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COze Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

Corps US Army Corps of Engineers

CPBR Cost per Benefited Receptor

CT census tract

CWA Clean Water Act

dBA decibels (A-weighted)

DPK date of public knowledge

E Endangered

EA Environmental Assessment

EB Eastbound
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EJ Environmental Justice

EO Executive Order

EPA Environmental Protection Agency

ESA Endangered Species Act

FCDMC Flood Control District of Maricopa County
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FHWA Federal Highway Administration

FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map

FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act

ft. feet

FMS Freeway Management System

FR First Row

FY fiscal year

GHG greenhouse gas

GIS Geographic Information System

GRIC Gila River Indian Community

HABS Historic American Building Survey

HOH Head of Household

HOV High Occupancy Vehicle

IBA Important Bird Area

ICOs issues, concerns, and opportunities

D jurisdictional delineation

KMEP Kinder Morgan Energy Partners

kV kiloVolt

Laeq1h 1-hour equivalent sound level

LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tank
L/DCR Location/Design Concept Report

Leqg equivalent continuous sound level

LOS level of service

MAG Maricopa Association of Governments
MC Maricopa County

MCAQD Maricopa County Air Quality Department
MCDOT Maricopa County Department of Transportation
mph miles per hour

MSAT Mobile Source Air Toxics

N North

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NAC Noise Abatement Criteria
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NAR Noise Abatement Requirements

NB Northbound

NBR Number of Benefited Receptors

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service

NRHP National Register of Historic Places

NTS Not to Scale

NW Northwest

(0F} Ozone

PA Programmatic Agreement

Pb Lead

PCH Proposed Critical Habitat

PE Proposed Endangered

Phase | Phase | Environmental Site Assessment

PMa.s particulate matter that measures 2.5 microns in diameter or less
PM1o particulate matter that measures 10 microns in diameter or less
POAQC Project of Air Quality Concern

ppm parts per million

PYT Pasqua Yaqui Tribe

R Range

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RID Roosevelt Irrigation District

ROW right-of-way

RTP Regional Transportation Plan

RTPFP Regional Transportation Plan Freeway Program
S Section

S South

SARA Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act
SB Southbound

San Carlos San Carlos Apache Tribe

SHPO State Historic Preservation Office

SLM Sound Level Meter

SO, Sulfur dioxide

SR State Route

SRP Salt River Project

SRP-MIC Salt River Pima — Maricopa Indian Community
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SWATS
SWPPP
T

T

TCM
TCP

TI

TIP
Title VI
TNM
TON
UPRR
us

uscC
USDA
USFS
USFWS
USsT
v/c

VIA
VMT
Waters
WB
Western
YAN

South West Area Transportation Plan
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
Threatened

Township

Transportation control measures
Traditional cultural property

Traffic Interchange

Transportation Improvement Plan
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
Traffic Noise Model

Tohono O’odham Nation

Union Pacific Railroad

United States

United States Code

United States Department of Agriculture
United States Forest Service

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
underground storage tank
Volume/Capacity

Visual Impact Assessment

vehicle miles travelled

Waters of the United States
Westbound

Western Area Power Administration
Yavapai Apache Nation
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Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures have been defined to avoid or minimize the environmental impacts of the
Selected Alternative. These mitigation measures are not subject to change without prior written
approval from the Federal Highway Administration.

Design Responsibilities

e A right-of-way acquisition program will be implemented in accordance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646),
the Uniform Relocation Act Amendments of 1987 (Public Law 100-17), and Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. Private property owners will be compensated at fair market value for land
acquired for project right-of-way. Landowners required to move to a new home may be
eligible for relocation benefits. These payments may include a housing supplement, moving
costs, reestablishment costs, incidental expenses, and closing costs. Renters may also be
eligible for relocation benefits (Page 42, Page 48, Page 55).

e Prior to Final Design of the SR303L-SR30 Traffic Interchange, the Engineer will arrange with
the ADOT Environmental Planning Historic Preservation Team for boundary testing and
possible data recovery to be performed per the stipulations set forth in the June 2013
Programmatic Agreement developed for this project (Page 61 and Page 68).

e Noise Abatement eligibility for the benefited properties will be readdressed in relation to the
Date of Public Knowledge and Public Involvement process, and evaluated at the Final Design
stage based on the selected Alternative, as the Preliminary Design Concept is subject to
change (Page 133).

e During final design, the project manager will contact the Arizona Department of
Transportation Environmental Planning noise coordinator (602.712.6161 or 602.712.7767) to
arrange for qualified personnel to review and update the noise analysis (Page 133).

e Where avoidance of utilities is not possible or feasible during final design, the utilities will be
encased or relocated. Utility work related to the freeway will need to be closely coordinated
with the utility owners, particularly when severe outages will be required. Power outages
related to power line relocations should generally be scheduled between November and
February. Any outages for the Arizona Public Service pipeline serving the Palo Verde Nuclear
Generating Station will be coordinated with Arizona Public Service and may need to occur
during the April or October “dry-ups” (Page 137).

e Should a utility relocation be required, the Arizona Department of Transportation will
coordinate with the utility owner to determine the need for new right-of-way of the same
size as the previous right-of-way for that utility (Page 137).

e The use of earth colors for lighting standards, overpasses, abutments, retaining and screening
walls, and noise barriers will be evaluated by the Arizona Department of Transportation. The
colors and finishes should be sensitive to the context of the rural surroundings and mountain
views (Page 142).
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Design Responsibilities (continued)

The Arizona Department of Transportation will evaluate the use of aesthetic treatments and
patterning on noise barriers, screen walls, piers, concrete barriers, retaining walls, and highly
visible headwalls (Page 142).

Retention basins and associated landscape treatments will blend into the surrounding
landscape to the extent possible (Page 142).

Where the freeway will encroach on the Gila River, the design team will evaluate bridge
options that will reduce impacts on the 100-year floodplain (Page 147).

Where the freeway will cross flood control features such as SR303L Outfall Channel, the
design team will evaluate bridge options to reduce impacts on such features (Page 147).

The design team will coordinate with the City of Goodyear and the Flood Control District of
Maricopa County to identify and reduce potential impacts to any levees and will consider
mitigation measures for any floodplains that will be affected by the freeway (Page 147).

The Maricopa County Floodplain Manager at (602.506.1501) will be provided an opportunity
to review and comment on the design plans (Page 147).

All disturbed soils that will not be landscaped or otherwise permanently stabilized by
construction will be seeded using species native to the project vicinity (Page 157).

Roadside Development Responsibilities

Protected native plants within the project limits will be impacted by this project; therefore,
the Department Roadside Development Section will determine if Arizona Department of
Agriculture notification is needed. If notification is needed, the Department Roadside
Development Section will send the notification at least 60 calendar days prior to the start of
construction (Page 157).

The Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside Development Section will during final
design provide special provisions for the control of noxious and invasive plant species during
construction that may require treatment and control within the project limits (Page 157).

District Responsibilities

Access to adjacent businesses and residences will be maintained throughout construction
(Page 48).

If previously unidentified cultural resources are encountered during activity related to the
construction of the project, the contractor should stop work immediately at that location
notify the Engineer and should take all reasonable steps to secure the preservation of those
resources. The Engineer will contact the Arizona Department of Transportation
Environmental Planning Group, Historic Preservation Team, (602.712.8636 or 602.712.7767)
immediately, and make arrangements for proper treatment of those resources (Page 61).

The Engineer will review and approve the contractor’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan,
Notice of Intent, and Notice of Termination prior to submission to the Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality (Page 150).
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District Responsibilities (continued)

If active bird nests are identified within the project limits, construction activities will avoid
disturbing any active nest. Avoidance areas, if necessary, will be marked in the field with
temporary fencing or t-posts with flagging by an ADOT-approved biologist. The Engineer will
confer with the approved biologist to determine the appropriate avoidance strategies until
the nestlings have fledged from the nest and the nest is no longer active (Page 157).

If any active bird nests cannot be avoided by vegetation clearing or construction activities,
the Engineer will contact the Environmental Planning Group Biologist (602.712.7134 or

602.712.6819) to evaluate the situation (Page 157).

Contractor Responsibilities

Access to adjacent businesses and residences shall be maintained throughout construction
(Page 48).

If previously unidentified cultural resources are encountered during activity related to the
construction of the project, the contractor shall stop work immediately at that location notify
the Engineer and shall take all reasonable steps to secure the preservation of those resources.
The Engineer will contact the Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning
Group, Historic Preservation Team, (602.712.8636 or 602.712.7767) immediately, and make
arrangements for proper treatment of those resources (Page 61).

The contractor shall comply with all local air quality and dust control rules, regulations,
permits, and ordinances which apply to any work performed pursuant to the contract
(Page 94).

The contractor shall comply with all local sound control and noise rules, regulations, permits,
and ordinances which apply to any work pursuant to the contract (Page 133).

During the construction phase, utility work related to the freeway shall continue to be closely
coordinated with utility owners, particularly when severe outages will be required (Page 137).

The contractor shall develop a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, Notice of Intent, and
Notice of Termination, and submit it to the Engineer for approval (Page 150).

The contractor, upon approval from the Engineer, shall submit the Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan, Notice of Intent, and Notice of Termination to the Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality (Page 150).

This project is located within a designated municipal separate storm sewer system. Therefore,
the contractor shall send a copy of the Notice of Intent and Notice of Termination to the City
of Goodyear (Page 150).

All disturbed soils that will not be landscaped or otherwise permanently stabilized by
construction shall be seeded using species native to the project vicinity (Page 157).
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Contractor Responsibilities (continued)

The contractor shall develop a Noxious and Invasive Plant Species Treatment and Control Plan
in accordance with the requirements in the contract documents. Plants to be controlled shall
include those listed in the State and Federal Noxious Weed and the State Invasive Species list
in accordance with State and Federal Laws and Executive Orders. The plan and associated
treatments shall include all areas within the project right of way and easements as shown on
the project plans. The treatment and control plan shall be submitted to the Engineer for the
Arizona Department of Transportation Construction Professional Landscape Architect to
review and approve prior to implementation by the contractor (Page 157).

The contractor shall employ a biologist to complete a preconstruction survey for burrowing
owls 96 hours prior to construction in all suitable habitat that will be disturbed. The biologist
shall possess a burrowing owl survey protocol training certificate issued by the Arizona Game
and Fish Department. Upon completion of the survey, the contractor shall contact the Arizona
Department of Transportation Environmental Planning Biologist (602.712.6819 or
602.712.7767) to provide survey results (Page 157).

If any burrowing owls were located during preconstruction surveys or construction, the
contractor shall employ a biologist holding a permit from the US Fish and Wildlife Service to
relocate all burrowing owls from the project area, as appropriate (Page 158).

If burrowing owls or active burrows were identified during the preconstruction surveys or
during construction, no construction activities shall take place within 100 feet of any active
burrow until the owls are relocated (Page 158).

Prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities, the contractor shall arrange for and perform
the control of noxious and invasive species in the project area (Page 158).

If clearing, grubbing, or tree/limb removal will occur between March 1 and August 31, the
contractor shall employ a qualified biologist to conduct a migratory bird nest search of all
vegetation within the 10 (ten) days prior to removal. Vegetation may be removed if it has
been surveyed and no active bird nests are present. If active nests cannot be avoided, the
contractor shall notify the Engineer to evaluate the situation. During the non-breeding season
(September 1 — February 28), vegetation removal is not subject to this restriction (Page 158).

To prevent invasive species seeds from leaving the site, the contractor shall inspect all
construction equipment and remove all attached plant/vegetation and soil/mud debris prior
to leaving the construction site (Page 158).

To prevent the introduction of invasive species seeds, the contractor shall inspect all
earthmoving and hauling equipment at the equipment storage facility and the equipment
shall be washed prior to entering the construction site (Page 158).

The contractor shall employ a biologist to complete a preconstruction survey for invasive
plant species immediately prior to ground-disturbance activities. Upon completion of the
survey, the contractor shall contact the Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental
Planning Biologist (602.712.7134 or 602.712.7767) to provide survey results (Page 158).
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Contractor Responsibilities (continued)

e If suspected hazardous materials are encountered during construction, work shall cease at
that location and the Engineer shall be notified. The Engineer will contact the Arizona
Department of Transportation Environmental Planning Group hazardous materials
coordinator (602.920.3882 or 602.712.7767) immediately, and make arrangements for
assessment, treatment and disposal of those materials (Page 166).

e The contractor shall ensure that appropriate Occupational Safety & Health Administration
recommendations are followed for levels of personal protective equipment (i.e. dust masks
and protective eyewear to minimize contact with airborne dust) to be used by all persons
entering or working in the project area (Page 166).
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1 Introduction

1.1 Explanation of an Environmental Assessment

This Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for State Route 303 Loop (SR303L), SR30 to I-10 was
prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) with the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) acting as the lead federal agency. The Arizona
Department of Transportation (ADOT) participated with FHWA as the sponsoring agency in the
planning, preparation, and review of all technical and environmental documents. For the
preparation of the EA, the Maricopa Association of Governments, Arizona Game and Fish
Department, Arizona State Land Department, Bureau of Land Management, Western Area Power
Administration, State Historic Preservation Office, Flood Control District of Maricopa County,
Maricopa County Department of Transportation, City of Goodyear, and Town of Buckeye
accepted FHWA’s invitation to be participating agencies.

Per Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR]
Section 1508.9), the basic function of an EA is to describe a) the need for a proposed action,
b) alternatives for implementing or constructing a proposed action, and c) the environmental
impacts of a proposed action and alternatives. The EA also provides a listing of agencies and
persons consulted. This document serves as a tool for FHWA and ADOT in identifying potentially
significant impacts to social, economic, and environmental resources, and measures that can
mitigate these impacts.

1.2 Project Location

The Study Area is located south of Interstate 10 (I-10), 18 miles west of downtown Phoenix in
central Maricopa County, Arizona (Figure 1). The initial corridor development Study Area is
defined by I-10 on the north and the Gila River on the south. The northern portion of the Study
Area is bounded by 165™ Avenue on the east, and 176™ Avenue on the west down to Yuma Road,
where the western boundary extends to the intersection of Lower Buckeye Road and Curtis Road,
and the eastern boundary extends to Sarival Avenue. The eastern boundary continues south
along Sarival Avenue to the Gila River. The western boundary extends to Perryville Road then
continues south to the Gila River. The southern portion of the Study Area begins at Lower
Buckeye Road, where the study limits expand to Sarival Avenue on the east, Jackrabbit Trail on
the west, and the Gila River to the South. Beginning at Yuma Road, the eastern boundary of the
northern portion of the Study Area expands diagonally southeast to Sarival Avenue, and the west
boundary expands diagonally southwest to Curtis Road and Lower Buckeye Road.

The Study Area lies within the planning limits of the City of Goodyear, City of Buckeye and
unincorporated Maricopa County (Figure 2). The Study Area occupies portions of Sections 1, 2,
11-14, 21-28 and 33-36 in Township (T) 1 North, Range (R) 2 West; and Sections (S) 4 and 5in T1
South, R2 West, on the Perryville (1982), Arizona, U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute Topographic
Quadrangle Series.
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Figure 1. Project Location
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Figure 2. Initial Corridor Development Study Area
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The Study Area consists predominantly of large parcels of farmland and several residential
subdivisions, a shopping complex, and an industrial park (Figure 3). Public Land Survey Section 1,
adjacent to I-10, is mostly residential, and section 2, also adjacent to I-10, is mostly undeveloped
land. Sections 11-14, south of sections 1 and 2, are mostly residential subdivisions and a shopping
complex, with a few farmland parcels. Sections 22-24 are mostly farmland and undeveloped
parcels with some residential parcels and several goods distribution facilities. In the lower portion
of the Study Area, sections 25-27 are predominantly farmland and sections 34-36 are comprised
chiefly of the Gila River floodway. Cotton Lane, which is the main Northbound (NB)/Southbound
(SB) arterial in the Study Area, is paved and has a sidewalk with lighting and landscaping on the
east side NB at Maricopa County Route 85 (MC85). Between Elwood Street and Lower Buckeye
Road the sidewalk is replaced by a canal for the farmland in that section. The sidewalk resumes
at Lower Buckeye Road and ends shortly before Yuma Road. Sidewalks, pedestrian facilities, and
trees are limited within the Study Area. The general landscape is suburban and rural.

1.3 Project Background and Overview

The concept for SR303L was developed initially in the West Area Transportation Analysis Final
Report prepared for the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) in 1985. This analysis
identified a need for a north/south transportation corridor in the southwest valley connecting to
I-10. Development in the study corridor requires a transportation network consistent with MAG’s
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the land use and transportation elements of the City of
Goodyear’s General Plan. This long-term need called for a freeway that would extend from MC85
north to Interstate 17 (I-17). It was named the Estrella Freeway in 1986. The State Transportation
Board re-designated the Estrella Freeway as SR303L in 1987 (Figure 4). In 1994, Maricopa County
voters defeated Proposition 400, which would have extended the original Proposition 300 (1986-
2005) by 10 years and increased sales tax funding for MAG’s Regional Freeway system.

At the Governor’s request in 1995, the freeway was removed from the funded program and the
MAG long-range plan due to the absence of an identified funding source. ADOT, MAG, and key
local transportation agencies continued actively planning and expanding the metropolitan
Phoenix freeway system to address regional travel needs in the future. In 2002, the Maricopa
County Department of Transportation and the City of Goodyear completed a study on SR303L
between MC85 and Indian School Road that included a preliminary location and concept for a
system Tl between |-10 and SR303L. In 2003, MAG approved a $15.8 billion RTP. An important
part of the RTP is the Regional Transportation Plan Freeway Program (RTPFP), which was adopted
by MAG in November 2003. This program includes construction of new freeways, including
SR303L, as well as improvements to existing freeways. In 2004, Maricopa County voters approved
Proposition 400, which provided the funding necessary to implement the RTP.

SR303L is included in the RTPFP as a 40-mile-long planned new freeway in the western and
northwestern portions of the greater Phoenix metropolitan area. It was planned as early as 1986
as part of Proposition 300 (Figure 4). It extends from the future SR30 near MC85 north to I-10,
across United States Route 60 (US 60), and connects to I-17 to the northeast. The segment
connecting I-10 in the west across US 60
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Figure 3. Study Area Public Land Survey Townships, Ranges, and Sections
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Figure 4. Regional Freeway System under Proposition 300
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to I-17 in the northeast is constructed to Van Buren Street, and the remaining portion, south to
future SR30, is in the planning and design phase with construction to MC85 programmed and the
extension further south awaiting identification of funding.

The extension of SR303L would ultimately involve the construction of a 10-lane divided, access-
controlled urban freeway with four general purpose lanes and a HOV lane in each direction
between I-10 and the future SR30 freeway near MC85. The new facility would also include a half-
diamond interchange at Van Buren Street, a diamond interchange at Yuma Road, and a half-
diamond interchange at Elwood Street. Auxiliary lanes would be provided between interchanges,
and frontage roads would be provided where the SR303L alignment is located on existing Cotton
Lane. The project would ultimately include a freeway-to-freeway system interchange between
SR303L and the proposed SR30 freeway. This project defines the SR30 alignment between
Perryville Road and Sarival Avenue, including the system interchange with SR303L.
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2 Purpose and Need

2.1 Introduction

The transition from agricultural land to residential and commercial development in the cities of
Buckeye and Goodyear, Arizona (two of the fastest-growing jurisdictions in the MAG region) has
resulted in increased travel demand. This increase in demand necessitates a new facility in the
western Phoenix metropolitan area to facilitate regional connectivity. Recommendations for
improvements to the Study Area have been identified in various transportation studies and long-
range plans, including extension of the SR303L corridor southward.

2.2 Need for the Transportation Facility

2.2.1 Need Based on Socioeconomic Conditions

Future travel demand in this region was identified in MAG’s RTP. Currently, Cotton Lane south of
I-10 serves as a major arterial providing limited regional connectivity within the City of Goodyear.
It accommodates traffic generated by new development in the West Valley extending south of
MC85 and across the Gila River. Nine percent of employees working in the West Valley area
reside outside of Maricopa County, with many of that group commuting from Tucson (The West
Valley Workforce and Labor Market Study, Creating New Avenues for Success, 2008). Further
analysis indicates that the percentage of people living in one city and working in another is
increasing, which affects commuting patterns and traffic volumes. Figure 5 and Figure 6 show the
commuting patterns of West Valley residents, with the City of Goodyear outlined in blue. Figure
5 illustrates the commuting patterns of persons living within the MAG region and working in
Goodyear. Most persons employed in Goodyear also reside in Goodyear or adjacent
communities.

Figure 6 illustrates the commuting patterns of persons residing in Goodyear and working in other
municipalities, predominantly along 1-10 from Avondale, through downtown Phoenix, and east
to SR 51. Both figures illustrate that commuters heading to Goodyear from the West Valley utilize
I-10, existing SR303L, Cotton Lane, and SR101L, whereas commuters leaving Goodyear are
utilizing Cotton Lane, I-10, and east-west arterials.

Projections to 2016 based on the 2000 and 2010 U.S. Census indicate the communities in the
western portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area (Avondale, Buckeye, El Mirage, Glendale
Goodyear, Litchfield Park, Peoria, Surprise, Tolleson, and Youngtown combined) have collectively
added 300,000 residents since 2000, creating a 66 percent population increase. Per the 2010
Census, the western Phoenix metropolitan area cities of Goodyear and Buckeye had a
jurisdictional population of 116,151 which was a 342 percent increase since 2000. Based on the
land use plans of these cities, which assume major new transportation facilities, residential build-
out is projected to occur by 2050. The MAG 2016 Socioeconomic Projections report forecasts the
combined populations of these cities to be approximately 781,200 in 2050, or 365 percent higher
than in 2010. (http://geo.azmag.gov/maps/projections/2016). Within the Study Area, the 2017
estimated population is 47,609. By 2040 this number is projected to grow 226 percent to
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Source: MAG Trip Reduction Survey
Figure 5. Where People Working in Goodyear Live
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COTTON LANE

Source: MAG Trip Reduction Survey
Figure 6. Where People Living in Goodyear Work

Final Environmental Assessment SR303L,SR30to I-10
STP-303-A(ASO)S 11 303 MA 100 H6870 01L
September 2018



154,989 persons; and by 2050 the population is estimated to grow 314 percent to an estimated
196,957 persons. Substantial growth in employment is also projected for the Study Area. Since
2012, new businesses have moved into the industrial area near the Cotton Lane/MC85
intersection. Within the Study Area, the 2017 estimated employment is 16,427, which is
projected to grow to 38,196 by 2040 and to 64,760 by 2050 (Table 1).

Table 1. Study Area Population & Employment Comparisons with the MAG Region, 2017-2050
Population Employment Housing Units

Study Area MAG Region | Study Area MAG Region | Study Area MAG Region
2017 47,609 5,014,903 16,427 1,829,734 18,895 1,915,580
2040 154,989 7,346,154 38,196 2,646,923 58,253 2,714,869
% change 226% 46.5% 133% 44.7% 208% 41.7%
from 2017
Build-Out 196,957 9,554,192 64,760 4,551,516 76,669 3,844,297
2050
o 314% 90.5% 294% 149% 306% 101%
% change
from 2017

Source: Maricopa Association of Governments July 2017 (2017, 2023, 2030, 2040), Build-out Projections from Hidden Valley
Framework Study

Exponential growth in the Phoenix metropolitan area has occurred over the past decades, and
funding to develop the regional transportation network follows growth patterns. Per MAG, over
50 percent of the projected increase in population, employment, and housing from 2017 to 2050
is expected to occur in the southern and southwestern portions of the metropolitan area—
including Goodyear—as commuting patterns continue and transportation facilities are added.
Furthermore, the residential growth would concentrate new commercial and community
development closer to arterial intersections within the Study Area, compounding local arterial
traffic volumes. While employment growth in the project Study Area is projected to be nearly
double that for the MAG region as a whole, Study Area population and housing will increase at
nearly triple the regional rate, creating demand not only during commuting periods but also for
mobility and accessibility within the Study Area.

Figure 7 and Figure 8 on the following pages illustrate population and employment densities
projected with anticipated transportation facilities in mind. Both figures show projected changes
in population and employment densities in the Study Area for 2030, 2040, and the 2050 build-
out year, illustrating the continuing growth of development, population, and employment. These
increases in social and economic activity will generate travel demand that cannot be adequately
accommodated on the existing roadway network.
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Figure 7. Population Densities
*MAG data projections assume the development of SR303L and SR30
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Figure 8. Employment Densities
*MAG data projections assume the development of SR303L and SR30
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2.2.2 Need Based on Traffic Operations

To provide an objective and thorough evaluation, traffic operations within the Study Area were
evaluated using recent counts and projections. The analysis identified poor future performance
of the existing transportation infrastructure suggesting the need for improvements to the system
to mitigate congestion.

The performance of the corridor segments under existing conditions was analyzed using the most
recent Average Daily Traffic (ADT) data available. The ADT volumes of the main arterials in the
Study Area under existing conditions are identified in Table 2. The traffic analysis began in 2008
and was augmented with 2013 and 2015 traffic data. (Ongoing construction of the 1-10/SR303L
Tl Phase Il in 2016 rendered data from that year invalid as not representing typical traffic
conditions.) The segments with the highest ADT include Cotton Lane from Van Buren Street to
Yuma Road, Van Buren Street from Cotton Lane to Sarival Avenue, and MC85 from Cotton Lane
to Sarival Avenue.

Table 2. Existing ADT in the Study Area

Roadway

Average Daily
Traffic

(ADT)

Cotton Lane [-10 Van Buren Street 2015 6,350
Cotton Lane Van Buren Street Yuma Road 2015 8,800
Cotton Lane Yuma Road Lower Buckeye 2008 3,505
Road
Cotton Lane Lower Buckeye MC85 2008 3,418
Road

Cotton Lane MC85 Estrella Parkway 2015 3,160
Van Buren Street Perryville Road Cotton Lane 2015 3,750
Van Buren Street Cotton Lane Sarival Avenue 2015 11,440
Yuma Road Perryville Road Cotton Lane 2013 5,340
Yuma Road Cotton Lane Sarival Avenue 2008 5,958
Lower Buckeye Perryville Road Cotton Lane 2008 1,232
Road

Lower Buckeye Cotton Lane Sarival Avenue 2013 1,130
Road

MC85* Perryville Road Cotton Lane 2015 6,763
MC85* Cotton Lane Sarival Road 2015 9,413

Source: City of Goodyear Transportation Master Plan. Dated 3/17/2015
*Maricopa County Department of Transportation Traffic Counts, 2015
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For the 2040 projections analysis, planning-level volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios were calculated
by dividing the projected (2040) traffic volumes by the vehicular capacity of each roadway. The
v/c ratio of a roadway indicates its expected operating performance. A v/c ratio above 0.90
indicates that the roadway is expected to operate near or at failure where vehicles drive below
the posted speed limit and mobility is little to none.

The analysis for 2040 conditions (Table 3) is calculated with the assumption that main arterials in
the corridor would be widened to six lanes to mitigate congestion in the absence of new
transportation facilities. Adding travel lanes to an existing roadway has become a standard
strategy for mitigating congestion along a corridor; however, at some point, merely widening
without implementing access control may not be desirable. This is illustrated in Table 3, where
2040 ADT volumes in the Cotton Lane corridor are projected to exceed the future six-lane arterial
capacity of approximately 50,000 vehicles per day. This indicates increased traffic congestion
(LOS F) and associated delays for the traveling public. The no-build Cotton Lane Corridor within
the study area is projected to have a total AM peak hour delay of 232 hours, and a PM peak hour
delay of 329 hours. The SR303L frontage road system, to replace Cotton Lane access, is projected
to reduce this delay to 134 and 230 for AM and PM peak hours, respectively. Furthermore, the
2040 ADT projections, even with widening of MC85 and Cotton Lane, indicate that traffic volumes
would only improve along MC85.

Table 3. Existing and Projected ADT and Volume/Capacity (V/C) Ratio through 2040

2040 ADT without 2040 ADT without
SR303L SR303L & SR30

# of v/C # of 2040 v/C # of 2040 v/C
Roadway . Lanes Ratio Lanes ADT Ratio | Lanes ADT Ratio
without without
SR303L SR303L
& SR30
Cotton Van Yuma 2 8,800 | 0.69 6 64,220 1.28 6 72,510 1.45
Lane Buren | Road
Street
MC85 Cotton | Sarival 2 9,413 | 0.74 6 31,790 0.64 6 51,830 1.04
Lane Avenue

ADT: Average Daily Traffic

An enhanced transportation facility is needed for the projected traffic volumes, to accommodate
future local and regional growth of the Southwest Valley and existing transportation/land use
plans while meeting MAG’s RTP objectives and ADOT’s long-range goals of maintaining efficient
connectivity along state routes. MAG's current regional plan provides four general purpose lanes
and one HOV lane in each direction, and auxiliary lanes (where needed) between interchanges.
This extension of existing SR303L south to SR30 is a relatively short four miles between two
system-to-system interchanges. Due to this short distance, and the traffic sorting associated with
the system ramps entering and leaving, route continuity of four general purpose lanes and one
HOV lane in each direction will be maintained to provide lane balance. In addition to the freeway
facility, one-way frontage roads are needed to maintain access points to businesses,
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neighborhoods, and other properties located on the existing Cotton Lane corridor within the
Study Area. A new transportation facility along Cotton Lane would improve the movement and
circulation of people, goods, and services through Goodyear and the western portion of the
Phoenix metropolitan area by:

e |Improving capacity to accommodate future traffic demand and increased development
expected in the next two decades within and around the Study Area.

e Expanding regional connectivity and improving freeway linkages in the MAG freeway
system; i.e., to I-10, existing SR303L, future SR30, and the freeway network beyond.

Long-range/build-out transportation studies; such as the I-10 Hassayampa Valley Framework
Study (2008), and the I-8 and I-10 Hidden Valley Transportation Framework Study (2009) have
defined the transportation network for the region. Both studies acknowledged the southern
extension of SR303L as an integral component of MAG’s RTPFP.

2.2.3 Need Summary

The extension of SR303L is needed to help address travel demand projected to 2040 and beyond,
which the existing arterial street network will not be able to accommodate. Without a higher
capacity facility, traffic congestion in the Cotton Lane corridor will continue to worsen. The need
for improved transportation corridors is driven not only by increased volumes of localized traffic
resulting from population and employment growth, but also from increasing regional traffic
beyond the immediate Study Area, based on associated commuting patterns, and from limited
connectivity in the existing network. A new transportation corridor in the Study Area would form
an integral connection within the regional transportation system, providing an alternate south-
to-north route to I-10 through the growing communities in the western Phoenix metropolitan
area. For residents of the area, a new transportation corridor would enhance access to regional
employment centers to the north along the existing SR303L corridor and, via I-10, east to central
Phoenix, and would facilitate regional mobility. Direct connection to the future SR30 would afford
access to the SR202L South Mountain Freeway currently under construction, and would facilitate
travel to and from the east Valley and I-10 southeast of Phoenix.

2.3 Purpose of the Transportation Facility

One of the requirements of a new transportation facility within the Study Area would be
compatibility with the land use plans, policies, and growth objectives of the municipalities in and
around the Study Area. The purpose of the SR303L extension is to:

e Improve capacity to accommodate future traffic demand. Development in the Cotton Lane
corridor is anticipated to increase substantially in the next two decades. This growth would
generate higher traffic volumes than currently exist in the Study Area or than could be
accommodated on Cotton Lane even were it widened to a six-lane arterial roadway.

e Expand regional connectivity and improve freeway linkages in the MAG freeway system: In
addition to its connection to 1-10, SR303L would connect to the planned SR30. SR30 would
serve to relieve current and future congestion on I-10 by providing a parallel east-west
connection between the Cotton Lane corridor and the future SR 202L to the east.

Long range/build-out transportation studies; such as the I-8 and 1-10 Hidden Valley
Transportation Framework Study (2009) and the |-10 Hassayampa Valley Framework Study
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(2008) have defined the transportation network for the region. Both studies acknowledged the
SR303L project as an integral component of MAG’s RTPFP.

2.3.1 Consistency with Regulations, Land Use Plans, and Other Plans

The Study Area encompasses land under the jurisdiction of the City of Goodyear, Arizona State
Land Department (ASLD), and the Flood Control District of Maricopa County (FCDMC). The MAG
RTPFP from as early as 1987 (Figure 4), and the City of Goodyear General Plan (Figure 9), have
also identified the need for a new transportation facility in the Study Area, and it would generally
be consistent with the vision, goals, and development envisioned in the following plans:

e 2017: MAG Draft 2040 Regional Transportation Plan

e 2016: Imagine Buckeye General Plan 2040

e 2016: Maricopa County 2030 Comprehensive Plan

e 2015: FCDMC 2015 Comprehensive Floodplain Management Plan and Program
e 2014: City of Goodyear 2025 General Plan

e 2014: City of Goodyear Transportation Master Plan

e 2011: What Moves You Arizona, Long-Range Transportation Plan | 2010-2035
e 2009: Interstates 8 and 10 Hidden Valley Transportation Framework Study

e 2007: Hassayampa Framework Study

e 2007: City of Goodyear General Plan Progress Report Amendment

e 2006: Maricopa County White Tank/Grande Ave Area Plan

e 2002: Loop 303 Corridor/White Tanks Area Drainage Master Plan Update
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Source: City of Goodyear General Plan (2025)

Figure 9. City of Goodyear Land Use and Transportation Map
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3 Alternatives

3.1 Corridor History

Feasible alignment alternatives for the SR303L freeway extension were identified and evaluated
to accommodate future land use and projected traffic volumes for the 2040 design year. SR303L
was initially identified in the MAG Long-Range RTPFP in 1985, running between former SR85 (now
MC85) and I-17. Following passage of Proposition 300, the location of SR303L was established
between SR85 and I-10 in 1988 along the Cotton Lane alignment. Based on 2030 traffic demand
forecasted in the 2003 South West Area Transportation Study (SWATS), the I-10 Reliever (SR30)
running between SR202L and current SR85, and the SR303L Extension running from I-10 to Riggs
Road were added to the RTP to be funded under Proposition 400. Following passage of
Proposition 400, studies were initiated for SR303L between I-10 and SR30, and for SR30 between
SR202L and SR85. The alternative development process for SR303L, beginning in 2006, involved
a systematic approach to develop viable alignment concepts through an interdisciplinary team
dialogue that included FHWA, ADOT technical staff, and stakeholders.

3.2 Process

The SR303L study process involved two phases of development. Phase 1, an Alternative Selection
Report (ASR) including an Environmental Overview (EO), identified an array of potential corridors
for further analysis. Phase 2, a Location and Design Concept Report (L/CDR) associated with the
Environmental Assessment (EA) refined and evaluated the selected alternatives and recommend
a Build Alternative with an implementation plan.

Phase 1 is complete, and included agency and public scoping, environmental studies, and
conceptual alternatives development, evaluation, and recommendations. The March 2008 ASR
and associated EO documented the development process and recommendations of the Phase 1
alternatives to be carried forward. The ASR is available on the ADOT project website.

3.3 Alternative Selection Report, March 2008

3.3.1 Build Alternatives

The SR303L is planned to be a fully access-controlled, grade-separated, multi-lane freeway. The
ultimate facility would provide four general purpose lanes and one HOV lane in each direction,
and auxiliary lanes (where needed) between interchanges. Cotton Lane would be reconfigured
as frontage roads between Van Buren Street and Lower Buckeye Road. South of Lower Buckeye
Road, the southbound frontage road would transition to the existing Cotton Lane and
northbound Cotton Lane would transition to the frontage road. Initial funding under the RTP
would provide for a six-lane urban freeway with auxiliary lanes between interchanges, as part of
an interim improvement. The SR303L extension south of SR30 was assumed to be along a
Rainbow Valley corridor, although funding for its construction has not been included in the RTP.
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3.3.2 Study Area

The original Study Area for the ASR and initial alternative corridors are shown on Figure 10. For
evaluation purposes, the corridors were divided into two Segments; Segment 1, I-10 to Lower
Buckeye Road; and Segment 2, Lower Buckeye Road to SR30. Subsequently, the extension of
SR303L from north of I-10 to Van Buren Street, along with system interchange ramps to and from
the south, were constructed in a SR303L/I-10 Tl Phase |l project that opened to traffic in October
2017. The remainder of Segment 1 has only one build alternative, which runs down the existing
Cotton Lane corridor. The consideration of other alternatives in this area would have major
impacts to existing residential and commercial developments, including displacements, as well
as being incompatible with adopted long-term local and regional planning. At Lower Buckeye
Road, six separate SR303L corridor alternatives continued either south, southwest, or southeast
to tie into a planned system Tl with the future SR30. The corridor alternatives are shown as broad
swaths that would contain the entire freeway footprint, including frontage roads, service
interchanges, a FCDMC drainage channel, and the proposed SR303L/SR30 system interchange.
The corridors were identified on the basis of avoidance of existing and planned development,
and compatibility with land use and utility corridors. Initial evaluations were based on out-of-
direction travel, parallel freeway length, overall freeway length, and land use impacts. The six
corridors identified for Segment 2 are described in Table 4.

3.3.3 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Study in the ASR

After preliminary evaluation of the six corridors, Corridors 1, 2A, and 2B were removed from
further consideration, and an additional hybrid Alternative 5 was added following the initial
analyses to eliminate the effects of out-of-direction travel associated with Alternative 2C. This
alternative uses the Alternative 2C SR303L alignment, with system ramps for South to East and
West to North added within the Alternative 3 corridor.

Segment 2 - Alternatives 1, 2A, and 2B were removed from further consideration for the following
reasons:

e All three alternatives would result in lengthy out-of-direction travel for the south-to-east
and west-to-south movements between SR303L to SR30.

e Each of these alternatives would create a two- to three-mile parallel facility between
SR30 and I-10, which would reduce the intended purpose of SR30 to serve as a reliever
route for I-10 traffic.

e The greater roadway length of each of these alternatives would have higher costs
compared to the other shorter alternatives.

e Alternative 1 would substantially impact a planned large residential development
throughout its Cotton Lane-to-Perryville Road segment.

e None of these alternatives would be consistent with the Goodyear General Plan.

An Evaluation Matrix for Alternatives 2C, 3, 4, and 5 was developed. Alternatives 3 and 4 were
eliminated. Alternatives 2C and 5 were recommended to be carried forward in the L/DCR.
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Figure 10. Initial Alternatives within Original Study Area
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Table 4. Initial Alternatives — Segment 2

Alternative Description Develop in

More Detail

Segment 2: Lower Buckeye Road to SR30

1 Proceeds west from Cotton Lane between Lower Buckeye No
Road and an APS transmission line, then turns south at
1915t Avenue to SR30

2A Proceeds west-southwest from Cotton Lane at Lower No

Buckeye Road to Broadway Road, then parallels the south
side of Broadway Road west to 191t Avenue, where it
would turn south to SR30

2B Proceeds west-southwest from Cotton Lane at Lower No
Buckeye Road to Broadway Road, then turns south to
follow 183 Avenue to SR30

2C Proceeds southwest from Cotton Lane at Lower Buckeye Yes
Road to midway between 175%™ Avenue and Citrus Road,
where it turns south and continues to SR30

3 Proceeds south on Cotton Lane from Lower Buckeye Road Yes
to SR30
4 Proceeds southeast from Cotton Lane at Lower Buckeye No
Road to SR30
5* Provides a dual facility by combining Alternatives 2C and Yes
(added later) 3, with south-to-east and west-to-north freeway

movements occurring in the Alternative 3 corridor

APS: Arizona Public Service
*Alternative 5 was added to eliminate out-of-direction travel associated with Alternative 2C

Alternative 3 was not carried forward into detailed study for the following reasons:

e The location of the Tl at SR30 under this alternative would not provide route continuity
with a potential future extension of SR303L from SR30 to MAG’s proposed Hassayampa
Freeway south of the Gila River, as proposed in the RTPFP.

e Poor connectivity between HOV lanes north and south of SR30 would result because of
the split traffic interchanges.

e Alternative 3 would not be consistent with the Goodyear General Plan relative to

ongoing and future development plans east of Cotton Lane.

Final Environmental Assessment SR303L, SR30 to I-10
STP-303-A(ASO)S 24 303 MA 100 H6870 01L
September 2018



Alternative 4 was not carried forward into detailed study for the following reasons:

e The location of the Tl at SR30 under this alternative would not provide route continuity
with a potential future extension of SR303L from SR30 to MAG’s proposed Hassayampa
Freeway south of the Gila River, as proposed in the RTPFP.

e Poor connectivity between HOV lanes north and south of SR30 would result because of
the split traffic interchanges.

e Recently constructed industrial development would be displaced, thus increasing overall
project costs.

e Alternative 4 would not be consistent with the Goodyear General Plan relative to ongoing
and future development plans east of Cotton Lane.

Alternative 2C was carried forward for the following reasons:

e Utilizes the reserved right-of-way corridor.

e Reduces impacts to commercial and residential development plans.
e The Stack system Tl provides SR303L continuity to the south.

e Supported by local planning and governmental agencies.

Alternative 5 was carried forward for the following reasons:

e Utilizes the reserved right-of-way corridor.

e Allows for the south half of a Tl at Elwood Street.

e Reduces impacts to commercial and residential development plans.
e Eliminates out-of-direction travel.

e The Stack system Tl provides SR303L continuity to the south.

e Supported by local planning and governmental agencies.

3.4 Location and Design Concept Report (L/DCR) Alternatives Development
Following completion of the ASR, a more detailed engineering concept was developed for
Alternatives 2C and 5. While coordinating the development of the SR303/SR30 system
interchange, concerns were raised relative to the siting of the SR303L southern extension
crossing of the Gila River due to environmental restrictions limiting crossing locations. A separate
river crossing analysis was performed showing two possible corridors across the river (Figure 11).
One crossing, identified as the Rainbow Valley crossing, was consistent with Alternatives 2C and
5. The other location was along the Cotton Lane corridor, which would require utilization of the
previously discarded ASR Alternative 3 corridor. To ensure that the alternative selected north of
SR30 did not preclude the southern extension of SR303, a feasibility analysis was performed
utilizing the two potential Gila River crossing corridors. The results indicated that either corridor
was viable. To ensure proper vetting of alternative corridors, Alternative 3 was added to the
L/DCR analysis.
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3.4.1 Alternatives Considered for Further Study in the L/DCR

In the spring of 2013, the Study Area was refined to focus on the alternatives retained for further
study (Figure 12). Starting at Van Buren Street and proceeding south to MC85, the original Study
Area was reduced from 1.0 mile wide to an 850-foot-wide corridor centered on Cotton Lane.
Below Lower Buckeye Road, the western boundary of the Study Area runs diagonally to Broadway
Road. Below MCS85, the Study Area boundaries are the proposed SR30 freeway to the south,
Sarival Avenue to the east, and Perryville Road to the west.

As with the ASR, the corridor was divided into two segments: Segment 1, Van Buren Street to
Lower Buckeye Road, and Segment 2, Lower Buckeye Road to SR30. The evaluation of the Build
Alternatives begins where the southern portion of the existing I-10/SR303L Tl transitions into
existing Cotton Lane 1,200 feet south of Van Buren Street, extending to and including the SR30
interchange and SR30 between Sarival Avenue and Perryville Road. The SR303L alignment at Van
Buren Street is common to all Build Alternatives in the Study Area, as is the alignment of SR30 at
Sarival Avenue and Perryville Road.

3.4.2 Segment1

All alternatives share the same alignment from Van Buren Street to Lower Buckeye Road. The
selected alternative in Segment 1 would replace the existing Cotton Lane roadway and require
the construction of one-way frontage roads on each side of the freeway for the entire length of
the segment to provide for local access. It would provide four travel lanes and an HOV lane in
each direction, with auxiliary lanes between the service interchanges at Van Buren Street and
Yuma Road. Van Buren Street, Yuma Road, and Lower Buckeye Road would remain at grade, with
SR303L passing over them. This segment includes a half diamond Tl to the south at Van Buren
Street and a full diamond Tl at Yuma Road. A utility corridor is provided along the west side of
the southbound frontage road adjacent to the Loop 303 drainage channel. The Cotton Lane
corridor was recommended for Segment 1 for the following reasons:

e |t would provide route continuity in the SR303L corridor between 1-10 and southerly
extensions of SR303L, as outlined in MAG’s RTPFP.

e ADOT and MAG have endorsed this configuration in previous studies.

e The City of Goodyear has expressed its support.

e Future development plans in the area have accounted for the freeway corridor in this
location.

e Most of the Segment 1 alignment falls within reserved right-of-way (ROW) potentially
reducing costs and impacts.

e In the areas where additional ROW is needed, only five displacements or relocations
would be.

3.4.2.1 Avondale Cotton Gin 4(f) avoidance alternatives

The former Avondale Cotton Gin property, located on the southeast corner of Cotton Lane and
Yuma Road, was initially recommended as eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP), thereby protected under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of
1966 (See Section 4.6). This historic resource included 3 existing structures.
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Figure 12. Revised Study Area (2013)
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Four avoidance alignment alternatives were developed and impacts were evaluated (Figure 13).
The avoidance alignments affected the alignment of SR303L between Van Buren Street and
Lower Buckeye Road. Avoidance alternative A shifted SR303L to the west. Avoidance alternative
B shifted SR303L to the east. Avoidance alternative C shifted SR303L to the west enough to avoid
impacts to the Section 4(f) structures, but still resulted in a use of the Section 4(f) property.
Avoidance alternative D stacked the northbound and southbound SR303L roadways on top of
one another, reducing the roadway typical section to 3 general purpose lanes in each direction
and eliminating the HOV lane and frontage roads in the area. In addition, Yuma Road was
provided with only a half diamond interchange to the north in this avoidance alternative.

