comments, several changes were made to the alignment and

design concepts of the facility.

Following the completion of the State Environmental Assessment, the proposed project between the

Price Freeway and State Route 87 was identified for further study. The definition of the limits of the

project was determined by the consideration of available fiscal resources, logical termini,

independent utility, priorities among components of the regional system, and the projection of future

traffic needs. Based on the State Environmental Assessment, a determination was made that an

Environmental Impact Statement under the NEPA guidelines was needed.
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7.2 Environmental Impact Statement Coordination

Coordination and public involvement activities have continued as a part of the preparation of this

Environmental Impact Statement. These activities have been conducted in accordance with a

Coordination and Public Involvement Plan, which was prepared at the beginning of the

environmental study. The plan describes the process for the involvement of related governmental

agencies, public interest groups, and the general public. The overall intent of the process is to

ensure that all relevant issues and factors are considered.

7.2.1 Agency Coordination

At the beginning of the EIS process, an initial contact letter was sent to 37 federal, state, and local

agencies. This letter provided information about the project and requested the identification of

environmental issues that should be considered. Responses were received from 16 agencies.

Copies of the letter, mailing list and the responses received are included in Appendix 9.1.

In addition to the agency letter, an informal coordination committee was created as a means of

ensuring communication among the directly-related agencies. This committee is comprised of

representatives from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), ADOT Environmental Planning

SeNices, ADOT Statewide Project Management, City of Mesa, and the project consultant. Meetings

of the committee have been held as needed throughout the preparation of the EIS.

7.2.2 Public 'nformation Meeting

An opportunity for the early participation of the general public was provided by a public information

meeting that was held on February 23, 1993, at the Whitman School, 1829 North Grand Street,

Mesa, Arizona. The specific purposes of the meeting were to: (1) describe the purpose and scope

of the study and the procedures to be used; (2) provide background information on the project; (3)

present the identified engineering and environmental issues that must be addressed; (4) present the

alternatives that have been identified; (5) request comments on the alternatives and issues; and (6)

receive other comments.
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Notice of the public meeting was provided in several ways. Advertisements were published in the

Arizona Republic on February 8 and 16, 1993; and in the Tempe Daily NewslTribune and the Mesa

Tribune on February 8 and 15, 1993. Notices were posted at businesses and community centers

throughout the area. Door hangers were distributed to individual residences within and near the

study area. Letters were sent to public interest groups and to all agencies that received the initial

contact letter.

The meeting was held in an open house format with the public invited to attend at any time between

4:30 P.M. and 8:00 P.M. Displays provided an oveNiew of the study process, major issues to be

considered, and alternatives to be evaluated. A written summary and a comment form were also

provided.

The public meeting was attended by 77 persons. Fifteen comment forms were received. The

responses are summarized below.

I

•
I

•
•
I

•
•
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

A full clover leaf interchange instead of the traffic signal should be built at State Route 87.

This interchange would eliminate noise, pollution, and traffic congestion.

A concern is the potential impact from interchange lighting on nearby residential and

recreational facilities.

Impacts on sand and gravel operations, both current and long-range resources, are an

important issue.

The proposed project would assist in solving the present crisis regarding the ne~d for more

efficient east-west traffic flows.

More discussion is need for the no-build alternative

Consideration should be given to improvements in the river channel similar to the Indian

Bend Wash in Scottsdale.

The project appears well planned. A minimum of residential and business displacements

will occur. Project should be extended beyond State Route 87. Air quality impacts will occur

if traffic congestion continues.

•
•
•
•
•
I

I

I

•
•
•
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•

If the freeway is extended east of State Route 87 in the future, an alignment 1/2 to one mill.

north of McDowell is preferred if possible.

Concern exists among residents of the Mark Mobile Home Park regarding air and noise

pollution. However, early completion of the project is favored.

Questions exist concerning the impact of Salt River flows on the project. With regard to the

river, the re-introduction of the Rio Salado concept in Mesa is favored.

The proposed freeway would be a boost for the economy. It should be pursued at full

speed.

Concern exists for the impact of noise generated by a surface or elevated freeway design.

Consideration should be given to earthen berms or sound walls.

I

I

I

I

•
I

I

I

I

I

I

I

7.2.3 Public Hearing

The Draft EIS was approved by the Federal Highway Administration on October 27, 1993. A notice

of the availability of the Draft EIS and the schedule for the public hearing was published in the

Federal Register on November 12, 1993. An advertisement announcing the availability of the Draft

EIS and the public hearing was published on November 30, 1993 and December 7, 1993, in the

Arizona Republic, the Phoenix Gazette, and the Mesa, Tempe, and Chandler editions of the Tribune

newspapers.

In addition to the public notices, a copy of the Draft EIS and a notification of the public hearing were

sent to federal, state, and local agencies, as listed in Section 9. A copy of the Summary of the Draft

EIS and a notification of the public hearing were sent to members of the general public who

attended the public information meeting on February 23, 1993. Copies of the Draft EIS were also

provided to public libraries in the area.

The public hearing was held on December 14, 1993, at the Whitman School, 1829 North Grand

Street, Mesa, Arizona. The major purposes of the hearing were: (1) to summarize the process used

in the preparation of the Draft Environmental Statement; (2) to present the findings and

recommer.ldations of the environmental impact study, as described in the Draft EIS; and (3) to

receive comments from agencies and the public on the proposed project and environmental

studies.
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An open house format was used for the hearing. Displays concerning the project were available for

viewing by those in attendance. These displays provided information on the project need, EIS study

process, study organization, public involvement opportunities, alternatives considered, and potential

environmental impacts. Participants were given a written description of the hearing purpose and

format, a copy of the Draft EIS Summary, and a comment form. Representatives of FHWA, ADOT,

and project consultants were in attendance to answer questions. A public stenographer was

available to record oral statements.

The public was invited to submit comments on the project in any of the following ways: (1) make an

oral statement to the public stenographer at the hearing; (2) complete and submit a comment form

at the hearing; (3) submit a written statement, exhibit, or comment form to ADaT Environmental

Planning Services. The end of the comment period was December 27, 1993.

7.2.4 Comment letters and Responses

The comments received on the Draft EIS are included on the following pages. The letters received

are duplicated and written responses to the comments are provided. Comments submitted on

comment forms and oral comments given the public stenographer are summarized and responses

provided where appropriate.

Comments were received from the following agencies and individuals:

Federal Agencies

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Comment 1:

Comment 2:

State Agencies

Comment 3:

Comment 4:

Comment 5:

Comment 6:

Environmental Protection Agency

Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary

Department of Water Resources

State Parks, State Historic Preservation Office

Department of Environmental Quality

Game and Fish Department

•
•
•
•
•
•
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I

• County and City Agencies

I
Comment 7: Maricopa County Department of Transportation

I Comment 8: Maricopa County Planning and Development

Comment 9: Maricopa County Division of Air Pollution Control

• Comment 10: Flood Control District of Maricopa County

Comment 11: City of Mesa, Office of the City Manager

I
Businesses

I
Comment 12: Johnson-Stewart Company

• Comment 13: Sunward Materials

I Individuals

I Comment 14: Toni Abrams

Comment 15: Jamie Baca

I Comment 16: Dennis Benzing

Comment 17: Trampis 1. Cornwell

• Comment 18: Sandra and Richard Fickau

Comment 19: Leon K. Galloway

I Comment 20: Don Hammerle

Comment 21: Clinton B. Hartwell

I Comment 22: Garry Jaggers

Comment 23: Merrill Johnson

I Comment 24: Betty Lee

Comment 25: Sandra Marietta

I Comment 26: Margaret M. Mitchell

Comment 27: Kathleen Peters

I Comment 28: Priscilla Wainscott

I

I

I
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Response 1-1

Section 4.8.4 (Water Quality Permit

Requirements) (Pages 4-61 and 4-63)

addresses Section 404 of the Clean

Water Act regarding activities that may

discharge dredged or fill material into

the waters of the United States. Two

general locations of potential fill

activity into the waters of the United

States are illustrated on Figure 4-7

(Page 4-68). These locations are in

Segment 1, where modifications to the

existing 404 permit may be needed

and in Segment 3, where a new

permit will be required. Paragraphs 3

and 4 on Page 4-62 and Paragraphs 1

and 2 on Page 4-63 have been

revised in order to clarify the potential

impacts on the waters of the United

States and the type of Section 404

permit that will be needed.

Response 1-2

The hydraulic study conducted as a

part of this EIS considered the

alternative impacts of the project on

both the floodplain and adjoining

developed areas. The following points

are pertinent to this issue: (1) The

hydraulic investigation resulted in the

revision of the previously-defined

alignment in order to minimize the

impacts on the floodplain. These

alignments are illustrated on Figures

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

M:GION LX

76 HrMthorne StrMt

Sin Fr.n<:I.co, Ca. M10weC)1
December 22. 1993

Kon Davis, District Engineer
Federal Highway Administration
234 Korth Central Avenue, ste. JJO
Phoenix. AZ 85004

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Red Mountain Freeway between Price Freeway & SR 87
Mesa Arizona

Dear Mr. Davis:

The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (OEIS) for the Red
Mountain Freeway proposed for the Phoenix metropolitan area ot
Maricopa County, Arizona. We provide our comments pursuant to
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Section 309 of the
Clean Air Act and the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ)
Regulations for Implementing NEPA.

The project sponsors propose to build a 3-mile segment of
Loop 202 from the Price Freeway to state Route 87, following the
south bank of the Salt River. The DEIS evaluates three
alternatives, which inclUde a freeway alternative, a major urban
arterial alternative and a no build alternative. It id.entifies
the freeway alternative as the preferred alternative. The
freeway atternative would be a siX-lane facility with qrade
separated interchanges.

Based on our review of the DElS, we have classified this
document as EC-2, Environmental Concerns, Insufficient
Infon.ation. (See enclosed "S\unmary of Rating Definitions and
Follow-up Action".) We are rating the document 2, "Insufficient
Information, II because it does not include sufficient information
to demonstrate compliance with the conformity requirements of the ]
Clean Air Act. Further, the potential impacts to waters of
United States should be quantified and detailed enough to
determine the need tor a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit; if
a permit would be required, the DEIS should provide sufficient
documentation to evaluate compliance with EPA.'s 404 (b) (1)
Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or
Fill Material [40 C.F.R. Part 230). The project is rated EC, 1
"Environmental Concerns," because the roadway encroaches into the
Salt River floodplain and. floodway to the extent that such
encroachment may require a Conditional Letter of Map Revision,
and result in a request to amend the established floodway. We
believe that a better approach would. be to avoid development in

lflood-I;rone areas that will r,:quire continu7d mOdi. ficatlon. of theJ
Salt R1ver channel. If locatlng a project 1n th~~e areas 1S

1-2 unavoidable, then sufficient information should be available to
explain why the preferred alternative was chosen.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and provide
comments on this Draft EIS. Please send two copies of the Final
EIS to this office at the same time it is Officially tiled with
our Washington, DC office. If you have any questions, please
feel free to contact me at (415) 744-1574, or have your staff
contact Kathryn Mazaika of my staff at (415) 744-1575.

sincerely,

dt.,~/-;)/'/ Iy"h f;-r OP)
David t!. Farrel, Chief
Environmental Review Section
Office of Federal Activities

Enclosure: (1) 5 pages of detailed comments
(2) NEPA/404 Concurrent ProceS5
(3) Rating Sheet

MIl 001715: REDMTFWY.DEI

ee: Jeffrey Brooks, FRWA - IX .
Stephen Thomas, FHWA - Arizona Division
William Belt, Arizona Department of Transportation~

Cindy Lester, Army Corps of Enqineers-Phoenix
Ira Domsky, Arizona DEQ

•
•
I

•
•
•
•
I

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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I SUMMARY OF RATING DEF!NIT!ONS AND FOLLOW-UP AOJON

.From: EPA Manual 1640, ·PoIK:y and Pro<:edures for lite Review of Fedenl Actions Impacting the Enyironment.·

Environment::aJ Impact or the Action

TIle EPA review has idc:otifiod ctlyjronmental irnpads that 5hould be avoided in order to fully pfOlcd Ihe environment.
CorrtClivc measures may require chanaUIo die preferred alternative or J.pplication of mitigation measures dUI an reduce
the eayironmenta1 impact. EPA would like &0 wtlrt with the lead '8eDC)' to reduce. these impacts.

The EPA ~'f'ie ..... has not ideralirlCd any poleOlial environmental impacts requiring substantive chanies to tht: proposal.
'The review may have disclosed opportUnities for applicalion of miligation mUisures thai could be Iccomplilhcd wrth no
more Ihan minor <:banges 10 the proposal.

Adequacy or th~ Impad Slatqncnt

The dl'1l.f1 EIS does noc. cantlin sufficient information (or EPA to fully ..5CSS environmental impacts Nt dlould be
avoided in ortler 10 fully prou:ct the CIIvironment. or the EPA reviewer has tdemifled new reasonably lvailable altemaliyCl
that are within the spectrum of altemariytl analyzed in the draft ELS, which could reduce lbe environmental impacts of !:he

action. The idcNified addUlnal information, d.W, analy5CS, or discussion shoukt be induded in tbe rIMI EIS.

Category )-Wdeguale

EPA does nol belieye dw lbe draft ElS adequa1ely usesses potentially signific.a.ol environmental impacts of me action,
or che EPA reviewer bas idenLir.ed new, tea50lUIbly available alternatives lJu,1 arc outside of the spectrum of alternatives
analyzed in the draft EIS, whK:h Ihould be analyud in order 10 reduce the poICntially signifiont mviroruncnal impaeu.
EPA believes thallbe tdenlified additional infonnation, daLl. analyses. or dtsawioru; arc of such a ~8nitude that they
:should h....e full publk review at a draft stage. EPA dou nee. belr.eYe that the draft EJS is adequate for the purpo!e.S of the
NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus &OOuki be fOl""lMlly revised and mJde availabk for publK: comment in a
supplemental or revised dnfl EIS. On the ba.si5 of lhc potential signirKlnt imJ)'CtS involved. this propoul could be a
candidate for referral 10 dte CEQ.

EPA believC.\, the dnft EIS adeqw.tely sets forth the environmen121 impact(s) of the preferred altenutive and 1h05C of
the alternatives reasonably ayailable 10 the project or actioo. No I'wtber alUllysis or data collection 1I nocesury, but the
rcv'e~er may JUlieS! the addnion of ctaril'yinl IanIUJge or information.

C:ucgory 2·Jnsumciem Information

CaICrory )·Adequate

EU-EnvironmeQ[flly Unuusfactory

The EPA review tIIs identirlCd adverse environmental imp.elI dtal arc: of sufficient magnitude lhat ihey are
unsatisfactory from the slandpoint of environmenDll ~uality, public bea1th or welfare. EPA intends 10 wort with the 1e.Id
Igeocy to reduce these .cts. If me potential ut'$lisfx:cory impaeu: Ire nol corTCdcd al the final EIS Nae, lhis proposal
~ill be reeonuncnd for referral to the Council on Environrnc:nul Quality (CEQ).

EC·Environmen1J.! Concerns

EQ-Environmcoyl Qbjedion!

The EPA ~view Iw identified ligniflC&Dl environmental impKts thaI must be avoided in order 10 provide adequate
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require sub.stantial changes to the preferred aUemative or
consideration of lOme otbcr project ahermtive (includinl the no action allemative or a new altemltive). EPA intends to

work with me Iud aeeOC)' to reduce lhe5C impacts.

LQ.Lack of Objections2-7 and 2-8, Pages 2-14 and 2-15. (2)

Any further revision to reduce the

floodplain impact would require a

realignment to the south, which would

have a major impact on established

residential and commercial areas.

Such a realignment would also

conflict substantially with expressed

preferences of the general public and

City of Mesa plans. (3) Mitigation

measures for the remaining impacts

are specified. These measures will

not only protect the proposed facility

from flooding, but will assist in solving

flood control problems in the general

area of the Salt River. (4) The existing

Salt River topography is substantially

different from the topography used to

define the current regulatory

floodplain and f1oodway.

These changes have been the result of flood events and mining aggregate activities. The on-going

Flood Insurance Study (FIS) of the Flood Control District of Maricopa County will likely result in a

narrowing of the regulatory floodway and floodplain. The completion of additions to Roosevelt Dam

upstream will also reduce the width of the floodplain. Thus, the proposed project will likely be

outside of the newly-defined floodplain. Pt-e -,,7'")"~ .f.t> ""Y""'C>O~ '1-1?w s f-.-~.;-!,

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

The conclusion of the hydraulic analysis was that the project will not have a "significant

encroachment" on the floodplain, as defined by 23 CFR 650. Further discussion of these issues is

located in Section 4.9.1, Summary of Location Hydraulic Studies, and Section 4.9.6, Mitigation

Measures.

I

I

I

I
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Response 1-3

The entire Loop 202 project is a major

part of the regional freeway system

that is included in the Maricopa

Association of Governments (MAG)

regional transportation plan. Loop

202 serves the eastern I southern I and

part of the western sections of the

metropolitan area. It covers a

disparate area with a wide variety of

potential issues. The construction of

this facility will occur over a long

period of time. The broad issues

associated with the route were

considered in the preparation of the

MAG regional transportation plan.

Because of the limited funding

availability and the long-range nature

of the implementation of the route, the

decision was made to prepare the

environmental documents on a project

basis. While a tiered approach would

have provided the overall context for

the later consideration of the detailed

environmental issues, the timing issue

would have likely rendered such a

document obsolete long before the

completion of the entire project.

1-3

u.s.ePAC~tf·O...ft£ffl'lronwII'ItallftlP'<:tSt.t~t
..dMcu'lt.lnfr_q
'ril;.f~to$t.tetgvtea7

Dtc1ri»r 129'3

HEn COKKE'NT8

1. General NEPA Comments

'I'iered Bnvironmental DoCWllent

The proposed project is a three-naile segment of Loop 202,
which is proposed to ring the Phoenix metropolitan area.
Although the ORIS states that the project limits of this action
were based on available fiscal resources and priorities among
other components or the regional system, the Loop 202 corridor
and its overall potential impacts might have been considered in a
broad environmental document trom Which the speci! ic proposed
segment might be tiered. We recommend that the Pinal EIS discuss
the extent to which the project sponsors considered evaluating
the overall impacts of the entire Loop 202 project in a tiered
.EIS. A tiered approach could have more appropriately addressed
potential impacts to waters ot the U. S., for example. by
discussing them comprehensively rather than in pieces, such as is
seen in this project doc~ent.. When prOViding this discussion,
we recommend that the Final EIS provide an overview of the Loop
202 project, including, but not limited to, project length,
potential funding sources, t.iming of project segments and the
cumulative impacts of Loop 202 taken as a .....hole.

Congestion Hanagement Plan Status

The OElS states that a Congestion Management Plan is
currently under preparation tor Maricopa County, but that it is
not available at the present time for inclusion (page 1-15). We
appreciate that the DElS describes the types of strategies under
consideration. We recommend that the Final EIS update the status
of this effort, and, if possj.ble, inclUde II quantitative analysis ]
of how these strategies would address numbers of single occupant
vehicles in the Maricopa County transportation· system.

:2. Alternatiyes

We appreciate the discussion in the OEIS of the various
alternatives considered for the western terminus at the Price
Freeway & Red Mountain interchange, and the three segments
comprising the project. This background information is helpful.
We encourage the project sponsors to include this type of
information in futurQ environmental documents. We also recommend ]
expanding_ the discussion to address system-wide considerations as
well. Those considerations might include information such as
alternative locations and modes considereO to address a given
project purpose and need.

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I
A major portion of Loop 202 has been and will be constructed with local funds. Each of the

segments is an independent, stand-alone project with logical termini. A State Environmental

Assessment has been prepared for each of the segments constructed solely with local funds.

These assessments have considered all of the issues that would be considered in the federal

process.
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I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

An overview of Loop 202 has been added into Section 1.2 (Page 1-1).

Response 1-4

The report containing the alternative congestion management strategies was approved by the

Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) Regional Council on January 26, 1994. This report

will be the basis for the Congestion Management Plan, which is expected to be considered for

adoption in October 1994. The second paragraph of Section 1.4, Congestion Management System

Status on Page 1-15, has been revised to reflect the current status of the plan.

The congestion management report includes an evaluation of the potential quantitative impact of the

strategies on congestion in the region. A brief summary of this evaluation has been added to Page

1-16.

Response 1-5

Background information on project alternatives will be included as appropriate in future

environmental documents. Alternative modes will be covered in future major metropolitan

transportation investment analyses.
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Red Mountatn FrHVay
Pdee Freeway to State Route 87
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I
Response 1-6

Section 4.17, Secondary and

Cumulative Impacts, has been

expanded to include a discussion of

potential impacts of the related

projects identified in the Summary

section.

Response 1-7

1-7

3. Secondary and CUmulative Impacts i]
The DEIS identifies a number of related projects ill the

"Summary" section (pages 5-6, 7). The Final EIS should !expand
the "Secondary and Cumulative Impacts l ' section to incluc$e a
discussion of potenti~l impacts to air, water, and bioldgical
resources from these related projects, including the imjacts of
Loop 202. The discussion should also project how these projects,
1n conjunction with the proposed 3-mile project, will a fect air,
water and biological resources cumulatively. '

AIR QUALITY

1. Background Air Quality

The air quality impacts analysis used background c rhon
monoxide (CO) levels of 5.0 ppm for 1-hour and 3.5 ppm or 8
hours. From 1990 to 1993, the Broadway and Brooks moni oring
station in Mesa recorded second high 1-hour CO monitori g data
from 3.4 to 8.5 ppm, and 8-hour co monitoring data from 2.5 to
5.4 ppm. The North Miller monitoring station in Scotts ale
recorded second high I-hour levels from 6.1 to 10.8 ppm and 8
hour levels from 3. 7 to 7. 7 ppm. ElseWhere in the Phoe ix
metropolitan area, the monitored CO levels tend to be h gher.
i~:e~~~al EIS should include a rationale for setting ba1kgrOUnd

2. Project Conformity

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

EPA promulgated the final rule which outlines the oriteria
and procedures for determining conformity to state or ftderal
implementation plans of transportation plans, programs, and
projects [58 Fed. Reg. 62188 (1993)] (hereinafter, fina1rule).
The final rule is effective on December 27, 1993. Subs quent
environmental documents for this project should reflect these
requirements.

a. TransportatioD Plan and Program consistenoy

The DEIS states that the Red Mountain Freeway is il!CIUded in
the Long-Range Transportation Plan for the Maricopa COll ty
Planning Area and that the project is included in the a prayed
1993-98 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). :It a so states
that the Red Mountain Freeway will not result in violat ons of
the federal carbon monoxide (CO) standard within the ar a
substantially affected by the project (page 4-43). The Final EIS
should reflect that the final rule requires the project to be
included in a federally approved transportation plan an, program
found to conform. The final rules also requires that: I

1-8

The CO monitoring data obtained

from the stations mentioned in this

comment and shown in Table 3-8

represent "hotspot" levels. Hotspot

data represent the combination of

ambient CO levels and local mobile

CO sources. Local mobile sources of

CO arise from adjacent traffic

emissions. The CO modelling

process employs emission and

dispersion models to estimate mobile

CO levels at the study site.

The use of hot spot monitoring data would be inappropriate for this type of analysis because it

would "double count" the mobile source element of the CO data. To avoid this inconsistency CO

background data are used. These data represent the ambient CO levels away from any immedia,e

source of CO, such as local roadways and intersections. These monitors are often placed on

rooftops or other remote areas.

The ambient data for the air quality analysis for this project (3.5 ppm for the 8-hour and 5.0 ppm fci>r

the 1-hour study periods) were recommended by the Arizona Department of Transportation. The·

values were derived from data collected from the Maricopa County Air Quality Monitoring Networ~.

These ambient levels were combined with the mobile source concentrations estimated through th~

use of the EPA-approved models (CAL3QHC Version 2 and MOBILE4.1). These levels are

presented in Tables 4-11 and 4-12. A clarification of this issue has been added to the paragraph

under the heading, "Background Concentrations", on Page 4-39.

I

I

I

I

I
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Response 1-8

The Red Mountain Freeway

Environmental Study was included as

a 1993 project in the Maricopa

Association of Governments TIP for

1993 - 1997. This project included the

entire length of the project covered by

this EIS - Price Freeway to State Route

87. In the revision of the TIP for 1994

1998, the Red Mountain Freeway

Environmental Study was inadvertently

omitted. This omission was likely due

to the fact that the environmental

study was begun in 1993. A formal

request has been made to correct this

omission by amending the 1994 MAG

TIP and Statewide TIP to include the

Red Mountain Freeway Environmental

Study. Since the project conformed

under the 1993 TIP, it is expected to

conform with the 1994 TIP. Section

4.6.4, Project Conformity, has been

revised to reflect this situation.

Response 1-9

If, at the time of final project approval,

the TIP and plan have not

demonstrated conformity according to

motor vehicle emission budgets, the

Arizona Department of Environmental

Quality will be consulted.

1-8

1-9

U.S. EPA tonnonts • Draft Envtrorlllllltat Irpac:t Stat8lllllflt
Reel Moultain Freew.y
Price Freeway to State Route 87
Dec_.. ,m

localized CO and PM,0 hot spot analysis a6sumptions are
consistent with those in the regional emissions
analysis,

(2) the design concept and scope of the project has not
changed significantly from the design concept and scope
in the plan, and

(3) the design concept and scope was adequate enough at the
time of the program conformity finding to determine its
contribution to regional emissions.

The 1994 to 1998 TIP describes the Red Mountain Freeway
project in the following manner, 11202L Red Mountain Fwy, Dobson
Rd. to McKellips Rd., R/W Acquisition" (1994); "202L Red Mountain
Fwy, Dobson Rd. to McKellips Rd., R/W Acquisition" (1995); "202L
Red Mountain Fwy, Pima to McKellips Rd., Roadway Construction"
(1996). Fiscal year 1994 also includes the portion, '1202L Red
Mountain Fwy, Pima to McKellips, Roadway Design". The DEIS
describes the project as constructing a three-mile facility
between the price Freeway and state Route 87. The Final EIS
should clarify whether the TIP items noted above include the
interchanges of the Red Mountain Preeway with the Price Freeway,
and state Route 87, as Dobson Road is just east of the
interchange, and state Route -87 :i.£" just east of McKellips Road.
It should also provide a description of the design concept and
scope appearing in the Long-Range Transportation Plan.

If the Price/Red Mountain freeway and the Red Mountain/state
Route 87 freeway interchanges are not included in a federally
approved TIP, the project sponsors must either amend the TIP and
the plan to include these portions of the project, or revise the
EIS to reflect the portion of the project included a plan and
program found to conform. The project sponsors should note that
should you choose to revise the plan and TIP, a new conformity
finding will be necessary prior to making a conformity finding
for the project.

If, at the time of final project approval, the TIP and plan
have not been demonstrated to conform according to transitional
period criteria (i.e., motor vehicle emissions budgets), then the
project sponsor must consult the state air agency so that
emissions for the existing plan and TIP are compared to those in
the implementation plan submission or in the plan under
development. This consultation must occur prior to making a
conformity finding for .a project which is regionally significant
and increases single-occupant vehicle capacity to ensure (1) that
the TIP and plan can meet emissions budget commitments and (2)
that the capacity increasing project will not interfere with
meeting the bUdget commitments.

I
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Response 1-10

Predicted CO values for the Price/Red

Mountain Interchange, as described in

the State Environmental Assessment

approved on March 5. 1991, do not

correspond to the maximum predicted

CO concentrations in this EIS. The

levels predicted in the EA employed

air quality parameters that, while

appropriate in 1991, are not valid

today. Changes include the use of

oxygenated fuels and new modelling

programs. Due to these time-driven

inconsistencies, the levels predicted in

the EA were not included in this EIS.

Response 1-11

U.S. EPA Ccnments - Draft £lWfrcnlefttal I~t Statement.
Red Ibntafn Freeway
Price Freeway to State Route 87
pl!etftbtr 1293

1>, Carbon lIonoxi4e (CO) Impacts

Table 4-11 lists maximum predicted CO levels from Dpbson
Road & Red Mountain Freeway to McKellips & Red Mountain Freeway.
The DEIS includes background information reqarding the ~d
Mountain Interchanqe which was evaluated in a state envif'onmental
assessment (EA) approved by ADOT on March 5, 1991 (page 2-2).
The Final EIS should incorporate predicted CO values fOrrthe
Price/Red Mountain freeways interchange evaluated in tha EA. It
should also provide information regardih~ the models and
assumptions used in the analysj.s to make these predictiop.s.

c. Particulate ..toter < 10 miorons (PK,o) Impact.s

The final rule also requires that projects not caus~ or
contribute to any new localized PHw violations or incre~se the
frequency or severity of any existlng PH.o violations [40~C.F.R.
S 93.116]. EPA will issue quidance for focalized PM10 l1l·delinq
in the near future. The Final EIS should incorporate th' s
guidance.

We appreciate your outlininq the measures you plan ito take
to mitigate the impacts of construction on particulate ~tter
levels (page 4-44). The Record of Decision should inclu e a
commitment to implementing and monitoring these measures for

~irs~~:~~t~~~~~~s~it~~~t~~;;t~ge~~::;:~:st::~Sproj:~t i;~~;~:,
::~~~~e~p[~~t~~F~~i~~~i;~~af~~ same mitigation and conFrOl

WATER RESOURCBS

Waters of U S inclUding Wetlands

the p~je~:I~r~~d~;t::~:;r~P~~~:ri~nt~:i:~~~:r~e~~~~~O~o~f
permit to accommodate East Papago, Pima and Red Mountainl Freeway
alignments (Application 90-4959-CL) (page 4-62). It als/> states
that impacts in "Segment 3", the eastern segment, of the i road may
also need a section 404 permit.

a. potential Regulatory Ploodplain/J'1004way lmpaC~8

The DElS discusses the following potential
floodplain/floodway impacts of the proposed alternativesl:

Secnv.ent I-Price Freeway to Dobson Road-The proposedl freeway
would encroach into the rloodplaln and floodway; the cum~lative
impact'may be a floodway surcharge greater than one-footi
(page 4-67).

]
]
]

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

Localized PM10 hot spot analysis has

not been conducted. At the time of

this analysis, a localized PM10

analysis was not required. EPA final

rule [58 Fed. Reg. 62188 (1993)]. published on November 24,1993 and effective on December 2,7.

1993. was issued after the air analysis was conducted. The requirement for a localized PM10

analysis will not take effect until EPA releases modelling guidance with an appropriate

announcement in the Federal Register. As of the date of this EIS, EPA has not released this

guidance.

Response 1-12

Measures outlined to mitigate the impacts of construction on particulate matter were provided by ithe

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. These measures will be implemented in accordan~e

with Section 107.14, Prevention of Air and Noise Pollution, in "ADOT Standard Specifications for

Road and Bridge Construction". The Record of Decision will include a commitment to these

measures. FHWA will obtain written commitments to implement the measures.

7.0 Comments and Coordination 7-14
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Response 1-13

See Response 1-1 .

u.s. EPA Ctwlenta - Draft EI'N(~tal l/IIP&Ct statetnent
Red MOU'Itain Freeway
Pri~ freeway to Stal:e Route 57
pSCmtx;f 1m

Segment a-Dobson Road to McKellips Road-The portion of the
freeway from Alma school Drain to Alma school Road would encroach
into the floodplain and floodwaYi the cumulative effect of
downstream encroachments could be a surcharge of more than one
foot (paqe 4~69).

Segment 3-McKel1ips Road to state Route 87-Thls segment
would be entirely within· the floodplain; the middle portion of
the freeway would encroach into the floodway. The interchange
with state Route 87 would be in the floodplain (page 4-70).

To mitigate the potential impacts described above, the OBIS
out1.ines options to: stabilize the channel using soil cement,
build levees or emerqency floodgates on the Salt River banks,
modify the alignment, channelize the Salt River, or construct the
freeway on a structure in locations where the alignment
encroaches the regulatory floodway. Although the DEIS discusses
floodplain/floodway impacts as noted above, the potential impacts
to regulated waters of the U. s. remain unclear.

b. Clean Water Aot Seotion 4~4 Permit

The Final EIS should specify the potential impacts, by acre,
along the entire proposed .project and indicate the type. of
Section 404 permit that will be needed. Should these impacts
require an individual permit, we recommend considering the
impacts in a single permit, rather than several permits.

As you know, EPA, Federal Highway Administration and u.s.
Army corps of Engineers have been meeting, along with state
highway agencies, to develop a process to inteqrate the
requirements of NEPA 'and; Section 404. For your reference, we are
including a copy of the "Concurrent Process" embodied in the
Memorandum of Understanding signed by participating agencies.
You will need to follow this process should an. individual permit
be needed for the project.

]
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Response 2-1

United States Department of the InterIor
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20240

I

•
The Parks Department of the City of

Mesa, which is the owner and

operator of Riverview Park and

Riverview Golf Course, has been

consulted regarding the relationship of

the proposed project to these

facilities. Documentation of this

consultation and the Department's

position on the project is contained in

the letter on Page 9-34.

Response 2-2

A signed copy of the programmatic

agreement is included in Section 9.2.

Response 2-3

The exact amount of sand and gravel

property to be acquired will be

determined in conjunction with the

design of the project. The design will

seek to minimize these acquisitions

and maintain access to remaining

areas. The determination of the

quantity of remaining reserves and the

compensation for these reserves will

be determined as a part of the normal

acquisition process. Remaining

reserves are considered in

determining the property value that will

be compensated. A clarification of

EIl-93/0888

Mr. Edward A. Wuest.
Division Adllinistrator
Federal Highway Administration
234 N. Central Avenue. Suite 330
Phoenix, Ari:o:oCn&. 85004

Dear Mr. Wueste:

This is in response to the request for the Depart.ent of the Interio~'S COlllments
on the draft envlronmental/Section 4(f)/6(f) statement for the R,d Mountain
Freeway (frOID Price Fre_eway to SR-87). Maricopa County. Arizona. !

SECTION 4(f) STATIOO!lIT COIlIll!IlTS

Park. and Recreation Resources

Cultural Resourcel

The statement Indicates that some archeological resources and the ~rehistoric
canal may be affected by the proposed proj Bet and that a progr8Dlllacic agree.ent
will be prepared. to .iUg&ee impacts to cultural resources. A signed. !capy of the
agreement should be bu:luded in the final statement.

E1IVIllO_r. S'lATE!!!ft COIlIll!IlTS

Extensive sand and &ravel mining has occurred in this area. ~d freeway
construction would result in negative impacts to existing operatio • &11 noted
in the statement. Alignaent of the highway through Sunward Materials may result
in its closure unless mitigation lDeasures are taken to preserve ac ess to the
processing plant froa the materials source area. Other .....ter al-related
operations to be relocated or directly impacted by acquisition of th. right~of
way include those owned by Calmat, Ar£.zona Crushing Co •• Kesa Sand an~ Rock. and
Cashway Concrete.

I

I

•
I

I

I

•
•
•
•
I

I

I

I

I

I

•
•
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this point has been added to the

discussion of mitigation measures on

Page 4-15 and to the summary of

mitigation measures on Page 2-45.

The major access issue is the

potential severing of the Sunward

Materials processing operations from

its materials source. The project would

not result in the severing of any

remaining sand and gravel operations

from the surrounding transportation

system. In fact, access to the local

and regional system will be enhanced.

A commitment to the mitigation of the

internal severance issue was originally

included in the list of mitigation

measures on Page 4-16. This

provision has been revised to include

all sand and gravel operations, in

addition to the specific reference to

the known issue at Sunward Materials.

An expanded discussion and

clarification of this measure has also

been added to the mitigation

summary on page 2-45.

2-3

2

Although the statelUnt contains a fa~rly thorough lupacts analysis, we have
concerns with relocations dSlUnded by the preferred freeway alternative. First,
it is not clear vba.e quantity of sand and gravel reserves rertain at: the affected
sand and gravelillues and to what extent owners would be compensated for reBerves
remaining in the ground. Sand and gravel resources are difficult to replace in
urban areas. Additionally, because it is high volume material and expensive to
transport, sand and gravel must be mined near its customers (i.e .• In or near
m.etropolitan areas). Even if other nearby land parcels containing economic sand
and gravel resources exist, obtaining suitable zoning, permitting, and inevitable
loeal opposition actions, often makes relocating a mIne impossible.

W'e believe the effects on local sand and gravel operations in the study area
could be quite significant, depending on how much natural material remains in the
area to be acquired. Coupled with this impact is the severing of access to
re_aioing reserves by running a freeway alignmen'C through existing mining
properties. A temporary positive impact Jaay occur for operators who can market
their product fer freeway cor.struction, but: the overall picture appears to be of
significant negative impact to local sand and gravel resource production.
Because sand and gravel resources are difficult to relocate, freeway land
requirements may create an irretrievable loss of local resources (ironically, the
saue ones requlred for this freeway as well as future Phoenix-area freeway
construction) . This reality should be noted in the environmental itapacts
summary· reLocation impacts section (p. 2-39) and in the environmental
consequences and mitigation section (p. 4-12 and 4-13). The mitigation section
also should note whether owners would be compensated for remaining reserves.
Furthermore, we urge project planners to do more than consider (p. 2-45)
mitigating access needs of property owners. At a mlnim\1ll;, they should design the
freeway to mitigate access needs for any company (not just Sunward Materials)
that would have its property severed from transportation routes by the proposed
alignment. For questions concerning sand and gravel resources, please contact
Jean A. Dupree. Bureau of Kines, Intentauntain Fleld Operations Center. P.O. Box _
25086, Building 20, Denver Federal Center. Oenver, Colorado 80225. telephone
(303) 236·0451

SUIDWlY C0HllEN'l'S

The Department of the Interior has no objection to Section 4(f) approval of this
proj ect by the Departlllent of 'Iran.port.tion, providing the mitigation measures
discussed above are adequately a.ddre.aed !.n the tinal statement.

lJe appreciate the opportunity to provide these CODmlents.

"7LJ~

~
th.n P. D.ason

rector
ffice of Environmental Policy

and Compliance

I

I

•
•
I

I

I

It is recognized that some loss of sand and gravel resources may occur. The amount of this loss will

depend upon the extent of the acquisitions determined to be necessary by the design of the facility.

Extensive resources exist to the north of the project and will be unaffected. Other resources also

exist in other parts of the metropolitan area. An expanded discussion of this issue has been added

to the environmental consequences section on Page 4-14 and to the summary of environmental

impacts on Page 2-39.
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Response 3-1

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF WATER~URCES__..~Ar.

l5Soalh15IhA......-...- 8!007
Telepbaao (~542-1512

Pox (602) 542-11383

November 29. 1993

I

I
IlD'AP.J'IlAJISON-All required permits from the

Department of Water Resources will

be obtained prior to construction

activities. An addition has been made

to the Mitigation Summary, Page 2-45.

3-1

WJ1liam P. Belt, Manager
llnviroDmealal PIaDniDg SCrvices
Arlzoaa DeporImeDtof~
205 South 17th Aveuue. Mail Drop 619B
Phoeaix, Ari7Axla 85007

Dear Mr. Bell:

The DeporImeDt of Water 1laoIm:eI bas reviewed the DIaflIlnvirollmellla ImjJaotS_
for tbc Price Preeway lD S1alc _ IrT poniOll of the Red Mountain FRlOWay~ The report
accuntely lllIIecIs tbc Dqlarlmcols Secoud MaJIaICIlICIII PIaD Jisht-of-way JaIx!scaping
provisious, as expressed in our oommeats made 011 Febnwy 5, 1993, whlch aPPear hi
chapter Dino of tbc DIaft Impoct StalemenL The PboeDix Adive MaJIaICIlICIIIIArea
apprec:iales tbc auentian given lD tbc right-of-way 10.. water uae plant provisio, and tbc
positive way it was preseoled on pace 2-24 under~ oppoTfllnida. :

[

In addilion, plaie DOle 1hal if well driIllDg aclivitiea 1118 DllCeSSllI)' lD~i Ibis projecl,
tbc IIlOCeOSlI1'Y permits must be obtalDed from the Arizona Departmeot of Water 1laoIm:eI
well in advmce of any dri1IiDg activities. 'I1lis may iDcJude dewatering • ',,' witbdlawal
permits for C0118lnIcdon water or dual COI1l1'OI, and Olhcm.

If you have ...y quealioo, pleaso COD~ myself or GonIon Wahl at 542-1512.

MaJl<:Fmok
Phoeaix Aaive Managemenl AJea Director

cc Rita Pearson
Gordon Wahl

]

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I
Letter 4

No response necessary.

ARIZONA
STATE
PARKS

1300 W. WASHINGTON
PHOENIX. ARIZONA 15007
TELEPHONE 1OZ-5Q.4174

FIFe SYUlNGTON--
sTAn PARKS

BOARD MEMBERS

BIWE A. GENTRY
c.....

""""""'"
J. RUKIN JELKS

$ECIlETAAY
ELGIN

PENNY HOWE
"""OX

WILLIAM G. ROE
lUCSON

ROBERT A. FROST

OEAN M. FLAKE--
M. JEAN HASSEll

SUTEl.A/IIDCOM.IISSIONIER

KENNETH E. TRAVOUS
EXEClITMOlfllECTOf!,

CHARLES R. EATHEFU..Y
OEPUlYbA£ClOR

November 29. 1993

William P. Bell. Manager
Environmental Planning Services. 240 E
ArIzona Deparbno" 01 Transporletlon
206 South 171h Avenue
Phoenix. AZ 85007

RE: Red Mountain Freeway. Prfce Fraeway to Stele Route 87 Draft
EnvlrolVllentallmpacl Slalement. AOOT. DOll-Corps and FH""IA

Dear Mr. Bell:

Thank you for senclng us a copy 0' the draft EIS lor Ihe abov!Proposed
_ral undertaking. I hove reviewed Ihosa portions oIlhe d II EIS Ihat
apply to cuhural rasources and not lhatlhe EIS adequately boa those
cullural resources Ihet may be Impactad by the project and II sets lorth •
process for oonsullatlon with our ollice. Therelore. this o~ eccepts
the draft EiS as wriften. '

We appreciate your oontinuad cooperation wllh Ihls oIflce inlcomplylng
with tha historic preservation raqulromonls lor Federal undrrtakings. If

~~"~.-

Robert E. Gasser
Compliance Coordinator
State Historic Preservation 0IIIce

ce: CIndy lester. DOD-e<irpslPhoenlx

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I
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Response 5-1

ADOT will prepare a Stormwater

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)

and file a notice of intent with the EPA

prior to beginning construction. A

reference to the SWPPP has been

added to Page 4-60. ADOT is

committed to minimizing erosion and

controlling sedimentation on all

construction projects. Details of the

Best Management Practices to be

used on the project will be included in

the SWPPP.

(f~)
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROKMENTAL QUALITY

fife S)nlington. GO\'t:mor Edwnrd Z. fox, l)ir~'Ct()t

Nonpoinl Souree Unit
3n:1Floor

1-800-234-5677
(602)207-4511

FAX (602l207~528

November 15. 1993

Mr. William P. Belt, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
Arizona Department of Transportation
205 South 17th Avenue. Mail Drop 619E
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement· Red Mountain Freeway (Price Freeway to State
Route 81). Your letter 11-03-93

Dear Mr. Belt:

The Department of Environmental Quality, Office of Water Quality, Nonpoint Source Unit, appreciates the
opportunity to comment upon the Draft Environmental Impact Statement A Red Mountain Freeway
(Price Freeway to State Route 87). The Arizona Depar1ment of Environmental Quality offers the following
comments:

1. The Salt River (HUe 15060106-001) was evaluated as non-attaining for bacleria,
Dissolved Oxygen (DO), organics. and pH in the 198a NPS Assessment Report, (see
enclosed Surface Wate~_ Assessment Middle Gila River Basin).

2. The Salt River (HUe 15060106-001) was monitored as non-attaining for flow, phenols,
Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD), Suspended Solids (SS), copper, and chromium In the
1990 305{b) Report, (see enclosed Surface Water Assessment Middle Gila River Basin).

3. The Salt River (HUe 1506010S-(01) was monitored as partial and non-attaining for pH,
Total Dissolved Solids (TOS), and mercury in the 1991 2050> Report. (see enclosed
Surface Water Assessment Middle Gila River Basin).

4. The Salt River (HUe 15060106-001) was monitored as partial and nonsupport due to
Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD), chlorine, flow, mercury, metals. pH, phenols, soluble
solids (SSS), and Total Dissolved Solids [fOS) in the 1992305 (b) Report (see enclosed
Surface Water Assessment Middle Gila River Basin).

A surface water hydraulic connection exists between the Salt River and the Red Mountain Freeway {Price
Freeway to State Route 87) by the tributary rule.

Enclosures

\Nilliam P. Belt
Page 2

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality recommends that the following water quality concerns
be addressed in the report:

]
]

]
]
]

Sanitary waste facil~ies during construction phases shall be planned and developed in
such a manner to ensure protecflon of both surface and groundwater resources;

Best Management Practices should be implemented during and after construction phases
to protect riparian areas, 10 maintain adequate vegetative cover, and to minimize the
discharge of sediment, turbidity, petroleum, nutrients. bacteria, and other pollutants to the
Salt River. Runoff and seepage from roadways, embankments, and other alterations of
the natural environment must not cause a violation of Water Quality Standards for
Navigable Waters, A.A..C. TIlle 18, Chapter 11, Article 1.

3.

4.

1.

2.

5.

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality would eppreciate beIng kept infonned on the progress
of thl, prefect. Thank you for your cooperation and should you heve 101 questiona please feel free to give
me a call at (602) 207~511.

Sincerely.

cc: Don Shroyer
Larry Stephenson
Mike Hill
Krls Randall
Peler JagOw
KarfMeyer

If culverts are used they should be adequately sized to handle the expected flow and
properly sot with tho ends protet:ted from orosion. Storm water discharges should be
managed to minimize the pollution of the waters of the State. Drainage from paved sreBS
shOUld not result In direct discharge to canals or enVironmentally sensitive waters.

A monitoring program should be Implemented to evaluate effectiveness of management
practices In protecting waters of the State: and

ACe R18-11~109,Surface Water Quality Siardards Rules must be compiled with as set
forth in section G (enclosed).

Enclosed for your information and reference please find a copy of MC R18~11-107/1081109,Surface
Water Standards Rules.

~fMt'q~
AnastasIa oragun
Nonpoint Source

5-1 [

5-2 [

5-3 [

5-4 [
5-5 [

Response 5-3

The drainage system will be designed

to avoid pollution to the waters of the

State. The standard ADOT design

process will ensure that culverts are

adequately sized and set, stormwater

discharges are properly managed,

and drainage from paved areas will

not result in direct discharge to

environmentally-sensitive waters.

Sanitary waste treatment and disposal

will be conducted in accordance with

federal, state, and local laws and

regulations. Such measures are

addressed in ADOT's Standard

Specifications for Road and Bridge

Construction.

Response 5-2

I
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Response 5-4

ADOT will implement mitigation measures and Best Management Practices by incorporating det~i1s

into the construction document and by construction monitoring. After construction, ADOT

maintenance crews continue to monitor the project during maintenance operations to ensure that
,

mitigation features are functioning properly. (See document revisions referenced under Respons~

5-1.)

Response 5-5

ADOT will comply with all federal, state, and local laws and regulations. A specific statement on

compliance with the Surface Water Quality Standards Rules has been added to Page 4-60. (See

Response 5-1.)

7.0 Comments and Coordination l!-20
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Dear Mr. Belt:

December 29, 1993

Mr. William P. Belt
December 29, 1993
2

tli~.-_

DUlnel .. ~hl"ur"

IkpllwlJrr«1r>I
......, ....<w.Spal.ling

c~_

flrcSy..lqt....

C""'IJ/iJ$iI.Mt"':
I ..", ".yltlr. \'11'''. C~alrman

EliDlbe,~T.W"odin,TlICWn

Arthp,Pnna, Phoc"ll
N..nM:John...... Sn~<fbkc

Mlehld M. GollJ:h'I~, Fl.S"l<J."

Of'ARIZONA

GAME & FISH DEPARTMENT
2221 We~ Greenway Road, phoenix, Ari7.I.IRa 85023·4399 (602) 942-3000

Me•• Offic., 7200 E. univeraity, Me.a, Ar120na 85207 981-9400

The Arizona Game and FiSh Department (Department) has reviewed the
DEIS for the above mentioned freeway project and submits the
following cotnments. We apologize for the tardiness of this
response letter.

The Department agrees that the area in question is degraded and
presently holds minor value for wildlife. We would cateqorize this
area as "Resource Category IV" I per our Department Operating
Manual, section 12.3. Habitats in this category are Il0f medium to
low value for Arizona wildlife species, due to proximity to urban
developments ••• II. Our mitigation goal for this Category is to
minimize loss of habitat and recommend ways to avoid or minimize
habitat lossee. Shoul.a l.osses be unavoiaab~e; the Department may
recommend compensation based on the siqnificance of the loss.

In December, 1993, Department employees visited the proposed Red
Mountain freeway right-of-way corridor along the south bank of the
Salt River in Mesa. Three raptors and numerous songbirds were
observed. There were also small pockets of grassland and desert
riparian habitats along the proposed right-of-way. There is no
mention in your DEIS of the quantity or type of habitat to be
disturbed by this freeway proposaL In section 4.11.·2, page 4-81,
you state that "No mitigation 'Would be required for impacts to the
ruderal/disturbed habitats within the project: area. The small
areas of xero-riparian habitat that would be impacted by bank
stabilization activities are dominated by one species, desert
broom. No mitigation would be required for impacts to this

habitat." This statement does not quantify the habitat disturbance
by this proposed freeway. Although most of the right-of-way is
currently heavily disturbed by human activity, there will be some
impacts to area wildli'fe habitat by this proposed freeway and this
may require some form of compensation.

The Department believes the final Environmental Impact statement
should include quantifications of habitat disturbance by this
project proposal. This information will assist in the
determination of compensation needs, if any, for this project.
Past Environmental Impact Statements (ElS) on sections of the Red
Mountain Freeway along the Salt River (I.e. East Papago) that have
similar desert riparian habitats have included these
quantifications and compensation was sought for habitztt impacts.
Furthermore, the proposed highway right-of-way appears to pass
close to the south of a small gravel pit settling pond west of Alma
school Road on the south side of the salt River. This pond has
some wetland habitat values and should be avoided if possible.

The National Environmental policy Act (NEPA) Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations, section 1508.7, require
that indirect effects of all actions be evaluated in an EIS. Much
of the area to be impacted by the planned construction is currently
occupied by gravel operations. Although these gravel pits
presently have generally little value to wildlife; we are concerned
that this project will displace 'these businesses to other
localities. The new sites for these gravel pits will most likely
be along water courses and will likely disturb important wildlife
habitat. The Department believes the displacement of these gravel
pits and SUbsequent disturbance of wildlife habitat is an indirect
effect of the planned highway construction as described in section
1508.7 of the CEQ RegUlations. These indirect effects may be
significant and need to be evaluated in the EISa The Department
furthermore recommends that existing materials pits be utilized for
freeway construction purposes. The locations and amounts of
materials needed for this project were not included in the DEIS.
If new materials pits are necessary I we recommend that an array of
alternative locations be considered so that a site with the least
potential to impact wildlife habitat can be chosen.

Be: comments on Draft Environmental Impact statement (DEIS) for
the Red Mountain Freeway from the proposed Price Freeway to
state Route 87.

William P. Belt
Environment.al Planninq Services
Arizona Department of Transportation
205 South Seventeenth Avenue, Mail Drop 619E
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

THE STATE

6-1

6-2

As described in Sections 3.9 and
4.11, the proposed project site has
been heavily disturbed by sand and

gravel mining, agriculture, and urban
development. Because of the small

and scattered nature of its
occurrence, the quantification of the
remaining habitat was deemed
unnecessary. However, during the
design of the project, the number of

trees to be removed will be
determined. The landscaping design
for the project will then provide for the
replacement of the disturbed
resources through the use of native
vegetation. Because of the small
amount of existing vegetation, it is

expected that the landscaping plan

will provide for more vegetation than

will be disturbed by the construction
of the project. An attempt will be
made to create a linear riparian habitat

between the freeway and the Salt
River. The landscaping plan will be
made available for review by the

Arizona Game and Fish Department.

Section 4.11.2 has been revised to
clarify this approach. The presence of
water in the gravel pit settling pond is

intermittent. Thus, wetland values are
marginal. However, an effort will be

made during the design of the project
to avoid impacts to the pond.

Response 6-1

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I
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Response 6-2

The exact nature of the displacement

of sand and gravel operations will be

determined during the design of the

facility. Preliminary design

investigations indicate that the facility

can be designed to allow the

continuation of the sand and gravel

operations. If the continuation of this

activity is found to be unfeasible, the

business may be purchased, with no

resulting relocation. In this case, no

indirect impacts would occur. If the

decision is made to relocate the

operations, the indirect impacts will be

considered during the relocation

process. The needed relocation of

sand and gravel operations will

require the identification of alternative

sites. Environmental analyses will be

included in this relocation process. It

is also likely that various permits will

be required in order to relocate the

sand and gravel operations. For

example, a Section 404 permit would

be required if the new location

impacted the waters of the U.S. The

Section 404 permitting process

requires that environmental impacts

be assessed. (Also see Response 2

3.)