In the course of documenting the former Cotton Gin structures to Historic American Building
Survey (HABS) standards, it was discovered that the property had lost enough of its integrity that
it could no longer convey its significance and was, therefore, ultimately determined not to be
eligible for inclusion in the National Register. Subsequent consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) (Petty [FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO] May 17, 2016) resulted in the
utilization of the original alignment for Segment 1 of the SR303L along Cotton Lane, with frontage
roads on each side (See Section 4.6).

3.4.3 Segment 2

Segment 2 of the SR303L extension begins at Lower Buckeye Road and continues southward,
connecting with the future SR30. For purposes of this study, the section of SR30 between Sarival
Road and Perryville Road containing the SR303L/SR30 interchange is included. The conceptual
SR30 alignment was developed to avoid potential impacts to cultural and historic resources
protected under Section 4(f), and is consistent across all alternatives. All Segment 2 alternatives
include a half diamond connection to the north at Elwood Street and frontage road connections
to Cotton Lane, a full diamond Tl at Cotton Lane and future SR30, a full directional interchange
between SR303L and SR30 that would accommodate a direct HOV connection, and grade
separations of MC85, Southern Avenue, and UPRR. All alternatives utilize the FCDMC drainage
channel for drainage outfall; this could also serve as a utility corridor along the west side of
SR303L between Lower Buckeye Road and Broadway Road.

3.4.3.1 Alternative 2C

Alternative 2C diverges to the west from the Cotton Lane alignment at Lower Buckeye Road,
crossing over Elwood Street about 0.25 mile west of Cotton Lane and extending southwest
through the reserved ROW from the El Cidro development, crossing UPRR on a skew and
intersecting SR30 on a skew just north of Southern Avenue and west of MC85, resulting in a
5-level stack interchange. The skew of the freeways’ mainlines results in long directional ramps
and bridge structures, plus more ramp grade separation structures. Alignment Alternative 2C
would use as much of the El Cidro development reserved ROW as is feasible, while maintaining
acceptable roadway geometrics. This alignment widens to provide for future HOV connections
and maintains SR303L continuity should a potential southerly extension across the Gila River
occur in the Rainbow Valley corridor. Due to the HOV connectivity and the 75- to 100-foot parallel
drainage channel, the SR30 east-to-north HOV alternative exceeds the El Cidro reserved ROW on
the east side. This area has not yet been platted, and is zoned for industrial development, so the
anticipated impacts are lessened.
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Figure 13. Cotton Gin Avoidance Alternatives
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Alternative 2C is consistent with MAG Regional Planning: Hassayampa Valley and Hidden Valley
Transportation Framework Studies and the Goodyear General Plan. It utilizes right of way
preserved by Goodyear. It allows unfettered west side development access to Cotton Lane
between Elwood St. and UPRR, but limits access to the area in the NW (northwest) quadrant of
the SR303L/SR30 TI. The stack interchange results in long directional ramps and bridge structures,
plus more ramp grade separation structures. Constructability and maintenance of traffic are good
due to the new alignment and ramp spread of the skewed SR303L/SR30 TI. The alighnment
requires power line tower adjustments in two locations.

3.4.3.2 Alternative 3

Alternative 3 continues south along the Cotton Lane alignment, with frontage roads extending
south past Elwood Street. The alignment crosses between the Huhtumaki plant (manufacturers
of plastic food and drink containers) and Cotton Lane, extending south over the UPRR and MC85,
and intersecting SR30 3,000 feet south of MC85 just east of Cotton Lane. The SR30-Cotton Lane
Tl is embedded within the SR303L/SR30 5-level stack Tl. Because of the perpendicular crossing of
the freeway mainlines, a more compact system Tl results, requiring fewer ramp grade separation
structures and shorter directional ramps. The southern extension of SR303L under this
alternative would utilize a Cotton Lane corridor south of the Gila River. Alignment Alternative 3
would require the frontage roads on Cotton Lane to continue south of Elwood Street/Dunlap
Road.

Alternative 3 is not consistent with MAG Regional Planning Hassayampa Valley and Hidden Valley
Transportation Framework Studies or the Goodyear General Plan. It does not utilize the ROW
corridor preserved by Goodyear through the El Cidro development, would require ROW from the
Huhtumaki property, and would restrict access to locations on Cotton Lane. However, Alternative
3 would occupy less acreage than the other alternatives due to the shorter distance from Lower
Buckeye Road to SR30 along Cotton Lane. The perpendicular crossing of the freeway mainlines
would provide a more compact directional interchange, with fewer ramp grade separation
structures; however, this same tight configuration would require more difficult phased
construction. The Alternative 3 alignment would also require major power line tower height
adjustments.

3.4.3.3 Alternative 5

Alternative 5 is a hybrid of the Alternative 2C and 3 alignments. This alternative leaves SR303L
along the 2C alignment, while locating the south-to-east and west-to-north ramps of the
SR303L/SR30 stack Tl in the Alternative 3 alignment. The resulting system Tl is split, with two (2)
directional ramps south-to-east and west-to-north along Cotton Lane, and the remaining
movements occurring within the Alternative 2C five-level stack interchange. The southern
extension of SR303L under Alternative 5 would be consistent with a Rainbow Valley corridor
alignment.

Splitting the interchanges eliminates out-of-direction travel and provides shorter, earlier direct
connection of SR303 with SR30. Due to the HOV connectivity and the 75- to 100-foot parallel
drainage channel, this alternative may exceed the El Cidro reserved ROW on the east side. This
area is part of a triangular section of land that would be created between the SR303L mainline
and the south-to-east and west-to-north interchange ramps.
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The Alternative 5 alignment of SR303L is consistent with MAG Regional Planning Hassayampa
Valley and Hidden Valley Transportation Framework Studies; however, it is only partially
consistent with the City of Goodyear General Plan. It utilizes ROW preserved by Goodyear, but
would also require ROW from the Huhtumaki property. It restricts access between the
Huhtumaki property and Cotton Lane, limits access to the area in the NW quadrant of the 5-level
SR303L/SR30 stack interchange. The skew of the freeways’ mainlines results in long directional
ramps and bridge structures, and adds ramp crossing grade separation structures. Alternative 5
would add a south half-diamond Tl at Elwood Street. Phased implementation, maintenance of
traffic, and constructability under Alternative 5 would be easier than with Alternative 3, as
SR303L on new alignment and the 5-level stack TIwould be spread out due to the skewed crossing
of proposed SR30. A freeway-to-freeway connection of SR303L and SR30 east of Cotton Lane is
possible without constructing SR303L south of Lower Buckeye Road, allowing for an initial low-
implementation cost, high-speed connection without dumping regional traffic onto Cotton Lane.
Alternative 5 would require long directional ramps due to the skew of the crossing and spacing
between Cotton Lane and SR303L, and the added length of the south-to-east and west-to-north
directional ramps. The Alternative 5 alignment requires lower-level power line tower
adjustments in two locations.

Following multiple meetings in 2017, one being a field review with FHWA and SHPO relative to
avoidance of potential Section 4(f) resources; and others held with utility representatives from
the Buckeye Water Conservation and Drainage District, Arizona Public Service (APS), and Salt
River Project (SRP) relative to cost and shutdown restrictions required for adjustments to their
facilities; an additional SR30 concept alignment was developed. In general, the SR30 alignment
as originally conceived would run north of the power lines, while the revised SR30 alignment runs
south of the power lines. Due to the potential cost and implementation impacts associated with
relocating these major utility facilities, as well as potential use of Section 4(f) resources,
Alternatives 2C, 3, and 5 were each analyzed with a SR30 North (N) and SR30 South (S) variation.
With the exception of the power lines and the Section 4(f) impacts, the relative comparison
among Alternatives 2C, 3, and 5 as described above still applies with the shift of SR30 to the
south. lllustrations of each alternative, showing both the north and south concept alignment for
SR30, follow in Figure 14, Figure 15, and Figure 16. SR303L Segment 1 (Van Buren Street to Lower
Buckeye Road) is the same for each, but is included on the alternative figures.
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Figure 14. Revised Study Area with Alternatives 2CN and 2CS
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Figure 15. Revised Study Area with Alternatives 3N and 3S
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Figure 16. Revised Study Area with Alternatives 5N and 5S
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3.5 Alternatives Comparison and Selected Alternative

The project purpose and need set forth the basis for the evaluation process. The alternatives
were developed to meet the project purpose and need, satisfy design criteria and guidelines, and
minimizing environmental impacts, while accounting for agency and public input.

Engineering factors that were considered in scoring the criteria for the alternatives study process
include:

e Route Length

e Roadway Geometrics

e System Interchange Configuration and Number of Levels
e Drainage Implementation

e Number of Structures Required

e Number of Service Interchanges and Their Locations
e OQut-of-Direction Travel

e HOV Connections

e Connectivity to Local Street Network

e Constructability

e Construction Cost

e Right-of-Way

e Potential Business and Residential Displacements

e Utility Crossings and Conflicts

Environmental factors that were considered in scoring the criteria for the alternatives study
process include:

e Land Use Impacts

e Consistency with Local Land Use Plan

e Threatened, Endangered, or Sensitive Species
e Community Cohesion

e Visual Impacts

e Archaeological Resources

e Built Environment (Historic Buildings and Structures)
e Prime and Unique Farmland

e Water Quality

e Noise Impacts

e Hazardous Materials

A matrix comparing major differentiating criteria of the six alternatives developed in the L/DCR
was presented to the study team (Table 5), scoring potential severity of impacts or favorability
with 1 being a low impact or more favorable and 5 being a high impact or less favorable based
on preliminary engineering and environmental assessment. Alternative 2C South (2CS) emerged
as the Preferred Alternative in the L/DCR as it is consistent with local and regional planning,
maintains local access along Cotton Lane south of Elwood Street, utilizes preserved right-of-way,
avoids adverse environmental impacts, minimizes impacts to 4(f) resources, and minimizes
conflicts with the Buckeye Canal system and APS Palo Verde water line.
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Table 5. L/DCR Alternatives Comparison Matrix

Criteria 2CN 2CS 3N 3s 5N 58
Air Quality/Noise Impacts 3 3 3 3 4 4
Visual Impacts 4 3 5 5 4 4
Archaeological Resource Impacts 3 1 5 3 5 1
Section 4(f) Impacts 3 1 5 5 5 3
Local Access 2 2 4 4 4 4
Traffic Operations 3 3 3 3 2 2
Construction Cost* 3 3 4 3 4 4
Right of Way 3 4 3 2 3 4
Utilities — Canal/APS reclaimed water line 4 2 4 3 4 2
Utilities - Power Lines 3 4 3 5 3 4
Public Input 3 3 3 3 3 3
Planning Consistency 1 1 5 5 2 2
TOTALS 35 30 47 44 43 37

1 = Low Impact or More Favorable, 5 = High Impact or Less Favorable
* Major utility costs are addressed under the Utilities criterion
Source: Location and Design Concept Report, State Route (SR) 303L, SR30 to I-10, Arizona Department of Transportation, 2018.

3.6 No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative is included as a baseline for comparison with the Selected Alternative
throughout the NEPA process. The No-Build Alternative would not result in the design or
construction of any portion of SR303L south of Van Buren Street. The SR303L freeway would end
immediately south of Van Buren Street at Lilac Street / Canyon Trails Boulevard, with traffic
continuing on Cotton Lane from this point south. Construction of the section of SR303L identified
and funded in the RTP would not occur under this alternative, thereby not providing a freeway
connection between I-10 and the future SR30. No major improvements would be made by ADOT
in the Cotton Lane corridor beyond this point. However, maintenance of the existing roadway by
the City of Goodyear would continue, and future widening of Cotton Lane could be funded by
either Goodyear or the Maricopa County Department of Transportation (MCDOT).

Under the No-Build Alternative, traffic flow would continue to deteriorate on local arterial streets
south of I-10 due to increasing traffic volumes. This congestion would intensify in future years,
generated by ongoing land development and urbanization in the area south of I-10.

3.7 General Project Schedule
Based on MAG’s January 2018 RTPFP, the following elements of the SR303L extension and future
SR30 are planned:

e FY 2019: Final design of SR303L from MC85 to Van Buren Street

e FY 2019: ROW acquisition for SR303L from MC85 to Van Buren Street

e FY 2020: Construction of SR303L from MC85 to Van Buren Street

e FY 2020: Design of SR30 from SR202L to SR303L — Phase | (Interim)

e FY 2024: ROW acquisition for SR30 from SR202L to SR303L — Phase | (Interim)
e FY 2026: Construction of SR30 from SR202L to SR303L — Phase | (Interim)
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Construction of the westward extension of SR30 from SR303L to SR85 is included in the current
MAG 2040 RTP; however, the RTP does not include construction of SR303L south of SR30.
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4 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences,
and Mitigation

This section of the Draft EA describes the Study Area environment, the environmental impacts
associated with the No-Build and Selected Alternative, and potential mitigation measures, where
appropriate. The following issues were eliminated from further study because these resources
do not occur within the project area:

e Wilderness areas,

e Sole source aquifers,

¢ Wild and scenic rivers,

e Section 6(f) resources, and
e National natural landmarks.

4.1 Transportation Network

4.1.1 Existing Conditions

SR303L does not currently exist south of I-10, but the voter-approved Proposition 400 indicated
the freeway would be aligned along existing Cotton Lane (Figure 17). Cotton Lane is currently a
four-lane arterial street from 1-10 to Yuma Road, where it transitions into a two-lane roadway
that continues to MC85. The existing local roadway network is a traditional one-mile arterial grid
system. Currently, the arterial streets are generally two-lane roadways. Intersections within the
study limits are controlled by traffic signals and stop signs. The following intersections on Cotton
Lane are controlled by traffic signals:

e Van Buren Street* - existing 6-lane roadway, ultimate configuration at Cotton Lane

e Lilac Street/Canyon Trails Boulevard — existing 2-lane roadway with continuous left turn lane,
ultimate configuration

e Canyon Trails Shopping Center - commercial center entrance roadway

e Yuma Road* - where development has occurred the existing improvements accommodate
two lanes/for unimproved frontages one lane is provided

e West Lower Buckeye Road - where development has occurred the existing improvements
accommodate two lanes/for unimproved frontages one lane is provided

e Commerce Drive — existing 2-lane roadway for developed areas the improvements
accommodate 1 lane and a continuous left turn lane

e MC85* - 2-lane roadway/intersection with Cotton Lane has been improved for ultimate 6-
lane roadways for MC85 and Cotton Lane

The intersections listed below are controlled by stop signs:

e Pima Street — existing 2-lane roadway with continuous left turn lane, ultimate configuration

*Major Collectors

Final Environmental Assessment SR303L, SR30 to I-10
STP-303-A(ASO)S 39 303 MA 100 H6870 01L
September 2018



Figure 17. Existing Local Roadway Network
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e FElwood Street — existing 2-lane roadway for developed areas the improvements
accommodate 1 lane and a continuous left turn lane

The Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and the Gila River also cross through the Study Area.

Source: Field Review
4.1.2 Environmental Impacts

4.1.2.1 Selected Alternative

The transportation network in the study area would be enhanced by the Selected Alternative.
Arterial and collector roadways approaching the facility would be improved to their ultimate lane
configurations based upon the City of Goodyear’s Roadway Functional Classification Plan and
MAG’s 2040 Travel Demand Model. Existing access points along Cotton Lane would be
maintained with one-way frontage roads paralleling the SR303L freeway throughout the area
where the SR303L is located on the existing Cotton Lane. Private and some collector roadway
access points would change to right-in and right-out conditions. Crossings at the interchanges at
Van Buren Street, Yuma Road, and Elwood Street as well as the overpasses at Lilac Street/Canyon
Trails Boulevard and Lower Buckeye Road provide the movements that are displaced with the
right-in/right-out condition.

4.1.2.2 No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative analysis included the proposed widening of arterials to their ultimate
configuration based upon the City of Goodyear’s Roadway Functional Classification Plan and
MAG’s 2040 Travel Demand Model. Cotton Lane was analyzed as a 6-lane arterial for the No-
Build Alternative. In the No-Build configuration, Cotton Lane congestion reaches a Level of
Service F with or without SR30 in place to the south. MC85 congestion reaches a Level of Service
F only with SR30 in place.

4.1.2.3 Mitigation
The Selected Alternative would address the need for more robust transportation infrastructure
in the Study Area. No mitigation measures would be necessary.

4.1.2.4 Conclusion

The extension of SR303L has been planned since the early 2000s and is included in the Maricopa
County Comprehensive Plan, the MAG RTPFP, and the Goodyear General Plan. Maricopa County
and the City of Goodyear have planned for the SR303L alignment by preserving anticipated ROW
needs for the SR303L and keep monitoring the effects of adjacent development plans to each
side. This SR303L transportation improvement corridor is consistent with local and regional
transportation plans and will enhance the roadway network.

4.2 Land Ownership, Jurisdiction, and Land Use
4.2.1 Existing Conditions

4.2.1.1 Land Ownership and Jurisdiction
Land ownership within the Study Area is mostly private. Most of the land is incorporated as part
of the City of Goodyear and, with the remainder being part of unincorporated Maricopa County.
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Two parcels are public land held in trust by the Arizona State Land Department. Both are located
immediately west of Cotton Lane, one between the Roosevelt Canal and Van Buren Street (site
of the former Phoenix Trotting Park), and the other at the southern end of the Study Area at the
Gila River Bridge.

Within the Study Area, City of Goodyear lands are transitioning from agricultural use to
residential and commercial uses. The Goodyear Land Use and Transportation Plan 2025 (Figure
9 on Page 19) indicates future development would result in the long-term replacement of
agricultural land use with business and commercial uses in the southwest quadrant of the
SR303L/I-10 interchange area, commercial and industrial uses along the UPRR, and neighborhood
business and commercial uses throughout the SR303L corridor. The Cotton Lane/Yuma Road
intersection has developed into a regional retail center over the past 10 years, and plans have
been submitted for two major mixed-use developments along the east side of Cotton Lane from
[-10 to Yuma Road. In addition, plans have been submitted for the 320-acre El Cidro Ranch
residential development south of Lower Buckeye Road and west of Cotton Lane.

4.2.2 Environmental Impacts

4.2.2.1 Selected Alternative

The existing and future land uses adjacent to the SR303L corridor are considered compatible with
enhanced transportation infrastructure (i.e. interchanges, HOV lanes, and frontages roads). The
Selected Alternative would not have an adverse impact on existing planned land uses as it is
consistent with the City of Goodyear General Plan.

Land ownership would be impacted to a small degree. Two full residential parcels and the Moose
Lodge parcel would be converted to transportation use in Segment 1. The impact on land use
south of Lower Buckeye Road (Segment 2) would likewise be minor as the land to be converted
to transportation use would be restricted primarily to agricultural lands, undeveloped land
owned by the City of Goodyear, and two residential properties for SR303L. The total amount of
ROW required for the Selected Alternative is 928 acres, including undeveloped land owned by
the City of Goodyear.

4.2.2.2 No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative included the proposed widening of arterials to 6-lane roadways. It
would have no effect on land ownership, jurisdiction, or land use. The only land acquired for
transportation use would be for the widening of arterials, not for a new freeway.

4.2.3 Mitigation
Design Responsibility

e A right-of-way acquisition program will be implemented in accordance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646),
the Uniform Relocation Act Amendments of 1987 (Public Law 100-17), and Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. Private property owners will be compensated at fair market value for land
acquired for project right-of-way. Landowners required to move to a new home may be
eligible for relocation benefits. These payments may include a housing supplement, moving
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costs, reestablishment costs, incidental expenses, and closing costs. Renters may also be
eligible for relocation benefits.

4.2.4 Conclusion

The extension of SR303L has been planned since the early 2000s and is included in the Maricopa
County Comprehensive Plan, the Maricopa RTP, and the Goodyear General Plan. Maricopa
County and the City of Goodyear have planned for the SR303L alignment by preserving
anticipated ROW needs for the SR303L and keeping development to each side. This
transportation corridor is consistent with the City and County land use plans.

4.3 Social and Economic Considerations

This section discusses social and economic aspects of the Study Area, including population and
employment, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI) and environmental justice
populations, community facilities and characteristics, and existing businesses. It also discusses
potential impacts of the freeway, including residential and business displacements and impacts
on community facilities, community cohesion, and tax revenues.

4.3.1 Existing Conditions

4.3.1.1 Recreation

A variety of recreational resources are located either within or proximate to the Study Area. Both
Goodyear and Buckeye have identified the MC85 corridor as a primary recreational opportunity
for bicycling and trail networks. Goodyear has proposed multi-use trails and trails in washes that
align with arterial corridors, such as Lower Buckeye Road, along canals, and within the Gila River.
A number of bike lanes have been established in the Study Area (Figure 18), primarily within the
roadway prism of the adjacent collector streets.

The Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department developed the Maricopa Trail, which
connects the major parks throughout Maricopa County via a continuous network of pathways
and trails. This trail system is located adjacent to the eastern border of the Study Area and
provides access to Estrella Mountain Regional Park to the southeast. There are no public parks
or recreational facilities in the Study Area.

A recreational corridor is proposed in the project vicinity as part of the El Rio Watercourse Master
Plan. The El Rio vision extends 17 miles along the Gila River and includes trails for biking, hiking,
and bird watching, plus wildlife habitat enhancements, that run from the confluence of the Agua
Fria River to SR85. The project began as a restoration effort to return the Gila River to its natural
state and improve flood control. With the efforts of the FCDMC and the cities of Avondale,
Goodyear, and Buckeye, the Master Plan’s vision is to develop a recreational corridor that fosters
development in West Valley communities.

4.3.1.2 Schools

No schools are located within the SR303L Study Area boundaries. Several schools are located
nearby, however (Figure 18). Copper Trail Elementary School is 0.5 mile south of Van Buren Street
and 0.33 mile east of Cotton Lane on Canyon Trails Boulevard. Discovery Creemos Academy is a
K-8 charter school on Lower Buckeye Road, 1.25 miles east of Cotton Lane. Desert Edge High
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School, on Yuma Road, is 1.5 miles east of Cotton Lane, and Desert Star Elementary School is 1.75
mile east of Cotton Lane on 157" Avenue. The Las Brisas Academy is 0.5 mile west of Citrus Road
on 183 Avenue at Las Brisas Drive.

4.3.1.3 Emergency and Community Services - Police, Fire, Ambulance, Library, and Post Office
There are no emergency or community service facilities located within the SR303L Study Area
(Figure 18). The nearest facilities are outside the SR303 Study Area and include:

e Goodyear Fire Station 184: 16161 Yuma Road, 1 mile east

e Goodyear Fire Station 182: 10701 South 175% Drive, 2 miles south

e Goodyear Fire Station 181: 175 North 145 Avenue at Van Buren Street, 3.5 miles east

e Goodyear Police Station: 2 miles south on Estrella Parkway

e Goodyear Police Station: 3 miles east on Litchfield Road

e Abrazo West Valley Hospital: 3.5 miles northeast on McDowell Road

e Avondale City Library: Western Avenue, 4 miles east of the Study Area between 5% and 6%
Streets

e Avondale/Goodyear Post Office: Estrella Parkway, 2 miles east near Yuma Road

4.3.1.4 Neighborhood Continuity

Between Van Buren Street and Lower Buckeye Road (Study Area Segment 1), master planned
residential subdivisions line both sides of Cotton Lane. These communities are set back from
Cotton Lane with landscaped parcels and retention/drainage areas creating a buffer between
residential development and the planned SR303L alignment. In addition to the street network,
bike lanes, multi-use paths, canals, and other linear features within the Study Area facilitate non-
vehicular access within and between subdivisions.

The southern portion of the Study Area (Segment 2) is primarily agricultural, and currently has
no large-scale residential development. A few single-family residences are scattered within the
agricultural parcels.

4.3.1.5 Economic Conditions
The northern portion of the Study Area has continued to be developed as residential subdivisions,
which provide a tax base for the city based on property values.

Economic activity in the remainder of the Study Area is centered on agricultural, industrial, and
commercial enterprises. Existing and planned retail development at the northeast and southwest
corners of Yuma Road and Cotton Lane is a source of sales tax revenue and some employment
for the residents of Goodyear. Further south along the Cotton Lane corridor, warehouse and
distribution facilities for Kysar Panel Systems, Amazon, and Macy’s have been constructed amid
the agricultural land, providing further employment opportunities. Farming in the Study Area has
decreased over time, with the ongoing conversion of agricultural lands into residential
development and commercial and industrial uses.

4.3.1.6 Social Services

No public or private social services (hospitals, churches, local or commuter bus or public
transportation service) are located within the Study Area. Two park-and-ride lots are located
west and east of the northern Study Area limits. The Buckeye Park-and-Ride is located north of
I-10 on the southwest corner of Jackrabbit Trail and Palm Lane, from which West Valley Express
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Source: City of Goodyear and MAG Bikeways

Figure 18. Community Facilities
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Bus Route 563 operates two express buses to and from downtown Phoenix and the Capitol
district each weekday, stopping at the Avondale Park-and-Ride. The second park-and-ride lot is
in Goodyear, between I-10 and Cornerstone Boulevard west of Dysart Road. West Valley Express
Bus Route 562 operates four express buses to and from downtown Phoenix and the Capitol
district each weekday. Both express services began in January 2013.

4.3.2 Environmental Impacts
4.3.2.1 Selected Alternative

4.3.2.1.1 Recreation

The private community bike paths in the Study Area do not coincide with the alignment of the
Selected Alternative. Bike lanes cross Cotton Lane on Lilac Street/Canyon Trails Boulevard, Yuma
Road, and Lower Buckeye Road (Figure 18). These roads, including their bike lanes, would be
bridged by the Selected Alternative and would not be impacted by the SR303L project.

4.3.2.1.2 Schools

Access to schools located on one side of the Selected Alternative by residents who live on the
opposite side would continue, as the existing crossings of Cotton Lane would be maintained.
Where the Selected Alternative involves construction of frontage roads along the Cotton Lane
alignment, intersections at existing crossings (Lilac Street/Canyon Trails Boulevard, Yuma Road,
and Lower Buckeye Road) would be reconstructed with sidewalks and signals.

4.3.2.1.3 Emergency and Community Services

Emergency and public community services (police, fire, ambulance, library, and post office)
would not be directly impacted by the Selected Alternative. During construction, temporary
changes to response routes may be required within the project vicinity. Existing crossings of
Cotton Lane would be maintained, and access to adjacent businesses and residences would
continue throughout construction.

The existing Avondale Moose Lodge at 1572 South Cotton Lane in Goodyear is within the new
ROW to be acquired for the Selected Alternative (Figure 18). The Cotton Lane frontage of this
3-acre parcel would be displaced by the southbound frontage road. While the existing building
would have to be demolished, this organization would be able to rebuild further back on the
property and continue to operate in that location.

4.3.2.1.4 Neighborhood Continuity

As an arterial, existing Cotton Lane has very few driveways or access points onto private property.
Residential developments back up to Cotton Lane with concrete block walls physically isolating
the neighborhoods from traffic and circulation on Cotton Lane. Existing road crossings of Cotton
Lane would remain in place with the Selected Alternative. While the freeway would be for the
most part elevated, it would be a visual presence in the relatively level Study Area landscape.
However, no new barriers to access for any existing neighborhoods or communities would be
created in association with the Selected Alternative. Minor changes in accessibility may take
place along the new freeway facility, altering local travel patterns. Existing left turns onto or from
Cotton Lane at driveways of Canyon Trails Towne Center would be closed, and vehicle access in
those locations would be limited to right in/right out. However, the Build Alternative would not
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impede the movement of people, goods, or services within the Study Area. Access to adjacent
businesses and residences would be maintained throughout construction.

Within Segment 1, the Selected Alternative would displace two single-family residences to
accommodate the northbound frontage road, and require part of one single-family residential
lot on the east side of the SR303L. Although there are very few homes Segment 2, and much of
the Selected Alternative would be constructed on undeveloped City of Goodyear-owned land,
two additional residences in Segment 2 would be acquired. The Selected Alternative would not
have direct impacts to neighborhood continuity in Study Area Segment 2 as the land is primarily
in agricultural use and community activity or access across large uninterrupted tracts of
agricultural land is limited.

Construction activities would have a short-term impact on residents in the Study Area. Local
residents would temporarily experience increased noise, vibration, dust, and traffic restrictions
during construction. The SR303L freeway would provide long-term benefits for residents,
businesses, and visitors in the Study Area, including increased transportation mobility and
efficiency, decreased travel times, and improved exposure of the traveling public to area retail
and service providers. Implementation of the Selected Alternative would benefit the community
by improving access in the area and accommodating future travel demand.

4.3.2.1.5 Economic Conditions

During construction of the Selected Alternative, access to retail and commercial businesses
would be maintained, but might be temporarily restricted. Existing crossings of Cotton Lane
would be maintained. The effect on surrounding property values from opening a major freeway
in the area is highly variable. Some property increases in value because of enhanced accessibility,
while other property could decrease in value because of the undesirable effects associated with
being near a major transportation facility, such as exposure to increased traffic and associated
noise.

A freeway construction project can generate revenues for a local community through the hiring
of local workers, rental of equipment, and purchase of materials, as well as local spending by the
workers on goods and services. This contribution varies, depending on the nature and amount of
services and businesses located within the project area.

4.3.2.1.6 Social Services

No churches, hospitals, local or commuter buses or public transportation services are located
within the Study Area boundaries; therefore, none of these institutions would be directly
impacted by the Selected Alternative. Access to facilities located on one side of the Selected
Alternative by residents who live on the opposite side would continue at the existing crossings of
Cotton Lane. Where the Selected Alternative involves construction of frontage roads along the
Cotton Lane alignment, intersections at the crossings (Lilac Street/Canyon Trails Boulevard, Yuma
Road, and Lower Buckeye Road) would be constructed with sidewalks and signals.

4.3.2.2 No-Build Alternative

4.3.2.2.1 Recreation
Recreational resources would not be impacted by the No-Build Alternative.
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4.3.2.2.2 Schools
Schools would not be impacted by the No-Build Alternative.

4.3.2.2.3 Emergency and Community Services

These services would not be directly impacted by the No-Build Alternative. Response times for
police, fire, and ambulance services could be affected by increased congestion under the No-
Build Alternative.

4.3.2.2.4 Neighborhood Continuity
Neighborhood continuity would not be impacted by the No-Build Alternative. There would be no
property acquisitions or residential or business displacements.

4.3.2.2.5 Economic Conditions

The No-Build Alternative would not contribute the additional jobs and tax revenues to the local
economy that could occur with the construction of a freeway in the Study Area, or the economic
development that a freeway operating in the area could help facilitate.

The No-Build Alternative would result in increased traffic congestion in the Cotton Lane corridor
as vehicle volumes rise in conjunction with continued growth and development. This could
impede travel to and from destinations and make it difficult to attract new residential
development and attract or retain businesses in and around the Study Area.

4.3.2.2.6 Social Services
Social Services such as police, fire, ambulance, library, and post office would not be directly
impacted by the No-Build Alternative.

4.3.3 Mitigation
Design Responsibility

e A right-of-way acquisition program will be implemented in accordance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646),
the Uniform Relocation Act Amendments of 1987 (Public Law 100-17), and Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. Private property owners will be compensated at fair market value for land
acquired for project right-of-way. Landowners required to move to a new home may be
eligible for relocation benefits. These payments may include a housing supplement, moving
costs, reestablishment costs, incidental expenses, and closing costs. Renters may also be
eligible for relocation benefits.

District Responsibility

e Access to adjacent businesses and residences will be maintained throughout construction.

Contractor Responsibility

e Access to adjacent businesses and residences shall be maintained throughout construction.

4.3.4 Conclusion
The general alignment for SR303L in the west valley is included in plans for the city of Goodyear,
Maricopa County, MAG, and ADOT dating back to 2003. Services, residential, and commercial
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development have been located in such a manner as to accommodate the Selected Alternative
for the future SR303L alignment. Established setbacks and retention areas would serve as buffers
to minimize the impacts of the extended SR303L to existing development.

Private property would be acquired to accommodate the new highway. The Selected Alternative
would displace a minor number of residences and result in the removal of farmland from
production.

The effect a major freeway would have on property values is highly variable. Some owners
experience increases in values because of enhanced accessibility while other experience
decreased values because of the undesirable effects associated with being near a major
transportation corridor. Major freeway construction projects can generate revenues for a
community through the hiring of local workers, equipment rental, materials purchased, and local
spending.

The implementation of the Selected Alternative would have mixed social and economic benefits
and costs. The Selected Alternative would not divide or cut off any existing communities or
neighborhoods, but it would limit the locations where the facility could be crossed to the existing
designated pedestrian and vehicular crossings. In Segment 1, where the most development
exists, the Selected Alternative would result in the displacement of two homes. Likewise, in
Segment 2, the Selected Alternative would displace two homes.

The freeway would accelerate the conversion of agricultural lands to residential and commercial
development, and the change in the character of the project area from a rural community to a
more suburban community. The increase in commercial and industrial development would likely
enhance employment opportunities for the southwest Valley. Access to businesses and
residences would be maintained, but could be temporarily impacted during construction.

4.4 Title VI and Environmental Justice

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI) and related statutes mandate that individuals not
be excluded from participation in, denied the benefit of, or subjected to discrimination under any
program or activity receiving federal financial assistance based on race, color, or national origin.

Executive Order (EQ) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice (EJ) in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations, directs that federal programs, policies, and activities
not have disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects on
minority and low-income populations. The rights of women, the elderly, and the disabled are
protected under related statutes. According to the U.S. Department of Justice, “...the core tenet
of environmental justice—that development and urban renewal benefitting a community as a
whole not be unjustifiably purchased through the disproportionate allocation of its adverse
environmental and health burdens on the community’s minority—flows directly from the
underlying principle of Title VI itself” (USDOJ)

To complete a Title VI/EJ evaluation, a population of comparison must be established. This is
done by analyzing the population characteristics of a larger region surrounding the Study Area
(e.g., the city and county in which the Study Area is located). For this analysis, the populations of
Maricopa County and the City of Goodyear were compared with the population in the Study Area.
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In addition to the decennial census, the U.S. Census Bureau conducts the American Community
Survey (ACS), and produces 5-year estimates for small geographic areas to provide more up-to-
date information. Table 6 below shows the various sources of demographic data used for this EJ
Analysis.

Table 6. Environmental Justice Analysis Data Sources

Information Source

Disabled 2011-2015 ACS Estimate
Low-income (persons living below the poverty level) 2011-2015 ACS Estimate
Racial and ethnic minorities Census 2010
Elderly (persons 65 and older) Census 2010
Female head-of-household (with children younger than 18 and no husband present) Census 2010

4.4.1 Existing Conditions

A comparison of disabled, low-income, elderly, female head-of-household, and minority
population percentages by census tract between the Study Area and the surrounding
municipalities and counties is shown in tables on the following pages.

The Study Area encompasses parts of five 2010 Census tracts (CT) (Figure 19). In the CTs, eight
block groups (BG) were identified to further refine the demographic profile of the Study Area,
and gain a more accurate view, where available, of existing populations.

Information on existing conditions was gathered from the 2010 Census and the 2011-2015 ACS,
as shown in Table 6. Most of the BGs that the Study Area occupies constitute land outside the
boundaries of the Study Area itself. Based on examination of recent aerial photography of the
Study Area, only a very small number of residences (i.e., 10-20) are located within the Study Area
boundaries.

4.4.1.1 Disabled

Beginning in 2010, the decennial census discontinued collecting data regarding disabled persons.
This information is instead collected through the ACS. Disabled persons counted include only
civilian, non-institutionalized persons age 5 and over with sensory, physical, mental, self-care,
employment-related, and/or going outside of the home disabilities. ACS estimates disability
counts from samples taken at the CT level, and does not report these data at the BG level.

The estimated percentages of disabled population within the Study Area CTs vary from slightly
lower to slightly higher than those for the City of Goodyear, but lower than those for Maricopa
County (Table 7). Taken collectively, the proportion of disabled individuals estimated in the
project area CTs does not exceed that estimated for the city or county.
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Source: US Census Bureau TIGER database

Figure 19. 2010 Census Tracts and Block Groups
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Table 7. Disabled Population (2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates)

Place Total Population isabled Population

# Disabled? % Disabled
Maricopa County 3,988,822 417,695 10.5%
City of Goodyear 69,832 5,221 7.6%
Study Area Census Tracts 37,625 2,508 6.7%
Census Tract 610.09 9,480 711 7.5%
Census Tract 610.19 3,637 332 9.1%
Census Tract 610.22 11,365 804 7.1%
Census Tract 610.23 10,887 449 4.1%
Census Tract 610.24 2,256 212 9.4%

1Disabilities include: sensory (severe vision or hearing impairment); physical (limited basic physical activity); mental (difficulty
learning, remembering, or concentrating); self-care (difficulty dressing, bathing, or getting around inside the home); go-outside
(difficulty going outside the home alone to shop or visit a doctor's office); difficulty working at a job or business).

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates: Table S1810 Disability Characteristics

4.4.1.2 Low-Income
The US Census Bureau uses a set of income thresholds that vary by family size and composition
to determine poverty level. In 2010, the poverty guideline was $23,050 for a family of four.

Table 8 shows that the percentage of low-income persons living within the Study Area BGs is
lower overall than the percentage for Maricopa County and for the City of Goodyear. Although
CT 610.24 BG1 has a low-income population percentage higher than that of the City of Goodyear,
that portion of that BG within the Study Area contains no residences; therefore, no low-income
individuals within the BG would be displaced or permanently affected by the project.

Table 8. Low-Income Population (2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate)

Place Total Population Low-Income Population

# Low-Income!? % Low-Income

Maricopa County 3,965,553 673,527 16.98%
City of Goodyear 68,711 6,029 8.77%
Study Area Block Groups 17,400 1,053 6.05%
Census Tract | Block Group 1 3,488 52 1.49%
610.09
Census Tract | Block Group 1 741 62 8.37%
610.19 Block Group 2 1,003 81 8.08%

Block Group 3 1,893 41 2.17%
Census Tract | Block Group 1 3,852 304 7.89%
610.22
Census Tract | Block Group 1 2,574 115 4.47%
610.23 Block Group 2 1,764 73 4.14%
Census Tract | Block Group 1 2,085 325 15.59%
610.24

lIncome in the past 12 months below poverty level
Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Table B17021 Poverty Status of Individuals in the Past 12
Months by Living Arrangement (Universe: Population for whom poverty status is determined)
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4.4.1.3 Elderly and Minorities

Table 9 summarizes data gathered from the 2010 Census on elderly and minority populations.
Elderly populations consist of people who are age 65 and older. While elderly residents are
present in all BGs, the percentage of this population in the overall Study Area is less than the
elderly populations in Maricopa County and the City of Goodyear.

Table 9. Elderly and Minority Populations (2010 U.S. Census)

Total Elderly Race Ethnicity
Population # % # % # Latino = % Latino
Elderly! Elderly = Minority? Minority or or
Hispanic® Hispanic
Maricopa County 3,817,117 | 462,641 | 12.1% | 1,030,336 | 27.0% 1,128,74 | 29.6%
1
City of Goodyear 65,275 7,065 10.8% 18,352 28.1% 18,136 27.8%
Study Area Block 15,794 857 5.4% 4,923 31.2% 5,708 36.1%
Groups
Census | Block 3,169 154 4.9% 1,057 33.4% 1,111 35.1%
Tract Group 1
610.09
Census | Block 628 68 10.8% 182 29.0% 299 47.6%
Tract Group 1
610.19 | Block 626 87 13.9% 183 29.2% 264 42.2%
Group 2
Block 1,907 67 3.5% 595 31.2% 646 33.9%
Group 3
Census | Block 2,910 145 5.0% 851 29.2% 1,025 35.2%
Tract Group 1
610.22
Census Block 2,667 144 5.4% 811 30.4% 871 32.7%
Tract Group 1
610.23 | Block 1,710 103 6.0% 455 26.6% 619 36.2%
Group 2
Census Block 2,177 89 4.1% 789 36.2% 873 40.1%
Tract Group 1
610.24
LElderly accounts for those residents age 65 a89nd older
2Percentage of residents who identify themselves as any race other than White: Black
or African American, American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander, Some other Race, and Two or More Races
%1n addition to race, residents are asked to categorize themselves by membership in
one of two ethnicities: Hispanic or Latino and Not Hispanic or Latino
Source: 2010 U.S. Census: Summary File 1: Tables P1 Total Population; P12 Sex by Age;
P3 Race; and P4 Hispanic or Latino Origin
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Minorities include persons identifying as African American, American Indian, Alaskan Native,
Asian, Pacific Islander, Some other Race, Two or More Races, or being of Hispanic or Latino origin
of any race. The 2010 Census data indicate the percentage of minority populations in the eight
Study Area BGs to be slightly higher than those of Maricopa County and the City of Goodyear.
Although CT 610.19 BG3 and CT 610.09 BG 1 have minority population percentages equal to or
higher than that of the City of Goodyear, the portions of those BGs within the Study Area contain
no residences; therefore, no minority individuals within the BGs would be displaced or
permanently affected by the project.

The Latino or Hispanic population in the Study Area is moderately higher than those present in
Maricopa County and Goodyear, with the highest population percentage occurring in CT 610.19
BG 1 (47.6 percent). The majority of the land in this sparsely-populated BG is located outside of
the Study Area limits (Table 9).

4.4.1.4 Female Head of Household

Female head-of-household populations consist of households with children under 18 years of age
headed by an unmarried female. Compared to the percentages for Maricopa County and
Goodyear, the Study Area BGs have a slightly higher occurrence of female heads-of-household
(Error! Not a valid bookmark self-reference.). Although BG 1 of CTs 610.09, 610.22, 610.23, and
610.24 have female head-of-household percentages higher than that of Maricopa County and
the City of Goodyear, the portions of those BGs within the Study Area contain no residences;
therefore, no female heads-of-household within the BGs would be displaced or permanently
affected by the project.

Table 10. Female Head of Household Population (2010 U.S. Census)

Total Households Female Head of Household
# Female HOH!? % Female HOH

Maricopa County 1,411,583 102,915 7.3%
City of Goodyear 21,491 1,370 6.4%
Study Area Block Groups 4,951 419 8.5%
Census Tract Block Group 1 1,040 119 11.4%
610.09
Census Tract Block Group 1 200 12 6.0%
610.19 Block Group 2 220 9 4.1%

Block Group 3 578 35 6.1%
Census Tract Block Group 1 906 74 8.2%
610.22
Census Tract Block Group 1 823 69 8.4%
610.23 Block Group 2 561 35 6.2%
Census Tract Block Group 1 623 66 10.6%
610.24

HOH: Head of Household
IHouseholds headed by a female with unmarried children under 18 years of age and no husband present

Source: 2010 U.S. Census: Summary File 1: Table P19 Household Size by Household Type by Presence of Own Children
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4.4.2 Environmental Consequences

4.4.2.1 Selected Alternative

Depending on their proximity to the project, construction of the Selected Alternative could affect
a small number of disabled, low-income, elderly, minority, and female head-of-household
populations. During construction, Study Area residents would experience temporary delays and
slower speeds; however, access to businesses would be maintained at all times. Traffic delays
and slower speeds would be experienced equally by all motorists in the Study Area; therefore, all
population segments, including disabled, low-income, elderly, minority, and female head-of-
household populations, would be affected to the same degree by construction of the Selected
Alternative. As such, these temporary impacts would not fall disproportionately on disabled, low-
income, elderly, minority, and female head-of-household populations.

ROW acquisition associated with the Selected Alternative would potentially involve the
displacement of four single-family residences in the Study Area. Race, ethnicity, age,
householder, and income information of individuals is not publicly available; therefore, whether
these four residential displacements affect protected populations is not known.

Invitations to a public meeting held on December 6, 2017 were mailed to all residences within
the Study Area, including those potentially displaced. Citizens at this meeting could view aerial
maps of the alternatives, and were provided with information about the project and about
ADOT’s property acquisition process. Representatives from ADOT’s Right of Way Group were
available at the meeting to answer questions and provide written information.

4.4.2.2 No-Build Alternative
The No-Build Alternative would not have a disproportionately high and adverse impact on
disabled, low-income, elderly, minority, or female head-of -household populations.

4.4.2.3 Mitigation

ADOT has published and continues to publish communications and announcements pertaining
to this project in both English and Spanish, and would continue to do so throughout the design
and construction phases of the project.

Design Responsibility

e A right-of-way acquisition program will be implemented in accordance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646),
the Uniform Relocation Act Amendments of 1987 (Public Law 100-17), and Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. Private property owners will be compensated at fair market value for land
acquired for project right-of-way. Landowners required to move to a new home may be
eligible for relocation benefits. These payments may include a housing supplement, moving
costs, reestablishment costs, incidental expenses, and closing costs. Renters may also be
eligible for relocation benefits.

4.4.3 Conclusion

The Block Groups in the Study Area have a higher percentage of minority population and female
heads-of-household than the City of Goodyear and Maricopa County; however, much of the
Selected alignment alternative falls within undeveloped City of Goodyear property and across
agricultural land, and would potentially require only four residential displacements. The Selected
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Alternative would not cause disproportionately high and adverse effects on any minority or low-
income populations in accordance with the provisions of Executive Order 12898. No further EJ
analysis is required.