,

Hr. William P. Belt
December 29, 1993
3

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposed freelfay
project. If we can be of any assistance in determining habl~t
quantitication and compensation, please feel free to call me! at
981-9309 X216.

;;zl:a~A~
Thomas R. McMahon
Habitat Evaluation Specialist

TRf!Ic:trMc

co: Kelly Neal, Region VI supervisor
Dave Walker, Habitat Branch, Phoenix
Mark weise, Mesa District Wildlife Manager
Sam spiller, USFWS, Ecological Services, Phoenix
Ed Swanson, Arizona Dept. of Environmental Quality

AGJ'D# 11-05-93 (02)
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I
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I Comment 7-1

D. E. Sagramoso, P.E.
DireclOl'

December 21. 1993

DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

The screenline analysis concluded

that the freeway alternative would be

9% over capacity in the design year of

2015. However, the facility will provide

the needed service for several years

prior to 2015. The conceptual design

of the freeway includes three travel

lanes in each direction separated by a

46-foot-wide median. This median will

be reserved for the future addition of

lanes as traffic volumes increase, thus

increasing the capacity of the facility.

Future additions to the regional

freeway system, as provided by the

MAG regional plan, will also

accommodate additional traffic

volumes. Other improvements to the

overall system, including

enhancement of the surrounding

arterial streets, will also likely be

addressed by appropriate

governmental entities, including

Maricopa County and the City of

Mesa. ADOT will continue to

coordinate its program with other

governmental agencies.

Mr. William P. Belt. Manager
Environmental Plarming Services
Arizona Department of Transportation
205 South 17th Avenue. Maildrop 619E
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Dear Mr. Belt:

Subject: Red Mountain Freeway, Draft Environmental Impact Statement

The Maricopa County Department of Transportation has reviewed the DES and
supports the preferred freeway alternative. Additionally we agree that the specific
alignment alternatives of; ld, 2a, and 3<:, will best serve the area traffic needs while
minimizing pl)tential impacts.

MCDOT agrees that the coliector-distributor(C-D) road element between Alma School
Road and McKellips Road as shown in altemative 2a(page 2-13) is an important
component to the freeway alternate, and integral to efficient regional traffic
movement. Traffic projections noted in the DElS and analysis by MCDOT show the
C-D roads to carry substantial volumes even when the McKellips Road low flow
aossing is open. The C-D riJads are more important when McKellips Road is closed.
Over the last 3 years(1991-1993) McKellips Road at the Salt River has been closed
approximately 350 days; 64 days in 1991, 80 days in 1992 and 200+ days this year.

The Screenline analysis on page 2-33 describes the proposed Freeway Alternative as
being over capacity in the design year and thus unable to handle anticipated traffic
volumes. How will this excess traffic be accommodated? MCDOT would like to work
with AOOT to address the apparent traffic capacity problem in this east-west
corridor. Maricopa County's and the City of Mesa's experience in dealing with area
arterial congestion; and McKellips Road closures, indicates corridor improvements
beyond the Red Motmtain Freeway are needed. An integral part of those
improvements would be a bridge over the Salt River in the McKellips Road corridor.

2901 WEl81 Durango Street. Phoenix.. ArizOflil 85009 • (602) 506-8600 • (FAX) 506·4858

]
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Page 2
Mr. Belt
December 21, 1993

I
Comment 7-2

It is important to note that even with a bri!:lge m the McKellips Road corridor,
traffic projections show the CoD roads lo·l'\~ve significant value when cOl/tpared to
the cost. ' I

~~
Thomas R. Buick, P.E.
Chief, Transportation Planning Division

cc: Louis Schmitt, Assistant County Manager
Oan Sagrarnoso, Transportation Director
Jeff Martin, City of Mesa
Greg Holverson, Transportation Planning Division
AI Letzkus, Traffic Engineering

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

]
]
]

As discussed with Steve Jimenez of the Statewide Project Management St',ADOT
will be a key player in the development of a bridge to insure compab"bili with the
Red Mountain Freeway design. Similarly, MCDOT requests that our Tra , c ]
Engineering Division have the opportunity for plan review in the design land
construction stages of the Red Mountain Freeway. As MCDOT and Mesa, have joint
traffic control responsibilities during flood-related closures of McKellips, Fd overall
circulation and freeway access interests; an opportunity to participate in flle design
process would be appreciated.

Additional staff comments on the OEIS are of a technical or typographic~lnature:

Page 3-30; Federal Attainment Status - The discussion does not note nOru!ttainment
status for Carbon Monoxide and Ozone.

Page 3-33; Figure 3-7 - Monitor 13 is incorrectly located north of Beardsl~yRoad.

Page 3-36; Monitored Air Quality - CO violations in 1992 were not notedl

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the OEIS; the Maricopa dounty
Department of Transportation fully supports the timely construction of tile Red
Mountain Freeway and looks forward to working with you on McI<ellip~Road
bridge planning and regional traffic planning.

7-3 [

7-4 [
7-5 [

During the design process, ADOT will

coordinate with MCDOT and the City

of Mesa regarding the relationship of

the project to a potential bridged

crossing of the Salt River at McKellips

Road.

The attainment status for carbon

monoxide and ozone is discussed on

Page 3-36. For clarification,

statements concerning the attainment

status for these pollutants has been

added to Page 3-30.

Comment 7-3

Comment 7-4 I
The location of Monitor 13 on Figure

3-7, Page 3-33 has been corrected.
I

Comment 7-5
I

At the time of the analysis and

publication of this EIS, the Arizona

Department of Environmental Quality

had not issued its final report on the

monitoring data for 1992.

I

I

I

I

I

I

I
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I
Letter 8

November 16, 1993

Maricopa County
Planning and Development

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

No response necessary. William P. Belt, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
Arizona Department of Transportation
205 South 17th Avenue, Mail Drop 619E
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Dear Mr. Belt:

Thank you for referring the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Red Mountain Freeway from the proposed Price Freeway to
State Route 87. We have no corranents.

Sincerely,

$J&'V-.-fV SI.-\'-
Debra W. Stark
Planner 111
Advance Planning

2901 West Durango· Phoenix, Arizona 85(' .0

I
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Dear Mr. 8alt:

Decamber 22, 1993

SUBJECT: Comments to Draft Environmantallmpact Statement (DEIS)
for the Red Mountain freaway Project '

Mr. William P. Belt. Manager
Environmental Planning Services
Arizona Department Of Transportation
205 South 17th Avenue, Mall Drop 619E
Phoenix. AZ 85007

I

I

I

I

I

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENt
AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

DIVISION OF AIR POLLUTION CONl'ROL '
2406 South 24th S1net, SUitlI E-214

I'hoenix.~ 85034

1602) 506-tI700
1602) 5OlI-t!ee2 IfAX)

:'.~.uc,,~

'" ...
4flJ.t~

An application for an Earth Moving

Permit and a comprehensive Dust

Control Plan for Construction/Earth

Moving Activity will be submitted to

the Division of Air Pollution Control as

least 14 days prior to construction.

Response 9-1

Construction and other earth moving activities would have a Slgnlftean}' impact on air
quality if tha proposed freeway is built. Various sactlons of the DEIS h va been cltad
by tha reviewera. These sactlonsldentlfy proposad activities' that woul fall under the I
DIvision of Air Pollution Control's IDAPC) rules and regulatlona fa, dust control
measuras. asbastos removal. volatile organic compounds (VOCI, etc. '

Response 9-2

ADOT will notify the Division/Control

Officer of the Pre-construction

Conference for the project.

I am enclosing comments to the DEIS for the proposed Rad Mountain Fr~ewayProject.
This documant was reviewed by two members of the Department of Environmental
Management: I

1. Johanna Kuspart
Air Quality Plannar
Division of Air Pollution Control
506-6710

2. Georgia lindsay
Envlronmantal Policy Risk Assessment Administrator
Office Of Envlronmantal Policy
506-6014

Their comments are reflected In the two memorandums of Dacamber ~ 5. 1993.

I

I

I

I

I have also enclosed a copy of the Division's:

Proposed Red Mountein Freeway Project
Page 2 of 2

a

a

o

Application for an Earth Moving Permit

Dust Control Plan for Construction/Earth Moving Activity

Rule 310: Opan Fugitive Dust Sourcea
TO:

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEME..-r
AND TRANSPORTATION AGEN~Y

DIVISION OF AIR POLLUTION CONTROL
2406 South 24th Street. Suite E-214

Phoenix. Arizona 85034

1802) 506-fI700
1602) 5Cl61882 IFAXI

Vi Brown
Acting Manager

I

I

I
We hope that you will find our comments helpful In the development of this project.

If you should heve questions on the Division's commenta to the DEIS, feel free to cell
Ms. Kuspert or Ms. lindsey at the above numbers. You msy slso call me at 506·
6701.

Sincarely,

FROM: JohBnna M. Kuapert
Environmental Plamer

DATE: December 16, 1993

SUBJECT: FedenIIIlIghway Administration/Arizona Depa1ment of jr,ansportation
Draft Environmantallmpact Statement. October. 1993
Red Mountein Freeway
Price Freeway to Stata Route 87

I

I
~( ~vv--'-
~ettee V. Brown
Acting Manager

I have reviBwed the draft Environmental ImpBct Statement for the iRed Mountain
Freeway~ which describes and analyzes the alternatives considered to ~Bvelop8 three
mile extension of the Red Mountain Fre.eway which is under con~ction west of
Price ROBd, and I have the following comments:

I
Enclosures

cc: Johanna KuspertlJo Crumbeker. Plennlng& Anelysis Program
Georgia lindsey/Roland Berger, Office of Environmental Policy
Karen Heidel, PhD, Department Director. w/o Ene.
Lou Schmitt. P.E.. Assistant County Manager, w/o Enc. [

1.

9-1
2.

[

3.
9-2

An application for an EBrth Moving Penmit must be aubmitted ito the Control ]
Officer at le88t 14 days prior to construction.

A comprehensive Dust Control Plen for Construction/Earth 'oving Activity
must be aubmitted to the Control Officer with the Earth Movln~permlt at IBBst
14 days prior to construction. !

The DlvIslon requests that the Federal Highway Admini$Btion/Arizone ]
Department of Transportation notify the Division/Contro) Office. when the Pre
Conatruction Conference for thia project will be held to enable ~,he Division to
be represented at such pre-construction meeting. •

I

I

I

I
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I Responses 9-3

~.~~uc,,~. ..
a

""/10\\"

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

DIVISION OF AIR POLLUTION CONTROL
2406 South 24th Street. Suite E-214

Phoenix. Arizona 85034

DATE; December 15, 1993

TO: Vi Brown
Acting Manager

FROM: Georgia Lindsey, Policy & Planning
Johanna M. Kuspert. Environmental Planner

4. The project is included in the Transporta'tion Improvement Plan (TIP), which has
been determined to conform to the regulations based on the Clean Air Act
Amendments (Page S-8 of EISJ.

]

16021 506-6700
16021 506-6862 (FAX)

Air quelity Is specifically discussed on Pages 2·41, 3-28, 3-32, 4-32, 4-34, 4
43. 4-44. 4-45, 4-94, 4-98 of EIS.

No violations of state or federal air quaUty standards Ire projected to occur
(Page S-8 of EIS).
Who made the predictions for the maximum one....our and eight-hour carbon
monoxide levels at sensitive receptors along the proposed alignment? And who
evalueted such predictions?

The freeway is included In the MAG Long Range Transportation Plan. which has
been determined to be consistent with the emissions reduction requirements of
the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and the Federal Implementation Plan (FIP)
{Page 5-8 of EISI.

3.

SUBJECT: INFORMATIONAL NOTES
Federal Highway Admlnistradon/Arlzona Department of Transportation
Draft Environmentillimpact Statement (EIS). October. 1993
Red Mountain Freeway
Price Fraaway to S_ Route 87

1.

[

2.

9-3

The predicted carbon monoxide levels

presented in the EIS were determined

by the consulting firm of Parsons

Brinckerhoff, Inc. as a part of the

preparation of the EIS. These levels

were determined by the use of the

methodology described in Section

4.6. These predictions were evaluated

against the National Ambient Air

Quality Standards set forth by the

USEPA and adopted by the State of

Arizona. (Also see Responses 1-7 to

1-10.)

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I
5. An estimated 39 acres of the 314 acres of farmland in the project area would

be acquired for the right-of-way (Page S-9 of EISJ.

I

•
I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I
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10. Express bus service to serve mass transit neads could be incorporated i~to the
proposed freewey .ystam (Page 2-18 of EIS).

11• Without the construction ofthe proposed project. increased traffic woulcll cause
substantial congestion on the exi.ting elemanta of the circulation syster/, (Page
2-19 of EIS).
BuIldIng the freeway seems like it wiI _ more traffic to the are~' thus.
creating the need for more roadways? What would happen to the a ("an
important link In the proposed regional transportation systam") if the pr posed

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

]

]

]
]

Specific dust control measures must be used when constructing in vitllm SOI"1s ]
end on fannl...... Virgin soils .... ususDy ..... moist _ soils on which
development has alreedy CICCllImId. Control meBsures IIIUBt be eddre/-td In
Dust Con1roI Plen for Construction. I

During construction of the fscllity. traffic through the arsa and actsss to
adjacsnt propertles will be maintained in accordance with currsnt ~rizona
Departmsnt of Transportation (ADOn traffic control management pr01"dures
of highway construction and maintenance (Page 5·11 of EIS). In order to
minimize the amount of emissions genereted. every effort should b. made
during the construction phase to limit disruption to traffic. especiall~ during
peek trevel periods (Page 4-45 of EIS). I
Spec:ificaIIy describe how ..... where ........ to edjacent properties lwi. be
maintained during construction; Or does the Division heve a copy of ADOT
traffic control management procedures. which Division will refar ~when
monitoring construction end when ·enforcing· Co!Jnty rules and regu ons?
Are higher CO reedings predietad during this time? If so. what re the
circumstances? '

The proposad projact will allow for the future addition of HOV lanes ~nd the
use of the ADOT freaway management system (Paga 2-17 of EIS).

Construction Impacts on sir quality and noise will be controlled in ecc~rdence
with current ADOT policy. as contained in the publication. '5 jandard
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction· (Page 5-11 0 EIS).
Specifically dascribe how construction impacts on air quality will be cor itronad;
Or does the DIvIsIon have a copy of ADOT policy. as contained in the
publication. ·Standard Specificstions for Roed end Bridge Construction· which
Division wli reflIr to when monitoring construction and when ·enfj>rcing·
County rules and regulations? I

Alternative D described on Page 2-5 of the EIS does not describe the impacta
on the sand and gravel operations and on Riverview Park/Golf Course.
A4lcording to tha map of Alternative D In Figure 2-2. It appears tJlat the
proposed freeway wDi impact tha sand and grava' operations and the Ri~erview
Park/Golf Coursa.

6.

7.

9.

9-{

9-8[

9-6[

9-f

Dust control measures related to

construction in farmland will be

included in the Dust Control Plan for

Construction as required in the ADOT

Standard Specifications.

Response 9-4

Access to adjacent properties will be

maintained during construction in

accordance with established ADOT

procedures. These procedures will be

made available to the Division of Air

Pollution Control in order to provide

the basis for monitoring the

construction impacts. Temporary

increases in CO levels that may result

from traffic congestion during

construction are not expected to be

substantial. Adherence to ADOT's

traffic control procedures is expected

to minimize any increase in CO levels.

Response 9-5

Response 9-6

~,

As stated, construction impacts on air quality and noise will be controlled in accordance with

"Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction". This publication will be made availall>le

to the Division of Air Pollution Control to provide the basis for monitoring the construction impactsi.

I

I

I

I

I

I

I
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I
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I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

Response 9-7

Alternative 0 was presented as a description of one of the previously-considered alternatives for the

location of the Price/Red Mountain Interchange and the general alignment of the Red Mountain

Corridor. Variations of this general alignment were then identified. These specific alignment

alternatives are described in Section 2.1.2 of this EIS. As described on Page 2-8 and illustrated on

Figure 2-5, Specific Alignment Alternative 1d was selected as the recommended alternative. The

environmental effects of this alignment, including the impacts on the sand and gravel operations

and Riverview Park, are then evaluated in the various sections of the EIS.

Response 9-8

As described in Section 1.2, future traffic volumes are projected to increase substantially in the area.

Without the construction of the proposed project, this increased traffic would cause substantial

congestion on the existing elements of the circulation system. This congestion would limit access to

the land uses in the area, create longer travel times, and cause higher accident rates. The

screenline analysis on Page 2-32 compares the traffic service that would be provided by the three

alternatives under consideration. It concludes that the freeway alternative would provide the best

traffic service in 2015.
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Response 9-10

The Phase I Environmental Audit, as described in Section 3.11 and 4.13, concluded that none of the
sites studied demonstrated a substantial contaminant occurrence that could impede project

construction. However, in accordance with ADOT policy, investigations to assess the presence qf
contaminants will occur prior to right-of-way acquisition. If previously-unknown contaminanta.are'
encountered, activity will cease and appropriate action will be taken.

Figure 3-3 on Page 3-7 illustrates both the governmental jurisdiction and the ownership of large

parcels. The ownership of the property south of Parcel 7 is divided among several small parcels.

Thus. the individual ownership is not illustrated. As shown by the jurisdictional boundary, this are~ is

under the governmental jurisdiction of Maricopa County.

Response 9-11

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

•
•

I

I

•

I

•

I

I

I

•
•

•

,

Near the center of the study area, the sand and gravel operations a11mg Alma ]
School Road form an unincorporated Island that is under the jurls~lction of
Maricopa County IPage 3·6 of EIS). i
Who has jurisdiction over the property south of ownership boundary117, Pege
3-6 of tha EIS? ,

freeway were not built? And how doas this relate to tha ScretIninll Analysis
dascribad on Page 2-32 of ElS? '

12. This project is pert of a larger project for which an Environment Asf.essment
was completed in 1989. The current effort will update and ex and the
environmental considerations thet were eddressed in the previous ocument
(Page 9-4 01 EIS). '
EIS appearsto have adcIressad the concems expressed in Section 9.1 i· Agency
Contact Lette.. and Reaponsea.

13. Sites of concern to the project Include several underground storage tenks.
Three sitee were specifically Identified that may present potential c0r/tamlnent
sources IPage 2-43 of EIS).
Is a soil remedIaIIon permit necessary? Sea also Page 3-67 of the EI~ for mora
information.

One landfill. Alma School Landfill. would be impacted by the projJct. Only
construction debris has been deposited In this landfill (Page 2-43 of ~ISI. Tha
potential for encountering hazardous wastes at this landfill is slight 1'tage 3-65
of EIS). !

Is thare ubestoa in the landlill debris? If BO, who wiI be respoj>BlbIe for
removing it?) i

16. The project is located in the Maricopa County Urban Planning Area;! situated
In tha middle of the Salt River Valley alrshed on a broad. oval-shaped ~at plain.
which is almost completely surrounded by mountain rangea (Page 3.~2 of EISI.

19. The proposed project Is located In the Basin and Range Physiographi~ Province

18. Several areas within Arizona have groundwater quality problems; the~elnclude

the presence of VOCs IPege 3-45 of EIS).. '
WiD soil remadlation be necassary in any area of the propos~ freeway ]
construction? voes, particularly relsting to fartilizar, was part of the 1990 eo
and Ozone Inventorias; Is any regulation by the Division relating to vpes .from
ferblizer necessary for this project and in the future when disturbed "opes ere
atabe6zed. '

17. Within Maricopa County Urban Planning Area, carbon monoxide co*tinuea to
be a significant air pollution problem during the winter months (Page 3-36 of
EIS). '

9-9 14.

[

5.

9-10

Response 9-9

Page 2-43 provides a brief summary

paragraph of the potential for

hazardous waste impacts. Section

3.11 (Pages 3-61 to 3-68 provides a

more detailed description of potential

contaminated sites. The relationship

of these sites to the project

alternatives is described in Section

4.13 (Pages 4-84 to 4-86). Sites of

potential concern include several

underground storage tanks, which are

listed on Page 4-86. As noted on

Page 4-86. none of the sites have

demonstrated a substantial

contaminant occurrence that may

impede project completion. However,

in accordance with ADOT policy.

each of the sites will be further investigated prior to right-of-way purchase. Appropriate action,

including the acquisition of all necessary permits, will then be taken prior to construction. As

described on Page 3-65, an earlier evaluation of the Alma School Landfill concluded that the

potential for encountering hazardous wastes is slight. No information was found to indicate any

possibility of hazardous waste burial, including asbestos.
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Attachment: EIS - Project Description Summary
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Response 9-12

The predicted CO levels for the

receptor sites in question are

presented in Tables 4-11 and 4-12.

The analysis to determine these levels

was conducted by Parsons

Brinckerhoff, Inc. The levels were

determined by following the

methodology described in Section

4.6. The increase in CO at the three

receptors in question (Receptors 1-1 ,

1-2, and 2-1) ranges from 0-.8 ppm for

the one-hour analysis period of the

freeway alternative. The range

becomes 0-.7 ppm for the eight-hour

analysis. The predicted levels are

below the National and State Ambient

Air Quality Standards. The levels

predicted are the result of the

modeling technique described in

Section 4.6. The levels do not affect

the modelling. Rather, the modelling

affects the levels.

Response 9-13

Appropriate mitigation measures, as

listed in the EIS, will be included in the

Dust Control Plan for

Construction/Earth Moving Activity.

9-12 ["
21.

9-13
22.

of southern Arizona. The region is in a broad valley that is filled with alluvial
materials as much as several hundred feet thick (Page 3-54 of E1S). There are:
Alluvial Land Association. Gilman-Estrella-Avondale Association. and Laveen
Associations; consists of deep gravely sand, fine sandy loam. and clay loams
(Page 3-56 of EISI.

A mlcroscale study of carbon monoxide was done to quantify the local effects ]
of the project. Three receptor sites within Riverview Park were Included in the
air quality analysis. Predicted carbon monoxide levels at these sites either
remained the same or were slightly increased by the freeway alternative (Page
4·32. of EIS).
Who made these predictions and how were they made? How much of an
increase in CO is predicted? How will thls effect modelUng?

Preventative and mitigative measures to minimize the possible particulate
pollution problem are listed on Page 4-44 of the EIS.
These measure. should be detaUed on the Dust Control Plan for
ConstructionlEarth Moving Activity.

Roadway sweeping and cleaning could be scheduled during tha dry S8a60n to
reduce the first-flush concentration of pollutants {page 4-61 of EISI.
Detais of roadway sweeping and cleaning should be included in the Dust
Control Plan for ConstructionlEarth Moving Activity.
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We offer the following commems and clarifications for your consldcrallon and inclUSion in the Final £IS:

The Hood Control District is the regulatory jurisdit1.ion for those {XlrtJons of the Sail River floodplain in
unincorporuted MnriCOPll CoUDty. TIle City of Mesa and the Salt River Pima MarJcopa Indian Communily
(SRPMIC) regula,e the remaJnder uf lhe SaJI Rlver lloodpl.aJn becween lhe f'rlceJP:irna Freeway 10 SR 87.

1be 1-1000 Control District opt:tll(~ and maintains tht.: Alma School Dra..ln; therefore. any modifications to
the Drain or impacts on lis opctaUon and maintenllllf...'e must he c.:oordinaled with the District for review
and appro·,al.

I

I

I

I

•

•

•
•
•
•
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT
01

Maricopa County

.!ll()J vv,~..., l)iII',tn~oSlrl·l'l· l'hot'llix, r.ri/l)ll,) 1\.;00')

I l'Iq,ht)lIc :hU!} :;(J(,-! ,01
I".l),.\h{"r.:).i(lf,-·H"c.ll

Ion {(,O.!) ;'1)h·'iII',7

Mr. WilUam P. Belt, Manager
EnviwomentaJ Planning ServiL:eS
Ari1,()nll Dcpnrtment or Transportation
205 Saudi 11UI Avenue, Mail Drop 619E
Phoertix, Arizona R5007

SUBJECT: Dun Environmental (mpac..1 Statement (OmS)
Red Mountain Freeway (Price Freeway to SR 87)

~"Ij
Dcar~c1t:

Thank you ror providing a copy of the DElS/FHWA.AZ.EIS·93-0Z.D, dated October 1993 for Aood
Conllol nislrlct review and comment. The OiSlrict staff have reviewed the document and we have focused
our comments on thOse sections deaJing with lhe Salt River and (he polentlaJ ImpllClS of the freeway on
the noodplaln. "The DEIS is well written and has addressed 1II0st of our inlerests arxJ concerns.

The Hood Conlloi Uist.r:lct will be completing the development of the new hydraulic model for [he Salt
River utilJzJng updated copographical mappJng produced during 1992-1993. Th.is information Is being
prepared so thaI we will have a continuous complete mo&l availahle that call be used by the regubtory
JuriSdICtions ror flOOdplain planning until the new Sail River hydrology Is p-oduccd by the U.s. Army
Corps of Engineers For the Mcx:Uficd Rooscvelt D:1I1I. It Is not Oue intentiun 10 n:tkUnc,uc the regulatory
fioodwaylOoodplaJn until after the new hydmlogy Is available In mid·I99S. In the Interim. agendes that
wish to redefine the regulatory floodwayltloodplaln may do so. using our new infonnntion with the
existing hydrology.