Title VI prohibits discrimination by recipients of Federal financial assistance on the basis of race,
color, and national origin, including the denial of meaningful access for limited English proficient
(LEP) persons. Oral translation of the Draft EA, in part or in full, is available at no cost during the
30-day Draft EA review period. For assistance, please contact Gabriella Kemp at 480.215.7178 or
email GKemp@azdot.gov.

4.5 Cultural Resources

4.5.1 Background

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and NEPA require federal agencies
to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and afford the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and other interested parties opportunity to comment on such
undertakings. To comply with these laws, an assessment of cultural resources was completed for
all six Alternatives (2CN, 3N, and 5N, and 2CS, 3S, and 5S) examined in the Location and Design
Concept Report (L/DCR) associated with this EA.

Historic properties include prehistoric and historic districts, sites, buildings, structures, and
objects included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).
Historic properties may be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP if they possess integrity of location,
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and meet at least one of the
following criteria:

e Criterion A: Be associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of our history

e Criterion B: Be associated with the lives of persons significant in our past

e Criterion C: Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction or that represents the work of a master, or that possesses high artistic
values, or that represents a significant distinguishable entity whose components may lack
individual distinction

e Criterion D: Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory
or history (36 CFR Part 60.4).

Federal agencies are required to determine the effects that a subject undertaking may have on
historic properties within the Area of Potential Effects (APE), and to consult with the SHPO and
other parties regarding those findings. Effects include physical disturbance to, or destruction of,
the characteristics that qualify a historic property for NRHP listing and impacts to a historic
property as the result of visual, auditory, or atmospheric intrusions.

There are three possible effect determinations:

e “No historic properties affected,” which applies in cases where either there are no historic
properties within the APE, or if historic properties are present, the undertaking would
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have no effect on them; that is, none of the characteristics that qualify the property for
inclusion in the National Register would be altered (36 CFR Part 800.4[d][1]).

“No adverse effect,” which applies when an undertaking would alter, either directly or
indirectly, the characteristics that qualify the property for National Register listing, but
only to a minor degree, or in a manner that is consistent with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR Part 68) and
applicable guidelines. This effect determination is made most commonly when historic
properties, such as buildings and structures, are being subject to restoration,
rehabilitation, stabilization, hazardous materials remediation, and provision of access for
individuals with disabilities (36 CFR Part 800.5[3][b]).

“Adverse effect,” which applies when an undertaking would alter, either directly or
indirectly, the characteristics that qualify the property for inclusion in the National
Register in a manner that would diminish the property’s integrity of location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association, and is not consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR Part
800.5 [1]).

4.5.2 Existing Conditions

The APE for the Study Area has been thoroughly inventoried for cultural resources. The inventory
includes all cultural resources that are 40 years of age or older within the six alternative footprints
(including a 0.25-mile buffer). The 40-year cutoff was adopted to be consistent with the
methodology used in concurrent analyses for the SR30 study; 40 rather than 50 years was used
because implementation of both projects is not anticipated to occur for a number of years.

Cultural resources inventories that cover Alternatives 2CN, 3N, and 5N, and Alternatives 2CS, 3S,
and 5S are reported (or summarized) in the following documents:

A Class Il Cultural Resources Survey of Proposed Corridors for the State Route (SR) 801
Freeway, SR303L to SR 202L, Maricopa County, Arizona (Touchin and others 2007)
Cotton Lane Corridor: Eligibility Assessment of Selected Properties (Dorigo and Ruter
2009)

A Cultural Resource Overview and Survey for the SR303 Loop, SR 801/MC85 to I-10,
Maricopa County, Arizona (Huebchen and others 2009)

State Route 30 (East) Study: Evaluation of Historic Buildings and Districts, Maricopa
County, Arizona (Solliday 2012)

Addendum to A Cultural Resource Overview and Survey for the SR303 Loop, SR 801/MC85
to 1-10 [currently I-10 to SR30], Maricopa County, Arizona (Sorrell 2013)

Effect Assessment in Support of the Proposed Extension of the State Route 303 Loop
South of Interstate 10 (Avann and Bruder 2013)

Architectural Assessment for SR303L, MC85 to Van Buren Street, Maricopa County,
Arizona (Avann et al. 2018)

Second Addendum to a Cultural Resource Overview and Survey for SR 303 Loop, MC85 to
Van Buren Street, Maricopa County, Arizona (O’Mack et al. 2018)

Third Addendum to a Cultural Resource Overview and Survey for SR 303 Loop, MC85 to
Van Buren Street, Maricopa County, Arizona (Harte et al. 2018)
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The 2007 Touchin and 2012 Solliday inventories were conducted in conjunction with studies for
the proposed SR30 (originally SR 801). Some of the properties from these studies are located in
areas common to both the SR303L and SR30 studies. The others were performed for actions
considered in the alternatives analysis leading up to this EA. FHWA consulted on the adequacy of
these reports as follows: Touchin and others 2007 (Petty [FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO] June 25, 2012);
Dorigo and Ruter 2009 and Huebchen and others 2009 (Hollis [FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPQO] April 13,
2009); Solliday 2012 (Petty [FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO] November 13, 2012); Sorrell 2013 and
Avann and Bruder 2013 (Petty [FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO] August 13, 2013); Avann et al. 2018 and
O’Mack et al. 2018 (Petty [FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO] March 28, 2018).

4.5.2.1 Historic and Archaeological Resources within the APE

Subsequent to multi-agency field review meetings relative to avoidance of potential historic
resources and utility relocations and adjustments, an additional SR30 concept alignment was
developed for the SR303L study in 2017. In general, the SR30 alignment as originally conceived
ran north of the APS and SRP power transmission lines, while the revised SR30 alignment runs
south of the power lines. As a result of this realigned SR30 concept, Alternatives 2C, 3, and 5 each
had a SR30 North (N) and SR30 South (S) variation (Figure 14, Figure 15, and Figure 16). The L/DCR
undertook a comparison of these six Build alternatives and concluded that Alternative 2CS would
be the Selected Alternative evaluated in detail in this EA (Appendix A).

In total, seven cultural resources, unevaluated or eligible for listing on the NRHP under Criterion
D, have been reported within the APE of the Selected Alternative. These include four prehistoric
sites, a prehistoric canal, a historic canal lateral, and a historic highway. In addition, three historic
resources eligible for NRHP listing under Criterion A or Criteria A and C, are located with the
Selected Alternative APE. These consist of two canals and a railroad. See Table 11.

Table 11. Properties Eligible or Potentially Eligible for National Register Listing under Criteria
A, A and C, and/or D within the APE

Eligibility

Designation/Name

Description

1 AZ T:11:24 (ASM) / Alkali Ruin Prehistoric Habitation Determined Eligible under

Criterion D

2 AZ T:11:106 (ASM) / Morocco Ruin

3 AZ T:11:182 (ASM)

4 M-3 / Ruins Site
5 Canal Liberty Irrigation System

6 AZ T:10:82 (ASM) / Lateral of Buckeye
Canal

7 AZ FF:9:17 (ASM) / Old US 80

Prehistoric Habitation /
Historic Stage Coach Station

Prehistoric Artifact Scatter

Prehistoric Trash Mounds
Prehistoric Irrigation System

Historic Canal Lateral

Historic Highway

Determined Eligible under
Criterion D

Determined Eligible under
Criterion D

Not Evaluated
Not Evaluated

Determined Eligible under
Criterion D

Considered Eligible under
Criterion D as a Component

of the Historic State Highway
System (Segments in Project
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Designation/Name Description Eligibility

Vicinity Considered
Contributing)

8 AZ T:10:84 (ASM) / Wellton-Phoenix- Historic Railroad Determined Eligible under
Eloy Branch, Southern Pacific Railroad* Criterion A (Segments in
Project Vicinity Considered
Contributing)

9 AZ T10:82 (ASM) / Buckeye Canal Historic Irrigation Canal Determined Eligible under
Criteria A and C (Also
Criterion D) (Segments in
Project Vicinity Considered
Contributing)

10 AZ T:11:178 (ASM) / South Extension Historic Irrigation Canal Determined Eligible under
Canal Criteria A and C (Segments in
Project Vicinity Considered
Contributing)

* Now Union Pacific Railroad

4.5.2.2 Traditional Cultural Properties

A traditional cultural property (TCP) is a property that is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP because
of its association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living Native American community that are
rooted in that community’s history and are important in maintaining the continuing cultural
identity of the community. TCPs are often NRHP-eligible under Criterion A; however, other
criteria may apply in regard to their eligibility as TCPs.

A preliminary technical report was prepared to provide recommendations in regard to the
potential presence of TCPs in the Study Area and the potential for adverse effect due to
construction of the project. Eleven sites were reviewed in regard to TCP status and eligibility for
the NRHP. Of the eleven sites, only one site, the Alkali Ruin administrative boundary (AZ T:11:24
[ASM]), is recommended NRHP-eligible as a TCP under Criterion D:

e lts significance as the “head village” for the Canal Liberty irrigation system

e The diversity and density of features, including a cremation area

e Features potentially used in ancestral religious activities still honored today by affiliated
Tribes, including the O’odham and Pee Posh community

In general, the area is identified as a traditional cultural landscape pertaining to the O’odham and
Pee Posh tribes.

4.5.3 Environmental Impacts

4.5.3.1 Selected Alternative
The cultural and historic resources identified within the APE of the Selected Alternative though
background research and field survey are listed in Table 11.

On March 29, 2018 FHWA and ADOT initiated consultation with the Arizona State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State
Museum (ASM), the City of Goodyear (City), Maricopa County, the Ak-Chin Indian Community
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(ACIC), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe (Hopi), the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (lead for the Four Southern Tribes), the San Carlos
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O’odham Nation (TON), and the Yavapai-Apache Nation on the
adequacy of a survey report and an architectural assessment report as well as on an effects
assessment for the project. Concurrences were received from SHPO, ASLD, ASM, the City, and
Hopi. ACIC responded that they defer to GRIC, and the TON concurred only with the adequacy of
the Survey report and the effects assessment, not on the adequacy of the built environment
report.

4.5.3.1.1 Adverse Effects
The properties on which the Selected Alternative would have adverse effects are listed in Table
12.

The Buckeye Canal, its lateral, and the South Extension Canal would be bridged over where the
Selected Alternative crosses them. This would not appreciably alter the canals’ integrity of design,
and because only a small portion of these long irrigation features would be bridged and because
the canals run through a variety of settings, this change would not adversely affect the eligibility
of the properties.

Table 12. Cultural Resources Directly Affected by the Selected Alternative

Resource Name Resource Type Eligibility
AZ T:11:106 (ASM) Habitation site Determined eligible under Criterion D
AZ T:11:182 (ASM) Prehistoric artifact scatter Determined eligible under Criterion D
Canal Liberty Prehistoric canal system Requires testing
M-3 Prehistoric trash mounds Requires testing

The Wellton-Phoenix Railroad would be spanned by a bridge and while this would constitute a
visual intrusion, it would be to a relatively small section of the 210-mile-long property and would
not adversely affect its eligibility.

Because US 80 / MC85 would be spanned by the Selected Alternative, the property would not be
adversely affected.

Finally, the Selected Alternative intrudes into the buffered site boundary of AZ T:11:24(ASM), a
prehistoric habitation site that was previously determined to be a Traditional Cultural Property
and determined NRHP eligible under Criterion D; however, preservation in place was determined
not to be warranted (Petty [FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO] May 9, 2017, SHPO concurrence May 12,
2017).

4.5.3.1.2 Indirect Impacts
No historic properties would be subjected to indirect effects by the Selected Alternative.

4.5.3.1.3 Unaffected Properties

The DeRosier Property, an historic grocery store, residence, and bar previously determined NRHP
eligible under Criterion A, is located on the south side of Yuma Road east of Cotton Lane. While
the Selected Alternative is planned to have an on/off ramp at Yuma Road, the visual and auditory
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impacts to the property would be minimal, because the road contrasts only weakly with the
existing road setting, and they would not rise to the level of an adverse effect.

A single-family residence located at 5601 South Jackrabbit Trail, while newly identified in the
Study Area as an historic property, is outside of the APE for the Selected Alternative for this
project and would not be affected by it.

4.5.3.2 No-Build Alternative
The No-Build Alternative would have no effect on archaeological and cultural resources in the
Study Area.

4.5.4 Mitigation

FHWA has developed and, if the Build Alternative is selected for construction, would implement
a Programmatic Agreement (PA), which includes stipulations for continued consideration of
cultural resources (Appendix B). As called for in the PA, specific measures for treatment of NRHP
eligible properties and for evaluation and treatment if appropriate, of unevaluated cultural
resources that may be subject to either direct or indirect “adverse effect” would be detailed in a
treatment plan or plans developed and implemented by ADOT on behalf of FHWA. Archaeological
sites would be subject to testing, and where appropriate, full-scale data recovery.

Design Responsibility

e Prior to Final Design of the SR303L-SR30 Traffic Interchange, the Engineer will arrange with
the ADOT Environmental Planning Historic Preservation Team for boundary testing and
possible data recovery to be performed per the stipulations set forth in the June 2013
Programmatic Agreement developed for this project.

District Responsibility

e [f previously unidentified cultural resources are encountered during activity related to the
construction of the project, the contractor shall stop work immediately at that location notify
the Engineer and shall take all reasonable steps to secure the preservation of those resources.
The Engineer will contact the Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning
Group, Historic Preservation Team, (602.712.8636 or 602.712.7767) immediately, and make
arrangements for proper treatment of those resources.

Contractor Responsibility

e If previously unidentified cultural resources are encountered during activity related to the
construction of the project, the contractor shall stop work immediately at that location notify
the Engineer and shall take all reasonable steps to secure the preservation of those resources.
The Engineer will contact the Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning
Group, Historic Preservation Team, (602.712.8636 or 602.712.7767) immediately, and make
arrangements for proper treatment of those resources.

4.5.5 Conclusion

4.5.5.1 Selected Alternative

Construction of the Selected Alternative would result in an “adverse effect” on two Criterion D
properties and two unevaluated resources, the M-3 site and Canal Liberty irrigation system.
Additionally, boundary testing and data recovery would be necessary for site AZ T:11:24(ASM),
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because the Selected Alternative would intrude into the buffered site boundary. Continued land
development could affect cultural resources in the Study Area as well.

4.5.5.2 No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would have no direct effect associated with freeway construction on
cultural resources, but they could be indirectly affected by continued growth in the region
regardless.

4.6 Section 4(f) Resources

4.6.1 Background

Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended, states that FHWA
“...may approve a transportation program or project...requiring the use of publicly owned land of
a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, State or local
significance, or land of a historic site of national, State, or local significance (as determined by
the federal, state or local officials having jurisdiction over the park, area, refuge, or site) only if:

1) There is no prudent or feasible alternative to using that land; and

2) The program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park,
recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use (49
CFR Part 303[c]).

3) The use would not affect the features, activities, or attributes which qualify the property
for Section 4(f) consideration, and the Federal Highway Administration has made a
determination that the Section 4(f) use is de minimis (see below).

A “use” of a Section 4(f) resource, as defined in 23 CFR Part 774 occurs when:
1) Land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility;

2) There is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the statute’s
preservationist purposes. A temporary occupancy of a Section 4(f) property may be
necessary to provide staging or access areas. Temporary occupancy is not a Section 4(f)
use if all of the following conditions exist:

a) The land use is of short duration (defined as less than the time needed for the
construction of the project)

b) There is no change in ownership of the land

c) The scope of the work must be minor

d) There are no temporary or permanent adverse changes to the activities, features, or
attributes of the property

e) The land must be fully restored to a condition at least as good as prior to the project

f) There must be documented agreement from the official(s) with jurisdiction over the
property with the above conditions

3) There is a constructive use of the land. A constructive use of a Section 4(f) resource (23
CFR 774.15) occurs when the transportation project does not incorporate land from the
Section 4(f) resource, but the project’s proximity impacts are so severe that the protected
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activities, features, or attributes that qualify a resource for protection under Section 4(f)

are substantially impaired. For example, a constructive use can occur when:

a) the projected noise level increase attributable to the project substantially interferes
with the use and enjoyment of a noise-sensitive facility of a resource protected by
Section 4(f);

b) the proximity of the proposed project substantially impairs aesthetic features or
attributes of a resource protected by Section 4(f), where such features or attributes
are considered important contributing elements to the value of the resource. An
example of such an effect would be the location of a proposed transportation facility
in such proximity that it obstructs or eliminates the primary views of an architecturally
significant historical building, or substantially detracts from the setting of a park or
historic site which derives its value in substantial part because of its setting; and/or,

c) the project results in a restriction on access, which substantially diminishes the utility
of a significant publicly owned park, recreation area, or historic site.

Use of a Section 4(f) property that is generally minor in nature may be determined to be de
minimis. A de minimis impact is one that, after taking into account avoidance, minimization,
mitigation, and enhancement measures, results in no adverse effect to the activities, features, or
attributes that qualify a park, recreation area, or refuge for protection under Section 4(f). For
historic properties, a de minimis impact is one that results in a determination of "no adverse
effect" or "no historic properties affected” under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA). A de minimis impact determination requires agency coordination with
the officials having jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resource and opportunities for public
involvement. A de minimis impact determination may not be made when the proposed action
constitutes a constructive use.

4.6.2 Existing Conditions

No publicly owned parks, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, or historic sites of
national significance are located within the Study Area. The former Avondale Cotton Gin
property, located on the southeast corner of Cotton Lane and Yuma Road, was initially
recommended as eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), thereby
protected under Section 4(f). However, in the course of documenting the former Cotton Gin
structures to Historic American Building Survey (HABS) standards, it was discovered that the
property had lost enough of its integrity that it could no longer convey its significance and was,
therefore, ultimately determined not to be eligible for inclusion in the National Register (Petty
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO] May 17, 2016).

Five locally significant historic sites (two historic canals, a historic railroad, and two historic
properties) are located within the Study Area. They include:

e Buckeye Canal, determined NRHP eligible under Criteria A and C

e South Extension Canal, determined NRHP eligible under Criteria A and C

e Wellton-Phoenix-Eloy Branch of the Southern Pacific (now Union Pacific) Railroad,
determined NRHP eligible under Criterion A

e Buckeye Canal Farmstead Historic District, determined eligible for NRHP under Criterion A
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e Buckeye Canal Upper Zanjero House, determined eligible for NRHP under Criterion A

Partly for the purpose of avoiding potential historic properties, each of the three SR303L
alternatives that emerged from the Alternatives Selection Report (ASR) were developed with a
second SR30 alignment concept. In general, SR30 as originally conceived would run north of the
electrical transmission towers in the Study Area, while the second SR30 alignment runs south of
the power lines. The following section evaluates impacts to potential Section 4(f) resources under
six Build Alternatives in addition to the No Build Alternative.

4.6.3 Environmental Consequences

4.6.3.1 Build Alternatives

As part of the process of determining a Preferred Alternative, evaluation of impacts to Section
4(f) resources was performed for all six potential Build alternatives under consideration in the
Design Concept Report.

Resources afforded protection under Section 4(f) within the Study Area are located near all of
the Build Alternatives. The following section describes the impacts to Section 4(f) resources
within the project footprint. At the end of the section, Table 13 and Table 14 list and describe
each resource, the potential impact to the resource that would result from implementation of
Build Alternatives 2C, 3, and 5 with SR30 aligned to the north and to the south respectively, and
measures to minimize harm to the resources, if needed.

4.6.3.2 SR30 Northern Alignment Option

4.6.3.2.1 Buckeye Canal

The Buckeye Canal runs east-west at grade, perpendicular to the north-south SR303L alignment.
With the future SR30 aligned to the north or south, Alternatives 2CN, 3N, and 5N would each
cross over the Buckeye Canal at various points.

Segments of the Buckeye Canal would be crossed by elevated spans for the mainline and ramps
of the Build Alternatives to clear the canal and allow vehicle travel on the maintenance road
beside it. These crossing structures would be constructed outside of the canal ROW, and would
not diminish the Buckeye Canal’s capacity to convey its association with the early agricultural
development of the Buckeye Valley. The alterations would also not diminish the canal’s integrity
of design in the sense of function. With Alternative 2CN, 3N, and 5N, the visual impacts to the
canal would be minimal, and would not rise to the level of an adverse effect.

4.6.3.2.2 South Extension Canal

The South Extension Canal runs parallel to MC85 on a northeast-southwest alignment at grade.
Alternative 2CN would cross the South Extension Canal in one location where the canal would be
spanned by an elevated overpass. Bridging over a segment of the canal would not diminish the
South Extension Canal’s capacity to convey its association with the early agricultural
development of the Buckeye Valley or alter the canal’s integrity of design in the sense of function.
Alternative 2CN would result in a visual change to a small segment of this 7.8-mile-long irrigation
feature. These crossing structures would be constructed outside of the canal ROW. Constructing
an overpass over the canal would not adversely impact the integrity of this resource as a whole.
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The South Extension Canal would not be spanned by Alternative 3 North, but it would run
immediately south of the freeway. Construction of this alternative would result in a visual
intrusion to a relatively small portion of the irrigation feature but would not constitute a direct
impact to this linear Section 4(f) resource.

With Alternative 5N, a small section of the South Extension Canal would be spanned by an
elevated overpass constructed outside of the canal ROW. This would constitute only a minor
visual intrusion to this resource and would not negatively affect the integrity of the South
Extension Canal as a whole.

4.6.3.2.3 Wellton-Phoenix-Eloy Branch of the Union Pacific Railroad

Alternatives 2CN and 3N would span the Wellton-Phoenix-Eloy Branch of the Southern Pacific
(now Union Pacific) Railroad with a 35-foot-tall overpass. Alternative 5N would span the railroad
in two locations with 35-foot-tall overpasses. These crossing structures would be constructed
outside of the railroad ROW and would not physically affect the railroad or constitute a visual
intrusion to this 210-mile-long linear resource, which extends through a variety of visual settings.

The Wellton-Phoenix-Eloy Branch Railroad would be subjected to proximity impacts under
Alternatives 2CN, 3N, or 5N. However, the creation of overpasses would not substantially alter
the integrity of the resource as a whole. The railway would continue to serve the same east-west
connection, and no change in access or operations would occur.

4.6.3.2.4 Buckeye Canal Farmstead Historic District

The Buckeye Canal Farmstead Historic District is located at the northeast corner of Cotton Lane
and the Buckeye Canal, approximately 650 feet south of MC85. It is located adjacent to Cotton
Lane, a modern four-lane road with a dividing median west of the property. Its viewshed includes
a large, modern industrial complex, but its setting retains considerable rural, agricultural feeling.
This property is NRHP eligible under Criterion A and is therefore afforded protection under
Section 4(f). The freeway and ramps of Alternative 2CN would be located 1,500 feet south and
approximately 1.0 mile west of the Buckeye Canal Farmstead Historic District, and would not
directly affect this Section 4(f) resource. FHWA made a determination of “no adverse effect”
upon this resource for Alternative 2CN (Petty [FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO] August 13, 2013). No
visual intrusions to the farmstead would occur with Alternative 2CN because the existing Cotton
Lane infrastructure is already present in the foreground viewshed. No auditory intrusions to the
farmstead would occur with Alternative 2CN because the distance of the alignment from the
resource would be more than double, reducing traffic noise by at least 3 dBA from that of
Alternatives 3N and 5N, which modeled at 67 and 66 dBA, respectively. A noise level of 63 or 64
dBA is beneath the impact threshold and would not rise to the level of an indirect adverse effect.

The location of SR303L Alternative 3N would be immediately adjacent to the Buckeye Canal
Farmstead Historic District and the property’s rural setting would be substantially diminished due
to the visual intrusion caused by the elevated freeway. The replacement of Cotton Lane with a
10-lane freeway adjacent to the Buckeye Canal Farmstead Historic District would create an
alteration to the property’s visual setting sufficient to constitute an indirect adverse impact to
this Section 4(f) resource. Alternative 3N would have indirect adverse effects to the Buckeye
Canal Farmstead Historic District under Section 106 of the NHPA as a result of both visual and
auditory intrusions (modeled at 67 decibels).
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For Alternative 5N, while the footprint of the alternative is located immediately adjacent to the
property, the freeway mainline would run approximately 1.0 mile to the west, with only on and
off ramps located adjacent to the property. The on/off ramps would be elevated to bridge
existing MC-85 to the south. Auditory intrusions would be at 66 decibels and would rise to the
level of an indirect adverse effect; however, visual intrusions would not because it is not
appreciably different from the existing adjacent infrastructure.

4.6.3.2.5 Buckeye Canal Upper Zanjero House

The Buckeye Canal Upper Zanjero House (Zanjero House) is located on the south side of the
Buckeye Canal, approximately 2,000 feet west of Cotton Lane. It is recommended eligible for
NRHP listing under Criterion A for its association with the development and operation of the
Buckeye Canal, which began in the early 1900s. Thus, this property is considered a Section 4(f)
resource. It also is a surviving example of a rare property type in the area in which the zanjero,
or chief canal operator, lived.

The northern boundary of Alternatives 2CN, 3N, and 5N run along the southern property
boundary of the Buckeye Canal Upper Zanjero House, yet the auditory intrusions on the property
from these three alternatives would not reach the level of an indirect effect: modeling puts the
decibel levels at 63, 61, and 65 respectively. Three aspects of integrity, location, association, and
setting, are especially important in considering whether this particular property retains enough
integrity to convey its significance. While construction of a multilane freeway immediately south
of the property would not alter the building’s integrity of location or association, the visual effect
of the new facility would rise to the level of an adverse effect for all three alternatives.

Alternative 3N would result in a direct impact to the Zanjero House because the traffic ramps of
the SR303L/SR30 system interchange would be constructed over and through this Section 4(f)
resource. The alignment of Alternatives 2CN and 5N would avoid direct impacts to the property.

4.6.3.3 SR30 Southern Alignment Options

4.6.3.3.1 Buckeye Canal

Segments of the Buckeye Canal would be crossed by elevated spans for the 2CS, 3S, and 5S Build
Alternatives to clear the property. These changes would not diminish the Buckeye Canal’s
capacity to convey its association with the early agricultural development of the Buckeye Valley.
The alterations would also not alter the canal’s integrity of design in the sense of function. With
Alternative 2CS, two sections of the 23-mile-long irrigation feature would be crossed by elevated
spans. Alternative 3S would also place two segments of the canal beneath elevated spans, and
two canal segments would be bridged with Alternative 5S. These crossing structures would be
constructed outside of the canal ROW.

4.6.3.3.2 South Extension Canal

The South Extension Canal runs parallel to MC85 on a northeast-southwest alignment at grade.
The Build Alternatives would span the South Extension Canal by and elevated overpass in one
location. Bridging over a segment of the canal would not diminish the South Extension Canal’s
capacity to convey its association with the early agricultural development of the Buckeye Valley
or alter the canal’s integrity of design in the sense of function. With Alternative 2CS, one segment
of the 7.8-mile-long irrigation feature would be crossed by an elevated span. Alternative 3S would
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place three segments of the canal beneath elevated spans, whereas three canal segments would
be bridged with Alternative 5S. These crossing structures would be constructed outside of the
canal ROW.

4.6.3.3.3 Wellton-Phoenix-Eloy Branch of the Union Pacific Railroad

Alternatives 2CS and 3S would span the Wellton-Phoenix-Eloy Branch of the Southern Pacific
(now Union Pacific) Railroad with a 35-foot-tall overpass. Alternative 5S would span the railroad
in two locations with 35-foot-tall overpasses. These crossing structures would be constructed
outside of the railroad ROW and would not physically impact the railroad or constitute a visual
intrusion to this 210-mile-long linear resource, which extends through a variety of visual settings.

The Welton-Phoenix-Eloy Branch Railroad would be subjected to proximity impacts under
Alternatives 2CS, 3S, or 5S. However, the addition of this visual element would not substantially
alter the integrity of the resource as a whole. The railway would continue to serve the same east-
west connection, and no change in access or operations would occur.

4.6.3.3.4 Buckeye Canal Farmstead Historic District

The Buckeye Canal Farmstead Historic District is located at the northeast corner of Cotton Lane
and the Buckeye Canal, approximately 650 feet south of MC85. It is located adjacent to Cotton
Lane, a modern four-lane road with a dividing median west of the property, and with a viewshed
that includes a large, modern industrial complex, but also retains considerable rural, agricultural
feeling. This property is NRHP eligible under Criterion A and is, therefore, afforded protection
under Section 4(f). FHWA made a determination of “no adverse effect” upon this resource for
Alternative 2CS, and a determination of “adverse effect” for Alternatives 3S and 5S under Section
106 of the NHPA (Yedlin for Petty [FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO] March 28, 2018).

Alternative 2CS would be located 1,500 feet to the south and approximately one mile west of the
Buckeye Canal Farmstead Historic District and would not directly affect this Section 4(f) resource.

The location of SR303L Alternative 3S would be immediately adjacent to the Buckeye Canal
Farmstead Historic District and the property’s rural setting would be substantially diminished due
to the visual intrusion caused by the elevated freeway. The replacement of Cotton Lane with a
10-lane freeway adjacent to the Buckeye Canal Farmstead Historic District would create an
alteration to the property’s visual setting sufficient to constitute an indirect adverse impact to
this Section 4(f) resource. Alternative 3S would have indirect adverse effects to the Buckeye Canal
Farmstead Historic District as a result of both visual and auditory intrusions (modeled at 67
decibels) under Section 106 of the NHPA.

For Alternative 5S, while the footprint of the alternative is located immediately adjacent to the
property, the freeway mainline would run approximately 1.0 mile to the west, with only on and
off ramps located adjacent to the property. The on/off ramps would be elevated to bridge
existing MC-85 to the south. Auditory intrusions would be at 66 decibels and would rise to the
level of an indirect adverse effect; however, visual intrusions would not because it is not
appreciably different from the existing adjacent infrastructure.

4.6.3.3.5 Buckeye Canal Upper Zanjero House
Alternatives 2CS and 5S would avoid direct and indirect effects to the Buckeye Canal Upper
Zanjero House. Alternative 3S would have elevated on-and off-ramps closer to the property,
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altering its rural setting and resulting in an indirect adverse effect. The auditory intrusions for
Alternatives 2CS, 3S, and 5S would be only moderate at 63, 57, and 58, respectively.

4.6.4 Mitigation
Design Responsibility

e Prior to Final Design of the SR303L-SR30 Traffic Interchange, the Engineer will arrange with
the ADOT Environmental Planning Historic Preservation Team for boundary testing and
possible data recovery to be performed per the stipulations set forth in the June 2013
Programmatic Agreement developed for this project.

4.6.5 Conclusions

Impacts to the Buckeye Canal Farmstead Historic District would be unavoidable for build
Alternatives 3 and 5 with SR30 aligned to the north, and impacts to the Buckeye Canal Upper
Zanjero House would be unavoidable for all three of the build alternatives under consideration
with SR30 aligned to the north. Efforts were undertaken to identify avoidance alternatives for
those resources; not all avoidance alternatives were prudent or feasible. Some avoidance
alternatives developed to avoid impacts to the Zanjero House would result in impacts to the
Buckeye Canal Farmstead Historic District and create new resource impacts and significant costs
associated with the additional relocations of 4 sets of electrical transmission towers and 2,000
feet of existing power lines and associated infrastructure, or encasing an additional 3,000 feet of
the Buckeye Canal/APS reclaimed water line. Therefore, indirect impacts to Section 4(f)
properties would result with all three Build Alternatives with SR30 aligned to the north.

Aligning SR30 to the south changed the impact potential to the Buckeye Canal Upper Zanjero
House from Alternative 3S from direct to indirect, while increasing the required power line
adjustments from eight sets of transmission towers to ten, but reducing the extent of APS
reclaimed water line encasement, resulting in a net reduction of $10 million to $35 million in
utility adjustment costs. The Selected Alternative 2CS would not adversely affect any Section 4(f)
resources, while indirect impacts to the Buckeye Canal Farmstead Historic District would still
result from implementation of Alternative 3S and Alternative 5S.
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Table 13. Impacts to Section 4(f) Resources —SR 30 Aligned to the North

Resource

Proximity

Avoidance

Direct

Type of Impact

Indirect

Measure to
Minimize Harm

Conclusion

Would cross under No None None None No adverse effect
Alternative 2CN
Would cross under No None None None No adverse effect
Buckeye Canal )
Alternative 3N
Would cross under No None None None No adverse effect
Alternative 5N
Would cross under No None None None No adverse effect
South Alternative 2CN
. Would cross under No None None None No adverse effect
Extension .
Alternative 3N
Canal Would cross under No None None None No adverse effect
Alternative 5N
Welton- Would cross under No None None None No adverse effect
Phoenix-Eloy Alternative 2CN
Branch Would cross under No None None None No adverse effect
Southern Alternative 3N
Pacific Would cross under No None None None No adverse effect
Railroad Alternative 5N
0.7 mile from No None None None No adverse effect
Alternative 2CN
Adjacent to Yes None Alternative 3S Use of vegetation Realignment west to avoid direct impacts
Buckeye Canal | jternative 3N would alter the | buffers to screen would not adversely affect additional parcels,
Farmstead setting views of the disrupt established communities, or create
Historic freeway new social impacts.
District Adjacent to Yes None Alternative 5S Use of vegetation Realignment west to avoid direct impacts
Alternative 5N would alter the | buffers to screen would not adversely affect additional parcels,
setting views of the disrupt established communities, or create
freeway new social impacts.
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Resource

Proximity

Avoidance

Direct

Type of Impact

Indirect

Measure to
Minimize Harm

Conclusion

Adjacent to WB SR30- | Yes No Yes Shift alignment to Realignment south to avoid the Zanjero
to-NB SR303L ramp of avoid impacts to the | House would introduce vertical and/or
Alternative 2CN Section 4(f) horizontal conflicts with the power
resource transmission lines to the south.
Intersected by SB Not feasible Yes Yes Shift alignment to Realignment south to avoid the Zanjero
SR303L-to-WB SR30 or prudent avoid impacts to the | House would either result in direct impacts to
ramp of Alternative Section 4(f) the Buckeye Canal Farmstead Historic District
Buckeye Canal | 3N resource and the Buckeye Canal/APS reclaimed water
Upper Zanjero line, or introduce vertical and/or horizontal
House conflicts with the power transmission lines to
the south.
Realignment north would increase impacts to
Buckeye Canal/APS reclaimed water line by
4,000 feet.
North of and adjacent | Not feasible No Yes Shift alignment to Realignment to avoid the Zanjero House
to SR30 in Alternative | or prudent avoid impacts to the | would result in direct impacts to the Buckeye
5N Section 4(f) Canal Farmstead Historic District and the
resource Buckeye Canal, or introduce vertical and/or
horizontal conflicts with the power
transmission lines to the south.
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Table 14. Impacts to Section 4(f) Resources — SR 30 Aligned to the South

Resource Proximity Avoidance Type of Impact Measure to Conclusion

Direct Indirect Minimize Harm

Would cross under | No None None None No adverse effect
Alternative 2CS

Buckeye Canal | Would cross under | No None None None No adverse effect
Alternative 3S

Would cross under | No None None None No adverse effect
Alternative 5S

Would cross under | No None None None No adverse effect
Alternative 2CS

South
Extension Would cross under | No None None None No adverse effect
Canal Alternative 3S
Would cross under | No None None None No adverse effect
Alternative 55
Would cross under | No None None None No adverse effect
Welton- Alternative 2CS
Phoenix-Eloy
Branch Would cross under | No None None None No adverse effect
Southern Alternative 3S
Pacific
Railroad Would cross under | No None None None No adverse effect
Alternative 55
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Resource

Proximity

Avoidance

Direct

Type of Impact

Indirect

Measure to
Minimize Harm

Conclusion

0.7 mile from No None None None No adverse effect
Alternative 2CS
Buckeye Canal Directly adjacent to | Yes None Alternative 3S Use of vegetation | Realignment west to avoid direct impacts
Farmstead Alternative 3S would alter the buffers to screen | would not adversely affect additional parcels,
Historic setting views of the disrupt established communities, or create
o freeway new social impacts.
District
Directly adjacent to | Yes None Alternative 5S Use of vegetation | Realignment west to avoid direct impacts
Alternative 5S would alter the buffers to screen would not adversely affect additional parcels,
setting views of the disrupt established communities, or create
freeway new social impacts.
Alternative 2CS: Yes None None None No adverse effect
Approximately 875
feet from WB SR30
to SR303L ramp
Alternative 3S: Yes None Alternative 3S Use of vegetation | Indirect adverse effect
Buckeye Canal | Approximately 875 would alter the buffers to screen
Upper Zanjero | feet from 5-level setting views of the
House stack traffic freeway
interchange
Alternative 5S: Yes None None None No adverse effect
Approximately
1,000 feet from
WB SR30 mainline
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4.7 Air Quality Analysis

The air quality analysis was performed based on data presented in the Draft SR303L, SR30 to I-10
Traffic Report (WSP, 2018). The Traffic Report was originally prepared in September 2017. An
addendum was published in January 2018 to incorporate the most recent Maricopa Association
of Governments (MAG) October 2017 Conformity Model output. Traffic was modeled for three
different SR303L freeway study alignments: Alternative 2CS, Alternative 3S, and Alternative 5S.

The Air Quality Analysis was initiated prior to the selection of the Selected Alternative in order to
coordinate it with the development of the Draft EA. ADOT and FHWA agreed to analyze air quality
impacts of the alternative that had the highest impact on the traffic network based on the Traffic
Report findings, in order to model a “worst-case” scenario. Alternative 55 was determined to
have the highest impact on air quality because it resulted in the highest daily traffic volumes and
worst intersection Level of Service (LOS). The technical analyses presented in the Air Quality
Technical Report were based on data from Alternative 5S, and it is assumed that potential
impacts from other build alternatives, including the Selected Alternative, would not exceed any
air pollutant emissions or concentrations presented. The Air Quality Analysis Technical Report for
this EAis included as Appendix C.

4.7.1 Regulatory Context

4.7.1.1 Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) direct the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) to implement environmental policies and regulations that would ensure acceptable levels
of air quality. Under the CAAA, a project cannot:

. Cause or contribute to any new violation of any National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) in any area;

. Increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any NAAQS in any area; or

. Delay timely attainment of any NAAQS or any required interim emission reductions or

other milestones in any area.

4.7.1.1.1 National Ambient Air Quality Standards

As required by the CAA, NAAQS have been established for six major air pollutants. These
pollutants are: carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5),
sulfur dioxide, and lead. These standards are summarized in Table 15. The “primary” standards
have been established to protect the public health. The “secondary” standards are intended to
protect the nation's welfare and account for air pollutant effects on soil, water, visibility,
materials, vegetation and other aspects of the general welfare.

4.7.1.1.2 Transportation Conformity Rule

Under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act of 1991 (ISTEA), the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21), and Moving
Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21), proposed transportation projects must be
derived from a long-range transportation plan (LRP) or regional transportation plan (RTP) that
conforms with the state air quality plans as outlined in the state implementation plan (SIP). The
SIP sets forth the state’s strategies for achieving air quality standards. EPA’s Transportation
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Conformity Rule requires conformity determinations from proposed transportation plans,
programs, and projects before they are approved, accepted, funded, or adopted. Federal
activities may not cause or contribute to new violations of air quality standards, exacerbate
existing violations, or interfere with timely attainment or required interim emissions reductions
towards attainment.

The conformity rule also establishes the process by which the FHWA, the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), and local metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) determine
conformance of transportation plans and transportation improvement programs (TIPs) and
federally-funded highway and transit projects. As part of this process, local MPOs are required
under regulations promulgated in the CAA of 1990 to undertake conformity determinations on
metropolitan transportation plans (MTPs) and TIPs before they are adopted, approved, or
accepted. TIPs are a subset of staged, multi-year, inter modal programs of transportation projects
covering metropolitan planning areas that are consistent with MTPs. The TIPs include a list of
roadway and transit projects selected as priorities for funding by cities, county road commissions,
and transit agencies. Federal projects to be completed in the near term must be included in the
regional conformity analysis completed by the MPO; such projects are also usually included in
the region's TIP, and therefore conform with the SIP.

4.7.1.1.3 Interagency Consultation

Proposed transportation projects normally go through interagency consultation in order to
determine the need for and, if applicable, models and methodologies for project-level air quality
analyses.

ADOT has developed standard questionnaires for project level PM quantitative hot-spot analyses
and project-level CO hot-spot analyses. These questionnaires outline the assumptions and
sources of data to be used when quantitative analyses are required.

On June 27, 2017, ADOT provided a copy of the PM hot-spot questionnaire and the associated
planning assumptions, for a 30-day consultation period, to the following consulting parties: EPA,
FHWA, MAG, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ), and the Maricopa County
Air Quality Department, as the local air agency in Maricopa County. There were several
comments on the document(s), and ADOT provided a response to these comments along with an
updated planning assumptions document. In these updated planning documents, ADOT noted
that this project will proceed as a project that requires a quantitative PMio hot-spot analysis
under 40CFR 93.123(b). Furthermore, ADOT stated that they would conduct the hot-spot
modeling in accordance with the traffic modeling data used in the September 22, 2017 traffic
study along with other planning assumptions, as noted in Table 2 of the PM hot-spot
guestionnaire, which is included in Appendix C.

On March 1, 2018, ADOT provided a copy of the CO hot-spot questionnaire and the associated
planning assumptions to the following consulting parties, for a 10-day consultation period: EPA,
FHWA, MAG, ADEQ and the Maricopa County Air Quality Department, as the local air agency in
Maricopa County. There were no comments on the methodology and assumptions, including the
two intersections recommended for quantitative analysis. ADOT also provided updated traffic
data sources and assumptions that were used for the PM10 modeling, in order to be consistent
with the latest approved MAG Regional Conformity Model.
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Table 15. National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Primary/ Averaging Level Form
Secondary Time

Carbon Monoxide primary 8-hour 9ppm Not to be exceeded more
1-hour 35 ppm than once per year
Lead primary and Rolling 3- 0.15 pg/m3 @ | Not to be exceeded
secondary month
average
Nitrogen Dioxide primary 1-hour 100 ppb 98th percentile, averaged
over 3 years
primary and Annual 53 ppb & Annual Mean
secondary
Ozone primary and 8-hour 0.070 ppm ® | Annual fourth-highest daily
secondary maximum 8-hr

concentration, averaged
over 3 years

Particle PM2.s primary Annual 12 pg/m?3 annual mean, averaged over
Pollution 3 years
secondary Annual 15 pg/m3 annual mean, averaged over
3 years
primary and 24-hour 35 pg/m? 98th percentile, averaged
secondary over 3 years
PMio primary and 24-hour 150 pg/m?3 Not to be exceeded more
secondary than once per year on
average over 3 years
Sulfur Dioxide primary 1-hour 75 ppb ¥ 99th percentile of 1-hour

daily maximum
concentrations, averaged
over 3 years

secondary 3-hour 0.5 ppm Not to be exceeded more
than once per year

Source: EPA, https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naags-table

(1) In areas designated nonattainment for the Pb standards prior to the promulgation of the current (2008) standards, and for which
implementation plans to attain or maintain the current (2008) standards have not been submitted and approved, the previous standards (1.5
ug/m? as a calendar quarter average) also remain in effect.

(2) The level of the annual NO: standard is 0.053 ppm. It is shown here in terms of ppb for the purposes of clearer comparison to the 1-hour
standard level.

(3) Final rule signed October 1, 2015, and effective December 28, 2015. The previous (2008) Os standards additionally remain in effect in some
areas. Revocation of the previous (2008) Os standards and transitioning to the current (2015) standards will be addressed in the implementation
rule for the current standards.

(4) The previous SO; standards (0.14 ppm 24-hour and 0.03 ppm annual) will additionally remain in effect in certain areas: (1) any area for which
it is not yet 1 year since the effective date of designation under the current (2010) standards, and (2) any area for which an implementation plan
providing for attainment of the current (2010) standard has not been submitted and approved and which is designated nonattainment under the
previous SO; standards or is not meeting the requirements of a SIP call under the previous SO standards (40 CFR 50.4(3)). A SIP call is an EPA
action requiring a state to resubmit all or part of its State Implementation Plan to demonstrate attainment of the required NAAQS.

Documentation of interagency correspondence, including the completed questionnaires that
provide methodologies for the PM10 and CO analyses, can be found in Appendix C.

4.7.1.2 Mobile Source Air Toxics
In addition to the criteria pollutants for which there are NAAQS, the EPA also regulates air toxics.
Toxic air pollutants are those pollutants known or suspected to cause cancer or other serious
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health effects. Most air toxics originate from human made sources, including on road mobile
sources, non-road mobile sources (e.g., airplanes), area sources (e.g., dry cleaners), and
stationary sources (e.g., factories or refineries).

Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the passage of the Clean Air Act
Amendments (CAAA) of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that EPA regulate 188 air toxics, also
known as hazardous air pollutants. EPA has assessed this expansive list in their latest rule on the
Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources (Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 37, page
8430, February 26, 2007) and identified a group of 93 compounds emitted from mobile sources
that are listed in their Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) (http://www.epa.gov/iris/). In
addition, EPA identified nine compounds with significant contributions from mobile sources that
are among the national and regional-scale cancer risk drivers or contributors and non-cancer
hazard contributors from the 2011 National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA)
(https://www.epa.gov/national-air-toxics-assessment). These are 1,3-butadiene, acetaldehyde,
acrolein, benzene, diesel particulate matter (diesel PM), ethylbenzene, formaldehyde,
naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter. While FHWA considers these the priority mobile
source air toxics, the list is subject to change and may be adjusted in consideration of future EPA
rules.