:.i~~~~'
""",.,i;ro".,'
~~~,Y

10-f
10-2[

Further communication with the Flood

Control District of Maricopa County

has clarified the status of the Salt

River Flood Insurance Study (FIS)

project. An expanded description of

the status of the study has been

added to Page 4-78.

ADOT will coordinate with the Flood

Control District of Maricopa County

regarding any needed modifications

to the Alma School Road Drain or

impacts on its operation and

maintenance.

Response 10-1

Response 10-2

I

I

•
I

I

I

I

I

I

I
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I
Response 10-3

Mr. William P. Belt, Manager
F.nvimnmenlal PlannJog Services
Arizona Dt:partment of Transportation
Draft Environmental Impact Slalemenl (nElS)
Red Mountain Fre::eway (Price Freeway 10 SR 87)
Page Two

Sincerely.

~~
RJchard G. Perreault
Chief. Plannlng Dranch

Copies to: Nona Baheshone. SRPMlC
Harry Ken!, City or Mesa

Previous sand and gravel mining and recent flood nows have significamly altered the regulated floodplain.
As your aerial photographs vividly show. the river bottom between the PricelPima Freeway and Alma
Schoo) Road is vecy uneven and flood flows are directed 8l: and along the south bank. The pI"Oposed
mingation mea.~tUe.~ ro protect the freeway. as stated in Section 4.9.6. include bank stabilization and minor
grading.

WhJle we understand ADOT's ht::sltaocy to do 1l10n~. work in the floodplain than what is Included in Your]
apprOved C\ean Water Act. section 404 Perml!., we feci that there ttists an opportunily 10 improve the
hydraulics uf Ute rivet whJcn ShOUld he pursued.

Ke·grading the river bottom betv.-een the PricelPima Freeway and Alma School Road could nol onJy
improve the hydraulic conveyance capacity. it could also favorably impact lhc design of the south bank
pmtection measures. Widening and channelizing tOO river 10 a more unifonn cross-section between Alma
School Road and SR 87 can also enhance the hydraulic conditions. reduce: the flood flows against the
south bank and improve the flow conditions at the exJstlng bridge locations.

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I
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The design of the proposed project

will include the necessary bank

stabilization measures that are

needed to protect the facility from

potential flooding. This design will be

consistent with the overall flood

control needs in the area. The design

will not limit the potential for future

channelization or other flood control

measures that may be needed

Response 10-4

ADOT will coordinate the design of the

project with the jurisdictions with

responsibility for floodplain regulation,

including the Flood Control District of

Maricopa County, the City of Mesa,

and the Salt River Pima Maricopa

Indian Community.

10-{
10-4 [

We recommend thai ADOT Include as part of the design study. coorclinaUon with the floodplain
jurisdictions for rivainc Improvements between lhe PrlcclPima Freeway and SR 87.

Please provide a copy of the Final ErS and direct future cOlTl;":Spundem.:e for Otis projcct 10 my 3nemion.

]

I
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Responses 11-1

BC,TYOF
MESA

The percolation ponds are not

expected to be located within the

boundaries of the waters of the U.S.

Thus, the ponds would not be subject

to the provisions of the Section 404

permit that is described on Page S-1 O.

Other permits that may be required

with regard to the percolation ponds

will be revised as necessary.

Response 11-2

ADOT will coordinate traffic control

actions with established procedures

of the City of Mesa. Paragraph 3 on

Page S-11 has been revised
accordingly.

Response 11-3

Flooding in the Salt River can be

judged to be "rare" when viewed over

an extended period of time. While

more frequent flooding events have

occurred in recent years, the use of

the term "rare" is appropriate within the

context of this document.

Response 11-4

The discussion of interchanges and

grade separations on Page 2-22 is a

part of the description of the project

covered by this EIS. A new bridged

crossing of the Salt River at McKellips

Road is not a part of the project.

Thus, its inclusion is this description

would be inappropriate.

11-1 [

11-2 [

11-3 [

11-4 [

December 23, 1993

MR. WILLIAM P. BELT, MANAGER
Enviromental Planning Serv1ces
Arizona L>epartment of Transportation
205 South 17th Avenue, Mai 1 Drop 619E
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

RE: Red Mountain Freeway (DEIS)
Price Freeway to State Route 87

Dear Mr. Belt:

After review of the Draft EIS, the City of Mesa offers the following
conments and requests.

Page S-IO, Second Paragraph.

The third sentence indicates revisions to an existing pennit may be
needed due to the Dobson Road interchange. Revisions may also be
necessary due to the revised percolation ponds, for Mesa's water
reclamation plant.

Page S-l1, Para9raph 13.

This calls for ADOT Traffic Control procedures during construction.
Request that you also call for City of Mesa procedures where
appl icabl. on City streets.

Page 2-22, Interchanges and Grade Separations.

The periodic closing of the unbridged McKellips Road crossing is not
a rare occurrence, based on recent history.

In addition) discussion of the C-O roads and the grade separat~on

over McKellips Road should ""ntion the possibility of a new brIdged
crossing for McKellips Road. over the Salt River. This is being
discussed by the City, County and ADOT.

Of'flceol the City~

55 Noo1h ConlCt' Slrccl • P.O. Box '''66 • Mesa. Arizona 85211-1466 • (602)6....-2011

]
]

]

]
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Response 11-5

As derived from the traffic analysis,

the daily traffic volume on McKellips

Road between the freeway and Alma

School Road is 52.9. This number is

not shown on Figure 2-13 because

the scale of the drawing does not

permit all traffic movements to be

included, The volume on the freeway

segment between McKellips Road

and Alma School Road is 35.8. This

number can be derived from the

information on Figure 2-13.

Response 11-6

As indicated under Response 11-2,

ADOT will coordinate traffic control

actions with established procedures

of the City of Mesa. Paragraph 3 on

Page 2-44 has been revised

accordingly.

Response 11-7

See Response 11-3.

11-5 [

11-6 [

11-7 [

HR. WILLIAM P. BELT, MANAGER
December 23, 1993
Page 2

Page 2-30, Figure 2-13.

Please recheck the traffic yolumes on McKellips Road. With 69.9
projected to the east of the proposed freeway t we I re unsure of the
projected volumes to the west and on the freeway segment between
McKell ips and Alma School.

Page 2-44, Paragraph #3, of Section 2.6.4.

Same connent about City of Mesa Traffic Control procedures.
(See S-II, aboYe).

Page 3-8, Section 3.1.3

Same comment about RARE periods of flooding for McKellips Road.
(See 2-22, above).

Genera1 COlIIIIent.

The City of Mesa supports the preferred freeway alternative, with
the collector-distributor (C-D) roads between McKellips and Alma
School.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIS.

Sincere..1Y~.

C>.~~~~
C.K. LUSTER
City Manager

CKL/jj

xc: Bruce Crandall
Ron Krosting
Keith Hath

]
]

]
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Individual Comments and Responses

7.0 Comments and Coordination 1f.36

Individuals who attended· the public hearing were invited to submit comments by speaking toi the

public stenographer, submitting a comment form, or submitting a written statement. T~ese

comments, and the corresponding responses are provided below. Copies of the compl$ted

comment forms and the complete transcript of the hearing are available for review at AqOT,

Environmental Planning SeNices, 205 South 17th Avenue, Room 240 E, Phoenix, Arizona 85007J

Comment 12:

Response 12:

Comment 13:

Response 13:

Comment 14:

Response 14:

Johnson-Stewart Company - Stated the need for an underpass under! the

Red Mountain Freeway to move sand and gravel materials between 1564

North Alma School Road and 1901 North Alma School Road. Such! an

underpass is necessary for the continued operation of the business.

As described in Section 4.3.4, a plan will be prepared to mitigate the acqess

impacts of the project on all sand and gravel operations. The plan· will

specifically address the issue of the needed access between the two

portions of the Johnson-Stewart property.

Sunward Materials (the operating company for the Johnson-Stetart

property) - Stated the need for an underpass under the Red Mountain

Freeway to move sand and gravel materials between 1564 North Alma

School Road and 1901 North Alma School Road. (Comment is identical to

that of Johnson-Stewart Company.)

See Response 12.

Toni Adams - Stated a preference for the arterial alternative because (1) I~ss

land would be used; (2) noise levels would be lower; (3) access to Iqcal

businesses would be easier; (4) less funds would be needed; and, (5)

property values would be maintained.

The evaluation and comparison of the alternatives concluded that the art~rial

alternative would not adequately seNe the future traffic needs. The art~rial

alternative would not provide the needed linkage with the regional freeV\Jay

system.
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Comment 15:

Response 15:

Comment 16:

Response 16:

While the freeway alternative would require slightly more land to provide the

interchanges with the local major streets, the right-of-way needed for the

roadway itself is similar for both alternatives. It is true that the unmitigated

noise impacts of the arterial would be slightly less than those of the freeway.

For example, the projected unmitigated noise levels for the residential area

along Inglewood Street are 66 dBa for the freeway alternative and 62 dBa for

the arterial alternative. These noise levels compare to an existing level of 59

dBa. However, the construction of appropriate noise barriers will result in

similar neighborhood noise levels for either alternative. At this location, the

mitigated level for the freeway would be identical to that of the arterial (61

dBa).

Access to local businesses will be maintained. A plan will be prepared to

deal specifically with the issue of access to the sand and gravel operations,

which present the most serious potential access problem.

It is true that the cost of the arterial would be less than the freeway.

However, the inadequate service that would be provided by the arterial would

not justify the lower cost. Property values are expected to be maintained

and, in some areas, increased by the construction of the freeway.

Jamie Baca - Expressed support for the project. Will personally use tfte

facility. Lives within two or three hundred feet of the wall and does not

expect any problem.

No response necessary.

Dennis Benzing - Asked for information concerning the potential location of

the freeway east of Country Club Drive, with particular interest in the area of

Gilbert and McDowell Roads. Also asked why the vote on the half-cent tax

for freeway construction did not provide a full cent. Would like to know

where the other half-cent goes.

This EIS covers only the portion of the Red Mountain Freeway between the

Price Freeway and State Route 87 (Country Club Drive). However,

preliminary information is available concerning the possible extension of the
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Comment 17:

Response 17:

Comment 18:

Response 18:

freeway east of Country Club Drive. The MAG Regional Plan provides for!the

extension of the Red Mountain Freeway to the east, with an eventual

connection to U.S. 60. east of Bush Highway. An earlier Environmertal

Assessment for this route was prepared and contains more detailed

information on its potential location. This information is available from ADOT,

Environmental Planning Services, 205 South 17th Avenue, Room 24bE,

Phoenix, Arizona 85007.

The imposition of the half-cent sales tax was approved by the voters of

Maricopa County in 1985. At that time, this amount was considered to, be

sufficient to build the then-planned freeway system. Only a half-cent per

dollar of sales is collected.

Trampis T. Cornwell - Made no comment on the project, but requested tol be

added to the ADOT mailing list for notices of future project activities and the

Valley Freeways publication.

Will be added to the ADOT mailing lists.

Sandra and Richard Fickau - Expressed frustration with the lack of a good

easVwest freeway system in the East Valley. The Superstition Freeway iSlan

inadequate system for the high amount of traffic. Considers ADOT to h$ve

had an inexcusable lack of foresight in not having provided the Red

Mountain Freeway ten years earlier. The Red Mountain Freeway should be

constructed immediately. Live in Hawaiian Mobile Home Park and have no

objection to relocation.

ADOT agrees with the need for an adequate freeway system. This n~ed

exists not only in the East Valley but in the entire metropolitan area. Prior I~ck

of adequate funding has prevented the construction of the needed facilitij3s.

However, the current program is to construct the facilities as soon I as

possible within the constraints of relative need and funding availability. lhe

project covered by this EIS is now scheduled for design and construction,

pending the completion and approval of the environmental analysis.
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Comment 19:

Response 19:

Comment 20:

Response 20:

Comment 21:

Leon K. Galloway - Expressed support for the project. It should have been

done 20 years earlier.

No response necessary.

Don Hammerle - Requested information concerning the future extension of

the Red Mountain Freeway east of State Route 87, with specific reference to

the area near Mesa Drive. Asked if there would be a four or six lane highway

at Mesa Drive in the year 2005. If so, will there be public hearings that will

show if Mesa Drive will become a four or six lane super highway? Further,

will relocations from the Mobile Home Park, "Happy Village", be required?

This EIS covers only the portion of the Red Mountain Freeway between the

Price Freeway and State Route 87. However, the MAG Regional Plan

provides for the extension of the facility east of State Route 87 in the future.

A previously-prepared Environmental Assessment provides more detailed

information on the potential alignment. That document indicates that the

Red Mountain Freeway would cross Mesa Drive just south of McDowell

Road. No interchange with Mesa Drive is indicated. No impact on the

Happy Village Mobile Home Park is evident. Additional study of this portion

of the Red Mountain Freeway is anticipated in the future. Public hearings will

be held in conjunction with these additional studies. Mesa Drive is a City of

Mesa responsibility and would not be a part of an ADOT project, except as it

may be affected by the freeway

Clinton B. Hartwell - Stated a preference for a freeway alignment along the

north side of the Salt River, to be accomplished through negotiations with the

Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian Community. If a north side location is not

possible, stated a preference for the Alternative 1 noise barrier, as described

in the EIS and presented at the public hearing.
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Response 21:

Comment 22:

Response 22:

Comment 23:

Response 23:

Comment 24:

Response 24:

A freeway alignment along the north side of the Salt River through the! Salt

River Pima Maricopa Indian Community was considered in earlier altern~tive

alignment studies. Based on these studies and conversations withl the

Indian Community, a decision was made to select the alignment described in

the EIS along the south side of the river. The decision of the alternative noise

barrierwill be made during the design phase of the project.

Garry Jaggers - Expressed preference for the freeway alternative. )l\lso

stated that the freeway should be extended to Power Road and that! the

schedule for the portion between McKellips Road and State Route 87 shbuld

be accelerated to a completion date of 2000.

The MAG Regional Plan provides for the Red Mountain Freeway tq be

extended to Power Road and beyond. The schedule for such extensiqn is

unknown. The acceleration of the construction of the portion be~een

McKellips Road and State Route 87 may occur if additional ,funds becpme

available. Otherwise the currently-stated schedule will apply.

Merrill Johnson - Supported the construction of the freeway alternative at the

earliest possible time. Also stated an opposition to tax-supported bas$ball

stadiums.

The freeway alternative is the preferred alternative as described in the lEIS.

The consideration of baseball stadiums is not related to this project.

Betty Lee - Expressed a preference for the freeway alternative. If the

decision is made to choose the arterial alternative, Dobson Road should still

be realigned as shown with the freeway alternative.

If the arteral alternative were to be selected, the major reason for realigning

Dobson Road would not exist. However, the preferred alternative is! the

freeway, which would include the realignment of Dobson Road.
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Comment 25:

Response 25:

Comment 26:

Response 26:

Comment 27:

Response 27:

Comment 28:

Response 28:

Sandra Marietta - Stated opposition to the project because of the probable

noise impacts on homes in the area. Also questioned the impacts on air

quality. Expressed concern that the construction of the freeway would

increase traffic on Alma School Road. Stated that the Alma School Road

bridge should be checked for safety.

While traffic on the freeway would increase noise levels in the area,

measures will be taken to maintain the noise levels in residential areas in

accordance with federal and state criteria. The air quality analysis concluded

that no violations of air quality standards will occur. Increases in traffic

volumes on Alma School Road will likely occur with or without the freeway.

Improvements to Alma School Road are likely to accommodate any impacts

caused by its relationship to the freeway. The status of the Alma School

Road bridge is outside the scope of the project or jurisdiction of ADOT.

Margaret M. Mitchell - Agreed with the need for the Red Mountain Freeway.

Delaying its construction will be detrimental to the area. There is an urgency

for the facility. It should be extended past State Route 87.

The stated preferred alternative is consistent with this comment. The

construction will proceed on a schedule permitted by the available funding.

Kathleen Peters - Agreed with Priscilla Wainscott (Comment 28) concerning

the noise level and possible decrease in property value.

See Response 28.

Priscilla Wainscott - Lives on Trevor Street and is concerned with the

possible noise impacts and decreased property values. Recognizes that

progress will continue and that the facility is needed. Expressed a desire for

the strongest sound barriers in order to limit the noise impact and maintain

property values.

While traffic on the freeway would increase noise levels in the area,
\

measures will be taken to maintain the noise levels in accordance with

federal and state criteria. The exact nature of the noise barriers will be

determined during the engineering design of the project.
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8.0 INDEX

Access 8-1, 8-4, 8-5, 8-11, 1-4, 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-17, 2-5, 2
7, 2-8, 2-19, 2-21, 2-32, 2-37, 2-38, 2-43, 2-44, 3-8,
3-9, 3-21, 3-22, 3-25,3-67, 4-4, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9,
4-11,4-12,4-13,4-14,4-16,4-17,4-19,4-20,4-21,
4-27,4-32,4-44,7-16,7-17,7-28,7-29,7-36,7-37

Agency Coordination 1-21 , 4-27, 7-1 , 7-2, 7-3

Agriculture 8-9, 2-42, 3-2, 3-6, 3-42, 3-44, 3-46, 3-57, 3-58, 4
3, 4-5, 4-12, 4-18, 4-26, 4-31, 4-47, 7-21, 9-1

Air Quality 8-8, 8-9, 8-10, 8-12, 2-21, 2-40, 2-44, 3-27, 3-28,
3-29, 3-30, 3-31, 3-32, 4-32, 4-34, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37,
4-39,4-40,4-43, 4-44,4-45,4-46,4-49,7-4 7-12,
7-14,7-27,7-28,7-31,7-41,9-2

Alignment.. 8-1, 8-5, 8-6, 8-9, 8-10, 1-5, 1-6. 1-10, 1-20, 2-1,
2-2, 2-3, 2-5, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, 2-19, 2-23, 2-25, 2-27,
2-36, 2-40, 2-42, 3-38, 3-39, 3-59, 3-60, 3-63, 3-64,
3-65, 3-68, 4-2, 4-3, 4-6, 4-9, 4-10, 4-13, 4-14, 4
15, 4-17, 4-18, 4-20, 4-21, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-29,
4-30,4-32,4-33,4-36,4-37,4-44,4-45,7-1,7-2,7
5,7-8,7-29,7-38,7-39,7-40

Alternatives Considered 1-7, 1-20, 2-1

Archaeological 8-13, 2-42, 2-45, 3-59, 3-60, 3-61, 4-31, 4-32, 4-47

Arterial Alternative 8-6, 2-23, 2-25, 2-27, 2-28, 2-31, 2-33, 2-35, 2-36,
2-37, 2-39, 2-40, 2-41, 2-43, 4-1, 4-4, 4-7, 4-9, 4
15, 4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 4-23, 4-25, 4-26, 4-28, 4-29,
4-30,4-31,4-32, 4-34, 4-37, 4-41, 4-43, 4-46, 7-36,
7-37,7-40

Bicycle 1-15, 1-17, 1-19, 2-18, 3-11, 4-2, 4-4

Biological Resources 8-8, 8-10, 2-42, 3-57, 4-29, 4-47

Bus 1-17, 1-19,2-18,4-7

Businesses 8~8, 8-11, 2-5, 2-38, 2-39, 2-43, 3-22, 3-23, 3-68,
3-69,4-9,4-11,4-13,4-14,4-15,4-16,4-17,4-21,
4-22,4-274-44,4-45,4-46,4-49,7-4,7-36,7-37

City of Mesa 8-1, 8-4,8-7,8-11,1-6,1-8,1-10,1-15,2-2,2-41,
2-43, 3-6, 3-8, 3-10, 3-14, 3-15, 3-21 , 3-22, 3-25, 3
27, 3-56, 3-57, 4-2, 4-3, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-11, 4-14, 4
15,4-17, 4-22,4-23, 4-27,4-28, 4-29, 4-30, 4-32,
4-50, 7-1, 7-3, 7-9, 7-16, 7-23, 7-24, 7-33, 7-34, 7
35, 7-39, 9-2

8.0 Index, 8-1



City of Tempe 8-7, 1-15, 3-6, 3-8, 3-22, 4-3, 4-22, 4-24, 4-25, 4
29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-46, 9-2, 9-3

Clean Air Act 8-9, 2-40, 3-29, 3-30, 3-31, 3-36, 4-46

Clean Water Act 8-10,8-12,2-41,2-44,4-8,4-9,4-10,4-47,7-8

Commercia!. 2-5,. 3-1, 3-2, 3-5, 3-8, 3-9, 3-10, 3-11, 3-22, $-23,
3-69, 4-2, 4-3, 4-6, 4-14, 4-15, 4-18, 4-19, 4-26, 4
46,7-9

Conformity 3-30, 4-43, 4-46, 7-13

Congestion Management Plan 8-6, 1-17, 7-11

Cost. 1-15, 1-19, 1-21, 2-3, 2-5, 4-1, 4-16, 4-23, 4-31, 4
48,4-49,7-37

Cultural Resources 8-8, 8-9, 8-10, 2-42, 3-59, 4-31, 4-47

Cumulative Impacts .4-15, 4-21, 4-45, 4-47

Design Criteria 2-20, 2-25

Design Features 2-19, 2-20, 2-23, 2-25

Drainage 8-9, 3-56, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-21, 4-25, 7-19

Earth Resources 2-41, 3-54, 4-28

Economic 8-8, 1-7,1-15,2-19,2-36,2-37,2-39,3-1,3-212,3
23, 3-24, 4-1, 4-14, 4-17, 4-18, 4-24, 4-26 4-~8, 4
49, 4-50, 9-4

Employer 1-17, 1-18

Employment.. 1-14, 1-15, 2-39, 3-5, 3-15, 3-22, 3-24, 4-6, 4-114, 4
18,4-26

Endangered 8pecies .4-47

Energy 8-8, 3-38, 4-8, 4-41, 4-42, 4-43, 4-49

Erosion 8-12, 2-44, 4-6, 4-8, 4-9, 4-44, 4-47, 7-19

Farmland 8-9, 2-41, 2-42, 3-54, 3-56, 3-57, 4-21, 4-28, 4-29,
4-48,7-28

Flood contro!. 8-7, 2-41, 2-44, 3-47, 3-50, 3-51, 3-53, 4-14, 4-15,
4-21,4-26,4-30,4-46,7-9,7-32, 7-33, 9-2
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Floodplain 8-5, 8-7, 8-9, 8-10, 8-12, 3-46, 3-50, 3-51, 3-53, 3
60,4-11,4-12,4-13,4-14,4-15,4-17,4-18,4-19,4
20, 4-21, 4-22, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-27, 4-30,
4-46,7-8,7-9,7-33

Floodway 8-7, 8-9,8-12,2-7,2-9,2-41,2-44,3-46,3-50,3
51,3-53,4-11,4-12,4-13,4-14,4-15,4-17,4-18,
4-19, 4-20, 4-21, 4-22, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-27,
4-30, 4-46, 7-9

Freeway Alternative 8-6, 1-16, 2-19, 2-20, 2-21, 2-23, 2-28, 2-31, 2-32,
2-33,2-35,2-36,2-37,2-38,2-39,2-40,2-41,2-42,
4-2,4-3,4-4,4-5,4-6,4-7,4-9,4-10,4-15,4-18,4
19, 4-21, 4-22, 4-23, 4-25, 4-27, 4-28, 4-29, 4-32,
4-34, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-41, 4-43, 4-46, 4-48, 7-23,
7-29,7-31,7-36,7-40

Geology 3-54, 4-28

Groundwater 3-44, 3-45, 3-46, 3-63,3-64,3-67,4-7,4-12

Hazardous Material 3-61 , 3-62, 3-64, 4-9

Historic 8-13, 2-23, 2-27, 2-42, 2-45, 3-25, 3-42, 3-59, 3
60,3-61,4-31,4-32

Housing 8-11, 1-17, 2-38, 2-43, 3-2, 3-5, 3-6, 3-14, 3-15, 4
11 , 4-16, 4-18, 4-26

Income 3-15

Industrial 8-8, 1-6, 1-7,2-5,2-38,3-1,3-2,3-9,3-10,3-11,3
22, 3-44, 3-47, 3-50, 3-68, 3-69, 4-2, 4-3, 4-4, 4-6,
4-11, 4-13, 4-15, 4-18, 4-19, 4-21, 4-26, 4-31, 4-36,
4-46,4-48

Land Jurisdiction 3-6

Land Use 8-8, 1-8,1-17,1-18,2-36,2-37,2-39,3-1, 3-2, 3~5,

3-8,3-9,3-10,3-11,3-14,3-38,3-41,3-42,4-1,4
2, 4-3, 4-4, 4-5, 4-8, 4-15, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19, 4-26, 4
28, 4-31 , 4-46, 4-50

Landfill 8-9, 1-5, 2-2, 2-3, 2-5, 2-9, 2-42, 3-64, 3-65, 3-68,
4-33,4-48,7-30

Mineral Resources .4-29, 9-1

Mitigation 8-9, 8-11,2-43,2-44,3-1,3-27,4-1,4-4,4-5,4-7,
4-8, 4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-16, 4-21, 4-22, 4-23,
4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-32, 4-34, 4-44, 4-45, 4-46; 4-49,
7-9,7-17,7-18,7-20,7-31

8.0 Index 8-3



National Register .4-32

Neighborhood 8-8.3-9, 3-38.3-39,4-14.4-46,4-49.7-37

No-action Alternative S-6·, 8-8. 1-15. 2~rr. 2-18~ 2~H~. 2~27. 2-31. 2-t35.
2-36.2-37, 2-38, 2-39. 2-41. 4-1, 4-2, 4-5.4-6. 4-7,
4-10. 4-15, 4-17. 4-28. 4-29, 4-31. 4-32, 4-33, 4+35,
4-41,4-43.4-48

Noise 8-8.8-9.8-10.8-12,8-13.2-23,2-27.2-40,2-414,
2-45, 3-27. 3-37. 3-38. 3-39, 3-41, 4-1, 4-4, 4-~, 4
32. 4-34, 4-36, 4-37. 4-43, 4-44. 4-45, 4-46, 4+48,
4-49.7-4,7-5,7-14,7-28,7-36.7-37,7-39.7-40.7
41

NPDE8 8-10. 8-12,2-44,4-9,4-10

Park 8-5, 8-8,8-11,8-13,1-16,1-17.1-19,2-2.2-5.2
7, 2-8. 2-18, 2-19, 2-21, 2-23. 2-27, 2-37. 2-3a. 2
40,2-42.2-43.2-45.3-6.3-8,3-9, 3-21. 3-25, 3~27,

3-38,3-39, 3-41, 3-68, 3-69, 4-1. 4-2, 4-3, 4-4, 4-6,
4-7.4-9,4-10,4-11,4-13,4-14.4-15,4-16.4-21.4
31,4-32. 4-34. 4-36, 4-37, 4-46, 4-48, 4-49,7-5, 7
16,7-29,7-38.7-39

POlice 2-37, 3-9. 3-10. 3-22. 4-7. 4-8, 9-2, 9-3

Population 1-14. 1-15, 2-38, 2-39, 3-1. 3-14. 3-15, 3-42, 3~44.
3-58, 4-8. 4-9. 4-10, 4-18. 4-22, 4-26

Preferred alternative 8-4, 8-6. 1-5,2-17,4-10.4-11.4-32,7-40.7-41

Prehistoric 2-42,3-59,3-60,4-31,4-32

Project Purpose 1-7

Public Transportation 8-6, 1-18. 1-19. 1-20,2-18

RCRA 3-62, 3-63, 3-64, 3-65

Recreation 1-4.2-37, 3-21. 3-25, 3-38. 3-41. 3-42. 4-7. 4-12. 4
23, 4-30. 4-46. 9-2

Residential 8-1O. 8-13, 2-37, 2-38, 2-39, 2-40, 2-45. 3-1.3-2,
3-5, 3-6. 3-8, 3-9. 3-10. 3-11, 3-14. 3-24, 3-27, 3
38. 3-47, 3-50, 3-69, 4-1, 4-2. 4-3. 4-4, 4-5, 4-6. 4
8, 4-9. 4-10, 4-11,4-14, 4-15. 4-16, 4-18. 4-1s}. 4
26,4-37,7-4,7-9,7-36,7-41

Resource Conservation and' Recovery Act 3-62, 3-64
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Right-of-way 8-8, 8-9, 8-11, 2-3, 2-20, 2-23, 2-27, 2-35, 2-36, 2
38, 2-39, 2-41,2-42,2-43, 4-1, 4-3, 4-4, 4-5, 4-6, 4
7,4-9,4-10,4-11,4-12,4-13,4-14,4-15,4-16,4
17,4-18,4-19,4-23,4-26,4-28,4-31,4-32,4-35,
4-36,4-37,4-45,4-48,4-49,7-30,7-36

RPTA 8-6,1-18,1-19,1-20,1-21,2-18

Runoff.. , 3-42, 3-47, 3-53, 3-65, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9

Safety 1-13, 4-5, 4-23, 4-30, 4-35, 4-44, 4-49,7-41

Salt River S-1, S-5, S-7, S-9, 1-1,2-2,2-3,2-5,2-7,2-8,2-9,
2-19, 2-21, 2-23, 2-27, 2-37, 2-38, 2-41, 2-42, 3-1,
3-2, 3-5, 3-6, 3-8, 3-11, 3-22, 3-23, 3-24, 3-25, 3
27, 3-32, 3-41, 3-42, 3-44, 3-45, 3-46, 3-47, 3-50,
3-51, 3-53, 3-54, 3-56, 3-58, 3-60, 3-61, 3-69, 3-70,
4-2,4-6,4-7,4-8,4-9.4-10,4-11.4-12,4-13.4-14,
4-15,4-17,4-18,4-19,4-20,4-21.4-22.4-23,4-24.
4-25, 4-26, 4-27, 4-29, 4-30, 4-32, 4-33, 4-35, 4-37,
4-46, 4-47, 7-2, 7-5, 7-9, 7-21, 7-24. 7-32, 7-33, 7
34,7-39,7-40,9-1,9-3

School S-4, S-6, 1-8, 1-10, 1-12, 2-3, 2-21, 2-25, 2-28, 2
31 , 2-34, 2-38, 2-41 , 3-2, 3-6, 3-8, 3-21 , 3-24, 3-36,
3-39, 3-47, 3-56, 3-60, 3-64, 3-65, 3-67, 3-68, 4-3,
4-4,4-5,4-7,4-8,4-10,4-11,4-12,4-13,4-14,4
15, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 4-21, 4-22, 4-23, 4-24,
4-25,4-26. 4-27, 4-31, 4-33, 4-36. 4-37, 4-44, 4-45
4-46,7-3,7-30,7-32,7-35,7-36,7-41,9-2

Section 4(f) 2-37, 2-40, 3-25, 4-32

Section 401 S-1 0, S-12, 2-44, 4-10

Section 404 S-1 0, S-12, 2-41, 2-44, 4-10, 4-11 , 4-26, 7-8, 7-22,
7-34

Section 6(f) 2-40.3-25,3-27, 4-31, 4-32

Sedimentation S-12, 2-44, 4-6, 4-8, 7-19

Socioeconomic 1-14, 3-14, 4-45

Soil 3-54, 3-56, 3-57, 3-59, 3-63, 3-68, 4-6, 4-9, 4-22, 4
28, 4-35, 4-44, 4-47, 9-1

SRPMIC 2-2,4-26,4-27

8tormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 04-8, 7-19

Superfund 3-61 , 3-62, 3-63

8.0 Index 8-5



Surface Water 3-41, 3-42, 4-8, 7-20

SWPPP , , 4-8, 7-19

Tax Revenue 4-19, 4-22, 4-27

TDM 8-5, 8-6, 1-15, 1-16, 1-17,2-16,2-17,2-21

TrafficAnalysis ' , 8-1, 1-7,1-8,1-10,1-13,4-46,7-35

Traffic Control , 8-11,2-43,4-16,4-44,7-28,7-34, 7-35

Traffic Demand 1-7, 1-13, 1-15, 2-31

Transit.. 8-5, 8-6, S-10, 1-14,1-16,1-17,1-18,1-19,1-20,
1-21, 2-18, 2-21 , 9-2, 9-4

Transportation Demand Management... 8-5, 1-16, 1-17, 1-18, 1-19, 2-16

Transportation Plan 8-1, 8-9, 1-1, 1-5, 1-14, 2-40, 3-30, 4-2, 4-43, 4~47,

7-10

Transportation 8ystem Management.. 8-5, 1-15, 2-16, 9-4

TSM 8-5, 8-6,1-15,1-16,2-16,2-17,2-21

Underground Storage Tank 3-67, 3-68, 4-33

Utilities 3-1 0

Vegetation 2-42, 3-28, 3-57, 3-58, 3-59, 3-69, 4-9, 4-13, 4-30,
4-47,7-21

Visual. 8-8, S-13, 2-40,2-43,2-45,3-27,3-69,4-32,4-34,
4-35,4-36,4-37

Water Quality 8-9, 8-10, 8-12, 2-41, 2-44, 3-44, 3-45, 3-46, 4-6,
4-7,4-8,4-9,4-10,4-12,4-43,4-44,4-47,4-49,7-8

Water Resources 8-8, 8-12, 2-41, 2-45, 3-41, 4-6, 7-18, 9-1

Wildlife 2-42, 3-25, 3-57, 3-58, 4-12, 4-13, 4-30, 4-31, 4-47,
9-1

Zoning , 8-9,2-41, 3-11,3-57,4-2,4-14,4-28
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9.1 Agency Contact Letter and Responses

Prior to the preparation of the Draft EIS, an initial contact letter, dated January 15, 1993, was sent to

the agencies listed below. The purpose of this letter was to provide information about the project

and request the identification of issues that should be considered. The responses received were

considered during the preparation of the Draft EIS. Copies of the letter and the responses received

are provided following the list.
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Federal Agencies

Mr. Don Gohmert
State Conservationist
U.S. Soil Conservation Service
201 East Indianola Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85012

Ms. Cindy Lester
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
3636 North Central Avenue, Suite 740
Phoenix, Arizona 85012

Mr. Lester Rosenkrance, State Director
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
3707 North 7th Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85014

Mr. Wayne Zunigha, Superintendent
U.S Bureau of Indian Affairs
Salt River Agency
10000 East McDowell Road
Scottsdale, Arizona 85256

Mr. Sam Spiller
U.S Fish and Wildlife Services
3616 West Thomas Road, Suite 6
Phoenix, Arizona 85019

Mr. Bruce Ellis,Chief
Environmental Division
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
P.O. Box 9980
Phoenix, Arizona 85068

Ms. Jacqueline Wyland, Chief
Office of Federal Activities
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, California 94105

State Agencies

Mr. Jim McGinnis
Arizona Department of Agriculture
1688 West Adams
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Mr. Tom McMahon
Arizona Game and Fish Department
7200 East University Drive
Mesa, Arizona 85207

Ms. Shereen Lerner, PhD.
Arizona State Parks
800 West Washington, Suite 415
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Mr. Edward Fox, Director
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
3033 North Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85012

Mr. James Marsh, Director
Arizona Department of Commerce
3800 North Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85013

Mr. Leroy Kissinger, Director
Arizona Department of Mines and Mineral
Resources
1502 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Ms. Elizabeth Reike, Director
Arizona Department of Water Resources
15 South 15th Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Mr. Jean Hassell, Commissioner
Arizona State Land Department
1616 West Adams Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

I 9.0 Appendices 9-1



Ms. Janice Dunn
Arizona State Clearinghouse
3800 North Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85013

Mr. Larry Stephenson
Non-Point Source Unit Manager
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
3033 North Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85012

Ms. Nancy Wrona, Assistant Director