The 2007 EPA rule mentioned above requires controls that will dramatically decrease MSAT
emissions through cleaner fuels and cleaner engines. Using EPA’s MOVES2014a model, as shown
in Figure 20, FHWA estimates that even if VMT increases by 45 percent from 2010 to 2050 as
forecast, a combined reduction of 91 percent in the total annual emissions for the priority MSAT
is projected for the same time period.

4.7.2 Existing Conditions
4.7.2.1 Ambient Air Quality Data

4.7.2.1.1 Local Meteorology

The project is located in the Phoenix metropolitan area in the south-central portion of the state.
Phoenix is located in the Salt River Valley, which is surrounded by low mountain ranges. A large
portion of Arizona is classified as semiarid, and long periods of time often occur with little or no
precipitation. The average annual precipitation in Phoenix is 7.53 inches. The air is generally dry
and clear, with low relative humidity and a high percentage of sunshine. Phoenix has a hot desert
climate with long, extremely hot summers and short, mild to warm winters. Temperatures of 90
degrees Fahrenheit are reached an average of 168 days per year, and it is common to see
temperatures over 100 degrees Fahrenheit. (WRCC)

4.7.2.1.2 Local Monitored Air Quality
In cooperation with the EPA and other governmental agencies, The Maricopa County Air Quality
Division operates air quality monitoring sites and a mobile air monitoring program to measure
criteria pollutants. Table 16 presents the last three years of available monitored at the closest
monitoring stations to the project area.
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Note: Trends for specific locations may be different, depending on locally derived
information representing vehicle-miles travelled, vehicle speeds, vehicle mix, fuels,
emission control programs, meteorology, and other factors

Source: EPA MOVES2014a model runs conducted in September 2016 by FHWA.

Figure 20. National Mobile Source Air Toxics Emission Trends — 2010-2050 for Vehicles
Operating on Roadways
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Table 16. Ambient Air Quality Monitor Data

Pollutant

Monitor

Monitor Value

Location

Carbon Monoxide 16825 N Dysart | Maximum 1.2 1.2 0.9
(CO) [ppm] 3 Surprise, AZ "0 Maximum 1.0 14 0.8
‘IL # of Exceedances 0 0 0 .
C 16825 N Dysart | Maximum 06 07 05 n/a
2 Surprise, AZ | 2nd Maximum 0.6 0.7 0.5
@ # of Exceedances 0 0 0
Particulate Matter o 16825 N Dysart | Maximum 24-Hour 163 99 173 108
[ug/m?] s Surprise, AZ | Second Maximum 138 71 126 125
- # of Exceedances 1 0 1 1
o 6000 W Olive 24-Hour 98th 19 19 18 17
= Ave Percentile
o Glendale, AZ Mean Annual 7.7 7.0 6.7 6.7
Ozone (0s) [ppm] 16825 N Dysart | First Highest 0.075 0.069 0.069 0.087
_ Surprise, AZ | Second Highest 0.074 0.068 0.067 0.081
J?:;. Third Highest 0.072 0.067 0.064 0.077
b Fourth Highest 0.070 0.067 0.063 0.076
# of Days Standard 3 0 0 15
Exceeded
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO3) 26453 W MC85 1-Hour Maximum 102 44 34 39
[Ppb] Buckeye, AZ 1-Hour Second 76 39 33 38
Maximum
98th Percentile 37 34 29 34
Annual Mean 8.65 714 6.9 7.71
Sulfur Dioxide (SO;) [ppb] 1645 E 1-Hour Maximum 11 9.0 8.0 9.0
Roosevelt St | 24-Hour Maximum 3.3 3.4 3.0 4.3
Phoenix, AZ "4 ot Days Standard 0 0 0 0
Exceeded

ug/m3=micrograms per cubic meter

ppb = parts per billion

* CO not reported for Dysart monitor in 2017.

Sources: USEPA AirData, https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data

4.7.2.2 Attainment Status

Section 107 of the 1977 Clean Air Act Amendment requires that the EPA publish a list of all
geographic areas in compliance with the NAAQS, plus those not attaining the NAAQS. Areas not
in NAAQS compliance are deemed non-attainment areas. Areas that have insufficient data to
make a determination are deemed unclassified, and are treated as being attainment areas until
proven otherwise. Maintenance areas are areas that were previously designated as
nonattainment for a particular pollutant, but have since demonstrated compliance with the
NAAQS for that pollutant. An area’s designation is based on the data collected by the state
monitoring network on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis.

The SR303L is located in Maricopa County, Arizona. Table 17 shows the attainment status for
Maricopa County. As shown in the table, the EPA has classified portions of Maricopa County as a
nonattainment area for PM10 and ozone, and a maintenance area for CO. Therefore, a project-
level transportation conformity analysis is required for CO and PM10. The regional transportation
conformity determination is addressed in the TIP and RTP.

The MPO for the Study Area, Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG), adopted the latest
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) in September 2017, and the latest amendment to the 2018-
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2022 FY Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) was approved in March 2018. The SR303L
project is included in the RTP as project ID 45422 and in 45939. The SR303L project is included in
the regional conformity analysis; therefore, the project’s associated emissions would not have
an adverse effect on the ability of the MAG study area to obtain their applicable air quality goals.
As such, no additional regional conformity analyses are required.

Table 17. Project Area Attainment Status

Regional
Transportation
Conformity
Required?

Project Level
Transportation
Conformity
Required?

Current
Standard (Year

Pollutant Designation

Established)

Ozone (03) Nonattainment 8-Hr: 70 ppb Portions of Yes No
(2015) Maricopa
County and
Pinal County
Fine Particulate Attainment 35 p/m3 Maricopa No No
Matter (PM2s) (2012) County
24-Hr
Fine Particulate Attainment 12 u/m3 Maricopa No No
Matter (PM2s) (2012) County
Annual
Coarse Nonattainment 150 p/m? Portions of Yes Yes
Particulate (2012) Maricopa
Matter (PMao) County and
24-Hr Pinal County
Carbon Attainment/ 1-Hr: 35 ppm Portions of Yes Yes
Monoxide (CO) Maintenance 8-Hr: 9 ppm Maricopa
(1971) County
Sulfur Dioxide Attainment 1-Hr: 75 ppb Maricopa No No
(SO2) (2010) County

Source: USEPA, 2018 https://www.epa.gov/green-book

4.7.3 Environmental Consequences

This section describes the methods, impact criteria, and results of air quality analyses of the
project. The analyses use guidelines and procedures provided in applicable air quality analysis
protocols from EPA and FHWA. At the time the air quality analysis was initiated, a Preferred
Alternative had not yet been selected. For the purposes of analyzing air quality impacts of this
project, Alternative 5S was selected as a worst case because it had the highest volumes of the
build alternatives. All analyses in this section were based on Build Alternative 5S. It is expected
that the Selected Alternative would result in emissions and pollutant concentrations lower than
the results described in this section.

4.7.3.1 Hot-Spot Carbon Monoxide (CO) Analysis
Microscale CO air quality modeling was performed using EPA guidance and interagency
consultation, as described below and in Appendix C.

4.7.3.1.1 Methodology
To determine the project’s impact on local CO levels, a detailed hotspot analysis was conducted
at two signalized intersections within the Study Area: MC85 and Cotton Lane, and Cotton
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Lane/SR303L NB frontage road and Elwood Street. These two locations were chosen from a
screening evaluation based upon overall level of service and volumes. The locations chosen
underwent detailed microscale modeling using emission factors developed using EPA’s
MOVES2014a emission factor program and dispersion modeling using EPA’s CAL3QHC program.

Mobile source models are the basic analytical tools used to estimate CO concentrations expected
under given traffic, roadway geometry, and meteorological conditions. The mathematical
expressions and formulations that comprise the various models attempt to describe an extremely
complex physical phenomenon as closely as possible. The dispersion modeling program used in
this project for estimating pollutant concentrations near roadway intersections is the CAL3QHC
(Version 2.0) dispersion model developed by EPA and first released in 1992.

CAL3QHC is a Gaussian model recommended in EPA’s Guidelines for Modeling Carbon Monoxide
from Roadway Intersections (EPA 1992). Gaussian models assume that the dispersion of
pollutants downwind of a pollution source follow a normal distribution from the center of the
pollution source.

Different emission rates occur when vehicles are stopped (i.e., idling), accelerating, decelerating,
and moving at different average speeds. CAL3QHC simplifies these different emission rates into
two components:

J Emissions when vehicles are stopped (i.e., idling) during the red phase of a signalized
intersection
J Emissions when vehicles are in motion during the green phase of a signalized intersection

The CAL3QHC (Version 2.0) air quality dispersion model has undergone extensive testing by EPA
and has been found to provide reliable estimates of inert (i.e., nonreactive) pollutant
concentrations resulting from motor vehicle emissions. A complete description of the model is
provided in the User's Guide to CAL3QHC (Version 2.0): A Modeling Methodology for Predicting
Pollutant Concentrations near Roadway Intersections (Revised) (EPA 1995b).

The transport and concentration of pollutants emitted from motor vehicles are influenced by
three principal meteorological factors: wind direction, wind speed, and the atmosphere’s profile.
The values for these parameters were chosen to maximize pollutant concentrations at each
prediction site. That is, to establish a conservative, reasonable worst-case scenario. The values
used for these parameters are:

] Wind Direction. Maximum CO concentrations normally are found when the wind is
assumed to blow parallel to a roadway adjacent to the receptor location. At complex
intersections, it is difficult to predict which wind angle will result in maximum
concentrations. Therefore, the approximate wind angle that would result in maximum
pollutant concentrations at each receptor location was used in the analysis. All wind
angles from 0 to 360 degrees (in 5-degree increments) were considered.

J Wind Speed. The CO concentrations are greatest at low wind speeds. A conservative wind
speed of one meter per second (2.2 miles per hour) was used to predict CO concentrations
during peak traffic periods.
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. Profile of the Atmosphere. A "mixing" height (the height in the atmosphere to which
pollutants rise) of 1,000 meters, and neutral atmospheric stability (stability class D)
conditions were used in estimating microscale CO concentrations.

One-hour average ambient CO concentrations were calculated to estimate the effect during
peak-hour traffic conditions, and CO concentrations were estimated at a receptor height of 6
feet. The CO levels estimated by the model are the maximum concentrations which could be
expected to occur at each air quality receptor site analyzed, given the assumed simultaneous
occurrence of a number of worst-case conditions: peak-hour traffic conditions, conservative
vehicular operating conditions, low wind speed, low atmospheric temperature, neutral
atmospheric conditions, and maximizing wind direction.

MOVES 2014a Emissions Model

EPA’s Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator (MOVES) model version MOVES2014a was used to
estimate CO emissions from the roadway segments included in the CO modeling analysis.
MOVES2014a is the EPA’s state-of-the-art tool for estimating emissions from highway vehicles.
The model is based on analyses of millions of emission test results and considerable advances in
the Agency’s understanding of vehicle emissions. Compared to previous tools, MOVES2014a
incorporates the latest emissions data, more sophisticated calculation algorithms, increased user
flexibility, new software design, and substantial new capabilities.

MOVES2014a was used to estimate CO emissions from the roadway segments included in the CO
modeling analysis. MOVES input files were provided by the Maricopa Association of Governments
(MAG) consistent with their regional emissions analysis. MAG data were used to represent
regional fuel specifications, fleet age distribution, and meteorology. Link-by-link traffic data were
used to develop project-specific input files for each modeled link with that link’s average speed
and vehicle mix for each scenario analyzed: 2017, 2040 No Build, 2040 Build Alternative 5S.

Predicted Levels

Carbon monoxide concentrations for Existing Conditions, the future No Build Alternative, and the
future Build Alternative 5S were predicted. Future carbon monoxide concentrations were
predicted for the project’s design year, which is 2040. At each receptor site, maximum one-hour
carbon monoxide concentrations were calculated. The one-hour CO levels were predicted for the
AM and PM peak periods. The 8-hour CO levels were predicted by applying a persistence factor
of 0.7 to the 1-hour concentrations, as recommended in the EPA guidance (EPA 1992).

Background Levels

Background levels for the study area were obtained from EPA monitored data. The background
level is the component of the total concentration that is not accounted for through the microscale
modeling analysis. Background concentrations must be added to modeling results to obtain total
pollutant concentrations at receptor locations. The data from the CO monitor located at the
Dysart site were approved during the interagency consultation process. Monitor site details,
including a figure showing the distance to the monitor, are included in the materials in Appendix
C. Based on these data, the one-hour background of 1.2 ppm and the eight-hour background of
0.7 ppm were used for the existing and future year analyses.

Comparison to NAAQS
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The results from the analysis for the existing, future No Build and Build Alternative 5S were
compared to the NAAQS, and to one another, to determine the impacts of the project and if the
project is in conformance with the guidelines set forth in the New Clean Air Act Amendments of
1990.

4.7.3.1.2 Screening Evaluation

An intersection screening analysis based on changes in level of service (LOS) and overall
intersection volumes between the No Build and Build Alternative 5S scenarios was performed, as
described in EPA guidance (EPA 1992).

Sites fail the screening evaluation if (1) LOS, which is the assessment of a road’s operating
conditions on a scale of A through F, with free-flow being rated LOS A and congested conditions
rated as F, decreases below D in one of the build scenarios compared to the no-build scenario,
or (2) if the delay and/or volume increase from the no-build scenario to build scenarios along
with a LOS below D. The LOS describes the quality of traffic operating conditions, ranging from A
to F, and it is measured as the duration of delay that a driver experiences at a given intersection.
LOS A represents free-flow movement of traffic and minimal delays to motorists. LOS F generally
indicates severely congested conditions with excessive delays to motorists. Intermediate grades
of B, C, D, and E reflect incremental increases in congestion.

Out of the 26 intersections analyzed, two intersections failed the screening criteria and were
chosen for detailed analysis. The intersection at MC85 and Cotton Lane has the highest total
volume and LOS D in the PM peak period under 2040 build conditions. The signal at Cotton
Lane/SR303L NB frontage road and Elwood Street does not exist in the no build analysis, and it
has LOS D in the AM peak period under 2040 build conditions.

The CO Hot Spot Questionnaire and Consultation form included in Appendix C has additional
details about the model setup and options that were used in this analysis. Information on the
modeling files is included in Appendix C.

4.7.3.1.3 Analysis

Maximum one-hour CO levels were predicted for the existing year (2017) and design year (2040)
at the locations selected for analysis. Maximum one-hour CO concentrations are shown in Table
18, and maximum eight-hour CO concentrations are shown in Table 19. The CO levels estimated
by the model are the maximum concentrations that could be expected to occur at each air quality
receptor site analyzed. This assumes simultaneous occurrence of a number of worst-case
conditions: peak hour traffic conditions, conservative vehicular operating conditions, low wind
speed, low atmospheric temperature, neutral atmospheric conditions, and maximizing wind
direction.
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Table 18. Predicted Worst-Case One-Hour CO Concentrations (ppm)

Intersection 2017

Existing

MC85 & Cotton Lane 1.7 1.8 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.3
Cotton Lane/SR303L NB Frontage Road & Elwood NA NA NA NA 1.4 1.4
Street

Concentrations = modeled results + 1-hour CO background.
1-hour CO background = 1.2 ppm; 1-hour CO standard = 35 ppm.
NA = Intersection does not exist in this scenario.

AM = morning; PM = evening; ppm = parts per million.

Table 19. Predicted Worst-Case Eight-Hour CO Concentrations (ppm)

Intersection 2017

Existing No Build Build

MC85 & Cotton Lane 1.1 11 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
Cotton Lane/SR303L NB Frontage Road & Elwood NA NA NA NA 0.8 0.8
Street

Concentrations = (modeled results x persistence factor [0.7]) + 8-hour CO background.
8-hour CO background = 0.7 ppm; 8-hour CO standard =9 ppm.

NA = Intersection does not exist in this scenario.

AM = morning; PM = evening; ppm = parts per million.

Based on the values presented in Table 18 and Table 19, Build Alternative 5S is not predicted to
cause an increase in CO concentrations as compared to the No Build scenario for any of the
analysis years.

4.7.3.2 Hot-Spot PM1o Analysis

The study area is currently classified as a PM1ip nonattainment area. As such, it had to be
determined if the project is one of air quality concern as detailed in EPA’s Transportation
Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot-Spot Analysis in PM2.s and PM1g Nonattainment and
Maintenance Areas (USEPA 2015).

4.7.3.2.1 Determine Need

The project study area is located in Maricopa County, Arizona, which is currently classified as a
nonattainment area for the PM1p 24-hour standard. The SR 303L project was presented to the
MAG consultation partners, which classified the project as one of air quality concern. As such, a
microscale 24-hour PMio hotspot analysis was conducted, following EPA’s nine-step process, as
shown in Figure 21.
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Figure 21. EPA's Nine-Step Process
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a. PM Emissions

The PM hot-spot analysis included only directly emitted PM1o emissions. Per Section 2.5.1
of EPA’s Transportation Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot-Spot Analysis in PM3s
and PM1o Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas, PMio precursors were not required to
be considered in PM hot-spot analyses, since precursors take time at the regional level to
form into secondary PM. Exhaust, brake wear, and tire wear emissions from on-road
vehicles were included in the project’s PM1o analysis. For the majority of sources in this
analysis, only running and crankcase exhaust emissions were calculated, because start
exhaust emissions are unlikely to occur on the roadways included in the model domain.
Re-entrained road dust was included in the analysis, as it is considered a significant
component of PMig inventories and is included in MAG conformity modeling. Emissions
from construction-related activities were not included because they are considered
temporary, as defined in 40 CFR 93.123(c)(5) (i.e., emissions that occur only during the
construction phase and last five years or less at any individual site).

b. Model
The analysis was performed using the current version of EPA’s Motor Vehicle Emissions
Simulator (MOVES) emissions model (MOVES2014a) and the CAL3QHCR dispersion
model.

c. Data
MOVES input files were obtained from MAG. Project-specific traffic data, including hourly
volume, average vehicle speeds, and facility type, were obtained for each roadway
section in the project area. Project-specific traffic data, including hourly vehicle volumes,
were obtained for 4 weekday time periods - A.M. peak, midday, P.M. peak, and overnight
traffic conditions.

Exhaust emission rate estimates produced by MOVES were added to reentrained road
dust emission rates from AP-42, and were then entered into the CAL3QHCR air quality
dispersion model (Version 13196). CAL3QHCR estimates localized ambient PMio
concentrations at receptors in and near the hotspot locations chosen for the study.
CAL3QHCR performs all ambient air impact calculations to report the 24-hour average
concentration at each receptor.

4.7.3.2.2 Estimate On-Road Vehicle Emissions

On-road vehicle emissions were estimated using MOVES2014a. Age distribution, vehicle mix,
climate data, and fuel specifications data were provided by MAG and, therefore, were consistent
with the regional conformity analysis. MOVES input relies on link-specific data. Traffic data
included link volume, speed, average grade and elevation. Vehicle mix was assumed to be
consistent with the MAG regional vehicle mix.

The PM emissions vary by time of day and time of year. Volume and speed data for each link was
obtained from the traffic analysts for A.M. peak, midday, P.M. peak, and overnight traffic
conditions. For each analysis site, MOVES was run for each of the four time periods (A.M. peak,
midday, P.M. peak, and overnight) for four seasons (January, April, July, and October) for a total
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of 16 MOVES runs per location. For every link, a set of 16 emission factors in units of grams per
mile was developed for the project’s analysis year of 2040.

4.7.3.2.3 Estimate Emissions from Road Dust, Construction, and Additional Sources
Re-entrained road dust must be included in all PM10 hot-spot analyses. Section 13.2.1 of AP-42
provides a method for estimating emissions of re-entrained road dust using local values for
precipitation, average vehicle weight, and silt loading with the equation below.

E = k (sL)091 x (W)102

Where: E = particulate emission factor (having units matching the units of k),
k = particle size multiplier for particle size range and units of interest,
sL = road surface silt loading (grams per square meter) (g/m?), and
W= average weight (tons of the vehicles traveling the road)

The estimated road dust emissions from the 2017 MAG Conformity Analysis for the analysis year
2040 were used for this PM hot-spot analysis, and the values are summarized in Table 19A.

Table 19A. MAG Road Dust Emission Factors

Freeway 1 3.23 0.02 0.091981
High Arterial 1 2.32 0.067 0.197197
Low Arterial 1 2.32 0.23 0.605823

Source: MAG 2017
g/m2 = grams per square meter
g/VMT = grams per vehicle mile traveled

Emission factors for road dust were added to the emission factors generated for each link by
MOVES for use in the CAL3QHCR dispersion model.

Construction emissions were not included because construction will not occur at any individual
location for more than five years. No additional sources of PM10 emissions were included. It is
assumed that PM10 concentrations due to any other nearby emissions sources are included in
the ambient monitor values used for background concentrations. In addition, this project is not
expected to result in changes to emissions from nearby sources.

4.7.3.2.4 Air Quality Model, Data Inputs, and Receptors

a. Model
USEPA’s CAL3QHCR air dispersion model was used to estimate concentrations of PMig
due to project operations. The model uses traffic data, emission factor data, and
meteorological data to estimate ground-level concentrations of PMio at a series of
receptors. For each modeled scenario, the model setup included a series of sources
representing the roadway segments in the vicinity of the intersections being modeled.
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b. Data Inputs
Link-specific inputs included length, mixing zone width, hourly volume, and emission

factors. Traffic data was provided for the design year of the project. For each scenario,
CAL3QHCR was run separately for each of the five years of meteorological data.
CAL3QHCR does not distinguish between emissions changes due to seasonal differences;
therefore, each season was run separately, for a total of 20 model runs per scenario.

The meteorological data was based on the meteorological data utilized in the August 2014
ADOT Air Quality Technical Report, South Mountain Freeway, which was derived from the
EPA’s Support Center for Regulatory Atmospheric Modeling for the Phoenix Sky Harbor
International Airport (surface data) and the Tucson International Airport (upper air data)
for the 5-year period from 1987 through 1991. South Mountain meteorological data was
used. A surface roughness of 108 cm was used based on land cover, consistent with EPA
recommendations for single-family residential use. The urban option was selected based
on the land use classification in the project areas.

c. Receptors
Receptors were placed in order to estimate the highest concentrations of PMjg, to

determine any possible violations of the NAAQS. Highest concentrations are expected to
occur near the areas with the highest-volume roadways and near areas where vehicles
are restarting and/or idling. Receptors were placed three meters from the roadways, at a
height of 1.8 meters (see Appendix E of the Final Air Quality Technical Report [Final EA
Appendix C]).

4.7.3.2.5 Background Concentrations from Nearby and Other Sources

A background PMio concentration value of 125 ug/m3® was used for the analysis. This value
represents the fourth-highest monitored 24-hour PM1o concentration at the Dysart monitor over
the three-year period of 2015 to 2017 (see Appendix E of the Final Air Quality Technical Report
[Final EA Appendix C]). The data from the PM1o monitor located at the Dysart site was approved
during the interagency consultation process. Monitor site details, including a figure showing the
distance to the monitor, are included in the materials in Appendix A of the Final Air Quality
Technical Report (Final EA Appendix C).

The approved background value was added to the CAL3QHCR modeled design values for
comparison to the PM1o NAAQS of 150 pg/m3. The background values are conservative, because
it is expected that ambient PM concentrations will be lower in future years as a result of State
Implementation Plans and the general trend in declining vehicle emissions due to technological
advances. Emissions from other nearby sources are assumed to be already included in the
ambient monitoring data.

4.7.3.2.6 Calculate Design Values and Determine Conformity
The model results were added to the background concentrations for the Build alternative in order
to calculate the design values.

To determine the 24-hour PM1g design value, the following steps were used, as outlined in the
guidance:
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1. From the air quality modeling results from the build scenario, identify the sixthhighest 24-
hour concentration for each receptor. CAL3QHCR results from each quarter were
evaluated to determine the overall sixth-highest modeled concentration from the 5-year
period.

Identify the receptor with the highest sixth-highest 24-hour concentration.

Identify the appropriate 24-hour background concentration from the three most recent

years of air quality monitoring data. This value is 125 pg/3, as described in Section 5.2.6.
4. For the receptor identified in Step 2, add the sixth-highest 24-hour modeled

concentration to the appropriate 24-hour background concentration (from Step 3).

5. Round to the nearest 10 ug/m3. The result is the highest 24-hour PM1o design value in the
build scenario.

The modeled concentrations, including background, were compared to the applicable NAAQS ().
Since the modeled Build alternative concentrations were below the NAAQS, the No Build
alternative did not have to be run in order to compare the differences between the two.

Table 19B. Predicted 24-Hour PM31o Concentrations (in pg/m?3)

MC 85 &
Cotton Lane

11.9 125 136.9 140 150

Cotton Lane /
SR303L NB
Frontage Road 9.3 125 134.3 130 150

& Elwood

Street
Mg/m3=micrograms per cubic meter

4.7.3.2.7 Mitigation or Control Measures
The project meets conformity requirements. Therefore, mitigation or control measures to reduce
emissions in the project area are not needed to be considered by the project sponsors.

4.7.3.2.8 Document the PM Hot-Spot Analysis

This Air Quality Technical Report documents the PM hotspot results. Due to the large volume of
input and output files created for this analysis, they are available electronically upon request, as
noted in Air Quality Appendix D of the Final Air Quality Technical Report (Final EA Appendix C).

4.7.3.3 MSAT Analysis

4.7.3.3.1 Methodology

On February 3, 2006, the FHWA released Interim Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA
Documents (FHWA 2006a). This guidance was superseded on October 18, 2016 by FHWA's
Updated Interim Guidance Update on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents (FHWA 2016). The
purpose of FHWA'’s guidance is to advise on when and how to analyze MSATs in the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental review process for highways. This guidance is
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considered interim since MSAT science is still evolving. As the science progresses, FHWA will
update the guidance.

A guantitative analysis provides a basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences
among MSAT emissions, if any, from the various alternatives. The FHWA'’s Interim Guidance
groups projects into the following tier categories:

. No analysis for projects without potential for meaningful MSAT effects.

] Qualitative analysis for projects with low potential MSAT effects.

] Quantitative analysis to differentiate alternatives for projects with higher potential MSAT
effects.

Based on FHWA'’s recommended tiering approach, the project falls within the Tier 3 approach
(i.e., for projects with a high potential for MSAT effects). In accordance with FHWA's
recommendation, EPA’s MOVES2014a was used to calculate annual MSAT pollutant burdens for
the No Build Alternative and the Build Alternative.

MSAT Study Area

The MSAT Study Area was refined to focus on the portion of the Study Area substantially
impacted by the project. FHWA recommends analyzing all segments associated with the project,
plus those segments expecting meaningful changes in emissions because of the project (e.g., +
5% or more).

The affected network was defined based on available project-specific information considering
changes in such metrics as:

J + 5% or more in annual average daily traffic (AADT) on congested highway links
. Links with 50 or more vehicles AADT
. Project specific knowledge and consideration of local circumstances

The Study Area was refined by conducting a comparison between the No Build and Build traffic
volumes for all links in the regional model. Using the recommendations described above, along
with a level of judgment and local knowledge, a roadway network within a defined boundary was
developed, as shown in Figure 22. The roadways chosen for inclusion in the analysis were
submitted to FHWA and ADOT for approval, as shown in Appendix C.

By conducting this Study Area screening analysis, the affected network was sized to include the
project itself, nearby roadways that show meaningful changes in traffic, potential diversion
routes, and the roadways in-between that create a continuous network. The same affected
network was used to compute the emission burdens under all tested scenarios, including Existing
Conditions and the No Build Alternative. This allows for a “like-to-like” comparison of the total
VMT and resulting pollutant emission burdens.

MOVES2014a

EPA’s Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator (MOVES) model version MOVES2014a was used to
estimate emissions from the MSAT network. MOVES input files were provided by the Maricopa
Association of Governments (MAG), consistent with their regional emissions analysis. MAG data
were used to represent regional conditions, and link-by-link traffic data were used to develop
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project-specific input files to demonstrate the effects of the project for each scenario analyzed:

Figure 22. Roadway Network Used to Calculate Total MSAT Emissions

2017, 2040 no build, and 2040 build. Specific MOVES inputs are described in Error! Not a valid
bookmark self-reference. and Table 21.

MOVES was used to estimate the total emissions from the MSAT network for each scenario. The
VMT and emissions of each MSAT pollutant were presented in a table and compared with the
existing and no build scenarios. MSAT burdens were calculated for the following MSAT, as
required by FHWA:

o 1,3 Butadiene

J Acetaldehyde

J Acrolein

o Benzene

J Diesel PM
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J Ethylbenzene

J Formaldehyde
. Naphthalene
J Polycyclic Organic Matter (POM)

Table 20. MOVES RunSpec Options

MOVES Tab Model Selections
Scale County scale
Inventory calculation type
Time Span Hourly time aggregation including all
months, days, and hours
Geographic Bounds Maricopa County
Vehicles/Equipment All on-road vehicle and fuel type

combinations

Road Type All road types were selected, but not all
were used for some scenarios

Pollutants and Processes All MSAT pollutants and their precursors
were selected
Processes included running exhaust and

crankcase running exhaust

Output Output was produced by fuel type to
differentiate diesel PM from PM produced
by other fuel types

Table 21. MOVES County Data Manager Inputs

County Data Manager Tab Data Source
Ramp Fraction MAG
Source Type Population MAG
Age Distribution MAG
Fuel MAG
Meteorology Data MAG
Vehicle Type VMT Created from project daily traffic data
Average Speed Distribution Created from project daily traffic data
Road Type Distribution Created from project daily traffic data

MAG = Maricopa Association of Governments

MSAT analyses are intended to capture the net change in emissions within an affected
environment, defined as the transportation network affected by the project. The affected
environment for MSATs may be different than the affected environment defined in the NEPA
document for other environmental effects, such as noise or wetlands. Analyzing MSATs only
within a geographically-defined “study area” will not capture the emissions effects of changes in
traffic on roadways outside of that area, which is particularly important where the project creates
an alternative route or diverts traffic from one roadway class to another. At the other extreme,
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analyzing a metropolitan area’s entire roadway network will result in emissions estimates for
many roadway links not affected by the project, diluting the results of the analysis.

4.7.3.3.2 Analysis

The results of this analysis for the existing conditions (2017) and design year (2040) are shown in
Table 22. As previously discussed, the project area includes major capacity-adding projects that
are planned to be in operation by the analysis year 2040, under both no build and build
conditions. Most notably, projects on Interstate 10 and SR30 will add many new links to the
existing roadway network. As such, when directly comparing the pollutant burdens associated
with the existing (2018) and analysis year (2040) networks, the additional VMT generated by
these new projects and roadway links in 2040 should be considered.

Table 22. 2040 Predicted MSAT Emission Burdens (metric tons/year)

Pollutant* Existing 2018 2040 No-Build
Alternative

2040 Build Alternative 5S

Value Value % Change
from No

Build
MSAT Study Area 559,834,769 2,480,727,408 2,502,453,950 0.9%
Annual VMT
1,3-Butadiene 0.12 0.017 0.017 0.9%
Acetaldehyde 0.50 1.62 1.63 0.9%
Acrolein 0.08 0.23 0.23 0.9%
Benzene 1.57 1.39 1.40 0.7%
Diesel Particulate 5.45 13.66 13.86 1.5%
Matter
Ethylbenzene 0.64 0.51 0.51 0.7%
Formaldehyde 1.25 4.96 5.00 0.9%
Naphthalene 0.14 0.39 0.40 0.9%
Polycyclic Organic 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.9%
Matter
Total MSATs 9.82 22.84 23.12 1.2%

VMT= Vehicle Miles Traveled

As shown in Table 22, the majority of MSATs will increase under 2040 alternatives (both No-
Action and Build Alternative 5S), as the VMT in the study area will increase drastically from 2018
to 2040 conditions. However, when comparing 2040 Build Alternative MSAT burdens to 2040 No-
Action, MSATs would slightly increase, by approximately 0.7 percent to 1.5 percent, under Build
conditions.

In summary, it is projected that there would be changes in MSAT emissions in the immediate area
of the project under the build alternatives, regardless of which one is chosen, relative to the No-
Action Alternative, as a result of the VMT changes associated with the project. The MSAT levels
could be higher in some locations than others, such as adjacent to the SR303L mainline, but
current tools and science are not adequate to quantify them.

As described earlier, the project area includes major capacity-adding projects that are planned
to be in operation by the analysis year 2040, under both no build and build conditions. As
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summarized in Table 23, the MAG 2040 Regional Transportation Plan predicts an increase of 59%
VMT in the region between 2015 and 2040. On a regional basis, EPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations,
coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause substantial reductions that, in almost all cases,
will cause region-wide MSAT levels to be substantially lower than today, as demonstrated in
Figure 20.

Table 23. Regional VMT Forecast

Year VMT (in millions) Percent change from 2015
2015 103.8 -

2020 114.9 11%

2030 139.6 34%

2040 165.2 59%

VMT — Vehicle Miles Traveled
Source: MAG 2040 Regional Transportation Plan, Table 7-3

4.7.3.4 Greenhouse Gas Analysis

4.7.3.4.1 Methodology

The greenhouse gas (GHG) analysis was conducted using EPA’s MOVES2014a model to calculate
annual GHG pollutant burdens for the existing scenario, the No Build Alternative and the Build
Alternative.

Based upon consultation with FHWA, it was agreed upon that the greenhouse gas (GHG) analysis
will be based on the MSAT network, which includes only those links that meet specific criteria
(50 vehicles or more, +/- 5% AADT) as described in the MSAT analysis section of this Report. EPA’s
MOVES2014a model was run consistent with the methodology described in the MSAT analysis
section of this Report.

4.7.3.4.2 Analysis

The results of this analysis for the existing conditions and design year (2040) are shown in Table
24. As shown, in the design year of the project (2040), GHG emission burdens would be lower
under both No Build and Build conditions, when compared to Existing GHG burdens. Build GHG
burdens would be approximately 1.7% higher than No Build burdens in the year 2040.
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Table 24. Predicted GHG Emission Burdens (metric tons/year)

Pollutant* Existing 2017 2040 No-Build 2040 Build Alternative 5S
Alternative

% Change
from No
Build
MSAT Study Area 559,834,769 2,480,727,408 2,502,453,950 0.9%
Annual VMT
COze 267,496 1,367,614 1,390,189 1.7%
MSAT = Mobile Source Air Toxics VMT = Vehicle Miles Traveled CO,e = Carbon Dioxide Equivalent

4.7.3.5 Construction

Some short-term deterioration of air quality may be experienced during construction of the
project because of the operation of construction equipment and the slower traffic speeds and
idling associated with a construction zone. However, this would be a localized condition that
would end with the completion of construction.

Fugitive dust generated from construction activities must be controlled in accordance with
Maricopa County Rule 310 and the Arizona Department of Transportation’s Standard
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, Section 104.08 (2008 edition), special provisions,
as well as other local rules and ordinances.

4.7.4 Mitigation

Contractor Responsibility

e The contractor shall comply with all local air quality and dust control rules, regulations,
permits, and ordinances which apply to any work performed pursuant to the contract.

4.7.5 Conclusion

According to this analysis, the project is not predicted to cause or exacerbate a violation of the
applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standards. It is also predicted to have no measurable
effect on MSAT or GHG emissions. Furthermore, since the modeled Build alternative
concentrations are below the PMip NAAQS, the project does not interfere with PMio
transportation control measures in the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) State
Implementation Plan (SIP) for PMo.

4.8 Noise Analysis

Sound is created when an object vibrates and radiates part of its energy as acoustic pressure or
waves through a medium, such as air, water, or a solid object. Sound levels are expressed in units
called decibels (dB). Noise is generally defined as the undesired component of sound. Noise levels
are also expressed in decibels. Since the human ear does not respond equally to all frequencies
or pitches, measured noise levels are adjusted or weighted to correspond to the frequency-
response of the human hearing capability and the human perception of loudness. The weighted
noise level corresponding to the human ear is designated as A-weighted in decibels, or dBA.
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Typical noise levels range from 40 dBA (the daytime level in a quiet living room) to 85 dBA (the
approximate level from a sidewalk adjacent to a roadway during rush-hour traffic). A 3-dBA
change in noise level may be perceptible to most listeners, whereas a 10-dBA change may be
perceived as a doubling of the noise level.

The ADOT Noise Abatement Requirements (NAR) (2017) are based on the noise levels
approaching the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for different land use categories (Table
25). The ADOT NAR defines “approaching” as within 1 dBA of the FHWA NAC for Activity
Categories A, B, C, D, and E. There are no noise impact thresholds for Activity Category F or G.
The ADOT NAR determines highway traffic noise level impacts and considers mitigation for
residential land uses when the predicted noise level is equal to or greater than the noise impact
threshold of 66 dBA. ADOT also indicated that noise levels should be rounded to the nearest
integer prior to impact determination and in project reports.

Table 25. FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria*

Activity (o]:7. Description
Category Laeqlh**

A 57 dBA Land on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve an
(exterior) | important public need, and where the preservation of those qualities is essential
if the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose.

B*** 67 dBA Residential.
(exterior)
CHxk* 67 dBA Active sport area, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds, cemeteries, day care

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

D 52 dBA Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, places of
(interior) worship, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio
studios, recording studios, schools, and television studios.

E*** 52 dBA Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other developed lands, properties or
(exterior) | activities not included in A-D or F.
F -- Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services, industrial, logging,

maintenance facilities, manufacturing, mining, rail yards, retail facilities, shipyards,
utilities (water resources, water treatment, electrical), and warehousing.
G -- Undeveloped lands that are not permitted.

* Sources: Federal Highway Administration (2011); 23 Code of Federal Regulations § 772.
** The 1-hour equivalent loudness in A-weighted decibels, which is the logarithmic average of noise over a 1-hour period.
*** Includes undeveloped lands permitted for this activity category.

FHWA guidelines and the ADOT NAR indicate that abatement should be considered if the criteria
described above are exceeded. However, the abatement measures must be both reasonable and
feasible to be recommended for implementation. According to the ADOT NAR, “feasibility” refers
to acoustic and engineering considerations (e.g., noise reduction of 5 dBA, topography of the
location; access, drainage, safety, or maintenance requirements).
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4.8.1 Existing Conditions

Land adjacent to the project is primarily privately owned or under the jurisdiction of the Arizona
State Land Department. The project area is comprised of Category B (residential) and Category C
(non-residential including commercial) land uses, as well as several Category E and G
(undeveloped) parcels. This noise analysis focuses on representative noise sensitive receptors in
the FHWA NAC Categories located throughout the project corridor. There are several newly
proposed residential developments that are actively pursuing building permits. The first
development, Christopher Todd Communities at Canyon Trails, is located on the southwest
corner of Van Buren Road and Cotton Lane. The second development, Crestwood at Canyon
Trails, is located approximately one half-mile south of Van Buren Road and adjacent to the west
side of Cotton Lane. The third proposed development, El Cidro (various phases), is located
between Lower Buckeye Road and West Broadway Road.

Short-term noise level monitoring was conducted within the project limits on October 11, 2017
to describe the existing noise environment. Five measurement locations were chosen to
represent noise sensitive receptors in residential communities along the project corridor.

Three 15-minute interval equivalent noise level measurements (Leq) were conducted at each
site. Noise level monitoring helps describe the existing noise environment throughout the project
area and capture the contribution of traffic noise from surrounding roadways. Measured noise
levels may include contributions from other noise sources, including but not limited to, airplanes
from nearby Luke Air Force Base, wind, birds, insects, landscaping equipment, etc.

The equipment used for the noise level monitoring was a Larson Davis Model LXT Class 1
integrating sound level meter (SLM). The SLM was calibrated in the field before each
measurement using a Larson Davis Model CAL200. Existing noise measurements were collected
under meteorologically acceptable conditions when the pavement was dry and winds were calm
or light. Additional data collected at each monitoring location included atmospheric conditions
such as general wind speed and direction, humidity, dewpoint, barometric pressure, and ambient
temperature. Measurements were collected based on the acceptable collection of existing noise
level readings per FHWA Report number FHWA-PD-96-046, and “Measurement of Highway
Related Noise.”

The measured noise level ranged from 46 dBA to 68 dBA. Appendix D shows the location of the
noise level monitoring sites, and Table 26 shows the summary of the noise level measurements.
Appendix D also shows the measured noise level data.

Table 26. Summary of Noise Level Monitoring

Measurement 15-Minute Interval Measured Noise Levels
Location Interval 1 Interval 2 Interval 3
Mon 1 53.8 50.6 50.3
Mon 2 57.0 57.5 56.9
Mon 3 68.0 50.2 67.2
Mon 4 45.9 47.0 46.3
Mon 5 50.1 48.4 48.2
Note: Bolded values are equal to or greater than ADOT NAR noise impact threshold of 66 dBA
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4.8.2 Noise Level Modeling Methodology

The FHWA-approved Traffic Noise Model version 2.5 (TNM 2.5) is the computer noise model used
for the prediction of highway and roadway traffic noise levels. The output of the model is
dependent upon variables, which include atmospheric conditions, roadway geometries,
topographic data, ground types, noise receiver locations, traffic volumes, vehicle speed, and
vehicle mix.

4.8.2.1 Atmospheric Conditions

Noise level is affected by temperature and humidity. Temperature gradients cause refraction
effects. For example, in the morning, when the ground is still cool from the night before but the
upper air is warming due to the sun, noise can bounce between the gradient and the ground,
forming regions of higher and lower noise intensity. Noise attenuation is also affected by
humidity. Dry air absorbs more acoustical energy than moist air because dry air has a higher
density than moist air at a given temperature. For noise modeling purposes, FHWA recommends
the default values of 68 degrees Fahrenheit for the temperature and 50 percent humidity.

4.8.2.2 Roadway Geometry & Topographic Data and Ground Type
The Roadway geometries and topographic data for the project were based on design plans in the
L/DCR. Hard soil was used to approximate the ground type between the roadway and receptors.

4.8.2.3 Receptor and Receiver Locations

The ADOT NAR defines a “receptor” as a discrete or representative location of a noise sensitive
area(s) for any of the land uses listed in Table 25. A “Receiver” is defined as a location used in
noise modeling to represent the measured and predicted noise level at a particular point. The
noise-sensitive receptors are located in the backyard or common outdoor areas of residential
locations.

4.8.2.4 Traffic Volumes

The ADOT NAR provides guidelines on the traffic volumes for use in the noise model, in which a
“worst-case” approach should be used. In general, this should reflect Level of Service (LOS) C
traffic conditions during the peak hour, with traffic moving at 5 miles per hour (mph) above the
posted speed limit. Also, if the future traffic volumes are less than the maximum LOS C volumes,
then the future traffic volumes will be utilized. If no other traffic information is available, the
peak hourly volume should be 10 percent of the average daily traffic (ADT) volume. For this
analysis, the Existing, No-Build, and Build Conditions are based peak-hour volumes. These
volumes are shown in the Noise Analysis Technical Report, Appendix D.

4.8.2.5 Vehicle Speed

The current posted speed limit for Cotton Lane is 45 mph. The modeled vehicle speeds are 50
mph for the Existing and No-Build Conditions. For the Build Condition, the freeway mainline
modeled vehicle speed is 70 mph, service ramps and directional ramps at 50 mph. The modeled
vehicle speeds are 5 mph greater than the posted speed limits.

4.8.3 Environmental Impacts

The SR303L alignment is along Cotton Lane. Currently, Cotton Lane is a four-lane arterial roadway
from Van Buren Street to Yuma Road, a two-lane roadway from Yuma Road to MC85, and a four-
lane divided roadway from MC85 across the Gila River. The No-Build Condition is based on the
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existing configuration of Cotton Lane and improvements to the I-10/SR303L system traffic
interchange (TI).

This noise analysis addresses three Build Condition Alternatives. Alternatives 2CS, 3S, and 5S
design concepts are similar for the freeway segment north of Lower Buckeye Road. South of
Lower Buckeye Road, Alternative 2CS aligns SR303L in a southwestern direction to the proposed
SR30 TI; Alternative 3S continues SR303L along Cotton Lane to the proposed SR30 TI; and
Alternative 5S is similar to Alternative 2CS with the inclusion of a connection along Cotton Lane.
The location of the modeled receivers are shown in the Noise Analysis Technical Report,
Appendix D.
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4.8.3.1 Van Buren Street to Yuma Road - West
Table 27 shows the No-Build and Build Alternatives modeled noise levels on the west side of
Cotton Lane between Van Buren Street and Yuma Road.