Air Quality Management Office
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
3033 North Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85012

Local Agencies

Mr. Dan Sagramoso
Maricopa County Department of
Transportation
2901 West Durango
Phoenix, Arizona 85009

Mr. Richard Turner, Acting Director
Planning and Development Department
Maricopa County
301 West Jefferson Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Mr. Neil Erwin, General Manager
Flood Control District of Maricopa County
2801 West Durango Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85009

Ms. Vi Brown, Director
Maricopa County Air Pollution Control District
2406 South 24th Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85040

Mr. Tom Clark, General Manager
Central Arizona Water Conservation District
23636 North 7th Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85024

Mr. William Scalzo
Maricopa County Parks and Recreation
3475 West Durango
Phoenix, Arizona 85009

Mr. Kenneth Driggs, Director
Regional Public Transit Authority
302 North First Avenue, Suite 700
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Mr. Richard Thomas, Director
Phoenix Transit
302 North First Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Mr. Jim Jones, Director
Public Works Department
City of Tempe
31 East 5th Street
Tempe, Arizona 85281

Mr. Terry Day, Director
Department of Community Development
City of Tempe
31 East 5th Street
Tempe, Arizona 85281

Mr. Wayne Balmer, Manager
Department of Community Development
City of Mesa
55 North Center Street
Mesa, Arizona 85211

Mr. Harry Kent
City Engineer
City of Mesa
55 North Center Street
Mesa, Arizona 85211

Mr. Joseph Holmwood, Director
Parks and Recreation
City of Mesa
P.O. Box 1466
Mesa, Arizona 85211

Dr. James Zaharis, Superintendent
Mesa Unified School District
549 North Stapley Drive
Mesa, Arizona 85203

Mr. Donald Johnson, Fire Chief
City of Mesa
13 West 1st Street
Mesa, Arizona 85211

Mr. William Guy Meeks, Police Chief
City of Mesa
130 North Robson
Mesa, Arizona 85211
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Mr. Cliff Jones, Fire Chief

I City of Tempe
P.O. Box 5002
Tempe, Arizona 85281

I Mr. David Brown, Police Chief
City of Tempe

I P.O. Box 5002
Tempe, Arizona 85281

I Indian Communities

Mr. Bill Jolly, Acting Director

I Community Development
Salt River-Pima Maricopa Indian Community
10005 East Osborn Road

I Scottsdale, Arizona 85256

Other

I Mr. Phillip Gagle
Executive Director

I Arizona Rock Products Association
2020 North Central Avenue, Suite 1080
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

I Mr. John Kastre
Lehi Homeowners Association

I 322 East Lehi
Mesa, Arizona 85201
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January 15,1993

Name
Agency
Address
City, State Zip

Dear

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) has retained Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and
Douglas, Inc. to conduct an environmental evaluation of a portion of the proposed Red Mountain
Freeway in Mesa, Arizona. The segment to be evaluated lies between the Red Mountain/Loop 1101
Interchange on the west and State Route 87 on the east. The purpose of this letter is to co~vey

initial information about the study and to request your assistance in identifying environmental isSues
that should be considered.

The study will be conducted in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) ~nd

the corresponding regulations and guidelines of ADOT and the Federal Highway Administr~tion

(FHWA). The product of the study will be the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statem~nt.

FHWA will serve as the lead federal agency. ADOT will be the lead state agency. The U. S. Army
Corps of Engineers has agreed to participate as a cooperating agency.

This project is part of a larger project for which an Environmental Assessment was completep in
1989. The current effort will update and expand the environmental considerations that were
addressed in the previous document. Alternatives to be considered will include no action,
transportation system management, transit, and build alternatives. The potential social, economic,
and environmental impacts of each alternative will be evaluated.

Enclosed is information that illustrates the area of the proposed project. Included is a general
location map and a more detailed vicinity map.

Your identification of potential environmental issues from the perspective of your agency is
requested. If no such issues exist, a letter to that effect would be useful. Because of the previbus
work done on this project, a formal scoping meeting will not be held.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

PARSONS BRINCKERHOFF QUADE & DOUGLAS, INC.

Dennis A. Davis, AICP
Environmental Manager
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

ARIZONA PROJECTS OFFICE
P.O. BOX 9980

PHOENIX. ARIZONA 85068-0980

~- .- .
I

I

IN REPLY
REFER TO:

APO-1S0
93000936

ENV-6.00
4310 JAN 29 1993

I

I

I

I

Mr. Dennis A. Davis
Parsons, Brinckeroff,

Quade & Douglas, Inc.
1501 West Fountainhead Parkway
Tempp. AZ 85182

Subject: Environmental Review of Arizona Department of Transportation's
Proposal to Extend Red Mountain Freeway (NEPA)

Dear Mr. Davis:

I

I

We are in receipt of your letter dated January 15, 1993. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment on the proposal to extend the Red Mountain Freeway.
Our review of the information provided in your letter shows that the proposed
right-of way would not cross any canals. Therefore, we do not have any
specific environmental concerns at this point.

/
Sincerely,

;;JL
B~. Ellis
Chief, Environmental Division

Please keep us updated on the project's progress. If you have any questions,
please call Mr. Kurt Flynn at 602-870-6768.

Please be aware that the Bureau of Reclamation owns several canals in the
project area. These canals are operated by the Salt River Project (SRP). If
our review was incorrect or if alternatives are developed that impact canals,
I recommend you contact SRP to determine the ownership of the canal. Should
federally-owned canals be impacted, this office would be required to comply
with environmental laws including the National Environmental Policy Act,
Historic Preservation Act, and the Endangered Species Act.

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I
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{~)~~?~t
,~ Agnculture

Soil
Conservation
5eMce

201 Eas~ Indianola Avenue
Suite 200
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2054

January 26, 1993

I

I

I
Mr. Dennis A. Davis, AICP
Environmental Manager
Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and

Douglas, Inc.
1501 W. Fountainhead Parkway, Suite 400
Tempe, Arizona 85282

Dear Mr. Davis:

This response is to reply to your letter of January IS, 1993, regarding the
proposed Red Mountain/Outer Loop Interchange in Mesa, Arizona.

The Soil Conservation Service has responsibilities under the Farmland
Protection Policy Act. It is not possible ~o determine if the area affected
is being actively farmed without a field visit. If there are any farmlands
affected by the project, we will provide a land evaluation as provided for i~

the Farmland Policy Protection Act.

For further assistance. please contact Dino DeSimone, District
Conservationist, 33 East Comstock Drive, Suite 7, Chandler, Arizona, phone
(602) 926-3631.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project.

Sincerely,

f2p-$~ AC7.H\! ..~ .~ORGARY R. GROSS .• "-
Acting State Conservationist

cc: w/enc1.
Dino DeSimone, District Conservationist, SCS, Chandler, Arizona

I

I

I
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I

I

I
The So~ Conservation Service
IS an agency of the
Department ot Agriculture
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Parsons 1501 W. Foutainhead Parkway
BrincJcerlJotf Suite 400

Temps. AZ85282-1853
602-~95

Fax: 602·966-9234

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

May 26. 1993

Ms. Janet Hall
Soil Conservation Service
33 E. Comstock Suite 7
Chandler. AZ 85228

'RE: Red Mountain Freeway. Environmentallmpaet Statement

Dear Janet:

I contacted the Soil Conservation District the week ofMay lOth to discuss Form AD 1006 • Farmland
Comtersion Impact Rating in conjunction with'farmland located in the study area of the Red Mountain
Freeway Environmental Impact Statement. As you know. approximately 314 aaes of tarmIand is located
adjacent to' the proposed alignment. Approximately 39 aaes of this farmland will be converted directly by
the construction ofthe freeway. The remaining farmland is committed to urban development as is
exlu"bited in the attached maps ofthe City ofMesa Zoning and General Plan. Based on the Fannland
P1'otection PolicyAct - Supplemental Guidelinesfor Implementing the Final Rule for Highway Projects. it
is my understanding that completion ofForm AD 1006 is not necessary because the farmland is
committed to urban development.

Also enclosed is Form AD 1006 with Parts I II. m. N and V completed. Please respond with your
findings and concerns at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely.
PARSONS BRINCKERHOFF QUADE & DOUGLAS

(~V-/0J2~
~-MaCha

Assistant Planner

ene.

cc: D. Davis

Over a Century of
Engineering ~xccl/cnce
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United States
Depal"tment
of Agl"iculi:ul"l!

Soi I
Cons8r"'vation
Sel"viee

Chandlel" rield Offioe
33 East Comstock, ste. 7
Chandle,.., AZ 85225-1200

I

I

I

I
May 26, 1993

Laul"el Macha
Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc.
1501 West Fountainhead Pal"kway, *400
Tempe, Al"izona 85282

Deal" Laurel Macna,

I am I"'esponding to youI"' I"equest fol" information about pl"ime
farmlands in the ~icinity of the Red Mountain study al"ea,
between ~I"ice and Countl"y Club I"oads. Based on a site visit
and avai lable soi I sUr"'vey data, thQl"e exists approximately
314 acres which are classified as prime farmland. QUI" ~ffice

concurs with your assessment that ~hese lands wil I be lost
to development in the near fu~ure.

Sincerely,

~a'-/o.if
Janet A. Ha I I
Soi I Consel"vationi6t

TOTAL. P. 02
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
ARIZONA ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE

3616 West Thomas Road, Suite 6
Phoenix, Arizona 85019

Telephone: (602)379-4720 FAX: (602) 379-6629
February 10, 1993

Dennis A Davis
Parson, Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas, Inc.
lS01 W. Fountain..l1ead Parkt-ray
Suite 400
Tempe, AZ 85282

Dear Mr Davis:

2-21-93-1-133

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

This letter is in response to your January 8, 1993, reques~ for a list of
endangered, threatened, or other species of special concern in the vicinity
of the proposed Arizona Department of Transporta~ion (ADOT) Red Mountam
Freeway project in Maricopa County, Arizona._

Our data indicate that the following species may occur the viclnity of t~is

proposed project.

ENDANGEREP SPECIES:
Yuma clapper rail (RaJ-Ius longirostris Y1!!!@D..§msis)

Endangered species must be considered in the development of projects.

In our previous correspondence dated October 4, 1988, we noted that the
proposed alignment parallels the Salt R~ver on the so~th b~~. We would
again like to request tha~ the proposed freeway be located outslde the
o:::-dinary high V/ater mark and outslde the 100 year floodplaln. This would
eliminate channelizing the Salt rtiver, not require a Section 404 permit
from :he .ll.rmy Corps of Engineers, and avoid impacting existing riparian
habltat where the :numa clapper rail is found.

Please note that the Arizona Game and Fish Department may know of speCles
in the area that are State-listed or that: are of management concern.

In future comm~~icatior£ on this project, please refer to consultation
number 2-21-93-1-130. II we may be of further assistance, please contact
Lorena Wada, David Leal, or me.

Sirlcerely,

Sam F. Spiller
Field Superl1scr

cc: Director, Arizona Game and Fish Department, Phoenix, Arizona
Rob8rt Demmer, Army COr?s Jf Engineers, Phoen~x. Arizona
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Dear Mr. Davis:

February 10, 1993

If any work is to be conducted or material deposited within the
Salt River during construction, we suggest contacting the U.S. A~y
Corps of Engineers to determine if a section 404 permit is
required. If so, the Department will need to be consulted

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

Oi_
~ L. Slllvufc

q...,Dlrwcw
T1lomjIa w. SfIIlIIiaI

(i,,,"",,,,,
~'r. Sy...I...I....

(j~:

c.... K. WhIt.... cc""'" C1IaIinua
La", Taylor. Yuma

E1iube1b T. Woodin. TUCIOll
Anbur P-;.. l'tlocaia

NonieJ~ Stlowi1aJul

2221 West Greenway Road. Phoenix. Arizona 85023-4399 (602) 942.3000

GAME & FISH DEPARTMENT

Region VI
7200 East University, Mesa, Arizona 85207 (602) 98~-940~

Dennis A. Davis, AICP
Environmental Manager
Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas, Inc.
1501 West Fountainhead Parkway
suite 400
Tempe, Arizona 85282

RE: Red Mountain/outerloop Proposed Freeway

The Arizona Game and Fish Deparbnent (Deparbnent) has reviewed this
proposal and offers the following comments.

Per our letter dated October 11, 1988, from Mr. Robert K. Weaver of
our Habitat Branch, the Deparbnent continues to have concerns f~r

wildlife species in the area of the proposed freeway. Javelin~,

reptiles, small game birds, and many small mammals (rabbit$ ,
rodents) persist in the area. construction of this project m.y
result in the isolation of some of these popUlations and impe~e

their movements to various resources such as water. Properly
designed wildlife crossings and fencing may be necessary to less~n

these impacts and motor vehicle/wildlife collisions. We again
request that these concerns and mitigation for impacts to ar~a

wildlife resources be addressed in the Environmental Assessment for
this project.

The Department's Heritage Data Management System has been access~d

and current records do not indicate the presence of any Endangere~,

Threatened, or other special status species in the area describ~d

in the proposal. However, there may be Sonoran desert tortoi~e
(Gopherus agassizii) present in the vicinity of this project and
these are a protected species. Further studies will need to be
done, particularly in the Biological Evaluation by SWCA, to
document their presence or absence.

THE STATE

I
9-10
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I Mr. Davis 2 February 10, 1993

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

accorainq to the U. S. Fish and Wildlife coordination Act on
issuance of the 404 permit.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this proposal and we look
forward to continued communication on this and future projects.
Please forward a copy of the draft Environmental Assessment and
Bioloqical Evaluations as soon as they are available.

//..uz,j2~rJ:-
omas R. McMahon

Arizona Game and Fish Deparbnent
Mesa Reqion

TMC:tmc

cc: Kelly Neal, Mesa
Dave Walker, Phoenix Habitat Branch
Mark Weise, Mesa District Wildlife Manaqer
Sam Spiller, USFWS, Phoenix
Kathryn Hawath, SWCA, Tucson
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arizona 'Department of agriculture

KEITH KELLY
Director

DAN F.. RICE
Associate Director

I

I

I
1688 West Adams, Phoenix, Arizona 85007

(602) 542-4373 FAX (602) 542-0909

PLANT SERVICES DIVISION

March. 2, 1993

Mr. Dennis A. Davis
Parsons Brinckerhoff
1501 W. Fountainhead Parkway, Ste. 400
Tempe, AZ 85282

RE: Red Mountain Freeway

Dear Mr. Davis:

The Arizona Department of Agriculture has reviewed the referenced
application dated January 8, 1993.

Based on the information provided, the project site is not expect~d

to result in significant adverse impact to protected plant specie$.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the proposed action. If
you need additional information, please contact me at 542-3292.

Sincerely,
----

~r~~>~_

James McGinnis
Native Plant Law Program Manager

JM:clw
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I
Fife Symington, Governor

I

I

I January 29,1993

Edward Z. Fox. Director
Nonpoint Source Unit

3rd Floor
1-800-234-5677
(602) 207-4518

FAX (602) 207-4528

I

I

I

Mr. Dennis A. Davis
Environmental Manager
Parsons Brinckerhoff
1501 W. Fountainhead Parkway
Suite 400
Tempe, Az 85282

Dear Mr. Davis:
I

Re: Red Mountain I Outer Loop Interchange, Your Letter 1·15·93

I

I

I

The Department of Environmental Quality, Office of Wmer Quality, Nonpoint Source Unit, appreciates the
opportunity to comment upon the Red Mountain I Outer Loop Interchange. The Arizona Department
of Environmental Quality offers the following comments:

1. The Salt River (HUe 15060106-001) was evaluated as non-attaining for bacteria, Dissolved
Oxygen, organics, and pH in the 1988 NPS Assessment Report, (see enclosed Surface
Water Assessment Middle Gila River Basin).

I

I

I

I

2.

3.

4.

The Salt River (HUe 15060106-001) was monitored as non-attaining for phenols,
Biological Oxygen Demand, Soluble Solids, copper, and chromium in the 1990 305(b)
Report, (see enclosed Surface Water Assessment Middle Gila River Basin).

The Salt River (HUe 15060106-001) was monitored as partial and non-attaining for pH,
Total Dissolved Solids, and mercury in the 1991 205<11 Report, (see enclosed Surface
Water Assessment Middle Gila River Basin).

The Salt River (HUe 15060106-001) was monitored as partial and nonsupport due to
Biological Oxygen Demand, chlorine, flow, mercury. metals. pH. phenols. soluble solids,
and Total Dissolved Solids in the 1992 305b Report (see enclosed Surface Water
Assessment Middle Gila River Basin).

I

I

I

I

A surface water hydraulic connection exists between the Salt River and the Red Mountain I Outer Loop
Interchange by the tributary rule.

9-13
3033 North Central Avenue, Phoenix! Arizona H50l2. (602)207·2300



I
Dennis A. Davis
Page 2 I

I
The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality recommends that

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality would appreciate being kept informed on the prog~ess

of this project. Thank you for your cooperation and should you have any questions please feel fref3 to
give me a call at (602) 207-4535.

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

As of October 1, 1992, a Clean Water Act, Section 402, NPDES Permit is required for all
ground distUrbing activities which exceed 5 acres in impact. Contact Robert WilSon,
(602) 207-4574 with the .Department of Environmental Quality regarding assistanc~ in
applying for this federal permit;

A Clean Water Act, Section 404 Permit may be required for the discharge of dredg~ or
fill material into the navigable waters. Contact the Corp of Engineers at (602) 640-$85
regarding a· 404 Permit application. In addition a Section 401 Certification mayi be
required and can be obtained from the ADEQ. Contact Jim Matt at (602) 207-45~ for
assistance in obtaining certification;

Sanitary waste facilities during construction phases shall be planned and develop~ in
such a manner to ensure protection of both surface and groundwater resources;

Best Management Practices should be implemented during and after constructionph~
to protect riparian areas, to maintain adequate vegetative cover, and to minimize ithe
discharge of sediment, tUrbidity, petroleum, nutrients, bacteria, and other pollutants to! the
Salt River.

A monitoring program should be implemented to evaluate effectiveness of management
practices in protecting waters of the State; and

1.

2.

6.

3.

5.

4.

ACC R18-11-109, Surface Water Quality Standards Rules must be complied with asi set
forth in section G (enclosed).

Enclosed for your information and reference please find a copy of AAC R18-11-107/108/109, Su$ce
Water Standards Rules.

Karl F. Meyer
Nonpoint Source

Enclosures

I

I

I

cc: Don Shroyer
Larry Stephenson
Mike Hill
Kris Randall
Peter Jagow

I

I

I
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I ARIZONA
STATE

I PARKS

I
800 W. WASHINGTON

SUITE 415
PHOEN IX, ARIZONA 85007
TELEPHONE 602-542-4174

•
FIFE SYMINGTON

I GOVERNOR

I STATE PARKS
BOARD MEMBERS

• BILLIE A. GENTRY
CHAIR

SCOTTSDALE

I J. RUKIN JELKS
SECRETARY

ELGIN

I PENNY HOWE
PHOENIX

I WILLIAM G. ROE
TUCSON

I
RONALD PIES

TEMPE

DEAN M. FLAKE
SNOWFLAKE

I M. JEAN HASSELL
STATE LAND COMMISSIONER

I

I
KENNETH E. TRAVOUS

exECUTIVE DIRECTOR

COURTLAND NELSON

I DEPUTY DIRECTOR

I

February 8, 1993

Dennis A. Davis, Alep
Environmental Manager
Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas
1501 W. Fountainhead Parkway, Suite 400
Tempe, AZ 85282

RE: Red Mountain Freeway, ADOT and FHWA

Dear Mr. Davis:

Thank you for providing us with more information about the above
proposed project and its current status. I have reviewed your submittal
and note that SWCA is preparing a cultural resources evaluation for a
portion of the project area. When the survey report is completed, please
send copies of the report to Bettina Rosenberg at ADOT; Ms. Rosenberg
will then forward a copy to our office with agency comments.

The recommendations made in my letters dated October 11, 1988 and
February 8, 1989 still stand. We look forward to receipt of the SWCA
survey report, a proposal for archaeological testing, and a historic
building/structure survey ~or the proposed impact area.

We appreciate your continued cooperation with this office in considering
the impacts of proposed projects on historic preservation. If you have
any questions, please contact me at 542-4174 or 542-4009.

Robert E. Gasser
Compliance Coordinator
State Historic Preservation Office

cc: Bettina Rosenberg, ADOT
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Sincerely,

The ASLD has no knowledge of any potential environmental issues in the proposed are~.
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M.J. H"'SSELL
STATE LAND QoMMISSIONER

1616 WEST ADAMS

_~rizonn

~ttttl~ 1l=ttnb ~cpttrtmcnt

Bill Fish, Manager, Rights-of-Way Sectioncc:

Dear Mr. Davis:

January 27, 1993

T010N ROSOE S04 01
ADOT RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY
FREEWAY
MESA, ARIZONA

PHOENIX, ARIZONA 65007

RE: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

/sch

Mr. Dennis A. Davis,. AICP
Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc.
P.O. Box 24158
Tempe, Arizona 85285-4158

~_ r, /!-J~2-;<
Steven C. Hildreth
Environmental Resource Manager

The Arizona State Land Department (ASLD) is in receipt of a letter, dated 1/15/93, fr<)m
Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. (PBQ&D) with an attached "Red Mountain
Freeway Environmental Impact Statement Location Maps."

If you have any questions, please call me at 542-2119.

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) has retained PBQ&D to conduct ~n
environmental evaluation of a portion of the proposed Red Mountain Freeway in Mesa,
which will be used to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement. A previous
Environmental Assessment was completed in 1989.

PBQ&D did not include a map with legal descriptions, however it appears that the project
will impact Township 1 North, Range 5 East, Sections 4 and 8. Neither Section cont$s
State Trust land parcels.

F'IFE SYMINGTON
GOVERNOR
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I

• ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

I
Fife Symington, Governor Edward Z. Fox, Director

•
•
I

I

I

April 12, 1993

Mr. Dennis A. Davis, AICP
Parsons, Brinkerhoff, Quade and Douglas, Inc.
1501 West Fountainhaid Parkway, suite 400
Tempe, Arizona 85282

RE: NEPA EVALUATION, RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY, OUTER LOOP INTERCHANGE
TO STATE ROUTE 87

Dear Mr. Davis:

OFFICE OF WASTE PROGRAMS

You have previously received comments from this Department
regarding the above-referenced project. We are sUbmitting
additional comments and hope that they will be useful to you as you
proceed with this project. Since we have not been on site, these
comments are limited to those which could be ascertained from the
information you have sent us, our files and other available data
sources .

I

I

•
•
I

I

I

I

I

I

I

1.

2.

The beginning of the Freeway lies within the South Indian
Bend Wash (SIBW) boundaries and is outside the SIBW
boundary where the Freeway intercepts Price Road. There
are two concerns which are:

(a) Wells used to monitor the contaminated groundwater
are located in this area and may be an interference
to the freeway construction, and

(b) depths to groundwater can vary as little as 25 feet
in the areas near the Salt River bed and can range
to one hundred feet or more in other areas.
Planning for excavation work should consider these
two concerns while construction proceeds in this
area.

Freeway routing indicates that it passes through the
boundaries of the Northeast Mesa site. Again, caution to
both monitor wells and groundwater depths should be
exercised. Another site, Mesa DBCP, is near the proposed

I 3033 North Central Avenue. Phoenix, Arizona H5012, (002)207·2300
9-17



Mr. Dennis A. Davis, AICP
April 12, 1993
Page Two

routing but may not cause any concerns. The major
environmental activity occurring in this area is a Falcon
Field Well No. 2 located at 46th street and Jensen
street. Groundwater level in the area is 170 to 175
feet.

OFFICE OF WATER QUALITY

•
•
I

•
I

I

30

4.

Numeric and narrative water quality standards rules have
been adopted for aquifers and navigable waters and are
found in the Arizona Administrative Code, Title ts,
Chapter 11. The referenced project is sUbject to th~se

and other rules and requirements for environmen~al

protection which are administered by local, state ~nd

Federal agencies. state 401 Water Quality Certificat~on
is required for all CWA permits issued except for P~e

Certified Nationwide Permits which are administered by
the U.s. Army Corps of Engineers.

Permits or approvals may be required by the county healfth
department, Arizona Department of Environmental Qual~ty

(ADEQ), U. S. Army Corps of Engineers or the U.$.
Environmental Protection Agency if the overall proj~ct

includes construction within a watercourse or a potable
water supply, wastewater reuse facilities, or wastewa~er

collection/holding/treatment/disposal facilities, or
storm water facilities.

We recommend that the environmental analyses repoJ::[ts
include a comparison of "Waters of the United stat~s"

(WUS) impact areas for each alternative. These ar~as

should include the WUS that are either lost or sustqin
impaired functions and values (physical, biological or
chemical) as a result of any activities regulated by qWA
§404. If you are unable to easily delineate WUS ,we
recommend that the comparison be made for impact areas
within the 100-year floodplain.

Runoff and seepage from roadways, embankments, and other
alterations of the natural environment must not cause a
violation of Water Quality standards for Navigable
Waters, A.A.C. Title 1S, Chapter 11, Article 1.
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I
Mr. Dennis A. Davis, AICP
April, 12, 1993
Page Three

I

I

I

I

•
I

I

I

I

5.

6.

7.

All off-site material sources for the project must have
valid and current permits under the Federal Clean Water
Act [Sections 402 (NPDES) and 404 (Dredge and Fill)] and
the State Aquifer Protection Program, where necessary.
Facilities and activities not covered by individual
permits under these programs are not exempt from the duty
to comply with water quality standards for surface waters
and aquifers, and will be subject to compliance action,
including possible closure if violation is documented.
other p~rmits pertaining to air quality may be required
for material sources and are the responsibility of the
applicant or his agent(s).

Water for dust suppression, if used, must not contain
contaminants that could violate water quality standards
for surface waters or aquifers.

If culverts are used they should be adequately sized to
handle the expected flow and properly set with the ends
protected from erosion. Storm water discharges should be
managed to minimize the pollution of the waters of the
State. Drainage from paved areas should not result in
direct discharge to canals or environmentally sensitive
waters.

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I f you require additional information regarding water issues,
please contact Edwin Swanson at (602) 207-4501, reference file
WQMS-383.080]. Enclosed is a recently updated booklet describing
the Department's requirements for permits and approvals.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments during
initial project planning.

Enclosure
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
Phoenix Active Management Area

15 South 15th Avenue. Phoenix. Arizona 85007
Telephone (602) 542·1512

Fax (602) 256·0506

February 5, 1993

Dennis Davis, AICP
Environmental Manager
Parsons Brinkerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc.
P.O. Box 24158
Tempe, Arizona 85285-4158

Dear Mr. Davis:

FIFE SYMINGTON
Governor

ELIZABETH ANNIRIEKE
Director

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I
The Department of Water Resources has reviewed the maps enclos$d
with your letter to the Director dated January 15, 1993. Tb.e
Phoenix Active Management Area, Second Management Plan requires tl:b-e
use of Department approved lo:w water use plants within publ~c

rights-of-way. This provision will pertain to the proposed segme~t

of the Red Mountain Freeway described (Red Mountain/Loop 1q1
Interchange to State Route 87).

If you have any questions about this provision, please contact me
at 542-1512.

r;;:~:.W=-O-D
Gordon Wahl
Municipal Planner
Phoenix Active Management Area
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February 17, 1993

Sincerely,

9-21D.E. SAGRAMOSO, P.E.
Transportation Director

xc: Cynthia Donald, MC Parks and Recreation Department

kgf

Our previous study of Alma School Road at McDowell and McKellips found extensive
archeological artifacts. You may anticipate similar environmental issues in your study
of the Red Mountain Freeway.

We would like to emphasize the ne2d for close coordination of the plan.n..i.ng efforts
between the proposed freeway and MAG's Roads of Regional Significance Plan. If we
can be of further assistance, please contact Greg Holverson (506-8744).

MARICOPA COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Mr. Dennis A. Davis, AICP
P.O. Box 24158
Tempe, AZ 85285-4158 '-

Dear Mr.Da~r-- /

RE: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

2901 West Durango Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85009

.~J...b

D. E. Sagra oso, P.E.
Transportation Director

-I am in receipt of your January 15th letter of inquiry. As you requested, we identified
issues we would like to add to your portion of the environmental scan for the proposed
Red Mountain Freeway.

We received numerous inquiries regarding plans to improve local circulation of the area
around the McKellips Road crossing of the Salt Riv~r. In developing our response, we
found excessive traffic congestion on the rroposed Red Mountain Freeway crossing of
the river, especially during high flow pe1'lvds. Further study is needed regarding the
McDowell crossing, the McKellips crossing, ,md local circulatIOn, as affected by the Red
Mountain Freeway.
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PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT
3475 West Durango Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85009

February 22, 1993

Dennis A. Davis, AICP
Environmental Manager
Parsons Brinckerhoff
1501 West Fountainhead Parkway
Suite 400
Tempe, Arizona 85282

RE: ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION
RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY
LOOP lOllNTERCHANGE TO STATE ROUTE 87

Dear Mr. Davis:

We have reviewed the information you supplied regarding the environmental evaluation of a
portion of the Red Mountain Freeway, specifically from Loop 101 Interchange on the west ~o

State Route 87 on the east, and fmd that we have no significant issues to raise from our
Agency's perspective at this time.

Thank you for advising us of this environmental evaluation. We would appreciate being kept
apprised of its progress. Should you have any questions or require specific information, plea~e

give me a call.

Sincerely,