Table 27. Modeled Noise Level Results, Van Buren Street to Yuma Road - West

Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Lacqin
No-Build 2040 Build 2040 Build 2040 Build 2040
Alternative 2CS | Alternative Alternative 5S
3S
R2_1W-01_NI 60 55 55 55
R2_1W-02_NI 60 59 59 60
R2_1W-03_NI 57 56 56 56
R2_1W-04_NI 54 57 57 58
R2_1W-05_NI 55 58 58 59
R2_1W-06_NI 55 58 58 59
R2_1W-07_NI 56 59 59 60
R2_1W-08_NI 57 61 61 61
R2_1W-09_NI 56 60 61 61
R2_1W-10_NiI 55 58 59 59
R2_1W-11_NI 55 59 59 60
R2_1W-12_NI 55 58 59 59
R2_1W-13_NiI 56 59 60 60
R2_1W-14_NI 56 58 59 59
R2_1W-15_NiI 56 60 60 61
R2_1W-16_NI 54 56 56 57
R2_1W-17_NI 57 59 59 60
R2_1W-18_Ni 56 58 59 59
R2_1W-01A_INB 68 66 66 67
R2_1W-01B_INB 66 68 69 69
R1_1W-02A_IB 65 70 70 71
R1_1W-02B_IB 64 71 71 71
R2_1W-03A_IB 62 69 68 69
R2_1W-03B_IB 61 66 66 67
R1_1W-11A_IB 64 70 70 71
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Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Lacqin

Alternative 2CS | Alternative Alternative 5S
3S

70 71 71
R1_1W-13A_IB 65 70 71 71
R1_1W-15A_IB 65 70 71 71
R1_1W-16A_IB 65 70 70 71
R2_1W-17A_INB 64 68 69 69
Note: Bolded values are equal to or greater than ADOT NAR noise impact threshold of 66 dBA

A total of 30 receivers were modeled to represent 228 noise-sensitive receptors. The modeled
noise levels range from 54 to 68 dBA for the No-Build Condition and from 55 dBA to 71 dBA for
the Build Alternatives. The modeled noise levels for the Build Alternatives are equal to or greater
than the ADOT NAR noise impact threshold of 66 dBA. Therefore, mitigation evaluation is
required for this area. The Noise Analysis Technical Report, Appendix D, shows the locations of
the modeled noise receivers from Table 27.

Final Environmental Assessment SR303L, SR30 to I-10
STP-303-A(ASO)S 100 303 MA 100 H6870 01L
September 2018



4.8.3.2 Van Buren Street to Yuma Road - East
A total of 10 receivers were modeled to represent 27 receptors east of Cotton Lane between Van
Buren Street and Yuma Road. Table 28 shows the results for these receivers.

Table 28. Modeled Noise Level Results, Van Buren Street to Yuma Road - East

Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Laeqin
' No-Build2040  Build2040  Build2040  Build2040 |
Alternative 2CS Alternative 3S Alternative 55

R1_1E-01_NI 57 60 61
R1_1E-02_NI 62 60 60 61
R1_1E-03_NI 56 60 60 61
R1_1E-04_NI 58 61 61 62
R1_1E-05_NI 57 61 61 61
R1_1E-06_NI 61 60 60 61
R1_1E-07_NI 56 60 61 61
R1_1E-08_NI 60 60 60 60
R1_1E-09_NI 60 59 59 60
R1_1E-10_NI 54 57 58 58
Note: Bolded values are equal to or greater than ADOT NAR noise impact threshold of 66 dBA

The modeled noise levels range from 54 to 62 dBA for the No-Build Condition. For Alternative
2CS, the modeled noise levels range from 57 dBA to 61 dBA. For Alternative 3S, the modeled
noise levels range from 58 dBA to 61 dBA. For Alternative 5S, the modeled noise levels range
from 58 dBA to 62 dBA. The noise impact threshold of 66 dBA was not exceeded for the Build
Alternatives at the modeled noise receivers; therefore, mitigation is not needed for this area. The
Noise Analysis Technical Report, Appendix D, shows the locations of the modeled noise receivers
from Table 28.
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4.8.3.3 Yuma Road to Lower Buckeye Road - West

Atotal of 31 receivers were modeled to represent 178 receptors for the western section between
Yuma Road and Lower Buckeye Road. Table 29 shows the modeled noise level results for these
receivers.

Table 29. Modeled Noise Level Results, Yuma Road to Lower Buckeye Road - West

Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Laeqin
No-Build 2040 Build 2040 Build 2040 Build 2040
Alternative Alternative 3S Alternative 55
2CS
R1_2W-01_NINB 68 61 62 62
R1_2W-02_NINB 63 60 61 61
R1_2W-03_NINB 61 60 61 61
R1_2W-04_NINB 60 62 62 63
R2_2W-05_NINB 59 64 65 65
R2_2W-06_NINB 61 64 65 65
R1_2W-07_INB 62 65 66 66
R1_2W-08_INB 62 65 65 66
R1_2W-09_INB 62 65 66 66
R1_2W-10_IB 64 70 70 71
R1_2W-11_IB 63 70 70 70
R1_2W-12_IB 65 70 70 70
R1_2W-13_IB 67 70 71 71
R1_2W-14_INB 66 73 74 74
R1_2W-15_INB 63 72 72 73
R1_2W-16_INB 65 73 73 74
R1_2W-17_IB 66 70 71 71
R1_2W-18_INB 67 73 73 74
R1_2W-19_INB 70 73 74 74
R1_2W-20_INB 63 72 73 73
R1_2W-21_INB 64 72 73 73
R1_2W-22_IB 64 68 69 69
R2_2W-23_IB 62 66 67 67
R2_2W-24_NIB 59 64 64 64
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Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Lacqin

Alternative Alternative 3S Alternative 5S
2CS

R1_2W-25_IB 65 69 70
R1_2W-26_INB 67 70 71 71
R1_2W-27_INB 63 70 70 70
R1_2W-28_INB 66 68 69 69
R1_2W-29_IB 67 68 68 68
R1_2W-30_IB 71 66 67 67
R2_2W-31_NIB 66 63 64 64

Note: Bolded values are equal to or greater than ADOT NAR noise impact threshold of 66 dBA

The modeled noise levels range from 59 to 71 dBA for the No-Build Condition. For Alternative
2CS, the modeled noise levels range from 60 dBA to 73 dBA. For Alternatives 3S and 5S, the
modeled noise levels range from 61 dBA to 74 dBA. The modeled noise levels for the Build
Alternatives are equal to or greater than the ADOT NAR noise impact threshold of 66 dBA.
Therefore, mitigation evaluation is required for this area. The Noise Analysis Technical Report,
Appendix D, shows the locations of the modeled noise receivers from Table 29.
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4.8.3.4 Yuma Road to Lower Buckeye Road - East

A total of 15 receivers were modeled to represent 149 receptors for the eastern section between
Yuma Road and Lower Buckeye Road. Table 30 shows the modeled noise level results at these
receivers.

Table 30. Modeled Noise Level Results, Yuma Road to Lower Buckeye Road - East

Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Laeqin
No-Build 2040 Build 2040 Build 2040 Build 2040
Alternative 2CS | Alternative 3S Alternative 5S

R2_2E-01_INB 60 67 68
R1_2E-02_INB 61 72 73 73
R1_2E-03_INB 66 67 68 68
R1_2E-04_IB 65 72 73 73
R1_2E-05_INB 67 76 77 77
R2_2E-06_IB 61 66 67 68
R1_2E-07_IB 63 71 72 72
R1_2E-08_INB 63 69 70 71
R1_2E-09_INB 63 68 69 69
R1_2E-10_IB 64 69 70 70
R1_2E-11_INB 67 72 73 73
R1_2E-12_INB 66 70 72 72
R1_2E-13_IB 68 69 70 70
R2_2E-14_IB 68 66 68 67
R2_2E-15_NINB 68 64 65 65
Note: Bolded values are equal to or greater than ADOT NAR noise impact threshold of 66 dBA

The modeled noise levels range from 60 to 68 dBA for the No-Build Condition. For Alternative
2CS, the modeled noise levels range from 64 dBA to 72 dBA. For Alternatives 3S and 5S, the
modeled noise levels range from 65 dBA to 73 dBA. The modeled noise levels for the Build
Alternatives are equal to or greater than the ADOT NAR noise impact threshold of 66 dBA.
Therefore, mitigation evaluation is required for this area. The Noise Analysis Technical Report,
Appendix D, shows the locations of the modeled noise receivers from Table 30.
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4.8.3.5 Lower Buckeye Road to Broadway Road - West

A total of 22 receivers were modeled to represent 74 receptors for the western section between
Lower Buckeye Road and Broadway Road. Table 31 shows the modeled noise level results at
these receivers.

Table 31. Modeled Noise Level Results, Lower Buckeye Road to Broadway Road - West

Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Laeqin
' No-Build2040  Build2040  Build2040 |  Build2040 |
Alternative 2CS Alternative 3S Alternative 5S

R2_3W-01_NINB 65 65 65
R2_3W-02_NINB 64 65 66 65
R1_3W-03_IB 64 65 67 66
R1_3W-04_IB 62 65 67 66
R1_3W-05_IB 62 66 67 66
R1_3W-06_IB 61 66 67 66
R1_3W-07_INB 60 66 67 67
R1_3W-08_INB 60 66 67 66
R1_3W-09_NIB 61 66 66 65
R1_3W-10_NI 59 64 64 63
R1_3W-11_NI 60 65 65 64
R1_3W-12_NI 58 65 64 65
R1_3W-13_NI 57 65 64 65
R1_3W-14_NI 57 65 63 65
R1_3W-15_NI 56 65 63 64
R1_3W-16_NI 57 65 62 63
R1_3W-17_NI 57 67 66 62
R1_3W-18_NI 56 67 67 61
R1_3W-19_NI 57 67 66 61
R1_3W-20_NI 56 67 -- 61
R1_3W-21_NI 57 66 -- 61
R1_3W-22_NI 58 65 -- 58
Note: Bolded values are equal to or greater than ADOT NAR noise impact threshold of 66 dBA
-- Indicates receivers do not apply to this alternative.

The modeled noise levels range from 56 to 65 dBA for the No-Build Condition. For Alternative
2CS, the modeled noise levels range from 64 dBA to 67 dBA. For Alternative 3S, the modeled
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noise levels range from 62 dBA to 67 dBA. For Alternative 5S, the modeled noise levels range
from 58 dBA to 67 dBA. The modeled noise levels for the Build Alternatives are equal to or greater
than the ADOT NAR noise impact threshold of 66 dBA. Therefore, mitigation evaluation is
required for this area. The Noise Analysis Technical Report, Appendix D, shows the locations of
the modeled noise receivers from Table 31.
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4.8.3.6 Lower Buckeye Road to Broadway Road - East

A total of up to 27 receivers were modeled to represent 27 areas of undeveloped (NAC Category
G) for the eastern section between Lower Buckeye Road and Broadway Road. Table 32 shows the
modeled noise level results at these receivers for future land use planning.

Table 32. Modeled Noise Level Results, Lower Buckeye Road to Broadway Road - East

Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Laeqin
No-Build Build 2040 Build 2040 Build 2040
20 Alternative 2CS Alternative 3S Alternative 5S
R2_3E-01_NI 63 62 63
R1_3E-02_NI 63 65 68 67
R1_3E-03_NI 62 65 67 66
R1_3E-04_NI 62 65 68 67
R1_3E-05_I 62 66 68 66
R1_3E-06_I 62 66 68 66
R1_3E-07_I 63 67 68 66
R2_3E-08_NI 60 62 65 62
R2_3E-09_NI 61 63 65 63
R1_3E-10_NI 62 65 68 65
R1_3E-11_NI 64 65 69 65
R1_3E-12_NI 64 63 68 63
R1_3E-13_NI 63 62 65 62
R1_3E-14_NI 62 61 67 64
R2_3E-15_NI 62 61 66 62
R1_3E-16_NI -- 64 66 63
R1_3E-17_NI -- 65 66 62
R1_3E-18_NI -- 65 66 61
R1_3E-19_| -- 66 -- 60
R1_3E-20_| -- 66 -- 60
R1_3E-21_NI -- 65 -- 60
R1_3E-22_NI -- 65 -- 65
R1_3E-23_| -- - -- 66
R1_3E-24_| -- - -- 66
R1_3E-25_NI -- - -- 65
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Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Lacqin

No-Build Build 2040 Build 2040 Build 2040
Alternative 2CS Alternative 3S Alternative 5S
R1_3E-26_NI - - - 65
R1_3E-27_NI - - - 65

Note: Bolded values are equal to or greater than ADOT NAR noise impact threshold of 66 dBA
-- Indicates receivers do not apply to this alternative.

The modeled noise levels range from 60 to 64 dBA for the for the No-Build Condition. For
Alternative 2CS, the modeled noise levels range from 61 dBA to 67 dBA. For Alternative 3S, the
modeled noise levels range from 64 dBA to 69 dBA. For Alternative 5S, the modeled noise levels
range from 60 dBA to 67 dBA. The Noise Analysis Technical Report, Appendix D, shows the
locations of the modeled noise receivers from Table 32.
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4.8.3.7 Broadway Road to North of SR30 - West

A total of up to 30 receivers were modeled to represent 30 areas of undeveloped (NAC Category
G) for the western section between Broadway Road to North of SR30. Table 33 shows the
modeled noise level results at these receivers for future land use planning.

Table 33. Modeled Noise Level Results, Broadway Road to North of SR30 - West

Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Laeqin
 No-Build  Build2040 |  Build2040 | Build2040 |
ALY Alternative 2CS Alternative 3S Alternative 5S
R1_4W-01_NI 59 66 55
R1_4W-02_NI - 60 65 57
R1_4W-03_NI - 62 63 58
R1_4W-04_NI - 61 62 59
R1_4W-05_NI - 60 61 59
R1_4W-06_NI - 60 60 59
R1_4W-07_NI -- 60 58 60
R1_4W-08_NI - 60 57 60
R1_4W-09 NI - 59 58 59
R1_4W-10_NI - 57 59 60
R1_4W-11_NI - 57 60 61
R1_4W-12_NI - 59 61 62
R1_4W-13_NI - 62 62 63
R1_4W-14_NI - 63 64 63
R1_4W-15_NI - 64 65 64
R1_4W-16_NI - 65 65 64
R1_4W-17_NI - 66 66 64
R1_4W-18 | - 67 66 66
R1_4W-19_| - 68 66 66
R1_4W-20_| - 68 66 66
R1_4W-21_| - 68 65 67
R1_4W-22_| - 68 65 67
R1_4W-23_| - - 64 66
R1_4W-24_NI - - 64 -
R1_4W-25_NI - - 65 -
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Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Lacqin

No-Build Build 2040 Build 2040 Build 2040
A0 Alternative 2CS Alternative 3S Alternative 5S

R1_4W-26_NI - - 65 -
R1_4W-27_I - - 66 -
R1_4W-28_| - - 66 -
R1_4W-29_NI - - 65 -
R1_4W-30_NI - - 65 -

Note: Bolded values are equal to or greater than ADOT NAR noise impact threshold of 66 dBA
-- Indicates receivers do not apply to this alternative.

For Alternative 2CS, the modeled noise levels range from 57 dBA to 68 dBA. For Alternative 3S,
the modeled noise levels range from 57 dBA to 66 dBA. For Alternative 5S, the modeled noise
levels range from 55 dBA to 67 dBA. The Noise Analysis Technical Report, Appendix D, shows the
locations of the modeled noise receivers from Table 33.
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4.8.3.8 Broadway Road to North of SR30 -East

A total of up to 35 receivers were modeled to represent 35 areas of undeveloped (NAC Category
G) for the eastern section from Broadway Road to North of SR30. Table 34 shows the modeled
noise level results at these receivers for future land use planning.

Table 34. Modeled Noise Level Results, Broadway Road to North of SR30 - East

Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Laeqin
 No-Build |  Build2040  Build2040  Build2040 |
20 Alternative 2CS Alternative 3S Alternative 5S
R1_4E-01_NI - 65
R1_4E-02_NI - 64 64 59
R1_4E-03_NI - 63 64 59
R1_4E-04_NI - 62 64 58
R1_4E-05_NI - 61 65 57
R1_4E-06_NI - 61 64 58
R1_4E-07_NI - 61 63 57
R1_4E-08_NI - 62 64 57
R1_4E-09 NI - 62 66 56
R1_4E-10_NI -- 63 69 56
R1_4E-11_NI -- 63 69 57
R1_4E-12_NI -- 64 70 58
R1_4E-13_NI -- 65 70 59
R1_4E-14_NI -- 66 -- 59
R1_4E-15_NI -- 66 -- 60
R1_4E-16_NI -- 66 -- 61
R1_4E-17_NI -- 68 -- 62
R1_4E-18_NI -- 68 -- 62
R1_4E-19_NI -- 69 -- 63
R1_4E-20_NI -- 68 -- 64
R1_4E-21_NI -- 68 -- 64
R1_4E-22_NI -- 68 -- 63
R1_4E-23_NI -- 69 -- 65
R1_4E-24_NI -- 70 -- 65
R1_4E-25_| -- 70 -- 66
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Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Lacqin

No-Build Build 2040 Build 2040 Build 2040
Alternative 2CS Alternative 3S Alternative 5S
R1_4E-26_| - 70 - 67
R1_4E-27_| - - - 67
R1_4E-28_| - - - 68
R1_4E-29_| - - - 68
R1_4E-30_| - - - 68
R1_4E-31_| - - - 69
R1_4E-32_| - - 70
R1_4E-33_| - - - 71
R1_4E-34_| - - - 71
R1_4E-35_| - - - 70

Note: Bolded values are equal to or greater than ADOT NAR noise impact threshold of 66 dBA
-- Indicates receivers do not apply to this alternative.

For Alternative 2CS, the modeled noise levels range from 61 dBA to 70 dBA. For Alternative 3S,
the modeled noise levels range from 63 dBA to 70 dBA. For Alternative 5S, the modeled noise
levels range from 56 dBA to 71 dBA. The Noise Analysis Technical Report, Appendix D, shows the
locations of the modeled noise receivers from Table 34.
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4.8.3.9 South of SR30 - West

A total of up to 31 receivers were modeled to represent 31 areas of undeveloped (NAC Category
G) for the western section South of SR30. Table 35 shows the modeled noise level results at these
receivers for future land use planning.

Table 35. Modeled Noise Level Results, South of SR30 - West

Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Laeqin
No-Build Build 2040 Build 2040 Build 2040
20 Alternative 2CS Alternative 3S Alternative 5S
R1_5W-01_NI - 68 67
R1_5W-02_NI - 68 65 67
R1_5W-03_NI -- 68 65 67
R1_5W-04_NI - 66 65 67
R1_5W-05_NI - 65 65 65
R1_5W-06_NI - 64 64 64
R1_5W-07_NI - 62 64 63
R1_5W-08_NI - 60 64 60
R1_5W-09_NI -- 58 65 57
R1_5W-10_NI -- 59 65 56
R1_5W-11_| -- 56 66 55
R1_5W-12_| -- 55 66 53
R1_5W-13_| -- 54 66 52
R1_5W-14_NI -- 53 65 52
R1_5W-15_NI -- 53 65 51
R1_5W-16_NI -- 52 64 51
R1_5W-17_NI -- 52 63 50
R1_5W-18_NI -- 51 61 50
R1_5W-19_NI -- - 60 -
R1_5W-20_NI -- - 59 -
R1_5W-21_NI -- - 57 -
R1_5W-22_NI -- - 56 -
R1_5W-23_NI -- - 55 -
R1_5W-24_NI -- - 54 -
R1_5W-25_NI -- - 55 -
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Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Laeqin
No-Build Build 2040 Build 2040 Build 2040
Alternative 2CS Alternative 3S Alternative 5S

R1_5W-26_NI - - 55 -
R1_5W-27_NI - - 54 -
R1_5W-28_NI - - 52 -
R1_5W-29_NI - - 51 -
R1_5W-30_NI - - 50 -
R1_5W-31_NI -- - 49 -

Note: Bolded values are

equal to or greater than ADOT NAR noise impact threshold of 66 dBA

-- Indicates receivers do not apply to this alternative.

For Alternative 2CS, the modeled noise levels range from 51 dBA to 68 dBA. For Alternative 3S,
the modeled noise levels range from 49 dBA to 66 dBA. For Alternative 5S, the modeled noise
levels range from 50 dBA to 67 dBA. The Noise Analysis Technical Report, Appendix D, shows the
locations of the modeled noise receivers from Table 35.
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4.8.3.10 South of SR30 - East

A total of up to 33 receivers were modeled to represent 33 areas of undeveloped (NAC Category
G) for the eastern section South of SR30. Table 36 shows the modeled noise level results at these
receivers for future land use planning.

Table 36. Modeled Noise Level Results, South of SR30 - East

Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Laeqin
No-Build Build 2040 Build 2040 Build 2040
20 Alternative 2CS Alternative 3S Alternative 5S
R1_5E-01_| - 70 70
R1_5E-02_I - 70 70 70
R1_5E-03_I - 70 69 72
R1_5E-04_| - 69 67 69
R1_5E-05_| - 68 64 66
R1_5E-06_| - 67 63 64
R1_5E-07_I - 67 61 63
R1_5E-08_| - 67 60 64
R1_5E-09_I - 67 60 65
R1_5E-10_| -- 67 59 64
R1_5E-11_| -- 66 57 61
R1_5E-12_| -- 66 55 59
R1_5E-13_| -- 66 53 58
R1_5E-14_NI -- 64 52 56
R1_5E-15_NI -- 63 51 55
R1_5E-16_NI -- 62 51 53
R1_5E-17_NI -- 61 -- 51
R1_5E-18_NI -- 60 -- 50
R1_5E-19_NI -- 60 -- 50
R1_5E-20_NI -- 59 -- 51
R1_5E-21_NI -- 58 -- 53
R1_5E-22_NI -- 57 -- 55
R1_5E-23_NI -- 56 -- 53
R1_5E-24_NI -- 55 -- 51
R1_5E-25_NI -- 53 -- 50
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Receiver Modeled Noise Levels, Lacqin

No-Build Build 2040 Build 2040 Build 2040
2040 Alternative 2CS Alternative 3S Alternative 5S

R1_5E-26_NI - 51 48
R1_5E-27_NI - 50 - 47
R1_5E-28_NI - 49 - 47
R1_5E-29_NI - 49 - 47
R1_5E-30_NI - 49 - 45
R1_5E-31_NI -- 48 -- 45
R1_5E-32_NI - 48 - 44
R1_5E-33_NI -- 47 -- --
Note: Bolded values are equal to or greater than ADOT NAR noise impact threshold of 66 dBA

-- Indicates receivers do not apply to this alternative.

For Alternative 2CS, the modeled noise levels range from 47 dBA to 70 dBA. For Alternative 3S,
the modeled noise levels range from 51 dBA to 70 dBA. For Alternative 5S, the modeled noise
levels range from 44 dBA to 72 dBA. The Noise Analysis Technical Report, Appendix D, shows the
locations of the modeled noise receivers from Table 36.

4.8.4 Mitigation Analysis

The ADOT NAR provides guidelines for noise abatement analysis. These guidelines have two
components, feasibility and reasonableness. The feasibility components consist of the
engineering and acoustic features which address safety, barrier height, topography, drainage,
utilities, maintenance requirements, property access and overall project purpose, and
encompasses the constructability of the noise abatement. To be acoustically feasible, the noise
abatement must achieve at least a 5-dBA reduction at 50 percent of the impacted receptors.

There are three factors that must be met for a noise abatement action to be considered
reasonable. The first factor is based on the viewpoints or preferences of the property owners and
residents. The viewpoints of the property owners and residents shall be taken into account when
determining whether the barrier should be constructed or not. The second is based on the noise
reduction design goal; the ADOT NAR states that the noise barrier should be designed to reduce
the projected unmitigated noise levels by at least 7 dBA for 50 percent of the benefited receptors
closest to the transportation facility. The third factor is based on the cost effectiveness of the
noise abatement. The maximum reasonable cost of abatement is $49,000 per benefited receptor
(cost-per-benefited-receptor) with barrier costs calculated at $35 per square foot, $85 per square
foot if constructed on a structure.

The ADOT NAR defines “benefited receptor” as the recipient of an abatement measure that
receives a noise reduction of at least 5 dBA. This would allow a receptor that is not impacted to
be considered as a “benefited receptor” if it receives a noise reduction of at least 5 dBA from the
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noise abatement. The “benefited receptor” would be included in the determination of the cost of
the noise abatement.

4.8.4.1 Van Buren Street to Yuma Road - West

Mitigation was evaluated for the Build Condition of Alternatives 2CS, 3S, and 5S. Table 37 shows
the results of the noise level mitigation analysis for the western area between Van Buren Road
and Yuma Road. Aerial photographs indicating the location of the recommended barriers are
included in Appendix D.

Table 37. Noise Mitigation, Van Buren Street to Yuma Road - West

Receiver Number of Alternative 2CS Insertion Mitigation
IR Modeled Noise Level, Loss, dBA
Receptors
I-Aeqlh
Mitigated
R2_1W-01A 3 66 63 3
R2_1W-01B 17 68 64 4
R1_1W-02A 36 70 64 6 Barrier Wlis
potentially
R1_1W-02B 39 71 64 7 recommended*
R2_1W-03A 17 69 63 6
R2_1W-03B 4 66 61 5
R1_1W-11A 6 70 63 7
R1_1W-12A 11 70 63 7
R1_1W-13A 12 70 63 7 Barriers W2A & W2B
are potentially
R1_1W-15A 12 70 63 7 recommended*
R1_1W-16A 11 70 63 7
R1_1W-17A 5 68 62 6
Alternative 3S Modeled Noise Level, Laeqin
R2_1W-01A 3 66 63 3
R2_1W-01B 17 69 65 4
R1_1W-02A 36 70 64 6 Barrier Wlis
potentially
R1_1W-02B 39 71 64 7 recommended*
R2_1W-03A 17 68 64 4
R2_1W-03B 4 66 62 4
Note: Bolded value is equal to or greater than the noise impact threshold of 66 dBA
* Recommended if building permits are issued prior to the approval of the final EA
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R1_1W-11A 6 70 63 7
R1_1W-12A 11 71 64 7
R1_1W-13A 12 71 64 7
R1_1W-15A 12 71 64 7
R1_1W-16A 11 70 64 6
R1_1W-17A 5 69 63 6

Alternative 5S Modeled Noise Level, Lacqin

Barriers W2A & W2B
are potentially
recommended*

R2_1W-01A 3 67 63 4

R2_1W-01B 17 69 65 4

R1_1W-02A 36 71 64 7 Barrier W1l is
potentially

R1_1W-028 33 7 64 7 recommended*

R2_1W-03A 17 69 64 5

R2_1W-03B 4 67 62 5

R1_1W-11A 6 71 64 7

R1_1W-12A 11 71 65 6

R1_1W-13A 12 71 64 7 Barriers W2A & W2B
are potentially

R1_1W-15A 12 7 64 7 recommended*

R1_1W-16A 11 71 64 7

R1_1W-17A 5 69 63 6

Note: Bolded value is equal to or greater than the noise impact threshold of 66 dBA
* Recommended if building permits are issued prior to the approval of the final EA
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Table 38 shows the noise barrier summary for barriers W1, W2A, and W2B. For the western area
between Yuma Road and Lower Buckeye Road, there are an estimated 173 receptors that are
impacted. Barrier W1 is potentially recommended for a new development, Christopher Todd
Communities at Canyon Trails, if building permits are issued before the approval of the final EA
for the project. Barriers W2A & W2B are potentially recommended for new development of
Mattamy Canyon Trails, Crestwood at Canyon Trails, if building permits are issued before the
approval of the final EA for the project. Barriers W1, W2A, and W2B are recommended for all
three alternatives.

Table 38. Noise Barrier Summary, Van Buren Street to Yuma Road - West

Barrier  Height Length, Area, ft> | Barrier NBRZ  %FRB! | %BR¥  CPBRU!
Range, ft. Cost!"
ft.
' Alternative 2CS
w1 12 1,400 16,801 $678,035 96 53% 83% $7,063
W2A 14-16 1,400 21,600 $756,000 57 92% 100% $25,297
W2B 14 1,400 19,598 $685,930
Total: $2,119,965
Alternative 3S
w1 12 1,400 16,801 $678,035 75 53% 65% $9,040
W2A 12-14 1,600 21,600 $756,000 57 77% 100% $24,806
W2B 14 1,400 18,799 $657,965
Total: $2,092,000
Alternative 55
w1 12-14 1,400 18,401 $749,035 96 100% 83% $7,802
W2A 12-14 1,600 22,000 $770,000 57 54% 100% $24,806
W2B 12-14 1,400 18,398 $643,930
Total: $2,162,965

1. Wall cost based on $35/ft? for off-structure barrier and $85/ft? for on-structure barrier W1.

2. NBR - number of benefited receptors; Receptors with 5-7 dBA insertion loss within 500 ft. from the
right of way are accounted as benefited receptors.

3. %FR - percentage of First Row Receptors with 7+ dBA noise reduction

4. %BR - percentage of Benefited Receptors with 5+ dBA noise reduction

5. CPBR- cost per benefited receptor
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4.8.4.2 Yuma Road to Lower Buckeye Road - West
Mitigation was evaluated for the Build Condition of Alternatives 2CS, 3S, and 5S. For the western
area between Yuma Road and Lower Buckeye Road.

Table 39 shows the results of the noise level mitigation analysis for the western area.

Table 39. Noise Mitigation, Yuma Road to Lower Buckeye Road - West

Receiver Number of Alternative 2CS Insertion
GG Modeled Noise Level, Laeqin = Loss, dBA | Mitigation
Receptors
Build 2040 Mitigated

R1_2wW-01 3 61 61 0

R1_2W-02 2 60 59 1

R1_2wW-03 2 60 59 1

R1_2W-04 2 62 60 2

R2_2W-05 3 64 62 2

R2_2W-06 3 64 61 3

R1_2wW-07 2 65 61 4

R1_2W-08 5 65 61 4

R1_2W-09 3 65 62 3

R1_2W-10 5 70 64 6

R1_2w-11 10 70 65 5

R1_2W-12 12 70 65 5

R1_2W-13 6 70 64 6 f:g::qr;z\r’ﬁe:‘ Was are
R1_2W-14 9 73 66 7

R1_2W-15 12 72 65 7

R1_2W-16 9 73 65 8

R1_2wW-17 5 70 64 6

R1_2W-18 9 73 65 8

R1_2wW-19 4 73 66 7

R1_2W-20 7 72 65 7

R1_2w-21 10 72 65 7

R1_2W-22 8 68 63 5

R2_2W-23 2 66 62 4

R2_2W-24 2 64 60 4

R1_2W-25 6 69 64 5
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R1_2W-26 7 70 63 7
R1_2W-27 12 70 62 8
R1_2W-28 3 68 61 7
R1_2W-29 9 68 61 7
R1_2W-30 3 66 62 4
R2_2wW-31 3 63 59 4
R1_2W-01 3 62 61 1
R1_2W-02 2 61 60 1
R1_2W-03 2 61 59 2
R1_2W-04 2 62 60 2
R2_2W-05 3 65 62 3
R2_2W-06 3 65 62 3
R1_2W-07 2 66 62 4 f::;isqr;z\r’]z‘;j‘ WaB are
R1_2W-08 5 65 62 3
R1_2W-09 3 66 62 4
R1_2W-10 5 70 64 6
R1_2W-11 10 70 64 6
R1_2W-12 12 70 63 7
R1_2W-13 6 71 63 8
R1_2W-14 9 74 65 9
R1_2W-15 12 72 64 8
R1_2W-16 9 73 64 9
R1_2W-17 5 71 63 8
R1_2W-18 9 73 65 8
R1_2W-19 4 74 66 8 Barriers W4A & W4B are
R1_2W-20 7 73 65 ) recommended
R1_2W-21 10 73 65 8
R1_2W-22 8 69 64 5
R2_2WwW-23 2 67 63 4
R2_2W-24 2 64 61 3
R1_2W-25 6 70 65 5
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Barriers W4A & W4B are
recommended

R1_2W-26 7 71 64 7
R1_2W-27 12 70 63 7
R1_2W-28 3 69 62 7
R1_2W-29 9 68 63 5
R1_2W-30 3 67 63 4
R2_2W-31 3 64 60 4
R1_2W-01 3 62 61 1
R1_2W-02 2 61 60 1
R1_2W-03 2 61 59 2
R1_2W-04 2 63 61 2
R2_2W-05 3 65 62 3
R2_2W-06 3 65 62 3
R1_2W-07 2 66 62 4
R1_2W-08 5 66 62 4
R1_2W-09 3 66 62 4
R1_2W-10 5 71 64 7
R1_2W-11 10 70 64 6
R1_2W-12 12 70 64 6
R1_2W-13 6 71 64 7
R1_2W-14 9 74 66 8
R1_2W-15 12 73 65 8
R1_2W-16 9 74 65 9
R1_2W-17 5 71 64 7
R1_2W-18 9 74 65 9
R1_2W-19 4 74 66 8
R1_2W-20 7 73 65 8
R1_2W-21 10 73 65 8
R1_2W-22 8 69 62 7
R2_2W-23 2 67 61 6
R2_2W-24 2 64 59 5
R1_2W-25 6 70 63 7
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R1_2W-26 7 71 63 8
R1_2W-27 12 70 62 8
R1_2W-28 3 69 61 8
R1_2W-29 9 68 61 7
R1_2W-30 3 67 62 5
R2_2W-31 3 64 59 5
Note: Bolded value is equal to or greater than the noise impact threshold of 66 dBA

Table 40 shows the noise barrier summary for barriers W4A and W4B. For the western area
between Yuma Road and Lower Buckeye Road, there are an estimated 178 receptors that are
impacted. Barriers WA4A & WA4B are potentially recommended to provide mitigation to the
Cottonwood Community for all three alternatives.

Table 40. Noise Barrier Summary, Yuma Road to Lower Buckeye - West

Barrier Height Length, Area, ft> | Barrier NBRZ  %FRE! | %BR“ | CPBRD!
Range, ft. ft. Cost!!

Alternative 2CS

W4A 12-14 4,200 53,199 $1,861,965 | 113 55% 99% $22,905
W4B 12-14 1,425 18,351 $726,285

Total: $2,588,250

Alternative 3S

W4A 10-16 4,200 56,399 $1,973,965 | 72 56% 94% $35,566
W4B 10-12 1,425 15,051 $586,785

Total: $2,560,750

Alternative 5

W4A 10-16 4,200 56,799 $1,987,965 | 71 71% 94% $39,018
W4B 14 1,425 19,951 | $782,285

Total: $2,770,250

1. Wall cost based on $35/ft? for off-structure barrier and $85/ft? for on-structure barrier W4B.

2. NBR - number of benefited receptors; Receptors with 5-7 dBA insertion loss within 500 ft. from the
right of way are accounted as benefited receptors.

3. %FR - percentage of First Row Receptors with 7+ dBA noise reduction

4. %BR - percentage of Benefited Receptors with 5+ dBA noise reduction

5. CPBR- cost per benefited receptor
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4.8.4.3 Yuma Road to Lower Buckeye Road - East

Mitigation was evaluated for the Build Condition of Alternatives 2CS, 3S, and 5S. For the eastern
area between Yuma Road and Lower Buckeye Road. Table 41 shows the results of the noise level
mitigation analysis for the western area.

Table 41. Noise Mitigation, Yuma Road to Lower Buckeye Road- East

Receiver Number of Alternatives 2CS Insertion Mitigation
REEEEIEUTE Modeled Noise Level, Laeqin Loss,
Receptors dBA
Build 2040 Mitigated
R2_2E-01 3 67 63 4
R1_2E-02 4 72 63 9
R1_2E-03 15 67 59 8
R1_2E-04 13 72 65 7
R1_2E-05 19 76 66 10
R2_2E-06 6 66 61 5
R1_2E-07 / 7 64 / Barriers E1 & E2
R1_2E-08 15 69 61 8 are
R1_2E-09 21 68 60 8 recommended
R1_2E-10 8 69 63 6
R1_2E-11 14 72 64 8
R1_2E-12 14 70 63 7
R1_2E-13 3 69 62 7
R2_2E-14 5 66 61 5
R2_2E-15 2 64 60 4
Alternative 3S Modeled Noise Level, Lacqin
R2_2E-01 3 68 64 4
R1_2E-02 4 73 63 10
R1_2E-03 15 68 61 7
R1_2E-04 13 3 65 8 Barriers E1 & E2
R1_2E-05 19 77 66 11 are
R2_2E-06 6 67 62 5 recommended
R1_2E-07 7 72 65 7
R1_2E-08 15 70 63 7
R1_2E-09 21 69 62 7
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R1_2E-10 8 70 64 6
R1_2E-11 14 73 65 8
R1_2E-12 14 72 64 8
R1_2E-13 3 70 63 7
R2_2E-14 5 68 62 6
R2_2E-15 2 65 61 4
Alternative 5S Modeled Noise Level, Lacqin
R2_2E-01 3 68 64 4
R1_2E-02 4 73 64 9
R1_2E-03 15 68 60 8
R1_2E-04 13 73 66 7
R1_2E-05 19 77 67 10
R2_2E-06 6 68 62 6
R1_2E-07 7 72 65 7
R1_2E-08 15 71 63 8
R1_2E-09 21 69 61 8
R1_2E-10 8 70 64 6
R1_2E-11 14 73 65 8
R1_2E-12 14 72 64 8
R1_2E-13 3 70 63 7
R2_2E-14 5 67 62 5
R2_2E-15 2 65 61 4

Barriers E1 & E2
are
recommended

Note: Bolded value is equal to or greater than the noise impact threshold of 66 dBA
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Table 42 shows the noise barrier summary for barriers E1 and E2. For the eastern area between
Yuma Road and Lower Buckeye Road, an estimated 149 receptors are impacted. Barriers E1 & E2
are potentially recommended to provide mitigation to Canyon Trails South, Journey Coronado,
Sunset, and Sierra Pointe Communities for all three alternatives.

Table 42. Noise Barrier Summary, Yuma Road to Lower Buckeye - East

Barrier Height Length, Area, ft> Barrier NBRZ  %FRB! %BR!® | CPBRY
Range, ft. Cost!™
ft.
Alternative 2CS
El 10 400 4,000 $140,000 56 93% 98% $32,571
E2 10-12 4,200 46,400 | $1,684,000
Total: $1,824,000
Alternative 3S
E1 10 400 4,000 $140,000 80 93% 98% $24,200
E2 10-14 4,200 49,600 | $1,796,000
Total: $1,936,000
Alternative 55
E1l 10 400 4,000 $140,000 42 93% 98% $44,762
E2 10-14 4,200 48,000 | $1,740,000
Total: $1,880,000
1. Wall cost based on $35/ft? for off-structure barrier and $85/ft? for on-structure barrier E2.
2. NBR - number of benefited receptors; Receptors with 5-7 dBA insertion loss within 500 ft. from the
right of way are accounted as benefited receptors.
3. %FR - percentage of First Row Receptors with 7+ dBA noise reduction
4. %BR - percentage of Benefited Receptors with 5+ dBA noise reduction
5. CPBR- cost per benefited receptor
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4.8.4.4 Lower Buckeye Road to Broadway Road - West

Mitigation was evaluated for the Build Condition of Alternatives 2CS, 3S, and 5S for the western
area between Lower Buckeye Road and Broadway Road. Table 43 shows the results of the noise
level mitigation analysis for the western area.

Table 43. Noise Mitigation, Lower Buckeye Road to Broadway Road - West

Receiver Number of Alternatives 2CS Insertion Mitigation
Representative Modeled Noise Level, Loss, dBA
Receptors Lacqth
'R23W-01 | | 64 60 4
R2_3W-02 3 65 60 5
R1_3wW-03 3 65 60 5
R1_3W-04 15 65 59 6 Barrier W5 is
R1_3W-05 3 66 59 7 potentially
R1_3W-06 8 66 59 7 recommended
R1_3w-07 4 66 60 6
R1_3W-08 4 66 59 7
R1_3W-09 2 66 59 7
R2_3W-01 3 65 61 4
R2_3W-02 3 66 61 5
R1_3W-03 3 67 61 6
R1_3W-04 15 67 60 7 Barrier W5 i
R1_3W-05 3 67 61 6 potentially
R1_3W-06 8 67 60 7 recommended
R1_3W-07 4 67 60 7
R1_3W-08 4 67 60 7
R1_3W-09 P 66 60 6
R2_3W-01 3 68 64 4
R2_3W-02 4 73 64 9 Barrier W5 is
potentially
R1_3W-03 15 68 60 8 recommended
R1_3W-04 13 73 66 7
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R1_3W-05 19 77 67 10
R1_3W-06 6 68 62 6
R1_3wW-07 7 72 65 7
R1_3W-08 15 71 63 8
R1_3wW-09 21 69 61 8

Note: Bolded value is equal to or greater than the noise impact threshold of 66 dBA

Table 44 shows the noise barrier summary for barriers W5 & W6. For the western area between
Lower Buckeye Road and Broadway Road, an estimated 45 receptors are impacted. Barriers W5
& W6 are potentially recommended for the new development, El Cidro (Phase 1 Parcel 2), if
building permits are issued before the approval of the final EA for the project. Barrier W5 is
recommended for all three alternatives. Barrier W6 is recommended for Alternative 5S.

Table 44. Noise Barrier Summary, Lower Buckeye to Broadway Road - West

Barrier Height Length, | Area, ft* Barrier NBR? %FRE! %BR“! | CPBR!
Range, ft. ft. Cost!Y

Alternative 2CS
W5 12-18 2,550 38,100 $1,333,500 42 56% 100% $31,750
Total: $1,333,500

Alternative 3S
W5 14-16 2,400 34,399 $1,203,965 42 63% 100% $28,666
Total: $1,203,965

Alternative 55
W5 14 2,468 34,551 $1,209,285 31 50% 100% $42,396
w6 10 300 3,000 $105,000
Total: $1,314,285

1. Wall cost based on $35/ft?

2. NBR - number of benefited receptors; Receptors with 5-7 dBA insertion loss within 500 ft. from the
right of way are accounted as benefited receptors.

3. %FR - percentage of First Row Receptors with 7+ dBA noise reduction

4. %BR - percentage of Benefited Receptors with 5+ dBA noise reduction

5. CPBR- cost per benefited receptor

Final Environmental Assessment SR303L, SR30 to I-10
STP-303-A(ASO)S 128 303 MA 100 H6870 01L
September 2018



4.8.5 Construction Noise and Vibration

Construction noise is anticipated for roadway improvement projects and lasts for the duration of
the construction. Construction activities are generally of a short-term nature. Depending on the
nature of construction operations, the duration of the noise could last from seconds (e.g., a truck
passing a customer) to months (e.g., constructing a bridge). Construction noise is also
intermittent and depends on the type of operation, location, and function of the equipment and
the equipment usage cycle. Table 45 shows the overall predicted maximum noise level (Lmax) of
the construction equipment at 50 feet for different phases of roadway construction.

Ground vibration and ground-borne noise can also be a source of annoyance to individuals who
live or work close to vibration-generating activities. Pile driving, demolition activity, blasting, and
crack-and-seat operations are the primary sources of vibration, while the impact pile driving can
be the most significant source of vibration at construction sites. It is recommended to apply
methods that may be practical and appropriate in specific situations, to reduce vibration to an
acceptable level.

Table 45. Construction Equipment Noise?!

Equipment Noise Limit (Lmax)
At 50 feet, dBA

Site Clearing Dozer 85

Backhoe 80
Grading & Scraper 85
Earthwork Grader 85
Foundation Backhoe 80

Front Loader 80
Base Preparation Compressor (air) 80

Dozer 85
1. Source- FHWA Highway Construction Noise Handbook, page 3; August 2006

ADOT has set forth guidelines for construction noise in the Standard Specifications for Road and
Bridge Construction, 2008. Per ADOT specifications 104.08, Prevention of Air and Noise Pollution:

Each internal combustion engine used for any purpose on the work or related to the work shall
be equipped with a muffler or a type recommended by the manufacturer. No internal
combustion engine shall be operated on the work without its muffler being in good working
condition.”
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4.8.6 Coordination with Local Officials

Throughout the preparation of this noise analysis technical report, the consultant has been in
communication with City of Goodyear officials to confirm all potential new developments being
planned within the project corridor for inclusion in this analysis.

4.8.7 Conclusion/Statement of Likelihood

The FHWA-approved TNM2.5 was used to evaluate traffic noise for the Existing, No-Build, and
Build Conditions. Noise impacts occurred at receptors located on the east and west areas from
Yuma Road to SR 30. Table 46, Table 47, and Table 48 show the recommended noise barriers for
Alternatives 2CS, 3S, and 5S, respectively. In addition to these tables, an Addendum to the Noise
Report, Appendix D, contains details of additional potential barriers resulting from updated noise
analysis of developments that the City of Goodyear officials identified as likely to be planned,
designed, and programmed before the Date of Public Knowledge. Noise abatement eligibility for
the benefited properties will be readdressed in relation to the Date of Public Knowledge and
public involvement process, and evaluated during final design.

Table 46. Recommended Noise Barrier Summary, Alternative 2CS

Barrier Description Area, ft? Barrier NBRZ  CPBRE!
Cost!!

Barrier W1 (Sta 1281+57 to 12 1,400 16,801 $678,035 96 $7,063

1267+47)

Barrier W2A (Sta 1254+19 14-16 1,400 21,600 $756,000 57 $25,297

to 1240+46)

Barrier W2B (Sta 1242+52 14 1,400 19,598 $685,930

to 1228+45)

Barrier E1 (Sta 1216+29 to 10 400 4,000 $140,000 56 $32,571

1212+30)

Barrier E2 (Sta 1212+87 to 10-12 4,200 46,400 $1,684,000
1170+99)

Barrier W4A (Sta 1224+10 12-14 4,200 53,199 $1,861,965 113 | $22,905
to 1182+11)

Barrier W4B (Sta 1183+88 12-14 1,425 18,351 $726,285

to 1169+45)

Barrier W5 (Sta 1171+44 to 12-18 2,550 38,100 $1,333,500 42 $31,750
1145+30)

Totals: 16,975 | 218,049 $7,865,715 364 | $21,609

1. Wall cost based on $35/ft? for off-structure barrier and $85/ft? for on-structure barrier W1, E2, and W4B.

2. NBR - number of benefited receptors; Receptors with 5-7 dBA insertion loss within 500 ft. from the R/W are
accounted as benefited receptors.

3. CPBR- cost per benefited receptor

Final Environmental Assessment SR303L, SR30 to I-10
STP-303-A(ASO)S 130 303 MA 100 H6870 01L
September 2018



Table 47. Recommended Noise Barrier Summary, Alternative 3S

Barrier Length, ft. Area, ft? Barrier

Description Costll!

Barrier W1 (Sta 12 1,400 16,801 $678,035 75 $9,040
1281+57 to
1267+47)

Barrier W2A 12-14 1,600 21,600 $756,000 57 $24,806
(Sta 1256+19 to
1240+46)

Barrier W2B 14-14 1,400 18,799 $657,965
(Sta 1242+52 to
1228+45)

Barrier E1 (Sta 10 400 4,000 $140,000 80 $24,200
1216+29 to
1212+30)

Barrier E2 (Sta 10-14 4,200 49,600 $1,796,000
1212+87 to
1170+99)

Barrier W4A 10-16 4,200 56,399 $1,973,965 72 $35,566
(Sta 1224+10 to
1182+11)

Barrier W4B 10-12 1,425 15,051 $586,785
(Sta 1183+88 to
1169+45)

Barrier W5 (Sta 14-16 | 2,400 34,399 $1,203,965 42 $28,666
1173+39 to
1149+37)

Totals: 17,025 216,649 $7,792,715 326 $23,904

1. Wall cost based on $35/ft? for off-structure barrier and $85/ft? for on-structure barrier W1, E2, and
W4B.

2. NBR - number of benefited receptors; Receptors with 5-7 dBA insertion loss within 500 ft. from the
R/W are accounted as benefited receptors.

3. CPBR- cost per benefited receptor
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Table 48. Recommended Noise Barrier Summary, Alternative 5S

Barrier Height Length, ft. Area, ft? Barrier
Description

Range, ft. Cost!!

Barrier W1 (Sta 12-14 1,400 18,401 $749,035 96 $7,802
1281+57 to
1267+47)

Barrier W2A 12-14 1,600 22,000 $770,000 57 $24,806
(Sta 1256+19 to
1240+46)

Barrier W2B 12-14 1,400 18,398 $643,930
(Sta 1242+52 to
1228+45)

Barrier E1 (Sta 10 400 4,000 $140,000 42 S44,762
1216+29 to
1212+30)

Barrier E2 (Sta 10-14 4,200 48,000 $1,740,000
1212+87 to
1170+99)

Barrier W4A 10-16 4,200 56,799 $1,987,965 71 $39,018
(Sta 1224+10 to
1182+11)

Barrier W4B 14 1,425 19,951 $782,285
(Sta 1183+88 to
1169+45)

Barrier W5 (Sta 14 2,468 34,551 $1,209,285 31 $42,396
1169+45 to
1143+26)

Barrier W6 (Sta 10 300 3,000 $105,000
1165+28 to
1168+36)

Totals: 17,393 225,100 $8,127,500 297 $27,365

1. Wall cost based on $35/ft? for off-structure barrier and $85/ft? for on-structure barrier W1, E2, and
W4B.

2. NBR - number of benefited receptors; Receptors with 5-7 dBA insertion loss within 500 ft. from the
R/W are accounted as benefited receptors.

3. CPBR- cost per benefited receptor

In conclusion, based on the barriers recommended in the above tables:

. The total noise mitigation cost for Alternative 2CS is $7,865,715.

. The total noise mitigation cost for Alternative 3S is $7,792,715.

J The total noise mitigation cost for Alternative 5S is $8,127,500.
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A traffic-noise related public involvement process should be implemented in accordance with
ADOT NAR Chapter 6.1, whereby the information on barriers is provided under the standard EA
class of action during the NEPA process, and, if required, as described by ADOT’s “Instruction on
Solicitation of Viewpoints” in the ADOT Noise Abatement Requirements.

4.8.8 Mitigation

Design Responsibilities

J Noise Abatement eligibility for the benefited properties will be readdressed in relation to
the Date of Public Knowledge and Public Involvement process, and evaluated at the Final
Design stage based on the selected Alternative, as the Preliminary Design Concept is
subject to change.

. During final design, the project manager will contact the Arizona Department of
Transportation Environmental Planning noise coordinator (602.712.6161 or
602.712.7767) to arrange for qualified personnel to review and update the noise analysis.

Contractor Responsibility

J The contractor shall comply with all local sound control and noise rules, regulations,
permits, and ordinances which apply to any work pursuant to the contract.

4.9 Utilities and Railroads

4.9.1 Existing Conditions
Various utilities are located within the SR303L Study Area (). The following inventory lists the
utility type, owner and description of facility within the Study Area.

4.9.1.1 Electrical Power

o Arizona Public Service (APS) — 230 kiloVolt (kV) Transmission, 69kV sub-transmission,
12kV and secondary power services.

. Western Area Power Administration (Western) - 230kV Transmission, Salt River Project (SRP) -
500kV Transmission, and APS — 230kV Transmission

4.9.1.2 Irrigation and Well Facilities

. Roosevelt Irrigation District (RID) - Wells and irrigation infrastructure
. Buckeye Irrigation District (BID) - Wells and irrigation infrastructure
J Private Irrigation Ownership - Wells and irrigation infrastructure

4.9.1.3 Communications (Fiber Optics and Cable)

o Sprint Communications - Fiber Optics

J CenturyLink Communications - Fiber Optics and Cable

J American Telegraph & Telephone (AT&T) - Fiber Optics

. Cox Communications - Fiber Optics and Cable TV

. Broadwing Communications - Fiber Optics
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Figure 23. Existing Utilities within the Study Area (Map A)
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Figure 24. Existing Utilities within the Study Area (Map B)
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4.9.1.4 Communications in UPRR Corridor (ROW)

J Level Il - Fiber Optics

. MCI/Verizon

. Wiltel

o Qwest Communications

4.9.1.5 Sewer, Water, and Reclaimed Water
J City of Goodyear - Sewer, 2 lift stations and water services

J APS — 96-inch reclaimed water line on the north side of the Buckeye Irrigation District
(BID) Canal. The line is crucial to the nuclear generating plant at Palo Verde.

4.9.1.6 Railroads

J Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR)

4.9.1.7 Natural Gas and Petroleum Products

J Southwest Gas

J Kinder Morgan (Petroleum) 20” Gas line in the UPRR ROW

Many of the utilities in the Study Area can be categorized as minor (those that can be modified
or relocated without extensive disruption or cost). In Segment 1 and 2 these include 12kV primary
lines, local telecommunications (telephone and cable communications), and municipal sewer and
water services. Major utilities located in Segment 1 are an APS 69kV sub-transmission line located
on the east side of Cotton Lane from Van Buren to MC85, the FCDMC Loop 303 Outfall channel,
and a natural gas line. In Segment 2 (south of Lower Buckeye Road), minor utilities continue south
along the Cotton Lane corridor. Major utilities located in Segment 2 include: Two parallel
transmission towers, one carrying a Western 230kV line and the other carrying SRP 500kV and
APS 230kV, which run east to west across the Study Area, a gas distribution system in the UPRR
ROW, the FCDMC outfall channel, the BID, which crosses east to west below MC85, and the South
Extension Canal.

4.9.2 Environmental Impacts

4.9.2.1 Selected Alternative
Avoidance of all major utilities is the preferred strategy. However, the Selected Alternative has
potential horizontal and vertical conflicts with existing major utility corridors.

The following major utility corridors would be most likely impacted by the Selected Alternative:

e The APS 69kV overhead line on the east side of Cotton Lane would be relocated to the west
side.

e The APS 230kV overhead line south of Lower Buckeye Road may be avoided, depending on
the vertical height of the elevated roadway at this location.

e The parallel transmission towers south of MC85 would have some vertical and horizontal
conflicts with the elevated ramps

e The Kinder Morgan pipeline would need to be encased where the Selected Alternative would
be constructed over it at grade or on structure.
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e Portions of the Buckeye Canal and the South Extension Canal would be crossed by elevated
spans for the Selected Alternative to clear the property. These changes would not alter the
canal’s integrity or function.

e The APS 96-inch reclaimed water line would require reinforcing encasement within ADOT
ROW.

ADOT would coordinate with the appropriate utility companies and UPRR during design and
construction regarding impacts, adjustments, and any service disruptions. The ADOT Utility and
Railroad Engineering Section would further investigate utility involvement to coordinate the need
for relocation and the accommodation of utilities with the construction.

4.9.2.2 No-Build Alternative
The No-Build Alternative would not affect existing utilities, the UPRR ROW, and the BID because
no freeway would be built.

4.9.3 Mitigation
Design Responsibilities

e Where avoidance of utilities is not possible or feasible during final design, the utilities will be
encased or relocated. Utility work related to the freeway will need to be closely coordinated
with the utility owners, particularly when severe outages will be required. Power outages
related to power line relocations should generally be scheduled between November and
February. Any outages for the Arizona Public Service pipeline serving the Palo Verde Nuclear
Generating Station will be coordinated with Arizona Public Service and may need to occur
during the April or October “dry-ups.”

e Should a utility relocation be required, the Arizona Department of Transportation will
coordinate with the utility owner to determine the need for new right-of-way of the same
size as the previous right-of-way for that utility.

Contractor Responsibility:

e During the construction phase, utility work related to the freeway shall continue to be closely
coordinated with utility owners, particularly when severe outages will be required.

4.9.4 Conclusion

The primary impacts of the Selected Alternative would occur to the APS 230kV overhead lines
south of Lower Buckeye Road. Pole relocation and height adjustments are expected to impact
two or three poles. The need to relocate this utility line arises from conflicts of the selected
SR303L alignment with the power lines’ existing vertical alignment. Overhead power line
relocations are routine, albeit costly.

In Segment 2, the Selected Alternative would impact ten sets of towers for the SRP/APS/Western
parallel power transmission lines in two locations, requiring a 2,500-foot relocation of the
existing electrical transmission corridor, and vertical adjustments to clear directional ramps over
100 feet above grade at the SR303L/SR30 TI. The Selected Alternative would span the UPRR ROW
and should avoid potential impacts to the Kinder Morgan gas line and fiber optic lines located
within the UPRR ROW.
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The Selected Alternative would have bridge structures over the FCDMC Loop 303 Outfall channel,
the BID Canal, and the South Extension Canal to maintain maintenance and operation
capabilities. However, even with bridge crossings over the BID Canal, an estimated 2,000 feet of
the APS reclaimed water line would require encasement.

4.10 Visual Resources

4.10.1 Background

The visual impact assessment (VIA) approach used to prepare this report generally followed the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidelines in Visual Impact Assessment for Highway
Projects (1981) and the updated Guidelines for the Visual Impact Assessment of Highway Projects
(2015).

The visual impacts of the Selected Alternative footprint were qualitatively evaluated based on
expected changes in visual quality, an assessment of the overall change in visual character, and
the projected sensitivity of the most likely Study Area viewers to changes in the visual landscape.

The VIA conducted for this project evaluated changes in the visual character resulting from the
Selected Alternative, as compared to the No-Build Alternative. The magnitude of these changes
is expressed qualitatively using the following terms.

e High impact would occur when the contrast between the proposed alternative and the
existing scenic integrity of the surrounding area resulted in a substantial long-term and
adverse effect on the landscape/visual character and on a viewshed considered highly
susceptible to changes in scenic integrity.

e Moderate impact would result from a noticeable, but not substantial, deviation from the
existing visual setting in a viewshed susceptible to changes in its ability to visually absorb
project elements and to changes in the duration of views that are provided.

e Low-to-moderate impact would result from slightly noticeable deviation from the existing
visual setting. This deviation would be of low severity in a viewshed susceptible to changes in
its ability to visually absorb project elements and to changes in the duration of views that are
provided.

e Low impact would result from a low-to-negligible, short duration deviation from the existing
visual setting in a viewshed that could readily absorb project elements.

The entire Study Area is transitioning from a rural, agricultural character to a more populated,
suburban character. This will have a substantial and increasing impact on the Study Area’s future
visual context regardless of whether the Selected Alternative is built or the No-Build Alternative
is selected. In addition to the river floodplains, the Study Area’s visual character is influenced by
the White Tank Mountains to the north, and Sierra Estrella to the south-southeast.

The approach considered the distribution of landscape features and land use in the Selected
Alternative footprint. For this evaluation, the Study Area was divided into two landscape units,
north (Segment 1) and south (Segment 2), which are shown in Figure 2 and described in the
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following sections. Mitigation measures recommended for minimizing visual impacts of the
SR303L freeway have been identified.

4.10.2 Existing Conditions

Segment 1 of the Study Area is characterized by relatively flat terrain with very limited
undisturbed natural vegetation. Foreground and middle ground views consist predominantly of
residential subdivisions and commercial development with associated parking (Figure 25 and
Figure 26. Canals, a railroad, and high-voltage power lines intersect the area along the transition
between Segment 1 and Segment 2 (Figure 27), along with paved and unpaved roads in a grid
pattern that follows section lines. I-10 is at the north end of Segment 1, a linear east-west feature
punctuated by the 5-level stack interchange connecting I-10 with the portion of SR303L that
currently intersects the interstate.

Segment 2 of the Study Area is characterized by open spaces and relatively flat terrain with
limited undisturbed natural vegetation. Foreground and middle ground views consist
predominantly of agricultural fields and undeveloped land, with intermittent commercial and
sparse residential development. A series of arterial corridors intersect the area, including three
canals, a railroad, high voltage power lines at the north end of the Study Area’s southern section,
and various paved and unpaved roads. Overall, native vegetation is sparse, with scattered shrubs,
forbs, and grasses throughout the area. Background views are dominated by the White Tank
Mountains to the north, Saddle Mountain to the west, and the Gila River and Estrella Mountains
to the south.

Image data: Google
Figure 25. Segment 1 Residential Area
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Image data: Google
Figure 26. Segment 1 Commercial Development

Image data: Google
Figure 27. Segment 1 / Segment 2 Transition area
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4.10.3 Environmental Impacts

4.10.3.1 Selected Alternative

For the Selected Alternative, the Segment 1 portion of the Study Area would feature SR303L as
new construction along the existing Cotton Lane, widening it from a two-lane roadway to a ten-
lane divided freeway, resulting in an increase in size and height above grade from the existing
Cotton Lane. This change would be notable for the residential communities along Cotton Lane
from Van Buren Street to Lower Buckeye Road, where the new freeway would become a
dominant feature. There would be less distance between the single-family homes abutting
Cotton Lane on the east side and the freeway, compared to the existing space between these
residences and Cotton Lane.

The freeway would be visible to motorists and residents for a considerable distance. The addition
of noise barriers recommended in Section 4.8.7 would further modify the landscape. Potential
noise barriers for the Selected Alternative, their location and proposed height above the
roadway, and length, as listed in Table 46, are shown in Table 49 below.

Table 49. Proposed Noise Barriers

Barrier Description Height Range (feet) Length (feet)

Barrier W1 (Sta 1281+57 to 1267+47) 12 1,400
Barrier W2A (Sta 1254+19 to 1240+46) 14-16 1,400
Barrier W2B (Sta 1242+52 to 1228+45) 14 1,400
Barrier E1 (Sta 1216+29 to 1212+30) 10 400

Barrier E2 (Sta 1212+87 to 1170+99) 10-12 4,200
Barrier W4A (Sta 1224+10 to 1182+11) 12-14 4,200
Barrier W4B (Sta 1183+88 to 1169+45) 12-14 1,425
Barrier W5 (Sta 1171+44 to 1145+30) 12-18 2,550

The visual impacts of the Selected Alternative in Segment 2 would be moderate, as the new
roadway segment would be elevated and would bisect an area predominantly made up of
undeveloped and agricultural land. The Selected Alternative would traverse agricultural land and
cross over the UPRR, MC85, and the Buckeye Canal, connecting to the elevated SR303L/SR30 TI.

The southern portion of the Study Area is primarily agricultural land, but is expected to be
displaced by residential development by 2040. Views from the few existing, low-density
residences would initially be disrupted by the elevated section of the Selected Alternative. The
elevated freeway would initially be highly visible in the relatively level landscape. The elevated
freeway and the Tls in Segment 2 would present a substantial intrusion into the currently rural
landscape. The freeway would be visible to motorists and residents for a considerable distance,
but due to its elevation, may offer favorable background views of the landscape to motorists and
occupants of vehicles using SR303L.
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As part of the Cultural Resources and Section 4(f) analyses, a visual simulation of the Selected
Alternative was prepared based on the existing view south from the rear property line of the
Buckeye Canal Upper Zanjero House (Figure 28 and Figure 29). The simulation portrays the
Selected Alternative in the context of the existing landscape, which features open agricultural
land and a broad, flat horizon. The absence of development in the existing landscape underscores
the visual impact of the SR303L freeway in this area.

4.10.3.2 No-Build Alternative

The Study Area would likely appear quite different by the 2045 design year, even without the
project. Extensive residential development is anticipated to displace much of the Study Area’s
existing farmland, and commercial development would accompany that development near major
activity nodes.

Without the freeway, viewers on the Study Area roadway network would not see the raised (in
most locations), lines of a modern, major transportation facility within the landscape. What
would be seen, instead, would be arterial streets carrying high volumes of traffic. While some of
these arterial streets might be widened to reduce congestion, with higher volumes of traffic, the
urbanizing landscape would present at-grade, views of cluttered vehicles mixed with more
commercial development. Increased dense development would restrict the background views of
the surrounding mountains from viewers using the arterial streets.

4.10.4 Mitigation

ADOT’s Roadside Development Section coordinates with local public agencies and stakeholders
to discuss methods for integrating the design of the Selected Alternative into the existing
landscape while minimizing anticipated visual impacts. Visually successful projects have typically
achieved a balance among natural harmony, cultural order, and project coherence. During the
freeway design stages and implementation of impact mitigation measures, all three criteria,
taken together, would need to be emphasized to avoid negatively affecting the freeway’s overall
visual quality.

Design Responsibilities

e The use of earth colors for lighting standards, overpasses, abutments, retaining and screening
walls, and noise barriers will be evaluated by the Arizona Department of Transportation. The
colors and finishes should be sensitive to the context of the rural surroundings and mountain
views.

e The Arizona Department of Transportation will evaluate the use of aesthetic treatments and
patterning on noise barriers, screen walls, piers, concrete barriers, retaining walls, and highly
visible headwalls.

e Retention basins and associated landscape treatments will blend into the surrounding
landscape to the extent possible.

4.10.5 Conclusion

The Build Alternative would introduce various degrees of alteration to the existing visual
landscape resulting from contrasts in the new infrastructure with the existing forms, lines, colors,
and textures. Segment 1 of the Selected Alternative, which would carry traffic above the existing
grade of Cotton Lane, would have a moderate impact on adjacent residents due to the proximity
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Figure 28. Existing view looking south from the Buckeye Canal Upper Zanjero House

Figure 29. Simulated view of Selected Alternative 2CS looking south from the Buckeye Canal
Upper Zanjero House
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of the freeway to residences adjacent to Cotton Lane. The elevated sections of the Selected
Alternative in Segment 2 would intrude onto existing views in the area because of the elevated
profile of the facility in the relatively level landscape.

The system Tl would be highly visible. The potential visual impact from the existing agricultural
land and the few residents in the area is anticipated to be high. As the agricultural lands are
developed in future years, the elevated sections of the freeway would be a part of the existing
viewshed; therefore, the visual impact to new residents moving into the area would be lower.

4.11 Drainage and Floodplain Considerations

4.11.1 Background

This section identifies drainage and floodplain issues to be considered when evaluating impacts
from the Selected and No-Build Alternatives. Included in this analysis are applicable drainage
patterns such as surface water and groundwater, as well as floodplain issues. Surface water
includes water present above the soil surface, such as rivers, streams, lakes, pools, and
stormwater runoff. Groundwater is water flowing beneath the soil surface that can be collected
by underground wells or other facilities constructed for collecting water or for monitoring.

EO 11988, Floodplain Management, requires that impacts to floodplains be evaluated for all
federal actions, and directs agencies to reduce impacts to floodplains, minimize flood risks on
human safety and wellbeing, and restore and preserve floodplain values. A floodplain is generally
level land subject to periodic flooding from an adjacent body of water. Floodplains are delineated
and managed by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).

A 100-year flood is a storm having a 1 percent chance of being exceeded in magnitude in any
given year. The 100-year floodplain includes areas adjoining a water body that are inundated by
water during a 100-year flood. The floodway is the area within the floodplain where the water is
likely to be the deepest and fastest; this area should be kept free of obstructions to allow 100-
year floodwaters to move downstream without increasing the water surface elevation more than
1 foot.

In the riverine sense, a floodplain is a relatively flat, lowland area that adjoins inland streams and
is flood prone when high runoff occurs. However, floodplains are not always associated with
inland streams; low-lying inland areas located in natural depressions or bordered by human-
made or natural obstructions are oftentimes subject to flooding because of the lack of outfall
channels.

Floodplains are a critical part of a river or stream ecosystem. They function as water filters, flood
buffers, and nurseries, and are major biological centers where flora and fauna often thrive.
Floodplains help wetlands by assisting in the provision of fresh water, diluting salts and nutrients
in runoff, and improving habitat diversity for plants and animals.

4.11.2 Existing Conditions

The primary floodway and floodplain features within the Study Area are associated with the Gila
River (Figure 30). The northern bank of the Gila River borders the southern boundary of the Study
Area.
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Stormwater runoff generally collects along Cotton Lane from both sides of the road before
discharging into the Gila River. There are no natural drainage ways remaining within the Study
Area because the entire area has been under agricultural use. A drainage basin and channel
system has been constructed to handle the increased runoff due to development in the area east
of Cotton Lane and north of Lower Buckeye Road. The FCDMC has constructed a regional
drainage channel, the Loop 303 Outfall Channel, west of the SR303L freeway on the west side of
Cotton Lane that extends from 1-10 to the Gila River. It consists of a concrete-lined channel, box
culverts, storm drain pipe, retaining walls, and landscaping adjacent to Cotton Lane and SR303L.

The following FEMA FIRMs cover the Study Area:
e 04013C2140L and
e (04013C2145L.

A review of the FIRM maps identified the flood zones in the Study Area (Figure 30). The Gila River
100-year floodplain is nearly 1.5 miles wide at this location and flooding limits extend to the
Buckeye Canal south bank. The Gila River floodplain is the largest in the area and extends beyond
its northern bank into adjacent agricultural land. Flood hazard zone designations in the Study
Area are A, and AE, AH, FW, and X1 (FEMA 2018).

e Zone A includes areas designated as part of a 100-year floodplain. In these areas, there is a
one percent chance of a flood occurring each year that would equal or exceed the last 100-
year flood. In this zone, detailed hydraulic analyses have not been performed and therefore
no base flood elevations or depths are known.

e Zone FW consists of the Regulatory Floodway, the channel of the river and adjacent land
areas that must be reserved in order to discharge the base flood without cumulatively
increasing the water surface elevation more than a designated height. Communities must
regulate development in these floodways to ensure that there are no increases in upstream
flood elevations.

e Zone X1 isan area of minimal flood hazard and is protected by levee from the 100-year flood.

e Zone AE also includes land subject to inundation by the 100-year flood; however, in these
areas analyses have been performed and base flood elevations and depths are known. The
predicted areas of inundation in both Zone A and Zone AE are considered high risk areas with
regard to flooding and development.

e Zone AH includes areas designated as part of a 100-year floodplain. In these areas, there is a
one percent chance of shallow flood occurring each year, usually in the shape of a pond with
a depth average of 2 feet. Base flood elevations derived from detailed analysis are shown at
selected intervals within this zone. The predicted areas of inundation in Zone AH is considered
a high-risk area with regard to flooding and development. (snmapmod.snco.us)

A Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) for the Gila River exists within the project area. LOMR Case
Number 08-09-0929P, effective August 10, 2009 (Reference 3), which revised the floodplain,
floodway, and base flood elevations of the Gila River in association with the extension of Cotton
Lane south across the river.
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Figure 30. FEMA Flood Hazard Zones

Source: FEMA 2018
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4.11.3 Environmental Impacts

4.11.3.1 Selected Alternative

This section describes potential impacts on floodplains that would result from construction of the
Selected Alternative. This analysis does not include consideration of potential future mitigation
through bridges, levees, and other structures. The Selected Alternative 2CS would encroach on
the 100-year floodplain of the Gila River. Floodplain impacts would result from placing fill or
changing water surface elevations within the floodplain. The acreage impacts on floodplains can
only be accurately calculated based on project designs. Given the absence of specific design
drawings, only the approximate area of floodplains that would be affected can be defined for the
Selected Alternative. These acreage figures demonstrate the estimated extent of flood zones that
occur within the limits of the Selected Alternative.

Zone FW (Floodway) -0-

Zone A: (100-year floodplain; no base flood elevation) 31 acres
Zone AH: (100-year floodplain, high risk to development) 431 acres
Zone X1: (protected by levee; minimal hazard) 1,903 acres

4.11.3.2 No-Build Alternative
The No-Build Alternative would have no impact on the floodplains in and adjacent to the Study
Area.

4.11.4 Mitigation

This section describes potential mitigation measures as part of the project to avoid, reduce, or
otherwise mitigate floodplain impacts associated with the build alternatives. The discussion of
these measures in this document does not obligate ADOT to their implementation. ADOT, along
with FHWA, may choose to modify, delete, or add measures to mitigate impacts.

Design Responsibilities:

e Where the freeway will encroach on the Gila River, the design team will evaluate bridge
options that will reduce impacts on the 100-year floodplain.

e Where the freeway will cross flood control features such as SR303 Outfall Channel, the design
team will evaluate bridge options to reduce impacts on such features.

e The design team will coordinate with the City of Goodyear and the Flood Control District of
Maricopa County to identify and reduce potential impacts to any levees and will consider
Mitigation for any floodplains that would be affected by the freeway.

e The Maricopa County Floodplain Manager at (602) 506.1501 will be provided an opportunity
to review and comment on the design plans.

4.11.5 Conclusion

The Selected Alternative would affect more acreage of the existing 100-year floodplain as
compared to the No Build Alternative; however, the Loop 303 Outfall Channel has reduced most
of the flood hazard within the Study Area.

The No-Build Alternative would not affect the floodplains. Most of the floodplain in the Study
Area has been reduced through implementation of the Loop 303 Outfall Channel.
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4.12 Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act and Arizona Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System

The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the primary federal statute governing the discharge of pollutants
into jurisdictional Waters of the United States (Waters), which, in Arizona, include perennial and
ephemeral watercourses and their tributaries and adjacent wetlands. The principal goal of the
CWA is to establish water quality standards to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and
biological integrity of the nation’s Waters by preventing point (concentrated output) and
nonpoint (widely scattered output) pollution sources (33 U.S.C. §1251 [a]).

Section 401 of the CWA requires any applicant requesting a federal permit or license for activities
that may result in discharge into Waters to first obtain a Section 401 certification from the state
in which the discharge originates. The Section 401 certification verifies the prospective permits
comply with the state’s applicable effluent limitation and water quality standards. Federal
permits or licenses are not issued until the Section 401 certification is obtained. Within non-tribal
lands, ADEQ is responsible for the Section 401 certification. If a project does not meet criteria for
conditional certification, such as projects requiring notification to the US Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps), or projects occurring within 0.25 miles of unique or impaired waters, an individual
Section 401 certification application to the ADEQ is required.

Section 402 of the CWA formed the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
which regulates pollutant discharges, including stormwater, into Waters. An NPDES permit sets
specific discharge limits for point-source pollutants into Waters and outlines specific conditions
and requirements for a particular project to reduce impacts to water quality. In 2002, EPA
authorized the ADEQ to administer the NPDES program at the State level, the Arizona Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (AZPDES). AZPDES permits require that the project be designed to
protect Waters, ensure erosion control best management practices (BMP) are implemented, and
compliance with the Construction General Permit (CGP) for construction activities exceeding 1
acre of ground disturbance, which may include the implementation of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

Section 404 of the CWA regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into Waters, and
authorizes the Corps to issue permits regulating the discharge. Most dredged and fill materials
consist of relatively fine-grained sediments or soil. Moving water can erode and transport these
materials, exposing the environment to potential pollutants. The limits of Waters are defined
through a preliminary or approved jurisdictional delineation (JD) reviewed and reissued by the
Corps. An approved JD requires that all ephemeral drainages display a significant nexus to the
downstream traditional navigable water, which would likely be the Gila River for this project.

A traditional navigable water is one that is currently used, or was used in the past, or may be
susceptible to use, in interstate or foreign commerce (33 CFR §328.3[a][1]). The most common
types of Section 404 permits for transportation projects are 1) Nationwide Permit 14 (Linear
Transportation Projects), which authorizes projects with less than 0.50 acre of permanent loss to
Waters with no impacts to special aquatic areas such as jurisdictional wetlands, 2) Regional
General Permit, for up to 1.0 acre of permanent impact to Waters within ADOT ROW or
easement, and 3) individual permits, which are required for projects that affect more than 0.50
acre of Waters or cause impacts to jurisdictional wetlands. Any permit requiring notification to
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the Corps may require mitigation to minimize or offset the impacts to Waters with no net loss of
functions and values of the water resource. Compensatory mitigation to replace unavoidable loss
of wetland, stream, and/or other aquatic resource functions can include aquatic resource
restoration, establishment, enhancement, and in certain circumstances, preservation. These may
be required to be provided by the permittee, or through a third party; i.e., a mitigation bank or
in-lieu fee sponsor.

Waters under the jurisdiction of the Corps within the SR303L Study Area have been interpreted
to include natural channels, ephemeral washes, earthen-banked canals, concrete-lined canals,
and human-induced wetlands. The following guidance and activities were used to identify
potential Waters in the Study Area:

e Review of NWI Wetland Mapping

Definition of Waters of the United States and Navigable Waters 33 CFR §§328 and 329)
e Review of aerial photography

e Review of U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute topographic quadrangles for the Study Area

4.12.1 Existing Conditions

The Gila River is the major natural water body in the Study Area, receiving flows from the Salt
River in the vicinity of 115" Avenue and the Agua Fria River near Litchfield Road. Flow in the Gila
River is intermittent within the Study Area, influenced by storm flows, groundwater withdrawals,
effluent discharges, diversions for irrigation, return flows from irrigated areas, and seasonal
floodwater releases from upstream dams. Treated discharges have created potential wetlands in
the Gila River. Irrigation canals are the other major potential Waters in the Study Area, consisting
of the Buckeye Canal and the South Extension Canal.

The Arizona List of Outstanding Waters (Arizona Administrative Code R18-11-112(E)) and the
Arizona 2012/2014 Section 303(d) List of Impaired and Non-attaining Waters were reviewed to
determine whether any outstanding or impaired waters are present in or within one mile of the
Study Area. No outstanding waters are present in the project area. However, the segment of the
Gila River approximately 0.35 mile south of the SR303L project area is listed as being effluent
dependent (i.e., constituted primarily of treated wastewater).

4.12.2 Environmental Impacts

4.12.2.1 Selected Alternative

The Gila River borders the southern boundary of the Study Area and flows from the southeast
and then curves to the southwest. The Gila River floodway does not encroach into the Selected
Alternative.

The Selected Alternative would be constructed in phases, with the initial (programmed) phase
extending SR303L from Van Buren Street south to Lower Buckeye Road. No Waters would be
affected by construction in this segment of the Selected Alternative.

In subsequent phases, the Selected Alternative would cross over the Buckeye Canal and the South
Extension Canal on bridge structures. Effects on these potential Waters may include placement
of facility structures such as piers or runoff from the freeway. Approximately 720 linear feet of
these canals within the Study Area would be located beneath the bridges of the Selected
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Alternative. Subsequent to construction, permanent BMP would be used to minimize the effects
of stormwater runoff to these canals. BMP include physical controls such as soil stabilization and
sediment control, and operational activities such as good housekeeping practices, spill control
and response plan, and routine inspection, maintenance, and repair.

A JD would need to be conducted and submitted to the Corps to determine the extent of Waters
affected by the Selected Alternative. If Waters are determined to be within the footprint of the
Selected Alternative, a Section 404 permit from the Corps and a Section 401 Water Quality
Certification from ADEQ would be required under CWA. An AZPDES permit from ADEQ, per
Section 402(p) of the CWA and compliance with the CGP, would be required during final design
due to ground disturbance greater than one acre.

4.12.2.2 No Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would have no direct impacts to potential Waters and would not require
AZPDES permitting. However, continued development in the Study Area may create the need for
additional roadway crossings over canals and the Gila River.

4.12.3 Mitigation
District Responsibility:

e The Engineer will review and approve the contractor’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan,
Notice of Intent, and Notice of Termination prior to submission to the Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality.

Contractor Responsibilities

e The contractor will develop a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, Notice of Intent, and
Notice of Termination, and submit it to the Engineer for approval.

e The contractor, upon approval from the Engineer, shall submit the Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan, Notice of Intent, and Notice of Termination to the Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality.

e This projectis located within a designated municipal separate storm sewer system. Therefore,
the contractor shall send a copy of the Notice of Intent and Notice of Termination to the City
of Goodyear.

4.12.4 Conclusion

Construction and operation of the Selected Alternative would result in a direct impact to Waters
if Waters are found to be within the project area through the process of issuing an Approved JD
or Preliminary JD. The No Build Alternative would generally have less impact on Waters because
it would not have direct impacts related to the construction of a freeway. However, future
development may prompt the construction of new canal crossings for the future road network,
which would likely affect Waters.

4.13 Biological Resources

4.13.1 Background
This section discusses potential impacts that the Selected Alternatives and the No-Build
Alternative may have on biological resources in the Study Area. A Biological Review was prepared
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for this project to evaluate potential impacts to federally listed threatened, endangered,
proposed, and candidate species for Maricopa County, as well as sensitive species and protected
native plants (Appendix E). The original report was approved by ADOT Environmental Planning
on February 5, 2013. An update memorandum for the Biological Review was prepared in
December 2017 and approved on December 13, 2017.

4.13.2 Existing Conditions

The project area lies between 900 and 996 feet elevation on relatively flat, gently southerly
sloping terrain in the Buckeye Valley, southwest of Phoenix. The project vicinity supports
primarily agriculture (e.g. cotton), housing developments, and some industrial development.
Little natural terrain remains because the project area has been altered by human activities. The
UPRR bisects the southern half of the Study Area in the vicinity of MC85.

The westerly flowing, perennial Gila River is directly south of and parallel to the southern study
limits. The Roosevelt Canal bisects the project area north of MC85, and the Buckeye Canal and
Extension Canal bisect the area south of MC85. No natural wetlands or perennial surface waters
occur within the project limits.

Native soils in the northern project area are classified as well-drained, limey soils of the Laveen-
Rillito Association, originating from surficial deposits of Holocene to late Pleistocene Age. Native
soils in the southern part of the area are classified as well-drained, sandy to clayey soil of the
Torrifluvents Association, originating from young alluvium of Holocene to late Pleistocene Age
(Hendricks 1985).

4.13.2.1 Vegetation

The historic natural plant community occurring at the margins of the developed portions of the
project area is the saltbush (Atriplex spp.)-dominated Lower Colorado River subdivision of
Sonoran desertscrub (Turner and Brown 1994). Uncommon native perennial plants include cattle
saltbush (Atriplex polycarpa), wolfberry (Lycium spp.), desert broom (Baccharis sarothroides),
and goldenbush (Isocoma spp.). Common nonnative plants with a patchy distribution include
ornamental trees (e.g., eucalyptus and palm), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), tamarisk (Tamarix
ramosissima), and curly dock (Rumex crispus). Scattered paloverde (Parkinsonia spp.) and
mesquite (Prosopis spp.) trees occur infrequently in the Study Area. A patch of mesquite bosque
with fire damage transitions to a cottonwood (Populus fremontii) riparian woodland near the Gila
River on the south side of the Study Area.

4.13.2.2 Invasive Species

Under EO 13112, dated February 3, 1999, projects that occur on federal lands or are federally
funded must, “subject to the availability of appropriations, and within Administration budgetary
limits, use relevant programs and authorities to:

i) prevent the introduction of invasive species;

i) detect and respond rapidly to and control populations of such species in a cost
effective and environmentally sound manner;

iii) monitor invasive species populations accurately and reliably; and

iv) provide for restoration of native species and habitat conditions in ecosystems that

have been invaded.”
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4.13.2.3 Wildlife

ADOT, AGFD, FHWA, and representatives from other agencies completed a Wildlife Linkages
Assessment to address important wildlife movement corridors in Arizona. The Gila River, at the
southern end of the project area, falls within Wildlife Linkage 151— Gila/Salt River Corridor
Granite Reef Dam—Gillespie Dam, as defined by the Wildlife Linkages Assessment. The wildlife
habitat throughout most of the Study Area is of low to moderate quality because of development
and active agriculture in the corridor. Aside from native vegetation along the Gila River, wildlife
habitat consists of active and fallow agricultural fields and small groupings of nonnative trees and
shrubs. Small reptiles, including lizards and snakes, and mammals such as rabbits, coyotes, and
rodents are expected to inhabit these areas. The Salt and Lower Gila Rivers Ecosystem Important
Bird Area (IBA) runs east and west along the southern portion of the study area; and resident
birds include red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Gambel’s quail (Lophortyx gambelii), mourning
dove, (Zenaidura macroura), and roadrunner (Geococcux californianus) (Turner and Brown 1994).

4.13.2.4 State Sensitive Species

The AGFD On-line Environmental Review Tool was accessed as part of the 2013 Biological Review
and produced a list of special status species known to occur in the project vicinity. As part of the
environmental review process, a letter describing the project was sent to the AGFD to inform
them of the project and to solicit comments. The letter requested any specific concerns,
suggestions or recommendations the agency may have related to the project. The AGFD tool
included a list of special species known to occur within the 3 miles of the project area; the yellow-
billed cuckoo, the Southwestern willow flycatcher, the Yuma clapper rail, the Western burrowing
owl, the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), the least bittern (Ixobrychus exilis); and the
California leaf-nosed bat (Macrotus californicus).

AGFD, in its response, did not include any species-specific concerns related to the project, but it
did identify the desire to continue working with ADOT during the design of the roadway.

The AGFD On-line Environmental Review Tool was accessed again on September 28, 2017
(Appendix E). The list from the 2017 inquiry included the following updates to the approved
February 2013 Biological Review document:

e The Mojave Desert tortoise population (Gopherus agassizii) is not listed under the Candidate
Conservation Agreement (CCA).

e The Sonoran Desert Tortoise population (Gopherus morafkai) is listed under the CCA, and as
Sensitive under the United States Forest Service (USFS) and the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM).

e The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) Sonoran Desert population was listed as Sensitive
under the USFS and BLM.

According to the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Mojave Desert Tortoise population
(Gopherus agassizii) is considered threatened. AGFD distribution data place the Mojave Desert
tortoise in the area north and west of the Colorado River. USFWS range maps for the Desert
Tortoise indicate its presence along the western border of the state, near Yuma, Arizona and
Blythe, California. The project is located approximately 135 miles east-northeast of Yuma placing
it significantly outside the Mojave Desert tortoise population range.
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The USFWS range maps for the Sonoran Desert Tortoise (Gopherus morafkai) place it within the
project area boundaries. ADOT is a signatory of the CCA listing of the Sonoran Desert Tortoise
established June 19, 2015. USFWS announced a 12-month finding on October 6, 2015 [Docket
No. FWS-R2-ES-2015-0150; 4500030113] stating that listing the Sonoran Desert Tortoise was not
warranted; the species is still considered ‘Not Listed’. According to USFWS, suitable habitat for
the Sonoran Desert tortoise includes Sonoran Desertscrub and Semidesert Grassland, preferably
in rocky slopes and bajadas from 900-4,200 feet elevation. The Sonoran Desert tortoise most
often occurs in paloverde-mixed cacti associations, but has been documented in semi-desert
grassland, interior chaparral, oak woodland, ponderosa-pine dominated coniferous forests, and
thorn-scrub habitats. Incised washes are important features for sheltering in lower elevation
habitat. Distribution is generally south and east of the Colorado River, in the central and western
parts of Arizona and into northwestern Mexico. Due to high human traffic, the project area does
not contain suitable habitat for the Sonoran Desert Tortoise; therefore, impacts are not
anticipated.

The approved February 2013 Biological Review reported that the bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus) is known to forage along the Gila River and pass over the project area while in
transit between perching sites, foraging areas, or nesting sites. The Biological Review determined
that project-related construction may impact bald eagle movement patterns but will not impact
any nesting sites.

4.13.2.5 Threatened/Endangered and Sensitive Species

A qualified biologist reviewed the USFWS list of endangered, threatened, proposed, and
candidate species, as defined by the Endangered Species Act (ESA), for Maricopa County (USFWS
2013) to determine which listed species may occur in the Study Area. The ESA was enacted to
“protect and recover imperiled species and ecosystems upon which they depend”; and species
listed under the ESA are either endangered (in danger of extinction) or threatened (likely to
become endangered in foreseeable future). Seventeen USFWS sensitive species are listed as
being found within three miles of the project area. The AGFD species list provides documented
occurrences within two to three miles. Only one species (Sprague’s pipit), was found to have
suitable or occupied habitat within the project area. According to the Biological Review, the
project would have no effect on this species or its habitat. Subsequent to the 2013 Biological
Review, the Sprague’s pipit was delisted as a Candidate species. Table 50 shows the USFWS
species listed within Maricopa and an evaluation of effects (2013 Biological Review).

An updated species list! for the project area was obtained from the USFWS on November 16,
2017. The list included seven threatened, endangered, or candidate species that should be
evaluated for the project area. The species include the Lesser Long-nosed Bat (Leptonycteris
curasoae yerbabuenae), Sonoran Pronghorn (Antilocapra americana sonoriensis), California Least

1 “The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is providing this list under section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act (Act)
of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). The list you have generated identifies threatened, endangered,
proposed, and candidate species, and designated and proposed critical habitat, that may occur within one or more
delineated United States Geological Survey 7.5 minute quadrangles with which your project polygon intersects. Each
guadrangle covers, at minimum, 49 square miles. In some cases, a species does not currently occur within a
guadrangle but occurs nearby and could be affected by a project.”
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Tern (Sterna antillarum browni), Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus),
Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus), Yuma Clapper Rail (Rallus longirostris yumanensis),
and Roundtail Chub (Gila robusta), all of which were addressed in the February 2013 submittal.
None of the species have the potential to occur in the project area since the area has minimal
natural habitat due to human traffic and development. This project would have no effect on the
species. The Yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) status was updated on November 3,
2014 from Candidate to Threatened. Proposed critical habitat (PCH) includes approximately
546,335 acres (221,094 hectares) in Arizona, California, Colorado, ldaho, Nevada, New Mexico,
Texas, Utah, and Wyoming for the western yellow-billed cuckoo under the ESA. This includes all
of Arizona, and the project vicinity falls within the PCH of the Yellow-billed Cuckoo; however, the
area is highly developed. The Sprague’s pipit (Anthus spragueii) was delisted in 2016 and
therefore was not included on the 2017 update species list.

Table 50. USFWS Listed Species in Maricopa County and Evaluation of Effects (2013 Biological
Review)

Critical/

Suitable | Occupied | Critical Species | Suitable

Solse Scientific Name Habitat | Habitat | Habitat

Name Affected? | Habitat

Present? | Present? | Present?
Affected?

Endangered and Threatened

Echinomastus
Acufia cactus | erectocentrus var. PE No No No No No
acunensis
Arizona . .
. Purshia subintegra E No No No No No
cliffrose
California least Sterna.antlllarum £ No No No No No
tern browni
. Cyprinodon
Desert pupfish P . E No No No No No
macularius
Gila . Poe.CIIIOPSI.S E No No No No No
topminnow occidentalis
Leptonycteris
Lesser long-
g curasoae E No No No No No
nosed bat
yerbabuenae
Mexican Str/.x occidentalis T No No No No No
spotted owl lucida
Razorback
Xyrauchen texanus E No No No No No
sucker
Sonoran Antilocapra
americana E No No No No No
pronghorn L
sonoriensis
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Critical/

Suitable | Occupied | Critical Species Suitable

mmon
<) o Scientific Name Habitat | Habitat | Habitat

Name Affected? | Habitat

Present? | Present? | Present?
Affected?