~~~~
Superintendent, Parks Planning and Development

cad/js

c: WCS
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Dear Dennis:

Sincerely,

We would like the following addressed in your evaluation:

rrTempe

cc: Jim Jones
Bill Coughlin
George Elley
Denzil Jones
Gary Meyer

Ih?-/~/

Harvey Friedson, P.E.
Deputy Public Works Director

On behalf of the City, I would like to express our appreciation for this opportunity to
comment.

1. Take into consideration potential environmental affects due to the existing
channelization.

2. Evaluate the impact on the quality of flows into the Salt River from all freeways
and city storm drains.

3. Determine if any sections of the proposed freeway is in the Superfund area.

Re: Red Mountain Freeway from Loop 101 to SR87 Environmental Evaluation

Mr. Dennis A. Davis
Environmental Manager
Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc.
1501 W. Fountainhead Parkway #400
Tempe, AZ 85282

Your request for the City to comment on environmental issues for the above
referenced evaluation has been considered.

February 18, 1993

Public Works
Department

City of Tempe
P.O. Box 5002
31 East Fifth Street
Tempe. AZ 85280
602-350-8371
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MARICOPA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
30I W. Jefferson Phoenix, Arizona 85003

February 22, 1993

Dennis A. Davis, AICP
Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas, Inc.
1501 W. Fountainhead Parkway
Suite 400
Tempe, Arizona 85282

Dear Mr. Davis:

This department appreciates the opportunity to assist with the Red Mountain Freeway
Environmental Impact Statement.

Because the boundaries of the Project Area lie entirely within incorporated limits, this
study does not impact any County Plans, Goals or Policies. Therefore, there are ino
potential environmental impacts to the County from the perspective of this
department.

If we can be of any further assistance, please contact our Advance Planning Sectibn
at 506-3403. We would appreciate a final copy of the study for our records.

Sincerely,

me
Richard Turner
Acting Director

JAM:rr

9-24
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Dear Mr. Davis:

February 12, 1993

Thi s 1etter is in response to your request for an envi ronmental assessment
evaluation between the Red Mountain/Loop 101 interchange on the west and State
Route 87 on the east.