Southwestern Empidonax traillii
willow p E No No No No No
extimus
flycatcher
Woundfin Plagop.ter.us E No No No No No
argentissimus
YL{ma clapper Rallus Ionq/rostrls E No No No No No
rail yumanensis
Candidate?
Desert
tortoise, Gopherus agassizii C No No No No No
Sonoran
population
Roundtail chub | Gila robusta C No No No No No
‘;f’r:;?“e > Anthus spragueii C Yes Yes No No Yes
Tucson shovel- Chionactis
N N N N N
nosed snake | occipitalis klauberi ° ° ° ° °
Yellow-billed | Coccyzus C No No No No No

cuckoo americanus

Source: 2013 Biological Review

C = Candidate, E = Endangered, PE = Proposed Endangered, T = Threatened (USFWS 2012)

1Candidate Species are not considered for potential effect

2Sprague’s pipit (Anthus spragueii) was delisted as a Candidate species by the US Fish & Wildlife Service on April 5, 2016

4.13.2.6 Arizona Native Plant Law Species

A qualified biologist conducted a non-systematic survey of the Study Area on September 28,
2006, for the presence of protected native plants. Under the Arizona Native Plant Law, rare plant
species and plant species susceptible to over harvesting are protected. The prickly pear (Opuntia
spp.), and palo verde (Parkinsonia spp.) were both found in the Study Area. ADOT did not conduct
a native plant survey for the Biological Review update in 2017. The ADOT Biologist stated in May
2018 that past conversion of native desert to agricultural fields in the Study Area, plus recent
land development further degrading the natural plant community at the edges of the developed
portions, has further marginalized any remaining native plant coverage. For this reason, a field
review was not warranted (Navarro to Scolaro, May 23, 2018).

4.13.2.7 Invasive Species

The AGFD On-line Environmental Review Tool included a standard response for treatment and
management of invasive species. The project area was surveyed on September 28, 2006, and
invasive plant species were observed in the project area. No formal survey was conducted to
identify and map the invasive plant species at the time. ADOT Roadside Resources indicated in
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June 2018 that no new noxious or invasive weed species had been documented, and that a field
survey was not warranted as long as standard mitigation measures were implemented
(Cummings to Scolaro, June 6, 2018).

Common invasive plant species that are known to occur in Maricopa County and likely occur in
the project area are listed in Table 51.

Table 51. Common Invasive Plant Species in Maricopa County, Arizona

Common Name Scientific Name

African mustard

Brassica tournefortii

Barnyardgrass Echinochloa crus-galli
Bermudagrass Cynodon dactylon
Cheatgrass Bromus tectorum
Common purslane Portulaca oleracea
Curly dock Rumex crispus
Dodder Cuscuta spp.

Field bindweed Convolvulus arvensis
Giant reed Arundo donax
Johnsongrass Sorghum halepense

Lehmann lovegrass

Eragrostis lehmanniana

London rocket

Sisymbrium irio

Mexican paloverde

Parkinsonia aculeata

Nettleleaf goosefoot

Chenopodium murale

Nuttall’s poverty-weed

Monolepis nuttalliana

Puncturevine

Tribulus terrestris

Red brome Bromus rubens

Redstem stork’s bill Erodium cicutarium ssp. cicutarium
Russian thistle Salsola tragus

Tamarisk Tamarix spp.

Tree tobacco Nicotiana glauca

Wild mustard Sinapis arvensis

Yellow sweetclover Melilotus officinalis

The project would incorporate appropriate mitigation measures to prevent the introduction and
spread of invasive species.

4.13.3 Environmental Impacts

4.13.3.1 Selected Alternative

The Selected Alternative would have no impact on state sensitive or USFWS
threatened/endangered or special species, as there is no suitable or occurring habitat in the
project area. Habitat for the Sprague’s pipit is known to occur; however, this species has been
delisted as a Candidate species on USFWS’s Threatened and Endangered Species list.

4.13.3.2 No-Build Alternative
The No-Build Alternative would have no effect on vegetation or wildlife biological resources.
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4.13.4 Mitigation

Design Responsibility

e All disturbed soils that will not be landscaped or otherwise permanently stabilized by
construction will be seeded using species native to the project vicinity.

Roadside Development Responsibilities

e Protected native plants within the project limits will be impacted by this project; therefore, the
Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside Development Section will determine if Arizona
Department of Agriculture notification is needed. If notification is needed, the Arizona
Department of Transportation Roadside Development Section will send the notification at least
60 (sixty) calendar days prior to the start of construction.

e The Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside Development Section will during final
design provide special provisions for the control of noxious and invasive plant species during
construction that may require treatment and control within the project limits.

District Responsibilities

e If active bird nests are identified within the project limits, construction activities will avoid
disturbing any active nest. Avoidance areas, if necessary, will be marked in the field with
temporary fencing or t-posts with flagging by an ADOT-approved biologist. The Engineer will
confer with the approved biologist to determine the appropriate avoidance strategies until the
nestlings have fledged from the nest and the nest is no longer active.

e If any active bird nests cannot be avoided by vegetation clearing or construction activities, the
Engineer will contact the Environmental Planning Group Biologist (602.712.7134 or
602.712.6819) to evaluate the situation.

Contractor Responsibilities

e The contractor shall develop a Noxious and Invasive Plant Species Treatment and Control Plan
in accordance with the requirements in the contract documents. Plants to be controlled shall
include those listed in the State and Federal Noxious Weed and the State Invasive Species list
in accordance with State and Federal Laws and Executive Orders. The plan and associated
treatments shall include all areas within the project right of way and easements as shown on
the project plans. The treatment and control plan shall be submitted to the Engineer for the
Arizona Department of Transportation Construction Professional Landscape Architect to
review and approve prior to implementation by the contractor.

e The contractor shall employ a biologist to complete a preconstruction survey for burrowing
owls 96 hours prior to construction in all suitable habitat that will be disturbed. The biologist
shall possess a burrowing owl survey protocol training certificate issued by the Arizona Game
and Fish Department. Upon completion of the survey, the contractor shall contact the Arizona
Department of Transportation Environmental Planning biologist (602.712.7649 or
602.712.7767) to provide survey results.

e If any burrowing owls are located during preconstruction surveys or construction, the
contractor shall employ a biologist holding a permit from the US Fish and Wildlife Service to
relocate all burrowing owls from the project area, as appropriate.
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e If burrowing owls or active burrows are identified during the preconstruction surveys or during
construction, no construction activities shall take place within 100 feet of any active burrow
until the owls are relocated.

e All disturbed soils that will not be landscaped or otherwise permanently stabilized by
construction shall be seeded using species native to the project vicinity.

e Prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities, the contractor shall arrange for and perform
the control of noxious and invasive species in the project area.

e If clearing, grubbing, or tree/limb removal will occur between March 1 and August 31, the
contractor shall employ a qualified biologist to conduct a migratory bird nest search of all
vegetation within the 10 (ten) days prior to removal. Vegetation may be removed if it has been
surveyed and no active bird nests are present. If active nests cannot be avoided, the contractor
shall notify the Engineer to evaluate the situation. During the non-breeding season (September
1 — February 28), vegetation removal is not subject to this restriction.

e To prevent invasive species seeds from leaving the site, the contractor shall inspect all
construction equipment and remove all attached plant/vegetation and soil/mud debris prior to
leaving the construction site

e To prevent the introduction of invasive species seeds, the contractor shall inspect all
earthmoving and hauling equipment at the equipment storage facility and the equipment shall
be washed prior to entering the construction site.

e The contractor shall employ a biologist to complete a preconstruction survey for invasive plant
species immediately prior to ground-disturbance activities. Upon completion of the survey, the
contractor shall contact the Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning
biologist (602.712.7134 or 602.712.7767) to provide survey results.

4.13.5 Conclusion

The Selected Alternative would principally affect agricultural and residential land where no
suitable habitat for federally listed or state sensitive species is present; therefore, no effects
would result from the Selected Alternative on these resources. The Selected Alternative could
have an impact on protected native plants in the project area; any impacts would be mitigated
by coordination with the Arizona Department of Agriculture. Potential exists with construction
of the Selected Alternative to spread and/or introduce invasive species, but mitigation would
minimize or eliminate the potential for the expansion of invasive species in the project area.

4.14 Prime and Unique Farmlands

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) (7 CFR Part 658) governs the definition and
identification of prime and unique farmland. The FPPA states that “the purpose of the Act is to
minimize the extent to which federal programs contribute to the unnecessary and irreversible
conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses.” The FPPA requires identification of proposed
Builds that would affect any land classified as prime or unique farmland before federal approval
of any activity that would convert farmland into other land uses, including conversion to ROW
for highways, such as the SR303L freeway extension. The Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS), part of the US Department of Agriculture (USDA), administers the FPPA as it relates to
protection of farmland.
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Pursuant to the FPPA, prime farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and
chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and is available
for these uses (the land could be crop land, pasture land, range land, forest land, or other land,
but not urban, built-up land or water). It has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply
needed to economically produce sustained high yields of crops when treated and managed,
including water management, according to acceptable farming methods. In general, prime
farmlands have an adequate and dependable water supply from precipitation or irrigation, a
favorable temperature and growing season, acceptable acidity or alkalinity, acceptable salt and
sodium content, and few or no rocks. They are permeable to water and air. Prime farmlands are
not excessively erodible or saturated with water for a long period of time, and they either do not
flood frequently or are protected from flooding.

Pursuant to the FPPA, unique farmland is land other than prime farmland that is used for the
production of specific high value food and fiber crops. It has the special combination of soil
quality, location, growing season, and moisture supply needed to economically produce
sustained high quality and/or high yields of a specific crop when treated and managed according
to acceptable farming methods (i.e., citrus, tree nuts, olives, cranberries, fruit, and vegetables).
Specific characteristics of unique farmland include the following:

1. Used for a specific high-value food or fiber crop

2. Has a moisture supply that is adequate for the specific crop. The supply is from stored
moisture, precipitation, or a developed irrigation system

3. Combines favorable factors of soil quality, growing season, temperature, humidity, air
drainage, elevation, aspect, or other conditions, such as nearness to market, that favor
the growth of a specific food or fiber crop.

In the FPPA regulations (7 CFR §§ 658.2-658.3), a description of land not subject to (not protected
by) provisions of the FPPA is provided:

e land that receives a combined score of less than 160 points from the Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment criteria

e |and identified as an “urbanized area” on the U.S. Census Bureau maps

e |and designated as an urban area and shown as a “tint overprint” on United States Geological
Survey topographical maps

e areas show as white (not farmland) on USDA Important Farmland Maps

e areas shown as “urban built-up” on the USDA Important Farmland Maps (consistent with the
guidance of the Nations Resources Inventory for mapping urban-built-up areas [area 10 acres
or larger without structures are not considered urban-built-up and are subject to FPPA]) land
used for national defense purpose

e private land where no federal funds or technical assistance are used

To rate the relative impact of projects on farmland, federal agencies must complete portions of
the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form (NRCS-CPA-106). This form should be used for
highway corridor projects, and the “Corridor-Assessment Criteria” are the specific criteria to be
used for the freeway. A copy of the completed NRCS-CPA-106 form is included in Appendix F. The
fact that the City of Goodyear has designated existing agricultural lands as future urbanized areas
in its Master Plan does not exempt it from the FPPA.
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4.14.1 Existing Conditions

Existing land use in the Study Area is primarily agricultural and residential. The majority of
potential prime farmland within the Study Area is found south of Broadway Road. Major crops
within the Study Area include alfalfa, cotton, and grains.

The online NRCS Web Soil Survey tool was used to ascertain the existence of prime and unique
farmland soils in the Study Area. The NRCS has designated certain soils in the Study Area as prime
and/or unique farmland. These are separated into three categories: farmland of unique
importance, prime farmland if irrigated, and prime farmland if irrigated and protected from
flooding or not frequently flooded during the growing season.

The areal extent of land in the Study Area currently in active agriculture and with prime or unique
farmland soils was tabulated. Farmland located outside the floodplain that is in active agriculture
was assumed to be irrigated land that floods only infrequently. Approximately 2,728 acres of
prime and/or unique farmland were identified in the Study Area pursuant to the classifications
given above (Figure 31).

4.14.2 Environmental Impacts

4.14.2.1 Selected Alternative

NRCS reviewed and completed Parts IV and V of the NRCS-CPA-106 on April 10, 2013 for Build
Alternatives, 2CN, 3N, and 5N, which were under consideration at that time (See Appendix F).
NRCS assigned Alternative 2CN a score of 124, which is below the threshold of 160 points
required for land to be subject to the provisions of the FPPA. NRCS scores decrease as
encroaching development displaces agricultural uses and related services and activities in the
Study Area.

In June 2018, NRCS reviewed the Selected Alternative 2CS based on the prior analysis and
determined that the farmland required for the Selected Alternative would not be subject to the
provisions of the FPPA (Yancey to Scolaro, June 8, 2018).

4.14.2.2 No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not require the conversion of Prime and /or Unique Farmlands
to transportation use. However, in the absence of the project, the conversion of farmland to
nonagricultural uses is projected to continue. Because of continuing growth and development, it
is likely that farmland in the Study Area would eventually be lost through conversion to urban
land uses.

4.14.3 Mitigation
No mitigation measures are warranted.

4.14.4 Conclusion

Alternative 2CN scored below 160, and the score for Alternative 2CS would not likely differ
significantly. It is anticipated that by the time freeway construction would begin, much of the
remaining Study Area prime and unique farmland would likely have been converted to other
uses. The No Build Alternative would not affect Prime and Unique Farmland through conversion
of land to a transportation use; however, planned development is expected to convert
agricultural land to other uses by the expected buildout of the Study Area in 2030.
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Figure 31. Prime and Unique Farmlands in the Study Area

Final Environmental Assessment SR303L, SR30 to I-10
STP-303-A(ASO)S 161 303 MA 100 H6870 01L

September 2018



4.15 Hazardous Materials

4.15.1 Background

Hazardous materials and hazardous waste sites pose a threat to any infrastructure project,
beginning with ownership liability concerns and ending with construction safety concerns. EPA’s
2002 Brownfields Act identified the appropriate steps of all appropriate inquiry for investigating
hazardous materials sites, and the ASTM International (formerly, American Society for Testing
and Materials) E1527 series standard was written to provide a set of guidelines for the
assessment of properties and the qualifications of environmental professionals engaged to
perform the analysis. FHWA has adopted a step-wise approach to hazardous materials site
analysis that conforms to the ASTM series of standards governing Phase | Environmental Site
Assessments (Phase | ESA) and Phase I-type site investigations.

4.15.2 Existing Conditions

ADOT conducted a Phase | ESA in 2016 that included a review of the regulatory history of sites
within the SR303L Study Area and a site reconnaissance by an environmental professional (a term
defined in ASTM 11 E 1527-13). The Phase provided the study team adequate information to
compare potential alternatives for fatal flaws or hazardous materials issues that may be large
enough to provide a basis of preference for one alternative over another. If the Selected
Alternative is selected, initial site assessments (ISA) are performed to assess specific sites of
potential concern along the corridor in more detail. The ISA conforms to the ASTM E1527 series
of standards and includes site-specific analysis with interviews and historic waste-stream data
analysis.

The regulatory database search obtained as part of the Phase | identified specific facilities in the
Study Area including two Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) sites (Table 52 and
Figure 32). The database search also identified more than 150 well sites in the Study Area that
are registered with the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) (Figure 33).

In 1984, approximately 9,516 barrels of unleaded gasoline were released from an underground
petroleum pipeline. The pipeline, then owned by Santa Fe Pacific Pipeline and now, as of 1998,
owned by Kinder Morgan Energy Partners (KMEP), extends along the south side of the UPRR.
Emergency cleanup efforts recovered approximately 1,056 barrels of gasoline, and
excavated/removed approximately 400 cubic yards of contaminated soil. In 1989 impacted
groundwater was discovered in irrigation well indication that initial cleanup activities did not fully
address the resulting soil contamination. In the following four years investigations were
conducted and groundwater wells were installed in order to develop a characterization report
and a corrective action plan. In 1992, a groundwater monitoring plan was initiated. From
1993-2007, soil vapor extraction occurred at the release area to address soil contamination. From
1999 to 2008, additional remediation actions were conducted to address the groundwater
contamination issues.

In March of 2008, KMEP submitted a Final Closure Request Report documenting the soils, vapors
and groundwater sampling taken at the site. The report stated that all soils had been remediated
to below residential soil remediation levels. The report also noted the data collected by KMEP’s
groundwater remediation system showed that groundwater had been remediated to the
groundwater cleanup levels, in accordance with Consent Order Z-201-99.
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Table 52. Listed Hazardous Materials Facilities

Facility Name and

Regulatory Status

Environmental

Estimated Database Listing
Distance/Direction

Location concern, Yes/No
Amcor Investments | SE Corner of Cotton usT In use Yes
Corporation Lane/Yuma Road

intersection
Goodyear Well 11 1,000 ft. west of LUST Closed No
3200 South 173" Cotton Lane & south
Avenue of Lower Buckeye

Road
Kinder Morgan 4,000 ft. west of RCRA Gasoline pipeline No
Liberty Site Cotton Lane spill — closed January
SE of 12, 2009
Citrus/Broadway
intersection on
north side of UPRR
Huhtumaki Plant 900 ft. west of RCRA Small quantity No
17300 West Cotton Lane generator - closed
Broadway Road SARA APS transformers -

active

RCRA: Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

SARA: Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
UST: underground storage tank

LUST: leaking underground storage tank

Source: Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, SR303L, SR30 to I-10 (May 2016)

On January 5, 2009, KMEP submitted its “Facility Closure Report” to ADEQ documenting the
removal of all remediation equipment and the abandonment of the monitoring, extraction, and
vapor collection wells. ADEQ accepted the report as documentation that the KMEP Liberty
Release Site had been sufficiently remediated in accordance with the applicable standards and
no further action was required.

4.15.3 Environmental Impacts

4.15.3.1 Selected Alternative

The northern portion of the Selected Alternative (Segment 1) is located along the alignment of
Cotton Lane from Lower Buckeye Road north to Van Buren Street. One of the hazardous materials
listed in Table 52, an underground storage tank (UST) located at the southeast corner of the
Cotton Lane/Yuma Road intersection, was documented as a Recognized Environmental Concern;
however, no address was given for the property and further investigation proved inconclusive. A
site-specific Environmental Site Assessment was recommended for this facility if construction of
the Selected Alternative required acquisition or ground disturbance at this location.

In May 2018, the ADOT Hazardous Materials Coordinator reviewed the 2016 Phase | and made
further records inquiries with ADEQ. In consultation with the author of the Phase |, it was
determined that there most likely were never any USTs to the east of Cotton Lane south of Yuma
Road. The area of the southeast quadrant was for many years, a Cotton Gin, with all of the
processing machinery and structures located on the eastern half of the property, and storage of
cotton bales on the western half, in the area adjacent to Cotton Lane. ADOT and the Phase |
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Figure 32. Hazardous Material Sites (2016 database)

Source: Phase | Environmental Site Assessment, SR303L, SR30 to I-10 (2016)
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Figure 33. ADWR-Registered Well Locations

Source: Arizona Department of Water Resources GIS database
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consultant concurred with ADEQ’s assessment that the USTs listed for that area previously,
should have been mapped at Yuma Road and Estrella Parkway, approximately two miles to the
east. As of May 2018, ADEQ’s “eMap” project shows the UST at the Estrella Parkway location,
and no USTs shown at the intersection of Yuma Road and Cotton Lane (Green to Scolaro, May
24,2018).

Based on this information, a site-specific Phase | for the southeast quadrant of that intersection
is no longer recommended.

The southern portion of the Selected Alternative (Segment 2) is located within active or former
agricultural farmland. The two RCRA facilities listed in Table 52 are located outside the footprint
of the Selected Alternative and are unlikely to affect implementation of the project.

Soil disturbance in Segment 2 in areas of mostly former or active agricultural lands would occur
with the Selected Alternative. It is possible that surface soils may contain residual concentrations
of pesticides, herbicides, or both and may pose an environmental concern if levels exceed
regulatory thresholds (i.e. for worker health and safety issues).

4.15.3.2 No-Build Alternative
Under the No-Build Alternative, this project would not be implemented and there would be no
effects to hazardous materials.

4.15.4 Mitigation

Contractor Responsibilities

e |f suspected hazardous materials are encountered during construction, work shall cease at
that location and the Engineer will be notified. The Engineer will contact the Arizona
Department of Transportation Environmental Planning Group hazardous materials
coordinator (602.920.3882 or 602.712.7767) immediately, and make arrangements for
assessment, treatment and disposal of those materials.

e The contractor shall ensure that appropriate Occupational Safety & Health Administration
recommendations are followed for levels of personal protective equipment (i.e. dusk masks
and protective eyewear to minimize contact with airborne dust) to be used by all persons
entering or working in the project area.

4.14.4 Conclusion

The Selected Alternative would be located in areas of mostly former or active agricultural land.
Constructing the Selected Alternative may pose a concern for worker health and safety issues
due to the disturbance of soils which may contain residual concentration of pesticides and/or
herbicides. No adverse impacts related to hazardous materials are expected as a result of
constructing the Selected Alternative. A new PISA or Phase | Initial Site Assessment would be
conducted prior to final environmental clearance.
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4.16 Material Sources and Waste Materials

Preliminary calculations indicate that construction of the Selected Alternative would require
approximately 15,350,000 cubic yards of borrow material. It would be the responsibility of the
contractor to identify any needed material sources or waste disposal sites and to provide the
environmental documentation regarding the potential use of these sites, as specified in the ADOT
Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (ADOT 2008).

The No-Build Alternative would not require the use of borrow material or waste sites. Therefore,
the No-build Alternative would have no impact relative to the use of materials sources or waste
sites.

4.17 Secondary Impacts

Actions that may induce secondary (or indirect) impacts are typically less obvious than those
identified with direct impacts. They are more difficult to quantify, additive in nature, or of longer
term in occurrence and effect. This section identifies the likely, foreseeable secondary impacts
that would result from construction of the SR303L extension south of I-10. Cumulative impacts
are addressed in the following section.

FHWA is required to implement NEPA and the CEQ guidelines under 23 CFR Part 771. The FHWA
has developed interim guidance on the analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts (FHWA 2003),
which supplements the CEQ guidance. Combined, these documents provide the primary basis for
analysis. The classification of secondary and cumulative impacts, in accordance with FHWA
guidance, is presented in Table 53.

Table 53. Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Classification

Impact Category Impact Classification Description

Type Neutral, beneficial, or negative Compares the final condition
of a given resource with its
existing condition (assumes
that the expected impact
occurs; impacts on personal
property are considered

negative

Severity

Minor, moderate, or
substantial

Considers the relative
contribution of the project
to a given impact

Duration

Temporary or permanent

Assumes “permanent”
unless otherwise specified

4.17.1 Existing Conditions

The SR303L, SR30 to I-10 Study Area is four miles in length. The northern portion of the study
corridor (Van Buren Street to Lower Buckeye Road) is 400 feet wide, passing through an
urbanized low-density area in the City of Goodyear. The southern portion of the study corridor
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(from Lower Buckeye Road to proposed SR30) is three miles wide, with an eastern boundary at
Sarival Avenue and the western boundary at Perryville Road. This area is primarily rural and
agricultural in nature. The northern portion of the Study Area has been designated and preserved
as a transportation corridor. A large part of the southern Study Area, south of Lower Buckeye
Road, is shown in adopted local and regional plans as a future transportation corridor.

Significant growth in population and employment is projected within the southwest Valley over
the next 25 years. This growth is projected to occur in the southern portion of Goodyear. Cotton
Lane is one of the arterials in Goodyear that provides a connection to I-10 and the northern
portion of the existing SR303L. The transportation facilities and infrastructure that are currently
in place within the Study Area will not be able to accommodate the level of projected growth in
southern Goodyear.

4.17.2 Environmental Impacts

Secondary impacts are reasonably foreseeable consequences of the action, but are later in time
or farther removed in distance. Secondary impacts “may include growth inducing effects and
other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth
rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems” (40
CFR & 1508.8).

The following potential impacts are qualitatively discussed and are based on reasonably
foreseeable future actions in the project area that are attributable to the construction of the
Selected Alternative. Secondary impacts on land use, social and economic resources, cultural
resources, air quality, and noise are described below; secondary impacts on biological resources,
hazardous materials and Title VI/environmental Justice are not included in the following
discussion as they were considered negligible.

4.17.2.1 Selected Alternative:

4.17.2.1.1Social and Economic Considerations

Improved access to the southwest Valley would serve to attract commercial and residential
development and subsequently new residents and employees. As a result, revenues for existing
businesses may correspondingly increase, and dollars spent could be shifted to existing, planned,
and future developments within the Study Area. Therefore, the Selected Alternative would have
a minor beneficial secondary impact on social and economic resources.

4.17.2.1.2Cultural Resources

Investigations completed within the project area indicate that archaeological sites may be
present outside the immediate Study Area. Construction of the Selected Alternative would not
increase unauthorized access to cultural resources within the project area. However, any
development that occurs as a result of induced changes to land use would likely impact cultural
resources. Therefore, the Build Alternative has the potential to result in moderate negative
secondary impacts to cultural resources.
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4.17.2.1.3Air Quality

The Selected Alternative would have minor beneficial secondary impacts on air quality because
it would improve traffic operations within the corridor compared to the No Build, thereby
reducing discharges of air pollutants.

4.17.2.1.4Noise

The Selected Alternative would result in minor increases in noise levels above threshold limits
due to the changes in land use patterns and the subsequent increase in traffic generated from
new residential and commercial development along the Cotton Lane corridor. While highway
traffic noise could be mitigated through the use of sound walls, additional development may
create minor secondary increases in noise levels near sensitive receivers in these areas.

4.17.2.1.5Prime and Unique Farmlands

Agricultural operations still occur throughout the southern portion of the Study Area. Throughout
the Phoenix metropolitan area, farmland is being converted to residential, commercial, and other
urban uses. This project would contribute to this trend and in fact would facilitate the conversion
of farmland to residential use once access to the area is improved. This would result in minor
secondary impacts. Coordination with NRCS regarding the loss of farmland would still need to be
completed; however, the value ranking of prime and unique farmlands within the Study Area
would likely continue to degrade with development taking place, and these lands would not
warrant protection under the FPPA.

4.17.2.1.6 Biological Resources

Build-out of the Study Area is anticipated to occur gradually independent of construction of the
Selected Alternative. Agricultural and undeveloped land in the Study Area is anticipated to have
already been converted to land uses that will provide minimal habitat for wildlife species. The
presence of a major freeway and associated traffic noise near this reach of the Gila River could
make this area less attractive as a wildlife movement corridor. These effects, if they were to
occur, are not expected to be of consequence; therefore, the extension south of SR303L is not
expected to result in secondary impacts on biological resources. No further consideration is
given.

4.17.2.1.7Floodplains

The extension of SR303L may cause changes in land development at select locations adjacent to
its alignment. In some instances, such changes may be within the Study Area’s designated
floodplains. Ultimately, however, incompatible land use or development within floodplains
would not be facilitated by implementing the project. Developments in the area must comply
with State and local zoning and floodplain ordinances; therefore, no secondary impacts would
occur.

4.17.2.1.8Water Resources

Development in the Study Area is altering surface water features, water supplies, and water
quality. This ongoing development, along with the construction and operation of this extension
of SR303L, would be subject to local, State, and federal regulations and permit requirements that
would help mitigate these issues. No secondary impacts were identified for water resources.
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4.18 Cumulative Impacts

4.18.1 Background

Cumulative impacts on the environment result from the incremental impact (direct and indirect)
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions,
regardless of what agency (federal or nonfederal) or person undertakes such other actions.
Cumulative effects “can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking
place over a period of time” (40 CFR § 1508.7). If an action does not directly affect a particular
environmental resource, the action would not contribute to a cumulative impact on that
resource.

Cumulative impacts include the direct and indirect impacts of a project together with the impacts
of all other anticipated past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions in the area
including those of others. This analysis of cumulative impacts concentrates on current and future
actions that could contribute to cumulative impacts on key environmental resources. Past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions considered in this analysis are the result of
planned and proposed projects developed by the City of Goodyear, Avondale, Buckeye, Maricopa
County, FCDMC, and ADOT.

A cumulative impacts analysis requires identification of temporal and geographic boundaries. For
the purposes of this EA, the temporal boundary of analysis is 2007 to 2018. The geographic area
for the cumulative analysis is the Study Area, the vicinity around it, and the City of Goodyear. All
impacts described are considered long term. Short-term effects, such as construction-related
impacts, are assumed to not contribute to long-term cumulative impacts.

For this cumulative impacts assessment, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects are considered, both transportation and non-transportation in nature. This EA assumes
that the local municipalities and county comprehensive and general plans direct the type of
development in the Study Area. This development would likely occur eventually whether or not
the SR303L project is implemented.

4.18.2 Study Area Existing Conditions and Context

Growth and development along the Study Area corridor have been significant in the past and
would be into the future. The population of Goodyear grew 245 percent between the 2000 and
2010 Census and is expected to surge to over 300,000 by 2040. The majority of this growth in
Goodyear would be south of Riggs Road and is anticipated to account for 83 percent of the city’s
population by 2040 (Goodyear General Plan Annual Report, 2010). The majority of this growth
would occur in single-family home residential planned communities. These planned residential
developments would rely on SR303L for local and regional mobility and access.

Other transportation/infrastructure-related projects are listed below.

Past Actions/Completed Projects

e The Loop 303 Outfall Drainage System was constructed west of Cotton Lane to convey
regional stormwater flows and offer flood protection to the Loop 303 freeway.

e SR303L from I-10 south to Van Buren Street was constructed and opened to traffic in
2017. From there, SR303L extends north to an interchange with I-17.
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Ongoing/Present Actions

e Construction of SR202L, the South Mountain Freeway, from I-10 at 59" Avenue south and
east to the SR202L San Tan Freeway. A Fall 2019 opening is anticipated for this freeway.

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions

e Design and construction of SR30 from SR303L to SR202L through Goodyear, Avondale,
and Laveen/Phoenix

e Construction of planned residential and commercial developments in and around the
Study Area

4.18.3 Environmental Impacts

4.18.3.1 Selected Alternative

All resources were examined to determine the potential for the Selected Alternative to
contribute to regional trends or environmental conditions (Table 54). Additional explanation of
cumulative impacts is provided for the following resources: socioeconomic conditions, cultural
resources, air quality, noise, prime and unique farmland, and water resources.

4.18.3.1.1Socioeconomic Conditions

The impacts from the Selected Alternative would be related to potential growth and the
development in Goodyear, Buckeye, and adjacent communities. As discussed in Section 2.2.1,
population and employment growth in the West Valley and south of the Gila River are a driving
force behind increases in travel demand and the need for a north/south transportation corridor
in the Southwest Valley. The results of this growth are likely to be a larger population, more
employment opportunities, and increased tax revenue for Goodyear. Any change from rural to
more urban residential land use has the potential to broaden the composition of the area’s social
and economic characteristics. The Selected Alternative would accommodate continued
economic development by providing a more efficient roadway to accommodate local and
regional traffic volumes, thereby increasing the potential for new development. The Selected
Alternative, when combined with past, present, and future actions, would improve access to and
facilitate planned development in currently undeveloped portions of the project vicinity. This
would have a moderate positive cumulative impact.

4.18.3.1.2Cultural Resources

Induced development impacts on the cultural environment would contribute to cumulative
impacts. Additional archaeological sites outside the SR303L footprint would likely be impacted
by planned commercial, industrial, and residential development prescribed by the Goodyear
General Plan. Similar impacts to historic properties could also occur. These activities would likely
result in moderate negative impacts.

4.18.3.1.3Air Quality

The conversion of Cotton Lane to a freeway would improve access to an area of the Southwest
Valley that has had only surface street accessibility. This would result in emissions that would not
otherwise be produced in that area. The localized increase in concentration of pollutants would
constitute a minor negative impact on air quality. It is not anticipated that the emissions would
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cause or contribute to an exceedance of the NAAQS, which are established by EPA to protect
public health and welfare.

4.18.3.1.4Noise

With increased urban development and construction of planned highway improvements,
including the SR303L project, ambient noise levels would increase. These noise levels could be
mitigated in accordance with ADOT and FHWA standards, thereby resulting in a minor negative
cumulative impact.

4.18.3.1.5Prime and Unique Farmlands

Extensive agricultural operations currently take place throughout the Study Area. Across the
Phoenix metropolitan area, farmland is being converted for urban uses. This project would
contribute to the trend and in fact facilitate the conversion of farmland to residential use once
access to the area is improved. This would have a minor negative cumulative impact.
Coordination with the NRCS was completed regarding potential loss of farmland, and it was
determined that prime and unique farmlands within the Study Area do not rank high enough to
warrant protection under the FPPA.

4.18.3.1.6 Water Resources (Floodplains)

Cumulative impacts to surface water would occur with an increase in the loss of permeable
surface to absorb stormwater flow and the related increase in quantity and decrease in quality
of surface runoff from continued development in the area. However, the mitigation measures
associated with the project and prior projects would result in a minor, negative cumulative
impact to water resources.

4.18.3.2 No-Build Alternative

If the freeway were not implemented, the incremental effects contributed solely by the project
would not occur. The No-Build Alternative would have minor cumulative impacts on the area,
associated with the potential deterioration of air quality due to congestion, as well as lower sales
tax and property tax revenues due to slower economic development. It would not preclude other
activities from affecting resources in a similar manner. Most of the cumulative impacts would
result from ongoing conversions of land to more intensive, urban development. These effects,
such as the permanent loss of agricultural land, would occur without the freeway.

4.18.4 Conclusion

The Selected Alternative 2CS would meet the Purpose and Need for the project. While the project
would affect a number of environmental resources, implementing the mitigation measures listed
in this EA during development, construction, and operation of the project would help to avoid or
minimize environmental impacts.
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Table 54. Cumulative Impacts Summary

Resource

Past Actions

Present Actions

Selected Alternative

Future Actions

Cumulative Impact

Land Use

Construction of highway,
utilities, and
development has
resulted in a transition
from a natural,
undeveloped area to a
more developed
suburban and rural
setting, dominated by
farmland.

Ongoing residential
and commercial
development in
Goodyear would
result in a larger
suburban, disturbed
setting.

Construction of the
Selected Alternative would
not adversely affect land
use. The Selected
Alternative would be
consistent with current
land use — a transportation
corridor —in Segment 1,
and would be constructed
on undeveloped land in
Segment 2, requiring the
conversion of some
farmland, four residential
parcels, and a small
amount of commercial
land to a transportation
use.

Ongoing private
development and
infrastructure
improvements would
continue the
conversion farmland
to residential,
commercial, and
transportation uses.

The project would
facilitate development,
with cumulative impact on
land use, due to improved
access.

Socioeconomic
Considerations

The construction of
roads and utilities has
improved transportation
access for residents,
businesses, and visitors.

Ongoing development
is expected to
increase as the
population grows.

Construction of the
Selected Alternative would
impact four residential
properties and one non-
residential facility through
ROW acquisition. Existing
access across Cotton Lane
corridor would be
maintained.

Local land
development would
intensify as the area
population grows.

Extensive development in
the area, coupled with the
highway improvements,
would result in positive
social and economic
impacts.
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Resource

Past Actions

Present Actions

Selected Alternative

Future Actions

Cumulative Impact

Cultural Resources

Development and road
construction to date
may have contributed to
the loss of cultural
resources within the
project area and the
region as a whole.

Ongoing development
may impact new sites
in the project area.

Construction of the
Selected Alternative would
result in impacts to
archaeological sites and
possibly historic buildings
that have been listed on or
are eligible for the NRHP.

Projected
development would
result in additional
disturbance of sites.

Future development,
coupled with the project
would contribute to the
further loss of/disturbance
of cultural resources.
However, it is difficult to
quantify the overall effects
due to uncertainty as to
the resources that may be
discovered throughout the
area.

necessitates increased

transportation

Selected Alternative would

of utility

Section 4(f) Transportation facilities | While Section 4(f) Design of the Selected While transportation | Development facilitated by
in the region have protects resources Alternative avoids and/or projects will be the Selected Alternative
avoided 4(f) resources from transportation minimizes potential effects | regulated by could displace public

projects, they are not | to 4(f) resources Section 4(f), private recreational facilities,
protected from development will not | wildlife refuges, and
private development historic properties

Air Quality Traffic and congestion Development is Capacity increases Traffic will increase, Regional air quality will
have introduced air increasing traffic resulting from the Selected | butimprovements in | stabilize; local air quality
pollutants to the region volumes and Alternative would relieve technology will may increase slightly

congestion that will congestion; but may produce less
elevate pollutant encourage additional truck | polluting vehicles
levels in the region traffic in the project

vicinity

Noise Increased traffic Noise Abatement Noise mitigation is Noise Abatement Incremental increase in
volumes and speeds Requirements recommended for existing | requirements will ambient noise where
have introduced higher mitigate adverse noise | development adjacent to continue to guide dense urban development
noise levels to existing impacts of the Selected Alternative; design and continues to occur
development transportation part of the project would construction of

projects be constructed within transportation
vacant or agricultural land | facilities
where noise is not
regulated
Utilities Continuing development | Utility and Construction of the Continued expansion | Increasing intensification

of land use for
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Resource

Past Actions

Present Actions

Selected Alternative

Future Actions

Cumulative Impact

landscape cleared and
converted to agricultural
land

with level farm fields
being gradually
changed by residential
and commercial
development

Alternative the new
freeway would be elevated
in sections, presenting a
moderate interruption to
the existing agricultural

development in the
Study Area would
lessen the visual
impact sensitivity
toward future

utility infrastructure as infrastructure result in minor impacts to infrastructure infrastructure as well as
well as transportation continue to expand to | existing utility alongside residential and commercial
facilities accommodate growth | infrastructure within the transportation development
project limits facilities
Visual Resources Native Sonoran Desert Open views associated | Under the Selected Continued Visual quality as well as

views within Study Area
will continue to change
with ongoing development

and residential
development reduced
the amount of
productive agricultural
land in the project area.

development would
further reduce the
acreage productive
prime and unique
farmland.

Selected Alternative would
result in the conversion of
335 acres of farmland to
transportation use.

and transportation
projects would result
in additional
conversion of
farmland to other
uses.

landscape. Less of an infrastructure
impact within already projects
developed Cotton Lane

corridor.

Floodplain Development near and Continued attention Construction of the Continued Lessening of floodplain
within floodplains to flood control allows | Selected Alternative would | development within area and increased use of
increase flood levels; for continued have a minor impact to the | and near floodplains | flood control facilities
construction of flood development near and | Gila River floodplain; will depend on
control facilities within floodplains FCDMC flood control floodplain
mitigates this effect channel was built to management and

accommodate SR303L flood control
stormwater flows facilities
Farmland Previous commercial Continued Construction of the Future development | The continued conversion

of farmland would change
the character of the area.
The project would
contribute a minor
negative, long-term impact
to this resource.
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5 Public Involvement/Project Coordination

To ensure that agencies and the public have sufficient opportunity to provide comments and to
be involved in the development and evaluation of alternatives, this study has included an
extensive public involvement program. This program began in June 2006 with scoping meetings
and continued a public information meeting in November 2006, during which input was received
via question-and-answer sessions and written comments. A project website was established to
provide project information to the public and to receive comments. The public outreach effort
was reinitiated in December 2012 when this study was reactivated after being placed on hold in
2009 because of funding changes in MAG’s RTPFP. Agency Coordination Correspondence and a
Public Involvement Summary are included in Appendix G.

5.1 Scoping

The purpose of the scoping process was to provide participants the opportunity to identify
potential issues, concerns, and opportunities (ICOs) to be considered in the L/DCR and the Draft
EA. This scoping ICO information was obtained from various federal, state, and local agency
representatives, business owners, and area residents through public and agency scoping
meetings. The following paragraphs summarize the scoping meetings held and the input
received.

5.1.1 Agency Scoping Meeting

The agency scoping meeting was conducted on June 27, 2006 in the ADOT Phoenix Maintenance
District Office conference room at 2140 West Hilton Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona. The agency
scoping meeting was attended by 24 agency representatives from the US Army Corps of
Engineers; FHWA; AGFD; ADOT Environmental Planning Group, Communications and Community
Partnerships, Valley Project Management, and Utilities; City of Goodyear; Town of Buckeye,
Public Works Department; and Valley Metro Transit. Corridor study limits and facility type were
presented and input requested on ICOs.

The ICOs identified during this meeting included:
e Separate meetings should be conducted with local jurisdictions (e.g. Goodyear).
e Thereis too much time between this study and final design.

e Maricopa Department of Transportation and Flood Control District need to be involved in this
study.

e Need to determine the ADT for the project area.
e The air quality analysis for this study would need to address MSATSs.

e It would be difficult to locate the SR30/SR303L interchange without knowing what happens
at the Gila River; i.e. how/where the SR303L may potentially extend to the south.

e The City of Goodyear has prepared a preliminary plat showing the area around the Huhtumaki
plant.
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e Thel-10/Loop 303 Tl should provide for the future addition of HOV transition ramps to allow
HOV movements between Loop 303 and I-10.

5.1.2 Public Scoping Meeting

The meeting was conducted on June 29, 2006 from 6:00 to 8:00pm at the Desert Edge High School
located at 15778 West Yuma Road in Goodyear, Arizona. Seventy-eight people signed the
attendance sheets for this meeting. Corridor study limits and facility type were presented and
input requested on ICOs. The ICOs identified during this meeting included:

e How will noise be addressed for the project?

e Will SR303L replace Cotton Lane, or will Cotton Lane run parallel to SR303L?

e Describe the interchanges on SR303L.

e Tres Rios should be involved with the project.

e There is a nine-year lag between this study and design/construction.

e Provide for a means to inform property owners when an alternative is selected.

e Transit options should be considered by this study.

e The use of Freeway Management System (FMS) cameras on SR303L should be considered.

e Request that Broadway Road be considered to provide traffic relief.

e Be aware there are Native American artifacts in this area. A person that has lived on a farm
here for 60 years uncovered artifacts when clearing his land.

e Provide the results of the air quality and noise studies.

e Theintersection at Yuma Road should be depressed. The alignment along Cotton Lane should
be positioned as far west of this intersection as possible.

e (Cities should notify developers in the area so that growth in the project area is limited.

e Details should be provided on how the preferred alternative is selected.

e Describe the information that developers are required to disclose while the study is in
progress.

e Describe the role of municipalities in future zoning.

e ADOT could purchase the Huhtumaki plant [vacant at the time of the meeting] to provide
land for an interchange.

5.2 Information Meetings

5.2.1 City of Goodyear Briefing

A joint SR303L and SR30 presentation was given to City of Goodyear staff on November 13, 2006.
Alternatives 2C, 3, and 4 were outlined, with Goodyear expressing its preference for Alternative
2C that would follow a corridor through the El Cidro development set aside per an agreement
between the City and the developer. A presentation on SR303L was given to City of Goodyear
staff on June 11, 2018.
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5.2.2 Public Information Meetings

5.2.2.1 Fall 2006

A public information meeting was held on November 30, 2006 at the Liberty Elementary School,
19818 West Highway 85, Buckeye, Arizona. This meeting was conducted to discuss the seven
alternatives under consideration, including the No-Build Alternative, and to obtain public input
on these alternatives. Alternatives 2C, 3, and 4 were identified as the alternatives being retained
for further study. The format of the meeting included a slide presentation, project information
provided by study team members, and a question-and-answer session. There were 146
attendees.

Informational flyers describing the study and proposed improvements were mailed to agency
and public stakeholders, and 10,000 door-hangers were distributed to homes and businesses in
the Study Area on November 17 and 18, 2006. Meeting advertisements were published in various
local and regional newspapers (Table 55).

Table 55. Publication of Newspaper Advertisements, Fall 2006

Publication Date Published

Arizona Republic Community Section Zone 5 November 15 and 22, 2006
La Voz November 15 and 22, 2006
Prensa Hispana November 15 and 22, 2006
Southwest Valley Sun November 15 and 22, 2006
Buckeye Valley News November 16 and 23, 2006
West Valley View November 17 and 24, 2006

The following information was provided or requests were made at the meeting and on comment
forms received after the meeting.

e Building permits are still being issued in the Study Area.

e Describe the frontage roads associated with SR303L.

e Describe the funding for this freeway.

e Provide details on the ROW acquisition process.

e Consider mass transit as an alternative form of transportation in the proposed 303 corridor.
e Consider linking SR303L to MC85 instead of SR30.

e Consider continuing freeway construction south of the Gila River.

e How will a Rainbow Valley alignment in the south affect this study?

e The duration of the study needs to account for changing development patterns.

e Rubberized asphalt should be used to reduce noise impacts.

e Extra lighting should be installed at exit ramps and intersections.

e Native vegetation should be used as landscaping to conserve water.

e Aesthetic treatments should be applied to bridges, poles, and signs.

e Meeting minutes should be recorded so study team members are accountable for what is

presented.
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5.2.2.2 Fall 2007

A second public information meeting was held on November 15, 2007 at the Liberty Elementary
School. The purpose of the meeting, which was attended by 147 people, was to present updated
information about the alternatives analysis subsequent to the 2006 public meeting. The format
of the meeting included display boards, a slide presentation, project information provided by
study team members, and a question-and-answer session.

A comparison of the engineering and environmental issues associated with Corridor Alternatives
2C, 3, 4, and 5 was presented. Based on this information, Alternatives 3 and 4 were removed
from further consideration due to roadway design and operation issues and potential
environmental impacts that would be greater than those associated with Alternatives 2C and 5.
Thus, the study team suggested these alternatives should be advanced to more detailed analysis.

An informational postcard inviting the public to the meeting and describing the alternatives
under consideration since the previous meeting was mailed to 5,933 contacts on the project
mailing list, including agency and public stakeholders. Meeting advertisements were published
in various local and regional newspapers (Table 56).