Sincerely,

~~~

9-25
Fire Prevem:nltn Bureau

13 West First Street. Mesa. Arizona 85201-6613 • (602) 644-2622

Fo11 owi ng a phys i ca1 survey of the areas out1ined in the aeri a1 photograph
vicinity maps, we noted that the vast majority of those areas indicated were
outside of the City of Mesa and no existing records were available to reference
either current or past conditions regarding environmental issues. Those areas
surveyed, within the City of Mesa, were void of any and all registered
underground storage tanks and pose no environmental risks from other hazardous
materials.

Consideration may need to be given to the 300,000 gallon aboveground diesel fuel
tank, approximately three-quarters of a mile southeast of the Alma School
Road/McLellan Road intersection. The tank is owned by Johnson-Stewart-Johnson
Mining Company and Gravel Operation and is currently full and in use.

Should you have any questions or if we can be of further assistance, please feel
free to contact me at 644-2780.

Thomas C. Wright
Fire Prevention Coordinator
M~sa Fire Department

TCW/sc

Dennis A. Davis, AICP
Environmental Manager
Parsons, Brinckerhoff,
Quaid, and Douglas, Inc.
1501 W. Fountainhead Parkway
Suite 400
Tempe, AZ 85282

-a······~·····"·P.....? ',/ CITYOF
! MESA
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January 26, 1993

Mr. Dennis Davis
Environmental Manager
Parsons Brinkerhoff
1501 West fountainhead Parkway
Suite 400
Tempe, Arizona 85282

Re: Red Mountain Freeway, Loop 101 Interchange to S.R. 87
Environmental Evaluation

Dear Mr. Davis;

In response to your letter of January 15, 1993,City staff members have
reviewed the potential issues within the project limits. We are not aware of
any new environmental issues that need to be addressed.

For future correspondence, please submit to my attention. I will see that
information is distributed to the other City departments, as needed.

For your coordination group, we have assigned Mr. Ross Renner. He will attend
your monthly discussions and distribute whatever information becomes
available. He will attend your initial meeting on January 28, 1993.

For your general information, I have attached a copy of a memo dated October
11, 1988, and sent to your company from our planning director. You probabl~
already have this memo in your files, but offer this copy in case you need iit.

Sincerely,

"~~:;~ent
City Engineer

HK/pr

xc: Bruce Crandall
Frank Mizner
Keith Nath
Ron Krosting
Ross Renner

EngiDeering

20 East Main Street. Suite 400 • P.O. Box 1466 • Mesa. Arizona 85211-1466 • (602) 644-2251

@ printed on recycled paper
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City of Phoenix
DUBLIC TRANSIT DEPARTMENT

January 25, 1993

Hr. Dennis A. Davis, AICP
Environmental Manaqer
Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douqlas, Inc.
1501 W. Fountainhead Parkway, suite 400
Tempe, AZ 85282

Dear Mr. Davis:

This is in response to your request to identify potential
environmental issues relative to the proposed Red Mountain Freeway
between Loop 101 and state Route 87.

The City of Phoenix Public Transit Department and the Regional
Public Transportation Authority are very interested in encouraging
travel mode options which minimize the number of single occupant
vehicles that will utilize, not only the Red Mountain Freeway, but
all freeways in Maricopa county. Incentives to entice people into
buses, vanpools, and carpools will help reduce traffic congestion
and improve the region's air quality.

The freeway proj ect should consider the following features for
transit and rideshare modes:

1. Express bus operations would take advantage of the new
freeway. currently, only the Route 532, with two AM peak and
two PM peak trips, travels in the vicinity. of the freeway
corridor. The Route 532 will likely be rerouted to take
advantage of speeds provided by the new freeway. If funding
becomes available it would be desirable to operate additional
express bus service at least every ten minutes along the
proposed freeway during peak hours.

2. Regional park-and-rides should be located every four or five
miles along the Red Mountain Freeway. These park-and-rides
would bring people to the express bus routes and would be a
meeting place for the formation of carpools and vanpools.
Ultimately each of these park-and-ride lots would have the
capacity for 500 parked automobiles.

9-27



January 25, 1993
Mr. Dennis A. Davis
Page Two

We have been working with ADOT staff to locate the first ot
these park-and-ride lots within the northeast quadrant of tile
Dobson Road interchange. The initial construction phase
would accommodate about 200 to 300 parking spaces.

3. Extension of the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes on th~

East Papago to include the Red Mountain should be revieweq.
If HOV lanes are warranted, consideration should be given ~o

providing direct freeway ramp access from the HOV lanes to
proposed park-and-ride lots.

4. If ramp metering is installed along this freeway, the
construction of HOV bypasses should be included at key
locations.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments. Please call
me if you need further assistance.

Sincerely,
, /

...."'~/,/ ,~/

.V/t~,-:,

Wulf Grote, PE
Deputy Public Transit Director

c: Mr. Richard C. Thomas
Mr. G. Kenneth Driggs
Ms. Tanya Collins

5508TI\IG:el.
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August 10, 1993

Mr. Gary Robinson
State Engineer
Arizona Department of Transportation
206 South 17th Avenue, MD 102A
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

I Re: Red Mountain Freeway - Price Road to Country Club Drive

I
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I

Dear Mr. Robinson:

The City hereby requests that a frontage road be provided on the north and south
sides of the Red Mountain Freeway between Alma School Road and McKellips Road to
provide a means for traffic to easily access or exit the freeway by way of McKellips
Road.

Frontage roads along the Red Mountain Freeway between Alma School Road and McKellips
Road are required in order to provide an acceptable level of service at the
intersections of Country Club Drive/McKellips Road, Alma School Road/McKellips Road,
Alma School Road/Red Mountain Freeway and Country Club Drive/Red Mountain Freeway.
The majority of traffic that will use this facility presently exists on McKellips
Road. By providing access to McKellips Road turning movements will be reduced,
thereby improving the level of service at these intersections.

Without frontage road access at McKellips Road, some traffic will be diverted
through the residential neighborhood west of Country Club Drive in order to gain
access to the freeway at Alma School Road.

In addition, the frontage roads will provide improved traffic flow throughout the
area when the Salt River is flowing which forces the closure of McKellips Road.

If you should have any questions or desire any additional information, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

~k
Har~nt
City Eng i neer

I

I

I

xc: Mike Hutchinson
Jack Debolske (MAG Director)
Steve Jimenez (ADOT)
Dennis Davis (Parsons Brinkerhoff)
Ron Krosting
Keith Nath
Ross Renner

I

I

robinson.prr

Engineering

20 East Main Street. Suite 400 • P.O. Box 1466 • Mesa. Arizona 85211-1466 • (602) 644-2251
to, 9-29



MARICOPA COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Z901 Wesl Durango Slreel
Phoenix. Arizona 8'009

September 9, 1993

, .

(L~ )i/I~~~
Mr. GaryA~~on
State Engineer
Arizona Oepartment of Transportation
206 South 17th Avenue, Room 102A
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Dear Mr. Robinson:

RE: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY (pIMA FREEWAY-COUNTRY CLtJB SECTION)

The Maricopa County Department of Transportation (MCDOT), at the direction of oUf
Transportation Advisory Board (TAB), evaluated the need for a McKellips Road Brid~

across the Salt River. The existing low water crossing at Mcl<ellips was closed over 100
days this year and 60-80 days in 1991 and 1992. Local citizens, the City of Mesa~

Representative Lela Steffey and Maricopa County are interested in finding a solution t~

the traffic problems resulting from the McKellips closures.

Due to the proximity of McKellips Road to the progr~ed Red Mountain Freeway
(Pima Freeway-Country Oub Section), we looked at the potential traffic servic~

provided by the freeway. The freeway provides a fully directional interchange to AIm,
School which has a bridged crossing of the Salt River. This crossing, only a ha1f~mile

downstream from the McKellips low-flow crossing, would appear to be a viable optio~

to get motorists across the river at high-flow periods. While there are a'significant
number of drawbacks to a full freeway intercha.llge at J\.kKellips and the Red Mountain,
there appears to be an opportunity for parallel, two-way collector/distributor roacl$
between McKellips and Alma SchooL

These proposed collector/distributor roads would cor.nect the underpass at McI<ellip$
with the diamond interchange at Alma School, allowing motorists to use the Alm~

School bridge and utilize the freeway access I'3mps at the Alma School traffi¢
interchange. This would provide a higher level facility and minimal ut:t-cf-directio~

travel for the McKellips Road users.

D.E. SAGRAMOSO. P.E.
Tl'2nsponation Director

9130
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Mr. Gary A. Robinson
State Engineer
Arizona Department of Transportation
September 10, 1993
Page Two of Two

MCOOT has evaluated a McKellips Road Bridge option. through the Capital
Improvements Program (CP) review process. Through the 1993-94 criteria review, a
bridge missed the cut-off to be included in MCDOT's Year 2000 program due to: costs
($10,000,000), sporadic benefit (value during wet season only), and the programmed
parallel Red Mountain Freeway facility. We will reevaluate the McKellips Road Bridge
in next year's CIP. While additional traffic studies and demand analysis are needed to
fully evaluate the benefits of a collectorldistributor road, it would appear a viable,
valuable, and necessary addition to the Red Mountain Freeway. Connecting McKellips
Road to freeway service roads would facilitate access to the freeway system. This would
aid in taking freeway generated traffic (regional trips) off a local arterial.

Sincerely,

D. E. Sagra oso, P.E.
Transportation Director

xc: Harry Reed, ADOT
John J. DeBolske, Chairman, Maricopa Association of Governments
Ron Krosting, City of Mesa

DFS:MRD:kgf
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
ARIZONA ECOLOGICAL SERVICES STATE OFFICE

3616 West Thomas Road, Suite 6
Phoenix, Arizona 85019

Telephone: (602) 379-4720 FAX: (602) 379-6629

2-21-93-Jr-133

June 15, 1993

Mr. E. A. Wueste
Federal Highway Administration
234 N. Central Avenue
Suite 330
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Dear. Mr. Wueste:

Per a telephone conversation with Mr. Steve Thomas this morning, we are
providing this letter in response to Mr. Thomas' request of a concerne4
species list for the proposed Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT)
Red Mountain Freeway project in Maricopa C01.U1ty, Arizona. Mr. Thomas
requested a copy of the February 10, 1993 letter we sent to Mr. Dennis
Davis of Parson, Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas, Inc. That information is
presented below.

our data indicate that the following species may occur in the vicinity 'of
this proposed project.

ENDANGERED SPECIES

Yuma clapper rail (Rallus longirostris yumanensis)

Endangered species must be considered in the development of projects.

In our previous correspondence with Mr. Davis of October 4, 1988, we no~ed

that the proposed alignment parallels the Salt River on the south bank.' We
would again like to request that the proposed freeway be located outsid~

the ordinary high water mark and outside the 100 year floodplain. This
would eliminate channelizing the Salt River, not require a Section 404
permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and avoid impacting existing
riparian habitat where the Yuma clapper rail if found.

The State of Arizona protects some species not protected by Federal law,
We suggest you contact the Arizona Game and Fish Department. and the Ari~ona

Department of Agriculture for State-listed or sensitive species in the
project area.

9-'32
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In future communicat~ons on this project, please refer to consultation
number ~-21-93-I-133. If we may be of further assistance, please contact
Brenda Andrews.

Sincerely,

~~t
Sam F. Spiller
State Supervisor

cc: Director, Arizona Game and Fish Department, Phoenix, Arizona
Regulatory Branch, u.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Phoenix, Arizona

(Attn: Robert Dummer)
Plant Program Manager, Arizona Department of Agriculture,

Phoenix, Arizona
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• CITY OF
"MESA

January 31, 1994

Mr. William P. Belt, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
Arizona Dept. of Transportation
Highways Division
206 South 17th Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85007

RE: Red Mountain Freeway - Price Road to Country Club Drive

Dear Mr. Belt:

As noted in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Red Mountain Freeway
referenced above, neither the Freeway nor Major Urban Arterial Alternatives will have a direict
physical impact on either Riverview Park or the adjoining Riverview Golf Course. It appears
either alternative will be located just north of both the park and the golf course.

Also noted in the Draft EIS, noise levels at the northern part of the park are projected ~o

exceed the noise criteria for both build alternatives. To mitigate these projected noise lev~ls

to allowable levels, a six-foot barrier wall is requested for construction at the edge of the
shoulder along the northern part of the park. After examining various barrier walls throughout
the city, we recommend construction of an eight-foot barrier wall in lieu of six-foot.

Also,since the future view to the north of the park would be the barrier wall, construction :of
the wall and landscaping of the immediate area should be in a manner consistent with the pa!rk
aesthetics. We would like to be involved with the block, color, and pattern selecti~n

approvals for the proposed barrier wall, along with the approval of the type of landscaping
proposed adjacent to the barrier wall.

As this project develops, please keep us informed of any proposed impact to the Riverview
Park and Golf Course. If you should have any questions, please advise.
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Mesa Parks, Recreation and Cultural Division

125 North Hobson Street· Mesa. Arizona 65203-6769 • (602) 644-2351 • FAX (602) 644-2696
SOSO/AS

@Prlnteo on recycled paper

Sincerely,

~t1:::&:!
Parks, Recreation and Cultural

cc: Dennis Davis (Parsons Brinkerhoff)
Bruce Crandall
Harry Kent
Keith Nath
Ross Renner
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9.2 Programmatic Agreement

Red Mountain Freeway Environmental Impact Study ~
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT

AMONG

THE FEDERAL IDGHWAY ADMINISTRAnON
THE UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

THE ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTAnON
MARICOPA COUNTY
THE CITY OF MESA

THE UNITED STATES BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
THE SALT RIVER PIMA-MARICOPA INDIAN COMMUNITY

THE ARIZONA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
AND THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

REGARDING THE

RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY

HlHEREAS, the Federal Highway AdmInIstratIon (FHHA) proposes to buIld a new
three-mi 1e freeway between the Red MountaIn/PIma Freeways loop lOll
Interchange and Country C1 ub Dr1 ve (State Route 87> In Marl copa County,
ArIzona, as a mU1tlphase construction project (Project> to be completed as a
sequential serIes of limited segments, and

HlHEREAS, FHHA, as the lead agency responsible for compliance under
SectIon 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC 470f> for the
project, as authorized by 43 CFR 2800, and the Arizona Department of
Transportation (ADOT> , as agent for FHHA, have participated in consultation,
and

H/HEREAS, FHHA has determIned that the Project may have an effect on
properties included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places, and has consulted with the Arizona State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(Council> pursuant to 36 CFR 800.13 regardIng implementatIon of SectIon 106
of the National HIstoric Preservation Act, and

HlHEREAS, project constructIon will occur on lands under the jurIsdiction of
MarIcopa County (County>, the UnIted States Bureau of land Management (BUM),
the Salt River Pima-Maricopa IndIan CommunIty (SRPMIC), and the City of Mesa
(Mesa) who have participated in consultatIon and have been invited to concur
in this Agreement, and

HlHEREAS, the Corps of EngIneers (ODE) will be a permIt-grantIng agency has
particIpated in consultation, and has been invited to concur in thIs
Agreement, and

HI/lEREAS, thi s Agreement addresses a11 phases and segments of the Project,
and

NO HI, THEREFORE, FHHA, AOOT, County, COE, BLM, SRPMIC, Mesa, SHPO, and
Council agree that the Project shall be adminIstered in accordance with the
following stIpulations In order to satIsfy Section 106 responsibilities for
all aspects of the Project.
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STIPULATIONS

fHHA shall ensure that the following measures will be carried out.

I. INVENTORY, EVALUATION, AND EFFECT DETERMINATION

A. fHHA, represented by ADOT, will assure the completion of a historlc
properties inventory of the proposed highway right-of-way. fHHA ~ill
ensure that this inventory shall be conducted In a mannerconsis~ent

with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines ifor
Identification of Historic Places. FHHA will further ensure that iany
additional staging or use areas related to this undertaking shall: be
1nventorl ed ina manner cons lstent with the rl ght-of-way i nventqry.
Report{s) of the results of any and all Inventories shall be
submi tted to the SHPO and other land owning/managing agencies wHere
appropriate for review and comment.

B. FHHA, in consultation with SHPO and other appropriate agencies, shall
ensure that determinations of eligibility are made In accordance with
36 CFR 800.4{c) for all historic properties within the Projlect
right-of-way, including any additional staging or use areas. If ithe
FHHA and SHPO disagree on eligibility, determinations will be
forwarded to the Keeper of the National Register for resolutibn.
Appropriate Native Americans will be consulted to help Iden~ify
potential Traditional Cultural Properties within each project arlea.
FHHA will seek information from appropriate Native Americans tlhat
will aid in determining National Register eligibility and will sleek
Tribal comments on treatments should there be adverse effects.

C. FHHA, in consultation with SHPO and other appropriate agencies, shlall
apply the criteria of Effect and of Adverse Effect in 36 CFR 800.~ to
all historic properties within the Project right-of-way, includllng
any additional staging Or use areas. If FHHA, SHPO, County, C!DE,
BLM, SRPMIC, and Mesa agree that a portion of the undertak Ing shla 11
have no effect on listed or eligible properties, FHHA may prov!ide
authorization to proceed with construction in that area, subject to
the conditions of any Monitoring Plan developed for the Project.

D. FHHA wi 11 seek public comment on the effects of the undertaking: on
hIstoric properties In coordination with its procedures Ifor
implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

E. FHHA will identify those Native American Tribes having a potentllal
for claiming cultural and/or ancestral affinity within the Projlect
area under the provisions of the Arizona Antiquities Act, ARS 4l-~44

and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation ~ct

(NAGPRA). Further, FHHA will consult with those tribes regardllng
appropriate procedures for the recovery, analysis, treatment, ~nd

disposition of human remains, associated grave goods, and objects, of
cultural patrimony In accordance with the provisions of appllcajble
state and federal laws.
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II. PREPARATION OF A TREATMENT PLAN

A. FHWA, 1n cooperat10n wHh ADOT, and 1n consultat10n wHh SHPO anl
other appropriate agencies, shall ensure that a Treatment Plan 1s
developed for the mitigation of anticipated effects on hlstorlc
propert1es that will result from the Project and any related uses and
actlvltles. Further. FHWA. in cooperation with ADOT, and In
consultatIon wIth SHPO, wIll ensure the development of location and
property speciflc Data Recovery Plans for each 1ndivldual phase or
segment of the Project that will be consIdered as Supplements to the
Treatment Plan.

B. The Treatment Plan shall be conslstent wlth the Secretary of
Interior's Standards and Guidelines (48 FR 44716-44742) and the
Council's handbook Treatment of Archaeological Properties.

C. The Treatment Plan shall specIfy. at a mInImum:

1. The hlstorlc propertles to be affected by the project as a whole
and the nature of those effects.

2. A Research DesIgn that wll1 contaln the research questlons and
goals that are applIcable to the Project area as a whole and that
will be addressed through data recovery, along wlth an
explanatlon of theIr relevance and importance. These research
questions and goals shall reflect the concept of hIstorIc
contexts as defined ln Nat10nal Reg1ster Bullet1n 16 and shall
take Into cons1deratlon any such hlstorlc contexts establIshed
for the Project area.

3. f1eldwork and analytlcal methods and strategIes applicable to the
Project area as a whole, al~ng with an explanation of thelr
relevance to the research quest10ns. Such treatment methods wIll
be developed for each class of historic property 1dentifled In
the Project inventory.

4. Propos~d procedures for dea11ng wlth d1scovery s1tuat10ns.

5. Methods to be used 1n data management and dlssem1nat10n of data.

6. Methods and procedures for the recovery. analys1s. treatment, and
dlspos1tion of human remalns. assoclated grave goods. and objects
of cultural patr1mony that reflect any concerns and/or condltlons
1dent1fied as a result of consultations between fHHA and any
affected Native Amer1can group.

7. A Monitoring Plan to ensure that historic propert1es are not
affected by construction-related activities. ThIs Monitorlng
Plan shall specify the location of all ldentlfied properties and
the means by whIch they will be marked and avoIded If construclon
Is allowed ln nearby portIons of the rlght-of-way.
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D. Each phase or segment specific Data Recovery Plan shall represent a
dependent plan and document supplement to the Treatment ~lan
provIdIng specifIc direction for the conduct of Data Recovery within
any g'ven Project segment. It shall conform to the gen~ral

requirements of the Treatment Plan. At a mlntmum. tt shall specIfy:

1. The hIstoric propertIes to be affected in the spectfled Project
segment and the nature of those effects.

2. The research questions identIfied in the Treatment Plan that ~tll

be appropriate for the specIfIed Project segment and that wll~ be
addressed through data recovery, along wIth any addttlqnal
research questtons .compattble wIth the Treatment Plan and' an
explanatIon of thetr relevance to the overall research goals, as
established in the Treatment Plan.

3. The specifIc fteldwork and analytIcal strategIes identIfied tn
the Treatment Plan, as well as any other strategies that wIll', be
employed In the specified Project segment.

4. A proposed schedule for submIssIon of progress, summary, ,and
other reports to appropriate agenctes.

5. Quallflcatton of consultants employed to undertake 'the
implementation of the Data Recovery Plan.

III. COHHENT ON THE TREATMENT PLAN AND DATA RECOVERY PLAN(S)

A. Upon receIpt of a draft of the Treatment Plan or of any Data Reco~ery

Plan, FHHA wtll submit such drafts concurrently to SHPO, County. ~OE,

BLM, SRPMIC, Mesa and the Council for revIew, after review by ADpr.
All revtewing parties wi 11 have 30 days from receipt to review iand
provide comments to FHHA.

B. If revisIons to the Plans are needed, all signatortes to thts
Agreement have 20 days from recetpt to revtew and comment on Ithe
revtstons. If no comments are receIved withtn thts pertod, the FIHHA
may assume that the revIewer concurs with the revisions.

C. Once the Treatment Plan ts determIned adequate by the rev'e~Ing

parttes, FHHA shall tssue authortzatton to proceed with ithe
development of the Data Recovery Plan(s).

D. Once the Data Recovery Plan(s) ts determIned adequate by ~he

revtewtng parttes, FHHA shall Issue authorizatIon to proceed wIth the
ImplementatIon of the Plan.

E. FInal drafts of the Treatment Plan and all subsequent ~nd

supplemental Data Recovery Plan(s) wIll be provIded to ~he

signatortes of thIs Agreement.

F. The Counct 1 or any stgnatory may choose not to revIew each data
recovery work plan.
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IV. CONSTRUCTION

A. FHHA, in consultation with SHPO, and other agencies where
appropriate, may issue authorization to proceed with construction in
those portions of the right-of-way that contain historic properties
once the agreed-upon fieldwork/treatment specifIed in the Treatment
Plan and Data Recovery P1an(s) has been completed. subject to
acceptance of the adequacy of the work performed under those P1 ans.
FHHA acceptance wi 11 be based on field inspection and revIew of a
Pre1i mi nary Report documenti ng the accompli shment of the Treatment
Plan and Data Recovery P1an(s).

v. CHANGES IN CONSTRUCTION CORRIDORS AND ANCILLARY AREAS

A. If during the course of constructIon plannIng, a reroute of a portIon
of the proposed right-of-way or a previously unidentified staging or
use area is determined to be necessary, FHHA shall ensure that the
area of potenti a1 effect is i nventori ed ina manner cons Istent wtth
the prior right-of-way inventory and the standards identIfIed in
StIpulation I. A report of the findings of such inventories and any
resultant Data Recovery Plans, as appropriate, shall be submitted to
all ~ignatories for review. The Data Recovery P1an(s) for historic
properties within the reroute or additional staging or use area will
be consistent with the Treatment Plan and, once accepted. will be
considered a supplement to the Treatment Plan.

B. Hhere historic properties will be affected. FHHA shall consult with
SHPO. and other agencies where appropriate, on the adequacy of the
inventory and on determinations of eligibility and any proposed Data
Recovery Planes) for any properties identified in such additIonal
areas. If FHHA, SHPO, or other agencies disagree on eligIbility,
determinations will be forwarded to the Keeper of the National
Register for resolution. SHPO will provide comment withIn 30 days of
receipt. If no such comment is received within 30 days, FHHA shall
as sume concurrence. If FHHA and SHPO agree to the adequacy of the
documentation, FHHA will be allowed to proceed with the
implementation of the Data Recovery P1an(s), as appropriate.
Objections to any elements of the documentation must be specifically
identified and the reasons for objection documented. If the
objection cannot be resolved, FHHA shall consult with the Council in
accordance with Stipulation VII.

C. If revis-ions are needed, all signatories to this Agreement have 20
days from receipt to review and comment on the revisions. If no
comments are received within thIs period, the FHHA may assume that
the reviewer concurs with the revisions.

9-39



D. Hhere no hlstorlc propertIes wIll be affected, FHHA shall constjJ1t
wUh SHPO on the adequacy of the Inventory, on determInatIons of
el'9'bllUy and avoIdance procedures, If applIcable, for any sHes
not to be affected by the Project. SHPO will provide comment wlt~ln

20 days of receipt. If no such comment is receIved wIthIn 20 dajs.
FHWA shall assume concurrence. If FHWA and SHPO agree to the
adequacy of the documentation, FHWA may proceed with construction lor
use of the addUlonal area. If FHWA or SHPO objects to any elem~nt

of the documentation, FHHA shall consult to resolve the objectl<1>n.
ObjectIons must be specifIcally identIfied and the reasons for
objectIon documented. If the objection cannot be resolved, FfflWA
shall consult with the Council in accordance with StipulatIon VII.

VI. OJRATION

FHWA shall ensure that all records and materIals resultIng ftom
identificatIon and data recovery efforts are curated ln accordance with
standards and guidellnes generated by the Arlzona State Museum for state ~nd
private land and 36 CFR Part 79 for federal land where appllcable and'1n
consIderation of any claims or condItions recognIzed as a result ;of
consultation" with affected NatIve AmerIcan groups accordIng to the provlsl~ns
of the Arizona AntlquUles Act and NAGPRA. All material to be returned or
otherwise repatrlated will be treated wUh dlgnUy and respect and
consIderation for the specifIc cultural relIgIous tradItIons applIcable untIl
theIr analysIs Is complete and they are returned.

VII. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

Should any sIgnatory or concurring party to thls Agreement or any lnteres~ed

party or Tribal group object within 30 days to any action(s) or pl~ns

provided for review pursuant to this Agreement, FHHA shall consult with the
objecting party to resolve the objection. The objection must be speclflca~ly

1denti f1 ed, and the reasons for objection documented. If FHHA determl nes
that the objection cannot be resolved, FHWA shall forward all documentation
relevant to the dIspute to the Councll and notIfy SHPO as to the nature lof
the dispute. WUhin 30 days of receipt of all pertinent documentation, the
Council shall either:

A. Provlde FHWA wUh recommendatlons, whIch FHHA shall take lrito
consideration in reaching a final decision regardlng the dispute; or

B. Notify FHWA that U wIll comment wUhln an addUlonal 30 days In
accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b>' Any Councll comment provIded In
response to such a request will be taken 1nto account by FHWA '1 n
accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(c)(2) wUh reference to the subject of
the dIspute.

Any recommendatIon or comment provIded by the CouncIl wIll be
understood to pertaIn only to the subject of the dIspute; FHWA
responsibIlIty to carry out all actIons under thIs Agreement that are
not the subject of the dIspute will remain unchanged.
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VIII. AMENDMENT

Any party to this Agreement may request that 1t be amended. whereupon the
parties wi 11 consult to cons1der such amendment in accordance with 36 CFR
800.13.

IX. TERMINATION

Any party of th1s Agreement may terminate its part1clpation by providing 30
days' written notice to the other part1es. prov1ded that the part1es will
consult during that period to seek agreement on amendments or other actions
that would avoid term1nat10n. In the event of termination. FHWA w111 comply
with 36 CFR 800.4 through 800.6.

x. FAILURE TO CARRY OUT THE TERMS OF THE AGREEMENT

In the event that the terms of this Agreement are not carried out. FHWA shall
comply with 36 eFR 800.4 through 800.6 wlth regard to individual actions
covered by th1s Agreement .

XI. SCOPE OF AGREEMENT

Th1s Agreement 1s llmited 1n Scope to the Red Mounta1n Freeway (loop 202L>
from the Red Mountain/P1ma Freeway (loop lOlL> 1nterchange to Country Club
Dr1ve (State Route 87) project and 1ts related fac1lities and is entered 1nto
solely for that purpose.

Executlon and lmplementatlon of th1s Agreement by all s1gnatories evldences
that the Federal H1 ghway Adm1 n1 strat10n has afforded the Coundl an
opportunlty to comment on the Red Mountaln Freeway project and lts effects on
hlstorlc properties. and has taken into account the effects of the
undertak1ng on h1stor1c properties. and has. therefore. sat1sfied their
Sectlon 106 responsibll1t1es for all indiv1dual act10ns of th1s undertak1ng.
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By:

TItle:
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By:

THle: ~k ENG;//YEe:e

l02SEN
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CONCURRING PARTY

By:

n t 1e: _~~..c"o.....Il--'::=.....L.I:+-....a..-----

By: ~~· Date: t~'t-(!13
TItle:~------

state Hi start c Preservatian Officer

Federal Highway Administration

~~;tro..J Da te: __1_2~/--=-'-=6':f-/-=9~3L-- _
~ A / I

~ L> ~ v\.S\or--l 1-\0 ~y\ IN ( =m2A-T012..

SIGNATORIES



Maricopa County

By: ~/{vt~.te:__12_-22_--:...-93__

Tit 1e: '&,rJ.Cr7t&C.~~
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United states Bureau of land Management

CONCURRING PARTY

CONCURRING PARTY

CIty of Hes. ~

By: Q \~. ~2t::
ntle: C \T"f C<)c..±fi A c:-):..!3.

CONCURRING PARTY

Salt River Pima Mar'copa Indian CommUnity

BY:~</~
n tle: _

Da te_-I.'....:..:1-=;J6~]=-=-t> /-1_'"1.1....'3...l..-- _
I I

Date _

9-42A



BHR:CMH:sf
Enclosure
cc: Steve Thomas

Todd Li gon
Denni s Davi s /'

Dear Mr. Mak il :

The Ari zona Department of Transportation (ADOn, on behalf of the Federa1
Highway Administration (FHWA), is preparing a federal Environmental Impact
Statement (E1S) for the proposed Red Mountain Freeway between Re~

Mountain/Pima Freeways, loop lOll interchange and Country Club Drive (Stat,
Route 87>. Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act is part of the environmental process.
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GARY K. ~08INSON

~tal. ~nOin'"
October 12, 1993

HIGHWAY DIVISION
206 South Seventeenth Avenue· PhoGnix. Arizona 85007·3213

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

gL43
AERONAUTICS • MOTOR VEHIClE • PUBLIC TRANSIT • ADMINiSTRATIVE SERVICES • TRANSPORTATION ftu'NNING

RE: Red Mountain Freeway

Mr. Ivan Maki1, President
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community
Route 1, Box 216
Scottsdale, AZ 85256

3735

One option for compliance with Section 106 for completion of the EIS is the
execution of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) among all interested parties,
the lead federal agency (FHWA), the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO> , and the Advi sory Counci 1 on Hi stori c Preservation (Counci 1). The
enclosed draft PA spells out commitments to the historic preservation
process over a period of time for long-term projects.

This federal undertaking crosses Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community
land. Please advise this office as to whether your agency would like to b~
a concurring party to the historic preservation process. Also, any
comments that you mi ght have on the enc 10sed draft Programmati c Agreement
would be appreciated.

Please respond no later than November 5,1993, identifying the individual
who wi 11 sign th is document. We will then contact you in order to obta ina
signature on the original PA. For further information please contact me at
602-255-8641, Chuck Hoffman at 602-255-8636, or Todd ligon at 602-255-8638.

Very truly yours,

!l~"/~,.,./WV"
.1,1 . II

~~BETTINA H. ROSENBERG
Historic Preservation Specialist
Environmental Planning Services

HIGHWAYS

FIFE SYMINGTQ>4
Governor

LARRY S. BONINE
Direaor

••••

......
•



BHR:CMH:sf
Enclosure
cc: Steve Thomas

Todd ligon
Dennis Davis

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOn, on behalf of the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), is preparing a tederal Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed Red Mountain Freeway between Red
Mountain/Pima Freeways, loop lOll interchange and Country Club Drive (State
Route 87>. Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act is part of the environmental process.

GARY K. ROBINSON
Stale EngineerOctober 12, 1993

HIGHWAY DIVISION
206 South Seventeenth Avenue· Phoenix, Arizona 85007·3213

AERONAUTICS • MOTOR VEHICLE • PUBLIC TRANSIT • ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES • TRANSPORTATIO..R>t4I4NING

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

RE: Red Mountain Freeway

Mr. Mike Hutchinson
Assistant City Manager
City of Mesa
Box 1466
Mesa, AZ 85211

Very truly yours,

t!.-~
B~H. ROSE~BERG
Historic Preservation Specialist
Environmental Planning Services

Dear Mr. Hutchinson:

3735

One option for compliance with Section 106 for completion of the EIS is the
execution of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) among all interested parties,
the lead federal agency (FHWA), the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO), and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Council>. The
enclosed draft PA spells out commitments to the historic preservation
process over a period of time for long-term projects.

This federal undertaking crosses City of Mesa (Mesa) land. Please advise
this office as to whether your agency would like to be a concurring party
to the historic preservation process. Also, any comments that you might
have on the enclosed draft Programmatic Agreement would be appreciated.

Please respond no later than November 5, 1993, identifying the individual
who will sign this document. We will then contact you in order to obtain a
signature on the original PA. For further information please contact me at
602-255-8641, Ch~ck Hoffman at 602-255-8636, or Todd ligon at 602-255-8638.

HIGHWAYS

FIFE SYMINGTON
Govemor

LARRY S. BONINE
Direc:tor
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BHR:CMH:sf
Enclosure
cc: Steve Thomas

Todd Ligon
Dennis Davis

v~e7~rU~lYr"rS, .(./7
~ ~

..srBETTI~l·H. ROSEN'~;G
Historic Preservation Specialist
Environmental Planning Services

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOn. on behalf of the Feoerail
Highway Administration (FHWA>, is preparing a federal Environmental Impac~
Statement (E1S> for the proposed Red Mountain Freeway between Red
Mountain/Pima Freeways, Loop lOll interchange and Country Club Drive (Stat~
Route 87>. Compliance With Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act is part of the environmental process.

One option for compliance with Section 106 for completion of the E1S is th~
execution of a Programmatic Agreement (PM among all interested partiesl,
the lead federal agency (FHWA>, the State Historic Preservation Officelr
(SHPO>. and the Advi sory Counci 1 on Hi stori c Preservation (Counci 1> . Thle
enclosed draft PA spells out commitments to the historic preservatiqn
process over a period of time for long-term projects. .

This federal undertaking crosses Bureau of land Management (BLM> landl.
Please advise this office as to whether your agency would like to bela
concurri ng party to the hi stori c preservation process. Also. any commentis
that you might have on the enclosed draft Programmatic Agreement would ~e
appreciated.

Please respond no later than November 5, 1993, identifying the individu~l
who will sign this document. We will then contact you in order to obtain:a
signature on the original PAt For further information please contact me ~t
602-255-8641. Chuck Hoffman at 602-255-8636, or Todd Li gon at 602-255-8638.

Dear Ms. Acheson:
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GARY KJ ROBINSON

Slatelenow-r

9-45
TRANsPORTAnON PLANNING

October 12. 1993

HIGHWAY DIVISION
206 South Seventeenth Avenue - PhOenix, Arizona 85007-3213

AERONAUTICS • MOTOR VEHICLE • PUBLIC TRANSIT • ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES •

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

3735

RE: Red Mountain Freeway

Ms. Gail Acheson
Phoenix Area Manager
Bureau of land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ 85027

HIGHWAYS

FIFE SYMINGTON
GcMmor

LARRY S. BONINE
D1rec:lD1'

.,



BHR:CMH:sf

GARY K. ROBINSON
State EnOineer

TRANSPORTATIO~NINGADMINISTRATIVE SeRVICES •PUBLIC TRANSIT •MOTOR VEHICLE •

October 12, 1993

HJGHWAY DIVISION
206 South Seventeenth Avenue - Phoenix, Arizona 85007·3213

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

AERONAUTICS •

Dear Ms. Lester:

RE: Red Mountain Freeway

Ms. Cindy Lester
U.S. Army Corps of En9in~ers

3636 North Central Avenue, Suite 740
Phoenix. AZ 85012

cc: Steve Thomas
Todd Ligon
Dennis Davis

Enclosure

The Arizona Department of Transportation (AOOn, on behalf of the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA). is preparing a f~deral Environmental Impact
Stat~ment (E1S) for the proposed Red Mountain Freeway between Red
Mountain/Pima Freeways, loop lOll interchange and Country Club Drive (State
Route 87>. Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act is part of the environmental process.

One option for compliance with Section 106 for completion of the E1S is the
execution of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) among all interested parties.
the lead federal agency (FHWA). the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO). and the Advi sory Counci 1 on Hi stori c Preservation (Counci 1) . The
enclosed draft PA spells out commitments to the historic preservation
process over a period of time for long-term projects.

Thi s federal undertaking requi res a permi t from the Corps of Engi neers
(COE>. Please advise this office as to whether your agency would like to
be a concurring party to the historic preservation process. Also. any
comments that you mi ght have on the enc 1osed draft Programmati c Agreement
would be appreciated.

Please respond no later than November 5, 1993. identifying the individual
who will sign this document. We will then contact you in order to obtain a
signature on the original PA. For further information please contact me at
602-255-8641, Chuck Hoffman at 602-255-8636, or Todd ligon at 602-255-8638.

Very truly yours,a - .. -
of: ('BE~ H. OSiNBERG

Historic Preservation Specialist
Environmental Planning Services

FIFE SYMINGTON
Gowmar

LARRY S. BONINE
DItec:lDr
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(4910-22)

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Highway Administration

ENVIRONMENTALIMPACT STATEMENTS;MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA

AGENCY: Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUM:MARY: The FHWA is issuing this notice to advise the public that individual

environmental impact statements will be prepared for three highway projects within

the Maricopa Association of Governments Freeway System in Maricopa County,

Arizona.

FOR FURTHERINFORMATION CONTACT: Kenneth H. Davis, District Engineer,

Federal Highway Administration, 234 North Central Avenue, Suite 330, Phoenix, AZ

85004, telephone (602) 379-3646.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The FHWA, in connection with the Arizona

Department of Transportation, will prepare environmental impact statements for the

proposed: Pima Freeway (Interstate 17 to Scottsdale Roa~); Red Mountain Freeway

(Red Mountain Interchange to State Route 87); and Price Expressway (State Route 360

Interchange to Pecos Road). All three projects would provide new multiland

freeway/expressway facilities on new alignment in the metropolitan Phoenix area. The

proposed facilities fall within the cities of Phoenix, Scottsdale, Tempe, Mesa, and

Chandler, Arizona.

Several alternatives, including the "no action," Transportation System

:Management (TSM) and "build" alternatives will be considered.

9-47



i

Letters describing the proposed action and soliciting comments will be sen~ to
, !

appropriate Federal, State, and local agencies, and to interest groups. Public scop~g

meetings will be held early in the process for each project.

Comments are invited from all interested parties. Comments or questions ab~ut
!
i

the proposed actions and EIS preparation should be directed to the Federal High,.fay

Administration at the address provided above.

(Catalog ofFederal Domestic Assistance Program Number 20.205, Highwayp~g
i

and Construction. The regulations implementing Executive Order 12372 regarc$ng
,
,
I

intergovernmental consultation on Federal programs and activities apply to ·tms

program.)

Issued on August 20, 1992.

D.E. BENDER
David E. Bender
Assistant Division Administrator
Phoenix, Arizona
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40490

by the Protocol n£ 1918 (MARPOL 73/
78).

2. Uniform Interpretation of MARFO!.
73/18-

3. Comprehensive Manual on.
Receptiorr Facilities.. At MEPC 32 work
began on. a colllprehensive manuaL on
reception facilities'.. Work will continue
atMEPC33-

4. Prevention of Oil Pollution from
Machinel'J Spaces. A working group will
convene to detm:mine guidelines fOE the
use of detergents.

5.Preventioa of Ait Pollution'from.
Ships. This will include further
discussWn of emissioo.limits on nitrogen
oxides. sulfur oxides. .
cblorot1uerocarbons. and volatile
organic: carbons from ships...Thi& topie.
will alsG touch on.fuel oil ~"l81ityand
the impact it bas CHUm: pollutioa;..

6. Preventionof Pollution by Nexioua
SaUd Substance& in Bulk arid Possible
Developmentofa New AIm.ex. VI of
MARPOr.73.178'..,

'/.EmorcementorVolTution.
Conventions.

&. rmpfementatian.ofADnexes IlL W,
.and.V ofMARPOL73/,a and;
Ame1idmenti. to the International ,
Maritiine Dangerous Goods Code (IMDG
Code) to Cover PollUtiorrAsp~ ..

9. Prevention of aU polTution.TJiereo
willbe. continuing disctJUions of~ .
RegoIatioas1:3Panci13G toAmlD'oI of;
MARPOL13/7&IMO wilt consider.
guidelines for structural. and operatkma{
requirements for existing ships,
equivalencies for double-hulls for new
ships. and guidelines for-enhanced
inspections.

Members of the public:::ma:f attend
these meetings up tG the sea.tiJJW
capacity of the roam..

For further information or
donmentation pertaining to' tbe- SPMP
meeting, contact eitherI.i~!1steftant'
Commander M.L McEwen .orB'm1ign
W.K Crozier; U.S•.Coast Guanf
Headquartel'8 f.G-MEP-31, 2tOO Seeoncf
Street, SW.• WaslifngtoJ!. DC2059~
telephone (ZOZ) Z&7-M1!Jo

Date~ A.1Jgust 25. 199~
.GeOfliey Og,den...
Ch~Shipl1iJ:lgCoOrdlnatfns~.

[FR.Dac.~211:l1FiledG-z..92; 8'..4& aD¢
BlUING COOE 4J1lJo4l...

DEPARTMENT OF YRANSPORTAT1OHt

federal Highway AdmInIsttatiOA

Erivlronmentallmpact StafemenfS;.
Maricopa County.. AZ

AQEHcv:Vedeml Highwq .,
. Admiaiatrati,ga (i'HWA). DOl: .

ACT1ON: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this
notice to advise the public that
individual environmental Impact
statements will be prepared for three
highway projectS' within the Maricopa
Association of Gcwemments Freeway
System in Maricopa County, Arizona.
FOR FURTHER INFORMA11ON CONTACT:'
Kenneth H. DtlYis, District Engineer;
Federal Highway Administtation. 23~
North Central Avenue. Suite 330.
Phoeuix. AZ 85OOC. telephoatt{602} 379
3646.
SUPPLEMEKTARY INFORMATION: The
FHWA. in connection with the Arizona
Department of Transportation.. will
prepare environmental impact
statements for the proposed: Pima
Freeway (Interstate 11 to Scottsdale
Road); Red MountainFreeway (Red
MOUJUaiD Imechange to State Route. 67)';
andPrice Expressway (State Route 36fl
IDterchange to Pecos Roadl. All three
proiecta would provide new muItiIand
fteeway[expresaway facilities onnew
alignmentin tlie metropolitlUl Phoenix
area. The proposed facilities falI withiB.
the ci1tea- ofPhoenix. Scottsdale. Tempe.
Mesa.. and CI1andfer. Arizona.

Several altemativ9. including the "'no
action,.-Transportatiou System
Management lTSMl and "build
alternatives.will fIe considered.

LetteI'll' deseribingtfIe proposed action
a.mf a-oIfcttfng-cornmentlr will be sent to.
appropriate Federal, State.. andIocal'.
agencfe!J. and ta interest groups. Public
scapingmeetfugs- wilt fIe held early in
the process fOr each project.

Commentlr are invited from alf
irrteresfe« partie& CommentS' err
qu~ about the propased actions
and EISpleparatfou should be- directed
to the FederalH'igf1w8Y Adininistratfoll
atthe address provided above:
(Ciltaloa cnFe4era1 DmDesti£,Aaliatance.
Program Numbel' 2D.2Q5.ffighway Pranniil&
and Construetfon. 'nle regulatfons
impFementfng.Executive Drd'er1237%
J'e8lII'dfn8 fnterSOfenmiental consultetiorr em
Pederal PJ:'I9l1tD aDd activitiea apply b tID..
pro~:'

Issued on August 2ft..:l99Z;
David E; Bender.
AssistaDtDivisiDAAdl1IiDi8tratDr, PJweJJ6l.
Arizona.., '
[FR D'oe. 92-21243 Filed 9-z-92:.8:45 aml·
BILUNO COD~ 4110022-4

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

~AdvlsoryCommltt8e 0f1'
Commercial Operations ot the lLS•.
Customs SGrvrc.

AOENa':Dep.artmerrt0ffiCu..Tte8~'

AC110N: Notice of meeting.

SUMMARY:.This notice announceS the
date of the next meeting and the agenda
for consideration by the Treasury
Advisory Committee on Commercial"
Operations of the U.s. Customs Service.

DATES: The ne.xt meeting of the Treasury
Advisory Committee on. Commercial
Operations of the U.s. Custome Service
will be held OllFriday. Sept8mber18
1992.at9:3G a.m. in room 41%1. U.s.
Treasury Department. 1500.
Pennsylvania Avenue,. NW..
Washington. DC.
FOR FURTHER INFORMAl1OK CONTACT:
Dennis M. O·Connell. ITU'eCtor. Office of
Tariff and Trade AffaiN. Office.ofthe:
AssistlUlt Secretary (Enforcement). room
4004, Department of tIle- Treasury. 1500
Pennsyfvania Avenue. NW..
Washington. DC 20220. Tel.:-f202}822
022(l

SUPPUMENTARY INFORMAnON:.Agenda
items for the final meeting onSeptember
-18, 199Z of the current twa.year term of
the Ti'easury Acfviaory Committeer (]II

Corrimercild Operations oftfle US
Customs Service will include:

L Old Business

1. Renewal ofthe AdYisorT
Committee;

2.TheCuatemaModemizatioltAct;
'Informed Compliance Legislation.

3; Update on the Nardi AmeriC8Il Free
Trade AgreemenL

4. Harbor Maintenance Fee Issues.

II. New Business

1. Annud tepOrt of theAdvisorJ
Committee.

2..The Custams- FY. 1993 Budget.
3. Customs- Office of Organizational

EfW:tl.Vene8L..

4.Proposed Cbaasea in the Regulat.icm.
ofCentral Examjnatiou Statfons..

5. Recent regnJ:atory ebanges and"
proposals (including the President's.
deregulation initiat:ive~

6. Other new busmeslr. (Ot&eragendir
It~ma,be- added by the meeting'
date~

. TlIe meeting'is open' to tIie PubliC'. Dull
to security procedureS'in placlr at the
Main Treasury Building; persOIUi
wishing fa attend the meeting shoulct
contact MS'. Helen Belt or Ms. Theresa
Marmfngat f20Z162Z-0220 by Friday_
Septemberll. 199Z;

D'ated:.AU8Jl8t 28,.1992;.
fetal K. NUII8lIio .
Assistant secrettuy f.Er1forurr;eII~

[F!l DOc.~ZI2n FiledlJ-z.i2; S;45 am~ .
BIWNCCooE~"
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The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Departi
ment of Transportation (ADOT), as joint lead agencies, are init
tiating an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a section ot
the planned Red Mountain Freeway. This planned freeway, part ot
the Maricopa Association of Governments Regional Highway System, i~
identified as Red Mountain Freeway (Loop 202), Red Mountain Inter+
change to state Route 87 in Mesa, Arizona (map enclosed). .

Proposed alternatives for this 2 1/2-mile section encroaches upo*
the Salt River 100-year floodplain. As your agency has jurisdic+
tion with respect to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, we ar,
requesting you to be a cooperating agency. .

Your agency's involvement would include the area of water qualitt
under your jurisdiction. No direct writing or analysis will b~

necessary for the documents' preparation. To assist our inter~

agency cooperation, we will (1) invite you to coordination meett
ings; (2) consult with you on any relevant technical studies; an~
(3) provide you with project information. i

We expect the EIS process will satisfy your NEPA requirements ~

including those related to alternatives, environmental conse~

quences, and mitigation. Further, we intend to utilize the EIS an~

Mr. John A. Gill
Chief, Regulatory Branch
Los Angeles District
u.s. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, California 90053-2325

Dear Mr. Gill:

Environmental
Red

August 20, 1992
I

HA-Ai
Impact Statementt
Mountain Freewa~

Mesa, Arizon~
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subsequent Record of Decision as the basis for necessary permit
applications.

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions,
please contact Mr. Kenneth H. Davis, District Engineer, or Mr.
Stephen D. Thomas, Environmental coordinator, at (602) 379-3646.

Sincerely yours,

D. E. BENDER
E. A. Wueste
Division Administrator

Enclosure
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Dear Mr. Wueste:

.9-p2

Sincerely,
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SEP 22199,

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P.O. 8011 2711
LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90053·2325

REPl.YTO
ATTENTION OF:

Your point of contact at the Corps of Engineers will be Cindy Lester of my Regulatory
Branch office in Phoenix. She can be reached at (602) 640-5385. We look forward to
working with you.

~tl.~
Jo(J A. Gill
Chief, Regulatory Branch

I am responding to your letter dated August 20, 1992. You informed us that the
Federal Highway Administration and the Arizona Department of Transportation, as joint lea~
agencies, are initiating an Environmental Impact Statement for a section of the planned Red
Mountain Freeway in Maricopa County, Arizona.

We are pleased to be included in the early coordination ofthis project because it will
most likely require Department of the Army authorizations pursuant to Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act for discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States.
This involvement is the type called for in the recent Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act (ISTEA) agreement between the Federal Highway Administration, Departme*
of the Army, and the Environmental Protection Agency.

Mr. E.A. Wueste
Division Administrator
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
234 North Central Avenue Suite 330
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Office of the Chief
Regulatory Branch
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Jt18 Simons, Li & Associates, Inc.
. Water Resources & Civil Engineering ConsuHants

February 11, 1993

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Branch
3636 North Central Ave. - Suite 760
Phoenix, Arizona 85012
ATTN: Ms. Cindy Lester

RE: DELINEATION OF WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES FOR THE SALT RIVER
FROM DOBSON ROAD TO COUNTRY CLUB DRIVE

Dear Cindy:

Simons, Li & Associates, Inc., (SLA) is assisting Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas,
Inc. (PBQD) in the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). for the Red
Mountain Freeway. SLA is preparing information regrading floodplain impacts aSsociated with
the Red Mountain Freeway for that segment from the Red Mountain/Outer Loop Interchange on
the west to State Route 87 (Country Club Drive) on the east.

Exhibits 1 through 3 present the proposed alignment of the Red Mountain Freeway from
Dobson Road to Country Club Drive. The proposed Red MountainFreeway alignment generally
parallels the south bank of the Salt River along the 1OO-year floodplain limits as·defined by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) 1983-84 Salt River Flood Insurance Study.

Preliminary analyses indicate that the proposed Red Mountain Freeway alignment
encroaches upon the 1OO-year floodplain. Therefore, SLA requests that the COE delineate the
"Waters of the U.S." for the Salt River from Dobson Road to Country Club Drive. Once the
"Waters of the U.S." are defined, it will be possible to identify whether Section 404 Permit and
State water quality certification issues will need to be addressed.

Attached are two bluelines of an aerial photograph of the Salt River for the reach
},'equiring delineation of "Waters of the U.S." The December 1990 base aerial photograph was
provided by the Arizona Department of Transportation. Included on the aerial is the delineation
of the "Waters of the U.S." as defined by the COE for the East Papago Freeway and Red
Mountain Traffic Interchange (9Q-495-eL).

Your assistance in this matter is greatly appreciated. If you should require additional
information, please do not hesitate to call myself of Jeff Minch at (602) 491-1393.

Sincerely,

SIMONS, LI & ASSOCIATES, INC.

;:J~i..~
Dennis L. Richards, P.E.
Vice President

DLR:cia

Attachments (5)
cc: Dennis Davis (PBQD)

4600 South Mill Avenue. Suite 200 • Tempe. AZ 85282 • Phone: (602) 491-1393 • Fax: (602) 491-1396
An Equal Opportunity Employer 9-53
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Please include a copy of this letter and the corresponding jurisdictional delineation with
any application to the Corps of Engineers for a Section 404 permit.

Reference is made to your letter of February 11, 1993 in which you inquired as to the I

jurisdictional limits of the Clean Water Act, ordinary high water mark and/or wetland i

boundary, of the south bank of the Salt River between Dobson Road and Country Club Driye
for the Red Mountain Freeway at Sections 8 and 9, Township 1 North, Range 5 East, !

Maricopa County, Arizona.
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RECEIVED MAR 2 4 1993

M6R 22 1993

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

ARIZONA-NEVADA AREA OFFICE
3636 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85012-1936

REPLY TO
ATTENTION, OF:

Office of the Chief
Regulatory Branch

Dear Mr. Richards,

File Number: 93-336-CL

Simons, Li & Associates, Inc.
ATIN: Dennis Richards

4600 South Mill Avenue, Suite 200
Tempe, Arizona 85282

The Corps of Engineers has no permit authority under Section 404 of the Clean Waterl
Act in the area(s) outside of the ordinary high water mark or outside wetlands designated op
the enclosed aerial photograph or map. However, any activity that discharges dredged or ttn
material into the designated jurisdictional area(s) requires a Section 404 permit. This .
jurisdictional determination will remain in effect for three years from the date of this letter i

unless an unusual flood event occurs. After this three year period or after an unusual flo04
event alters stream conditions, the Corps of Engineers reserves the authority to retain the :
original jurisdictional limits or to establish new jurisdictional limits as conditions warrant. i

!

i
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The receipt of your letter is appreciated. If you have any questions please contact me at

(602) 640-5385.

Sincerely,

Cindy J. Lester
Acting Chief, Arizona Field Office
Regulatory Branch

Enclosure(s)
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August 20, 1.99~

HB-A~
Environmental Impact st.atement.i
Pima Freeway" Price Expresswa

Red Mountain Freewa
Maricopa county, Arizonal

Ms. Jacqueline Wyland, Chief
Office of Federal Activities
Environmental Protection Agency-R9
75 Hawthorne street
San Francisco, california 94105

Dear Ms. Wyland:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Departr
ment of Transportation (ADOT), as joint lead agencies, are ini~

tiating Environmental Impact statements (EIS) for sections of thre~
Metropolitan Phoenix planned highways. The planned highways, parlt
of the Maricopa Association of Governments Regional Highway SystemI,
are identified as (location map enclosed): .

o Pima Freeway, 1-17 Interchange to Scottsdale Road (Phoenix an~

Scottsdale, Arizona)
I

o Price Expressway, State Route 360 to Pecos Road (Tempe, Mesal,
and Chandler, Arizona) I

o Red Mountain Freeway, Red Mountain Interchange to State Rout~

87 (Mesa, Arizona)

We have issued a Notice of Intent to the Federal Register or
September 20, 1992 covering all three EIS's.

All three projects are in t.he Maricopa County nonattainment ail'
quality area and the Red Mountain Freeway will require a Sectio
404 permit. As your agency has jurisdiction in these areas, we ar
requesting you to be a cooperating agency. We also have extende
an invitation to the Corps of Engineers for the Red Mountai
Freeway EIS.

Your agency's involvement would include the areas of air qualit~
and water quality under your jurisdiction. No direct writing OF
analysis will be necessary for the documents' preparation. TOl
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.
assist our interagency cooperation, we will (~) invite you to
coordination meetings; (2) consult with you on any relevant tech
nical studies; and (3) provide you with project information.

We expect the EIS processes will satisfy your NEPA requirements,
including those related to alternatives ~ environmental conse
quences, and mitigation. Further, we intend to utilize the EIS and
sUbsequent Records of Decision as the basis for necessary permit
applications.

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions,
please contact Mr. Kenneth H. Davis, District Engineer, or Mr.
Stephen D. Thomas, Environmental Coordinator, at (602) 379-3646.

Sincerely yours,

D: E. BENDER
E. A. Wueste
Division Administrator

Enclosure
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October 29, 19~2

HB- Z
Environmental Impact Statemen s

Pima Freeway, STP-600-0( )
Price Expressway, STP-600-1( )

Red Mountain Freeway, STP-600-5( )
Maricopa County, Arizo a

,

CERTIFIED MAfL

Ms. Jacqueline Wyland, Chief
Office of Federal Activities
Environmental Protection Agency-R9
75 Hawthorne street
San Francisco, California 94105

Dear Ms. Wyland:

Our letter of August 20, 1992 requested that your agency be! a
cooperating agency on three Maricopa County Freeway projects th,t
are part of a Regional Highway System:

o Pima Freeway, I-17 Interchange to Scottsdale Road (Phoenix a~d
Scottsdale, Arizona) .

o Price Expressway, State Route 360 to Pecos Road (Tempe, Mes~,

and Chandler, Arizona)

o Red Mountain Freeway, Red Mountain Interchange to State Route
87 (Mesa, Arizona)

EPA was requested to be a cooperating agency because all thr~e

proj ects are in the Maricopa County non-attainment air qualitY
area, an issue which is under your legal j'urisdiction. The lett r
described the projects and our agencies' respective roles a d
responsibilities in developing the Environmental Impact statements
(EIS) . '

This request was not responded to by your agency. Because of yo$r
jurisdictional responsibility, we would like you to consider yo*r
position and be a cooperating agency, since we believe that yout
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agency's involvement is critical t~ the expeditious approval and
implementation of these projects.

If you wish not to be a cooperating agency on this project, we
request that you inform us in writing.

Sincerely yours,

DE.BENDER
E. A. Wueste
Division Administrator
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, Ca. 94105-3901
January 28, 1993

E.A. Wueste
Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
234 N. Central Avenue, Ste. 330
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Re: Request to Act as a Cooperating Agency
Red Mountain Freeway, Red Mountain Interchange to SR 87
Price Expressway, state Route 360 to Pecos Road
Pima Freeway, I-17 to Scottsdale Road
Phoenix Metro Area, Arizona

Dear Mr. Wueste:
,

We have received your August 20, 1992 letter regarding th~

projects named above in which you request the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) to act as a cooperating agency in the
areas of air and water quality. We appreciate your extending ~PA

this invitation.

EPA's pOlicy is to sign a written agreement between EPA and
other project sponsors which defines EPA's exact function as a •
cooperating agency in the EIS process. Your letter requested i
EPA's assistance in (1) attending coordination meetings, and (~)

consulting on relevant technical studies as you provideprojec~

information. We do not generally act asa cooperating agency ,
when our function is to review an environmental document or
provide advisory suggestions. Providing suggestions, even if i

detailed and lengthy, does not in our view automatically eleva~e
EPA to a cooperating agency level.

Our limited resources prevent us from accepting your
invitation to consult formally as a cooperating agency on the I

projects you named in your letter. We will, however, be !

available in an advisory role to discuss your concerns regardin~
air and water quality and wetlands should that need arise. You
staff may contact Kathryn Mazaika of my staff at (415) 744-1575
to coordinate on these concerns. Thanks, once again, for your
invitation.

Sincerely,

\_/~u.,o- Jz:i:..: //eh,~ f'r
Jacqueline Wyland, Chief
Office of Federal Activities
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Office of the Chief
Regulatory Branch
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- REPLY TO
AnEffnOIlt 01':

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ."CleW DI:I'nUc:T. eaRn 0' ENGINEERS

AAIZOH",NIYAOA AREA OFFICE
..HOlUH CENTRAL AVENUE
PHOENIX, ARIZClNA 15012·1131

..ll 20 1994
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Federal Highway Administration
ATTN: Mr. Steve Thomas

234 North Central Avenue #330
Phoenix. Arizona 85004

Dear Mr. Thomas:

I am writing to you about the Arizona Department of Transportation's (ADOT) proposed
Red Mountain Freeway project from the Price Freeway to State Route 87. At this time, it
appears that an individual Section 404 permit will not be required for the proposed project.
However, as the design is developed, we will have more information by which to base the
regulatory requirements. My office has been in contact with Steve Jimene% at ADOT and
will continue to do so through the design stages. H you have any questions, please fecI free
to call me at (602) 640-5385.

Sincerely.

Cindy Lester
Chiet Arizona Field Oftice
Regulatory Branch
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9.4 Major Metropolitan Investment Analysis Letters

USFWS Consultation Letter

Red Mountain Freeway Environmental Impact Study _
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U.S. DEPARTl\IENT OF TRANSI'ORTArION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ;\DI\IINISTR/UION

REGION NINE
ARIZONA DIVISION

2J~ N. CClllr.1I A,c.• Suirc JJCI
I'lmeni,. Ariton.. 115(X14

July 19, 1994

ARIZONA
CALIFORNIA
NEVADA
HAWi\1I

GUAM
AMERICAN SAMOA
N. MARIANA IS.

IN RePlY ReFeR TO

HA-AZ
STP-600-S(1)

Red Mountain EIS
Consultant Number

2-21-93-1-130(133)
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Mr. Sam Spiller
State supervisor
u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services-Phoenix Field Office
3616 W. Thomas Road, suite 6
Phoenix ,Arizona 85019

Dear Mr. Spiller:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is currently working on
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a proposed Arizona
Department of Transportation (ADOT) highway project.

The proposed project is a portion of the planned Red Mountain
Freeway (Loop 202), which is an element of the Maricopa
Association of Government regional freeway system. A new
transportation facility would be constructed on an alignment that
generally follows the south bank of the Salt River between the
Price Freeway (Loop 101) on the west and State Route 87 on the
east, a distance of approximately three miles. The EIS analyzes
the following three alternatives: (1) no-action; (2) a freeway;
and (3) a major urban arterial street. Other alternatives were
considered and eliminated from further study. The freeway
alternative consists of six at-grade traffic lanes and elevated
interchanges at the major arterial cross streets. The major
urban arterial alternative consists of eight at-grade traffic
lanes and at-grade intersections at the arterial cross streets.
Impacts are discussed for land for land use, social
considerations, relocation of residences and businesses, economic
issues, park lands, air quality, noise, water resources,
floodplains, earth resources, biological resources, cultural
resources, hazardous' wastes, visual resources, energy, and
construction.

In response to ADOT's initial scoping letter of January 8, 1993,
your office responded with a letter dated February 10, 1993 (copy
enclosed). In this letter, it was stated that the Yuma clapper
rail (Rallus longirostris yumanensis) may occur in the project
area.

9-62
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A biological assessment was prepared by the firm SWCA, Inc.,
Environmental Consultants. This study concluded that the habita~
required for the Yuma clapper rail does not exist within the
project area. A field survey found no evidence of the species
within the project area. Enclosed are pages 8 and 9 from that
study to support these conclusions.

We are requesting your concurrence that the proposed project wil~
have no effect to the Yuma clapper rail. If you do concur,
please sign in the space provided below and return to this
office. If you have any questions, please contact me at 602-349~

3646. Thank you for your cooperation.

I

I

•
I

I
Sincerely yours,

~D.~
('.0 E. A. Wueste
~ Division Administrator

Enclosure

----------------------------------------------------------------~
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•
The united States Fish and wildlife Services (USFWS) concurs tha~
the proposed Red Mountain Freeway project will have no effect on!
the listed species: Yuma clapper rail
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April 29, 1994

Mr. William P. Belt, Manager
Environmental Planning Section
ADOT
206 South 17th Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85007

RE: RED MOUNTAIN FREEWAY
MAJOR METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENT

Dear Mr. Belt:

In response to your written request of April2i, 1994, RPTA staff have reviewed
the Major Metropolitan Transportation Investment (MMTI) analysis undertaken
for the Red Mountain Freeway.

Based on the analysis accompanying your letter. we concur with your findings
regarding the completion of the Red Mountain Freeway between the Price
Freeway and SR 87. We also concur with your determination that further
analysis of this corridor is not warranted.

We appreciate the opportunity to consult with ADOT and MAG on this MMTI
effort.

Should you have any questions or require additional information, please contact
Mark McLaren at 262-7242.

Sincerely,

-/

G.K~ Driggs
Ext!cutiv~ Dil'.::doi

c: Dale Hardy. RPTA
Mike McGaughey, MAGTPO
Mark McLaren, RPTA

302 N. First Avenue A Suite 700 A Phoenix, AZ 85003 A 602/262-7242 A FAX 602/495-2002
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u.s. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

REGION NINE
ARIZONA DIVISION

2J~ N. Co:nu:l1 Ave.. Suile 330
Pho.:nill. Arizona 85004

June 2, 1994

Red

ARIZONA ,
CALIFORNI~
NEVADA
HAWAII

GUAM :
AMERICA~ SAMOA
N. MARIAIl'A IS.

IN REPl.Y RE~R 10

HPR-AZ
(727)

Loop 202L
Mountain Freeway
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Mr. Harry A. Reed
Division Director
Transportation Planning Division
Arizona Dept. of Transportation
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Dear Mr. Reed:
/

The May 19, 1994 letter from Mr. William P. Belt, of the
Environmental Planning section, requested our concurrence with
the Major Metropolitan Transportation Investment (MIS) analysis
completed for State Route 202L-Red Mountain Freeway in Mesa,
Arizona. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) have jointly reviewed the
information in the May 19, '1994 letter and the enclosed letters
from the Maricopa Association of Governments and the Regional
Public Transportation Authority. We concur that the information
and coordination provided satisfies the requirement for MIS in
accordance with the January 26, 1994 Interim Guidance from
Region 9.

~~
~ E. A. Wueste

Division Administrator

cc: William Belt-619E
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Dear Mr. Belt:

May 13, 1994

9-66

Sincerely,

-r;W~L/-C~
Mike McGaughey, P.E.
System Planning Manager

Hi\QICOPi\-i\660CIL\TION-Or-COVEQNtvrENT6
Transportation (6 Plannin8 Office

t\ \/olutltury /\.ssociution of Locol GOl'ernrnents in i\1Clricopu Countv

This MMTI had been developed with the cooperation of your office and other transportation
agencies. including the. Federal Highway Administration, the Regional Public Transportation
Authority and MAG. We appreciate your responsiveness in preparing the MMTI and for working
with the other agencies in a cooperative effort to process the review of the documents in a timely
manner.

Mr. William P. Belt
Manager, Environmental Planning Services
Arizona Department of Transportation
205 S. 17th Ave. Rm 240E
Phoenix. Arizona 85007

On April 27, 1994 the documentation for a Major Metropolitan Transportation Investment
(MMTI) analysis on a portion Red Mountain Freeway was provided to the regular monthly
meeting of the MAG Regional Council for information and consultation. The MMTI had
summarized the fmdings of the analysis regarding the extension of the Red Mountain
transportation facility between Price Freeway and State Route 87. The MMTI had also'
detennined that further analysis of alternatives in this corridor is not warranted. Following the
consultation on the MMTI by the Regional Council. no objections were presented to the
detennination or the findings of the analysis.

If you have any further requests or questions please do not hesitate to call.
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