Table 56. Publication of Newspaper Advertisements, Fall 2007

Publication Date Published

Arizona Republic Community Section Zone 5 October 31 and November 14, 2007
La Voz October 31 and November 7, 2007
Prensa Hispana October 31 and November 7, 2007
Buckeye Sun November 7, 2007

Buckeye Valley News November 1 and 8, 2007

West Valley View November 2 and 9, 2007

The following information was provided or requests were made at the meeting and on comment
forms received after the meeting.

e Goodyear’s General Plan shows SR303L extending south of SR30 along Rainbow Valley Road.

e How will Goodyear’s commitment to purchase ROW from the El Cidro development influence
the SR303L alternatives analysis?

e Rubberized asphalt should be used to reduce noise impacts.

e Noise barriers should be considered where warranted.

e The water table is high in the area south of I-10, so the proposed freeway should either be
at-grade or elevated, particularly over the main east-west arterial streets.

e Many attendees expressed negative viewpoints of SR303L in Rainbow Valley.

e Support for Alternative 5 was expressed.

e Provide details on the ROW acquisition process.

5.2.2.3 Fall 2017-Winter 2018

A public information meeting was held on Wednesday, December 6, 2017 from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.
at the Copper Trails School, 16875 Canyon Trails Boulevard, Goodyear, Arizona. This meeting was
conducted to discuss the alternatives under consideration, including the No-Build Alternative,
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and to obtain public input on these alternatives. Two variations each of Alternatives 2C, 3, and 5
were shown, with the difference between the variations being the proposed alignment of future
SR30. The format of the meeting included a slide presentation, project information provided by
study team members, and a question-and-answer session. A total of 175 people signed in at the
meeting.

Informational flyers describing the study and proposed improvements were mailed to agency
and public stakeholders, and invitation postcards were mailed to approximately 20,000 property
owners, occupants, and businesses in the Study Area on November 22, 2017. Meeting
advertisements were published in various local and regional newspapers (Table 57).

Table 57. Publication of Newspaper Advertisements, Fall 2017

Publication Date Published

Arizona Republic Community Section Zone 5 11/22/2017,11/24/2017,11/25/2017 and
(quarter-page ad) 11/29/2017,12/01/2017, and 12/02/2017
West Valley View (half-page ad) 11/22/2017 and 11/29/2017

A total of 33 comments were submitted between the December 6, 2017 meeting date and
January 15, 2018. The following information was provided or requests made at the meeting and
on comment forms received afterward.

e Support for the No Build Alternative was expressed by two commenters.

e Support for Alternatives 3 was expressed in three comments.

e Support for Alternatives 5 was likewise expressed in three comments.

e Alternative 2C was supported in four comments.

e Eight commenters requested additional project information.

e Six comments expressed concern about noise, air quality, visual, or hazardous materials
impacts associated with construction and operation of the build alternatives.

e Four comments had to do with scheduling of ROW acquisition and construction.

e Two individuals commented on the public meeting venue and the presentation.

e One commenter requested additional community forums.

A community forum for the Rainbow Valley community was held on Tuesday, January 30, 2018
from 2:00to 6:00 p.m. at the Buckeye Valley Fire District Station 326, 19937 West Arlington Road,
Buckeye, Arizona. Participation was steady throughout the day. The members of this community
are in favor of advancing Alternative 3 and do not support Alternatives 2C or 5. In addition to
input and questions on the current study’s alternatives, the community inquired about future
studies that would further define the SR303L alighment to the south. The study team explained
the planning process and provided the BqAZ and MAG Framework Study websites to better paint
the complete Loop 303 picture into the future. A total of 53 individuals signed in at this meeting;
24 comment cards were submitted.

On Wednesday, January 31, 2018 A community forum was held for the Estrella Mountain Ranch
community, also from 2:00 to 6:00 p.m. at the Starpointe Residents Club, 17665 West Elliot Road,
Goodyear, Arizona. A total of 534 individuals signed in at this meeting, and 131 comment cards
were submitted. Community members expressed their support of Alternatives 2C and 5 and their
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disapproval of Alternative 3, with some attendees saying they did not want to see any build
alternative advanced. Similar to the Rainbow Valley community, members of this group wanted
to see more information than what the study team was able to share relating to SR303L
proceeding further to the south. The team provided the BgAZ and MAG Framework Study
websites to these community members as well.

A one-month public comment period was set for the December 6, 2017 meeting, ending January
5, 2018. This period was extended to February 14, 2018 to allow time for additional comments
after the community forums. A total of 218 comments were received by mail, telephone, email,
online, and in person via comment cards available at the meetings. A summary and complete
listing of input received from these meetings are included in the Public Involvement Summary in
Appendix G of the Draft Environmental Assessment.

5.3 Draft EA Review, Hearing, and Comment Period

The Draft Environmental Assessment for the Loop 303 (SR303L) south of Van Buren Street to the
proposed State Route 30 (SR30), a new freeway south of Interstate 10, was made available for
public review and comment beginning on June 12, 2018.

A Public Hearing for review and comment on the findings of the Draft Environmental Assessment
was held on Wednesday, June 27, 2018 from 3:00 to 7:00 p.m. at the Goodyear Ballpark, 1933 S.
Ballpark Way, Goodyear, AZ 85338 located at Estrella Parkway between Lower Buckeye Road and
Yuma Road. The original comment period extended to July 15, 2018. The public hearing was an
open house format and included an informational video, an interactive visual presentation, and
an opportunity to provide oral remarks before a formal study panel (three-minute time limit).
Comment forms and court reporters were also available to document input for the study record
from members of the public. Project team members were on site to address questions and
concerns.

The Draft Environmental Assessment was posted online on the project website
www.azdot.gov/Loop303southofvanburen, and copies were available for review during normal
business hours until July 15, 2018 at the following locations:

Goodyear Public Library Starpointe Residents Club  Buckeye Valley Fire District
14455 W. Van Buren Street 17665 W. Elliot Road 19937 W. Arlington Road
c-101 Goodyear, AZ 85338 Buckeye, AZ 85326
Goodyear, AZ 85338

Comments could be submitted any time during the comment period using any of the following
methods:

e Mailto: ADOT Community Relations
Loop 303 Study
1655 W. Jackson Street, MD 126 F
Phoenix, AZ 85007

e Telephone: 1.855.712.8530

e Emailto: Loop303@azdot.gov
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Online via the project website: www.azdot.gov/Loop303southofvanburen

The project web address has been published on all informational materials. Public meeting
information and project details have also been provided on the website. As the study proceeds,
the project website will continue to be used to provide up-to-date study information.

Meeting advertisements were published in various local and regional newspapers (Table 58).

Table 58. Publication of Newspaper Advertisements, Spring 2018

Arizona Republic Community Section Zone 5 6/13/2018, 6/15/2018, 6/16/2018,
6/20/2018, 6/22/2018, and 6/23/2018

West Valley View 6/13/2018 and 6/20/2018

La Voz 6/8/2018 and 6/22/2018

A total of 280 members of the public signed in at the public hearing.
Event information, live coverage, and follow-up media coverage appeared as follows:

e June 18, American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials,
http://news.transportation.org/Pages/StateDotNewsDetail.aspx?Messageld=59016

e June 27, Nextdoor, https://nextdoor.com/events/az/goodyear/public-invited-to-formal-
public-hearing-for-proposed-loop-303-south-of-van-buren-street-2213608

e June 27, Twitter,
https://twitter.com/arizonadot/status/1012087550263980032?lang=en

e June 27, ABC15 Arizona, https://www.abcl5.com/news/region-west-
valley/goodyear/adot-asking-public-to-weigh-in-on-loop-303-extension-in-west-valley

e June 27, Facebook, https://www.facebook.com/AZDOT/videos/2029401283798231/

e June 28, ABC15 Arizona, MSN.com, https://www.msn.com/en-us/video/w/adot-holds-
public-meeting-on-loop-303-expansion/vp-AAzgzdr

e June 28, ABC15 Arizona, MSN.com, https://www.msn.com/en-us/video/null/adot-to-
hold-open-house-on-loop-303-expansion/vp-AAzgtVM

e July 6, West Valley View* https://www.westvalleyview.com/news/adot-hosts-public-
hearing-on-loop-extension/article 6f61912c-8075-11e8-alec-6b9dc03b97d5.html

A video was presented at the public hearing providing information on the Draft EA in both English
and Spanish. Presentation boards, wall-mounted aerial maps of the Preferred Alternative, design
team members’ presence, and computer-based visualization provided ample opportunities to
explain the project’s purpose in the context of local and regional planning; alternatives and
design features; potential impacts on the natural, built, and social environment; the relocation
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assistance program and right-of-way acquisition process; as well as opportunities for providing
oral and written statements to ADOT, meeting the requirements of 23 CFR 771.111(h)(2)(v).

The public hearing comment period was open June 12 through July 15, 2018. During this time, 78
comments were received by mail, email/online, and in person at the public hearing via comment
cards or as documented by a court reporter (Table 59).

The Air Quality Report was finalized with the PM10 Hot-Spot analysis added based on updated
receptor placement and newer background monitoring data. Interagency consultation extended
to August 31, 2018. Upon completion of the interagency review, the revised air quality report
was posted on the project website for additional public review and comment until September
25, 2018. Two additional comments were received during this time.

Table 59. Comments on the Draft EA by Participation Method

Mail 3
Email/online 33
Public Hearing: Comment Cards 37
Public Hearing: Court Reporter 5

5.3.1 Public Comment Summary

Public comments received on the Draft Environmental Assessment at the public hearing and
throughout the comment period were tabulated by subject of the comment. A quantification of
comments by subject is provided in Table 60. (Comments that address more than one subject are
included in the counts for each subject addressed.)

Table 60. Comments on the Draft EA by Subject

Comment Category Number of Comments

General 33
Purpose and Need 1
Alignment 25
Noise

Traffic Operations
Access
Geotechnical
Programming
Schedule
Right-of-Way
Design
Environmental
Air Quality
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Of the 78 comments received, 16 addressed concerns about environmental resources, namely,
traffic noise (13) and air quality (2). The project team reviewed the Public Hearing Report and
took these comments into consideration. All of the public comments received were taken into
account as part of the decision-making process.

5.4 Other Ongoing Activities
As the study proceeds, the project website, www.azdot.gov/Loop303southofvanburen, will

continue to be used to provide up-to-date study information and to collect additional feedback
from the public.

5.4.1 Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
Pursuant to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA),
ADOT does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, sex or disability.
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Persons who require a reasonable accommodation based on language or disability should contact
Gaby Kemp at 480.215.7178 or at GKemp@azdot.gov. Requests should be made as early as
possible to ensure the State has an opportunity to address the accommodation.
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Appendix A — Alternatives Evaluation Matrix

The project purpose and need set forth the basis for the evaluation process. The alternatives
were developed to meet the project purpose and need, satisfy design criteria and guidelines, and
minimizing environmental impacts, while accounting for agency and public input.

Engineering factors that were considered in scoring the criteria for the alternatives study process
include:

e Route Length

e Roadway Geometrics

e System Interchange Configuration and Number of Levels
e Drainage Implementation

e Number of Structures Required

e Number of Service Interchanges and Their Locations
e QOut-of-Direction Travel

e HOV Connections

e Connectivity to Local Street Network

e Constructability

e Construction Cost

¢ Right-of-Way

e Potential Business and Residential Displacements

e Utility Crossings and Conflicts

Environmental factors that were considered in scoring the criteria for the alternatives study
process include:

e Land Use Impacts

e Consistency with Local Land Use Plan

e Threatened, Endangered, or Sensitive Species
e Community Cohesion

e Visual Impacts

e Archaeological Resources

e Built Environment (Historic Buildings and Structures)
¢ Prime and Unique Farmland

e Water Quality

¢ Noise Impacts

e Hazardous Materials

A matrix comparing major differentiating criteria of the six alternatives developed in the L/DCR
was presented to the study team (table below) scoring potential severity of impacts or
favorability with 1 being a low impact or more favorable and 5 being a high impact or less



favorable based on preliminary engineering and environmental assessment. Alternative 2C South
(2CS) emerged as the Preferred Alternative in the L/DCR as it is consistent with local and regional
planning, maintains local access along Cotton Lane south of Elwood Street, minimizes impacts to
4(f) resources and minimizes conflicts with the Buckeye Canal system and APS Palo Verde
reclaimed water line. Discussion of how the ratings were developed follow the table below.

Criteria 2CN 2CS 3N 3S S\ 55
Air Quality/Noise Impacts 3 3 3 3 4 4
Visual Impacts 4 3 5 5 4 4
Archaeological Resource Impacts 3 1 5 3 5 1
Section 4(f) Impacts 3 1 5 5 5 3
Local Access 2 2 4 4 4 4
Traffic Operations 3 3 3 3 2 2
Construction Cost* 3 3 4 3 4 4
Right of Way 3 4 3 2 3 4
Utilities — Canal/APS reclaimed water line 4 2 4 3 4 2
Utilities - Power Lines 3 4 3 5 3 4
Public Input 3 3 3 3 3 3
Planning Consistency 1 1 5 5 2 2
TOTALS 35 30 47 44 43 37

1 =Low Impact or More Favorable, 5 =High Impact or Less Favorable
* Major utility costs are addressed under the Utilities criterion
Source: Location and Design Concept Report, State Route (SR) 303L, SR30 to I-10, Arizona Department of Transportation, 2018.

Air Quality/Noise Impacts

Air quality and noise impacts are a function of traffic volumes. Air quality is also affected by
congestion. For Alternatives 2C and 3, traffic volumes were very similar while Alternative 5
volumes were over 10% higher. Congestion at intersections was also greater for alternative 5.
Based upon the increased traffic volumes and congestion, Alternative 5 scored higher for Air
Quality and Noise impacts.

Visual Impacts

Visual impacts are evaluated based upon the built environment and setting integrity. The area
between Van Buren Street and MC85 has experienced rapid growth over the past 15 years. The
elevated-to-at-grade SR303L is considered to have greater impacts to residential land uses than
to commercial and industrial uses. All three alternatives were scored equally through this
segment. South of MC85 the Study Area is mainly agricultural with farmsteads. Section 4(f)
resources in this area are adversely affected by the three alternatives that align SR30 farther
north, i.e. the Buckeye Canal Farmstead Historic District and the Buckeye Canal Upper Zanjero
House. Alternatives 3S and 5S move the SR30 alignment further away from the Upper Zanjero
House but are still close to the Buckeye Canal Farmstead. Alternative 3S and 3N places their 5-
level stacked interchanges very close to both of these resources increasing its visual impacts.
Alternative 2CS is farthest away from these sensitive resources.



Archaeological Resource Impacts

Detailed archaeological analysis was undertaken for all six Build Alternatives to determine their
likelihood to adversely affect archaeological resources. Known archaeological sites were
weighted in the scoring based on their eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places, as well as their relative significance; i.e., impacts to a habitation site were ranked higher
(more severe) that impacts to an artifact scatter. Alternative 2CS and 5S were determined to
have the least impacts to the resources while Alternative 3N and 5N had the most.

Section 4(f) Impacts

The Build Alternatives’ effects on historic resources were ranked, not only physical impacts but
other, lasting consequences of building near a protected resource; e.g., visual and audio
intrusion on the property.

Local Access

Maintaining local access and establishing access control is an important factor in the L/DCR
analysis. Local access between Van Buren Street to Lower Buckeye Road is the same for
Alternatives 2C, 3 and 5. South of Lower Buckeye Road Alternatives 3 and 5 continue parallel to
existing Cotton Lane after the frontage roads to and from the north merge back to existing
Cotton Lane. This creates an access issue to properties on the west side of Cotton Lane. The
ramps and/or freeway would need to remain elevated to provide access crossing via bridge or
large box structure. For this reason, Alternative 2C was scored more favorable than
Alternatives 3 and 5.

Traffic Operations

Traffic volumes and operations for Alternatives 2C and 3 were very similar while Alternative 5
volumes were over 10% higher. Based upon Alternative 5’s ability to attract higher volumes
while maintaining adequate levels of service, Alternative 5 was scored as more favorable than
Alternatives 2C and 3.

Construction Costs

In analyzing construction costs, the relocations/protections of major utilities were not included,
instead they were identified as their own criterion. Construction costs include earthwork,
paving, drainage features, bridges/structures, signing, marking, signals landscaping, walls and
other roadway appurtenances. The differences in construction costs for all alternatives were in
arange of 5%. Alternatives 3N, 5N and 5S costs were at the higher range due to a greater
overall square footage of bridge structures.



Right of Way

Differences in right of way costs for all alternatives were in a range of 36%. Alternative 3N was
the lowest cost while Alternative 2CS and 5S were the highest. All estimates included the cost
for acquiring portions of property owned by the City of Goodyear south of Lower Buckeye Road.

Canal/APS Reclaimed Water Line

All canal crossings are to be grade separated to allow for maintenance; however, APS requires
the reclaimed water line that lies within the canal right of way to be encased when within the
proposed freeway right of way. The ratings are based on the length of encasement necessary.
Work to encase the pipe is limited to the time when the water line is shut down for other
planned, yearly maintenance periods. Generally only 500-feet of encasement can be
accomplished in a shutdown. The southern alignment alternatives have approximately 1400
feet of potential impacts , one half to one quarter the potential impact as the northern
alternatives.

SRP/APS/WAPA Power Lines

This criterion evaluates the potential impacts to major transmission lines, 230kV and above. As
the impact to the APS 230KV line crossing Cotton Lane between Lower Buckeye Road and
Elwood Street is the same for all alternatives it is excluded from the ranking evaluation. The
evaluation considers the length of required adjustment, number of poles/towers impacted and
need for new powerline easement. The northern alignment alternatives have limited impact to
the powerlines except for the crossing near Perryville Road and any southern extension of the
SR303 south of SR30. The southern alignment alternatives impact the power lines at SR30 and
cotton Lane and SR303/SR30 interchange area. impacting approximately two to four sets of
additional poles/towers. Alternative 3S requires more vertical and horizontal adjustments..

Public Input

Public meetings were held to gather input from the public and other interested parties. Public
input and questions for this project have centered around noise walls, elevation of the
proposed facility, timing for construction, and which direction the SR303L will go south of
Lower Buckeye Road. Residents from the area southwest of Lower Buckeye Road and Cotton
Lane preferred Alternative 3 while residents to the south preferred alternative 2C or 5. Agency
input was also received from local municipalities, the county, as well as state agencies. Their
input and questions included project timing, impacts to utilities and developments, access
considerations, and which direction SR303L will go south of Lower Buckeye Road. All agencies
have expressed a preference for Alternative 2C.

Planning Consistency

Several long-range planning efforts have been completed that include the SR303L and SR30.
Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) completed two studies, Interstate 10 —
Hassayampa Valley Roadway Framework Study and Interstate 8 and Interstate 10 Hidden Valley
Transportation Framework Study. Also, the City of Goodyear’s planning documents identify



corridors for the SR303L and SR30. Alternative 2C is consistent with these studies. Alternative
5 is mostly consistent except for the directional ramps that will connect the north leg of SR303L
to the east leg of SR30 which continue down Cotton Lane to the SR30. Alternative 3 is not
consistent with local or regional planning.



Appendix B -- Programmatic Agreement

PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT
AMONG
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
ARIZONA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
ARIZONA STATE LAND DEPARTMENT
ARIZONA STATE MUSEUM
CITY OF GOODYEAR
MARICOPA COUNTY
AK CHIN INDIAN COMMUNITY
GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY
HOPI TRIBE
PASCUA YAQUI TRIBE
SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE
SALT RIVER PIMA-MARICOPA INDIAN COMMUNITY
TOHONO O’ODHAM NATION
YAVAPAI-APACHE NATION

REGARDING THE TREATMENT OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES ALONG THE
ESTRELLA FREEWAY, AN EXTENSION OF THE STATE ROUTE 303 LOOP,
EXTENDING FROM VAN BUREN STREET SOUTH OF INTERSTATE 10,
SOUTH TO MARICOPA COUNTY ROUTE 85 AND THE FUTURE STATE
ROUTE 30 IN GOODYEAR, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA,
STP-303-A(ASO)

303 MA 100 H6870 01L

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department
of Transportation are proposing to extend the existing State Route (SR) 303 Loop (SR
303L) west of Phoenix, to be located between Van Buren Street south of Interstate 10 (I-
10) and Maricopa County Route 85 (MC 85) and the future proposed SR 30 in the City of
Goodyear (Goodyear) as well as unincorporated portions of Maricopa County, a
federally-funded project in Maricopa County, Arizona (hereafter referred to as “the
Project”); and

WHEREAS, the area of potential effects (APE) for this project is defined as new rights-
of-way (ROW) and temporary construction easements (TCESs) along whichever
alternative alignment is selected for construction along with the area within %-mile of the
outer boundary of that alignment where historic properties could be affected by visual,
auditory, or atmospheric intrusions; and

WHEREAS, construction would occur on privately owned lands to be purchased by
ADOT, municipal property owned by Goodyear, and county property to be acquired by
ADOT from Maricopa County, and easement to by acquired by ADOT from the Arizona
State Land Department (ASLD; and
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WHEREAS, the proposed Project may have an effect upon historic properties, which are
defined as “any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included
in, or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NHPA), including
artifacts, records, and material remains related to such a property or resource” (National
Historic Preservation act [NHPA] 16 U.S.C. 470w, Title 111, Section 301 [5]); and

WHEREAS, the proposed Project may have an effect upon as yet unidentified
subsurface archaeological resources; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Project may have an effect on yet to be assessed historic
buildings, structures, or districts; and

WHEREAS, the proposed project may have an effect upon as yet unidentified traditional
cultural properties (TCPs), which are defined as places that are “eligible for inclusion in
the National Register because of [their] association with cultural practices or beliefs of a
living community that (a) are rooted in that community’s history, and (b) are important in
maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the community” (National Park Service
National Register Bulletin 38: Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Traditional
Properties); and

WHEREAS, in their role as lead federal agency, FHWA has consulted with the Arizona
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800, regulations
implementing Section 106 of the NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470f) as revised in 2004; and

WHEREAS, SHPO is authorized to enter into this programmatic agreement (PA) in
order to fulfill its role of advising and assisting Federal agencies in carrying out their
Section 106 responsibilities under the following federal statutes: Sections 101 and 106 of
the NHPA of 1996, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 470f, and pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800,
regulations implementing Section 106, at 800.2(c)(1)(i) and 800.6(b); and

WHEREAS, SHPO is authorized to advise and assist federal and state agencies in
carrying out their historic preservation responsibilities and cooperate with these agencies
under A.R.S. 41-511.04(D)(4); and

WHEREAS, ADOT and ASLD are required to consider effects on historic properties
and human remains or funerary objects pursuant to the Arizona Historic Preservation Act
of 1982 as amended through 2000 (ARS 41-861 through 41-865; and

WHEREAS, ADOT, acting as agent for FHWA, has participated in consultation and has
been invited to be a signatory to this PA; and

WHEREAS, FHWA has consulted with the SHPO, ASLD, the Arizona State Museum
(ASM), Goodyear, and Maricopa County; and
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WHEREAS, the Native American groups that may attach religious or cultural
importance to affected properties have been consulted [pursuant to 36 CFR 800.2
©(2)(i1)(A-f)], and the Ak Chin Indian Community, the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua-Yaqui
Tribe, the San Carlos Apache Tribe (SCAT), the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian
Community (SRPMIC), the Tohono O’odham Nation (TON), and the Yavapai-Apache
Nation (YAN)have been invited to be concurring parties to this Agreement; and

WHEREAS, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) was invited to be a
signatory to this PA but declined participation; and

WHEREAS, by their signature all parties agree that the regulations specified in the
ADOT document, “ADOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction”
(Section 104.12, 2000) will account for the cultural resources in potential materials
sources used in Project construction; and

WHEREAS, an agreement regarding the treatment and disposition of human remains,
associated funerary objects, and objects of cultural patrimony will be developed by the
Arizona State Museum (ASM) for state, county, municipal, and private land; and

WHEREAS, testing and data recovery necessitated by the Project, located on state,
county, municipal, and private land must be permitted by the Arizona State Museum
pursuant to A.R.S. 41-842; and

NOW, THEREFORE, all parties agree that upon FHWA’s decisions to proceed with the
Project, FHWA shall ensure that the following stipulations are implemented in order to
take into account the effects of the Project on historic properties, and that these
stipulations shall govern the Project and all of its parts until this Agreement expires or is
terminated.

Stipulations
FHWA will ensure that the following measures are carried out.
1. Construction Plans and Documents Submittal

Upon receipt by ADOT, notice will be given to the consulting parties that copies
of the plans and related documents pertaining to this undertaking including the
30%, 60% and 95% draft construction documents, and the design concept reports
are available for inspection; copies will be provided to those consulting parties
that request them for review and comment. The consulting parties will have 10
calendar days from receipt of ADOT notice to indicate they wish to receive copies
of construction documents and 30 calendar days from receipt of construction
documents to review the documents and respond.
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2. ldentification of the APE and Additional Inventory Surveys

ADOT, on behalf of FHWA, and in consultation with all parties to this PA, shall
ensure that the APE as defined above is refined as the alternative selection process
proceeds and as construction plans are further developed. ADOT, on behalf of
FHWA, shall also ensure that previously identified cultural resources are assessed
for NRHP eligibility in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4, as appropriate, and that
new inventory surveys of the Project APE include identification of all cultural
resources and result in determinations of NRHP eligibility in accordance with 36
CFR 800.4. Should any party to this Agreement disagree with FHWA and ADOT
regarding eligibility, the SHPO shall be consulted and resolution sought within 30
calendar days. If FHWA and SHPO disagree on eligibility, FHWA shall request a
formal determination from the Keeper of the National Register.

3. ldentification, Evaluation, Documentation, and Mitigation of Impacts to
Traditional Cultural Properties

FHWA in consultation with all parties to this PA, shall ensure that consultation
with the Native American groups that may attach religious or cultural importance
to affected properties will continue in order to identify, evaluate, document, and
mitigate possible impacts to TCPs according to National Park Service National
Register Bulletin #38: Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Traditional
Properties.

4. Geotechnical Investigations

Because geotechnical investigations may effect historic properties within the
APE, ADOT on behalf of FHWA, will ensure that historic properties be avoided
by geotechnical investigations wherever possible. Geotechnical investigations
beyond the boundaries of historic properties may proceed without consultation. In
the event that historic properties cannot be avoided, ADOT, in consultation with
the consulting parties, shall determine appropriate treatment. Data recovery at
geotechnical investigation locations requires a Treatment Plan, as described
below, be developed. Monitoring at geotechnical locations within historic
properties is to be conducted in accordance with the Project-wide Monitoring and
Discovery Plan described below. Geotechnical investigations outside the
boundaries of historic properties may proceed prior to the completion of any data
recovery required at other locations.

5. Development of Treatment Plans

If mitigation measures are required to ensure that historic properties are treated in
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties, a treatment Plan will be developed and submitted by ADOT,
on behalf of FHWA, to all parties to this PA for 30 calendar days’ review. For
treatment of archaeological sites, the Plan will be consistent with the Secretary of
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the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological Documentation (48
FR 44734-37). Unless any signatory or concurring party objects to the Plan within
30 calendar days after receipt of the Plan, ADOT, on behalf of FHWA, shall
ensure that it is implemented prior to construction.

6. Archaeological Treatment Plans will specify:

a) The properties or portions of properties where archaeological testing or data
recovery is to be carried out. Also, it will specify any property or portion of a
property that would be destroyed or altered without treatment;

b) The results of previous research relevant to the property, and the treatment
objectives, with an explanation of their relevance and importance;

c) The field and laboratory analysis methods to be used (as appropriate), with an
explanation of their relevance to the research objectives;

d) The methods to be used in analysis, data management, and dissemination of
data to the professional community and the public, including a proposed
schedule for project tasks, and for the submission of draft and final reports or
other documentation (as appropriate) to consulting parties;

e) The proposed disposition and curation of recovered materials and records in
accordance with ARS 41-844;

f) A protocol for the treatment of human remains, in the event that such remains
are discovered, describing methods and procedures for the recovery, inventory,
treatment, and disposition of human remains, funerary objects, and objects of
cultural patrimony. This protocol will reflect concerns and/or conditions
identified as a result of consultations among parties to this PA and will be in
accordance with the burial agreement developed by ASM for state, county,
municipal, and private lands.

7. Non-archaeological Treatment Plans will specify:

a) The properties or portions of properties for which treatment (for example,
photographic and archival documentation) is to be carried out. Also, it will
specify any property or portion of a property that would be destroyed or altered
without treatment;

b) The results of previous research relevant to the property, and the treatment
objectives, with an explanation of their relevance and importance;
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c) The field and archival methods (for example, Historic American Buildings
Survey [HABS] or Historic American Engineering Record [HAER]
documentation) to be used (as appropriate), with an explanation of their
relevance to the treatment objectives;

d) The methods to be used in analysis, data management, and dissemination of
data to the professional community and the public, including a proposed
schedule for project tasks and for the submission of draft and final reports or
other documentation (as appropriate) to consulting parties;

¢) The proposed place where documentation will be archived/filed (for example,
Library of Congress, Arizona State Library and Archives, State Historic
Preservation Office).

8. Development of a Monitoring and Discovery Plan

ADOT, on behalf of FHWA, will ensure that a Project-wide Monitoring and
Discovery Plan is developed. The Plan will specify the procedures for monitoring,
evaluating, and treating discoveries of unexpected or newly identified properties
during planning or construction of the Project, including consultation with other
parties; Unless any signatory or concurring party objects to the Plan within 30
calendar days after receipt of the Plan, ADOT, on behalf of FHWA, shall ensure
that it is implemented prior to construction.

9. Review and comment on Treatment Plans and Monitoring and Discovery Plans

(@ Upon receipt of a draft Plan, ADOT, on behalf of FHWA, will review and
subsequently submit such documents concurrently to all consulting parties for
review. All consulting parties will have 30 calendar days from receipt to review
and provide comments to ADOT. All comments shall be in writing with copies
provided to the other consulting parties. Lack of response within this review
period will be taken as concurrence with the subject Plan.

(b) If revisions to the subject Plan are made all consulting parties will have 20
calendar days from receipt to review the revisions and provide comments to
ADQOT. Lack of response within this review period will be taken as concurrence
with the subject Plan.

(c) Once the subject Plan is determined adequate by all parties (with SHPO
concurrence), ADOT, on behalf of FHWA, shall issue authorization to proceed
with the implementation of the subject Plan plan, subject to obtaining any and all
necessary permits.

(d) Final versions of the subject Plan will be provided to all consulting parties.
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10. Review and Comment on Preliminary Report of Findings

a) Following completion of fieldwork related to archaeological testing, data
recovery, or other treatment, the institution, firm, or consultant responsible for
the work will prepare and submit a brief (generally no more than 5-10 pages
including illustrations) Preliminary Report of Findings.

b) Following receipt of a draft of the Preliminary Report of Findings, ADOT, on
behalf of FHWA, will review and subsequently submit such documents
concurrently to all consulting parties for review. All consulting parties will have
30 calendar days from receipt to review and provide comments to ADOT. All
comments shall be in writing with copies provided to the other consulting parties.
Lack of response within this review period will be taken as concurrence with the
Report.

c) If revisions to the Preliminary Report of Findings are made, all consulting
parties have 10 calendar days from receipt to review the revisions and provide
comments to ADOT. Lack of response within this review period will be taken as
concurrence with the Report.

d) Once the Preliminary Report of Findings has been accepted as a final
document, ADOT, on behalf of FHWA, will notify appropriate Project
participants that construction may proceed.

e) Final versions of the Preliminary Report of Findings will be provided to all
consulting parties.

11. Review and Comment on Treatment Reports

a) (a) Following completion of any mitigative treatment, a Report will be
prepared incorporating all appropriate data analyses and interpretations.
ADOT, on behalf of FHWA, will review and subsequently submit such
documents concurrently to all consulting parties for review and comment. All
consulting parties will have 30 calendar days from receipt to review and provide
comments to ADOT. All comments shall be in writing with copies provided to
the other consulting parties. Lack of response within this review period will be
taken as concurrence with the Report.

b) If revisions to the Report are made, all consulting parties will have 20 calendar
days from receipt to review the revisions and provide comments to ADOT. Lack
of response within this review period will be taken as concurrence with the
Report.
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12. Standards for Survey, Testing, Data Recovery, Monitoring, or Other Treatment

All historic preservation work carried out pursuant to this Agreement shall be
carried out by or under the supervision of a person, or persons, meeting at a
minimum the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards
(48 FR 44738-44739).

13. Curation

All materials and records resulting from archaeological testing, data recovery, or
monitoring programs conducted within the APE, except as noted below, shall be
curated in accordance with standards outlined in ARS 41-844, ARS 41-865, and
guidelines generated by ASM. The repository for materials either will be ASM or
one in Maricopa County that meets those standards and guidelines. All materials
subject to repatriation under ARS 41-844 and ARS 41-865 shall be maintained in
accordance with the ASM burial agreement until any specified analyses, as
determined following consultation with the appropriate Native American groups
and individuals, are complete and the materials are repatriated or submitted to
ASM.

14. Objection by a Signatory or Concurring Party

Should any signatory or concurring party to this PA object within 30 days to any
Plan or Report provided for review or to any aspect of this undertaking related to
historic preservation issues, FHWA shall consult with the objecting party to
resolve the objection. If the objection cannot be resolved, FHWA shall request
further comments of the ACHP with reference only to the subject of the dispute;
the FHWA'’s responsibility to carry out all actions under this PA that are not the
subject of the dispute will remain unchanged.

15. Discoveries

If previously unknown cultural resources are discovered after construction begins,
the person in charge of the construction shall promptly report the discovery to the
ADOT Historic Preservation Team or specialist representing FHWA. ADOT, on
behalf of FHWA, will follow the provisions outlined in the Monitoring and
Discovery Plan. If human or funerary objects are discovered, ADOT shall require
construction to immediately cease within the area of the discovery, take steps to
secure the discovery, and notify and consult with appropriate Native American
groups to determine treatment and disposition measures in accordance with the
previously implemented ASM burial agreement. The Director of the ASM (the
Director) shall also be informed. In consultation with the Director and ADOT, on
behalf of FHWA, the person in charge of construction shall immediately take
steps to secure and maintain preservation of the discovery. If the discovery
appears to involve human remains as defined in ASM rules implementing ARS
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41-844 and 41-865, ASM and ADOT, on behalf of FHWA, shall ensure that the
discovery is treated according to the ASM burial agreement.

If human remains are not involved, then the ADOT Historic Preservation
Specialist shall evaluate the discovery, and in consultation with FHWA and
SHPO, determine if the Monitoring and Discovery Plan previously approved by
ASM is appropriate to the nature of the discovery. If appropriate, the Monitoring
and Discovery Plan shall be implemented by ADOT, on behalf of FHWA. If the
Monitoring and Discovery Plan is not appropriate to the discovery, FHWA shall
ensure that an Alternate Plan for the resolution of adverse effect is developed
pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6 and circulated to the consulting parties, who will have
48-hours to review and comment upon the Alternate Plan. FHWA shall consider
the resulting comments, and shall implement the Alternate Plan once necessary
permits have been issued.

16. Amendments
This PA may be amended by the signatories pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6 (c) (7).
FHWA shall file any amendments with the ACHP and provide notice to the
concurring parties.

17. Termination

Any signatory may terminate the PA by providing 30 day written notification to
the other signatories. During this 30-day period, the signatories may consult to
seek agreement on amendments or other actions that would avoid termination
pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6 (b). If the parties cannot agree on actions to resolve
disagreements, FHWA will comply with 36 CFR 800.7(a).

18. In the event that FHWA or ADOT cannot carry out the terms of this PA,
FHWA will comply with 36 CFR 800.3 through 800.6.

This PA shall be null and void if its terms are not carried out within twenty-five
(25) years from the date of its execution, unless the signatories agree in writing to
an extension for carrying out its terms. Execution of this PA by the signatories
and its subsequent filing with the ACHP is evidence that the Federal Highway
Administration has afforded the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation an
opportunity to comment on the Project and its effects on historic properties, and
that the Federal Highway Administration has taken into account the effects of the
undertaking on historic properties.
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Executive Summary

This Air Quality Technical Report supports the State Route (SR) 303 Loop, SR 30 to I-10
Environmental Assessment. The report evaluates the project’s potential air quality
impacts within the Study Area. This includes an analysis of whether the project would
cause or contribute to a new localized exceedance of carbon monoxide (CO) or
particulate matter (PMio) ambient air quality standards, or increase the frequency or
severity of any existing exceedance; the mobile source air toxic (MSAT) impacts of the
project; and the greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts of the project.

According to this analysis, the project is not predicted to cause or exacerbate a violation
of the applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standards. It is also predicted to have no
measurable effect on MSAT or GHG emissions. Furthermore, since the modeled Build
alternative concentrations are below the PMio NAAQS, the project does not interfere
with PMuo transportation control measures in the Maricopa Association of Governments
(MAG) State Implementation Plan (SIP) for PMuo.
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1.0 Introduction

This Air Quality Technical Report has been prepared in support of the State Route 303
Loop, SR 30 to I-10 project in the City of Goodyear, Maricopa County, Arizona.

The air quality analysis was performed based on traffic data presented in the SR303L
SR30 Traffic Report (WSP, 2018). The Traffic Report was originally prepared in September
2017. An addendum was published in January 2018 to incorporate the most recent
Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) October 2017 Conformity Model output.
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2.0 Project Description

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), in association with the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), proposes to extend State Route Loop 303 (SR 303L)
south of the Van Buren Street/SR 303L Traffic Interchange (T1) to the future State Route
30 (SR30) (Figure 2-1). The extension would complete the 40-mile SR 303L freeway in the
western and northwestern portions of the greater Phoenix metropolitan area, linking the
future SR 30 to Interstate 17 and providing connections to I-10 and US Route 60. The
ADOT 2013 Lifecycle Certification Regional Transportation Plan Freeway Plan (RTPFP)
funds the initial construction of three general-purpose (GP) lanes in each direction,
transitioning back to Cotton Lane at Elwood. The ultimate facility as defined in the
RTPFP includes four general purpose lanes and one high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane
on SR303L and four GP lanes plus one HOV lane on future SR30, with grade-separated
interchanges.

To meet the needs of the area’s growing population and increased traffic demand, the
SR303L extension is proposed to increase the roadway capacity and reduce projected
traffic congestion in the Cotton Lane corridor, improve the traffic level of service, and
facilitate the regional movement of people and goods. The proposed project is included
in the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) 2040 Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP). The initial construction of three GP lanes is scheduled in 2019. This construction
would occur within the MAG FY 2018 - 2022 Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP).

Within the Study Area, the alignment of future SR303L from I-10 to future SR30 would
replace the current Cotton Lane; an arterial street intersecting at grade with Van Buren
Street, Canyon Trails Boulevard/ Lilac Street, Yuma Road, Lower Buckeye Road,
Broadway Road, Elwood Street, and MC85. The proposed SR303L alignment would
replace Cotton Lane from Van Buren Street to Elwood Street. The project Study Area
limits are shown in Figure 2-2.

To lessen potential utility conflicts and avoid Section 4(f) resources, a variation on the
original concept alignment for SR30 was developed and applied to the build
alternatives. Originally identified as Alternatives 2C, 3, and 5 “Variation 1” in the Air
Quality analysis, the names for the SR303L alternatives with the SR30 south variation
were later simplified to Alternatives 2CS, 3S, and 5S.

Traffic was modeled for three different SR303L freeway study alignments: Alternative
2CS, Alternative 3S, and Alternative 5S. Alternative 5S was found to have the highest
impact on the traffic network based on the Traffic Report findings. Alternative 5S was
also determined to have the highest impact on air quality because it resulted in the
highest daily traffic volumes and worst intersection Level of Service (LOS). The technical
analyses presented in the Air Quality Technical Report were based on data from
Alternative 5S, and it is assumed that potential impacts from other build alternatives
would not exceed any air pollutant emissions or concentrations presented. Figure 2-3
shows details of the Alternative 5S alignment.
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Figure 2-1. Project Location
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Figure 2-2. Study Area Limits
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Figure 2-3. Build Alternative 5S Alignment
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3.0 Regulations

“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; they also are responsible for damaging property, reducing the
productivity or vigor of crops and natural vegetation, and/or negatively affecting human
and animal health. Air quality is a term used to describe the amount of air pollution the
public is exposed to.

Air quality in the United States is regulated by the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and is
administered by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

3.1 Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) direct the EPA to implement
environmental policies and regulations that will ensure acceptable levels of air quality.
Under the CAAA, a project cannot:

e Cause or contribute to any new violation of any National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) in any area;

e Increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any NAAQS in any
area; or

e Delay timely attainment of any NAAQS or any required interim emission reductions
or other milestones in any area.

3.1.1  National Ambient Air Quality Standards

As required by the CAA, NAAQS have been established for six major air pollutants. These
pollutants are: carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, particulate matter (PMi and
PMbs), sulfur dioxide, and lead. These standards are summarized in Table 3-1. “Primary”
standards have been established to protect the public health; “secondary” standards are
intended to protect the nation's welfare and account for air pollutant effects on soil, water,
visibility, materials, vegetation, and other aspects of the general welfare.

Brief descriptions of those criteria pollutants relevant to transportation projects (ozone,
carbon monoxide, and particulate matter) are provided in the following sections.
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Table 3-1. National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant e A"e'fag'"g Level Form
Secondary Time
. . 8-hour 9ppm Not to be exceeded more than
Carbon Monoxide |primary
1-hour 35 ppm once per year
primary and Rolling 3- 0.15
Lead (Pb) secondary month average |ug/m? O Not to be exceeded
primary 1-hour 100 ppb 98th percentile, averaged over
Nitrogen Dioxide 3 years
NO i
(NO:) primary and Annual 53 ppb @ | Annual Mean
secondary
. Annual fourth-highest daily
Ozone (Os) I;:é?;;zrand 8-hour 2;070 PPM | naximum 8-hr concentration,
y averaged over 3 years
. Annual mean, averaged over
3
primary Annual 12 pg/m 3 years
PMo2s5 |secondary Annual 15 pg/m? 3An:;1;;l mean, averaged over
Particle 5 Y 5
Pollution primary and 24-hour 35 pe/m? 98th percentile, averaged over
secondary H& 3 years
rimarv and Not to be exceeded more than
PMuio Is)econ er 24-hour 150 pg/m?® |once per year on average over
y 3 years
99th percentile of 1-hour daily
.. primary 1-hour 75 ppb ® |maximum concentrations,
(Sélcl)ﬁ)lr Dioxide averaged over 3 years
’ secondar 3-hour 0.5 opm Not to be exceeded more than
y ~ PP once per year

Source: EPA, https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table

(1) In areas designated nonattainment for the Pb standards prior to the promulgation of the current (2008) standards, and

for which implementation plans to attain or maintain the current (2008) standards have not been submitted and

approved, the previous standards (1.5 ug/m? as a calendar quarter average) also remain in effect.

(2) The level of the annual NO2 standard is 0.053 ppm. It is shown here in terms of ppb for the purposes of clearer

comparison to the 1-hour standard level.

(3) Final rule signed October 1, 2015, and effective December 28, 2015. The previous (2008) Os standards additionally

remain in effect in some areas. Revocation of the previous (2008) Os standards and transitioning to the current (2015)

standards will be addressed in the implementation rule for the current standards.

(4) The previous SOz standards (0.14 ppm 24-hour and 0.03 ppm annual) will additionally remain in effect in certain areas:
1) any area for which it is not yet 1 year since the effective date of designation under the current (2010) standards, and 2)
any area for which an implementation plan providing for attainment of the current (2010) standard has not been
submitted and approved and which is designated nonattainment under the previous SOz standards or is not meeting the
requirements of a SIP call under the previous SOz standards (40 CFR 50.4(3)). A SIP call is an EPA action requiring a state

to resubmit all or part of its State Implementation Plan to demonstrate attainment of the required NAAQS.
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3.1.1.1 Ozone

Ozone (Os) is a colorless toxic gas. As shown in Figure 3-1, Os is found in both the
Earth’s upper and lower atmospheric levels. In the upper atmosphere, Os is a naturally
occurring gas that helps to prevent the sun’s harmful ultraviolet rays from reaching the
Earth. In the lower layer of the atmosphere, Os is human made. Although Os is not
directly emitted, it forms in the lower atmosphere through a chemical reaction between
hydrocarbons (HC), also referred to as Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), and
nitrogen oxides (NOx), which are emitted from industrial sources and from automobiles.
HC are compounds comprised primarily of atoms of hydrogen and carbon.

Substantial Os formations generally require a stable atmosphere with strong sunlight;
thus, high levels of Os are generally a concern in the summer. Os is the main ingredient
of smog. Os enters the bloodstream through the respiratory system and interferes with
the transfer of oxygen, depriving sensitive tissues in the heart and brain of oxygen. Os
also damages vegetation by inhibiting its growth. The effects of changes in VOC and
NOx emissions for the proposed project are examined on a regional and statewide level.

Figure 3-1. Ozone in the Atmosphere

Too much ozone here...

Cars, trucks, power

Too little ozone there... plants and factories all
Many popular consumer emit air pollution that
products like air forms ground-level
conditioners and ozone, a primary
refrigerators involve CFCs component of smog.

or halons during either
manufacture or use. Over
time, these chemicals
damage the earth’s

protective ozone layer.

Source: EPA

3.1.1.2 Carbon Monoxide

Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless gas that interferes with the transfer of oxygen to
the brain. CO is emitted almost exclusively from the incomplete combustion of fossil
tu