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L ist  o f  Acron yms and  Ab brev iat ions  

µg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter 

ADEQ Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 

ADOT Arizona Department of Transportation 

AADT annual average daily traffic 

AGFD Arizona Game and Fish Department 

ASM Arizona State Museum 

AST aboveground storage tank 

AZPDES Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

BG block group 

CAA Clean Air Act 

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 

CERCLIS Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CT census tract 

CWA Clean Water Act 

dBA A-weighted decibel 

EA environmental assessment 

EPA Environmental Protection Agency 

ESA Endangered Species Act 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

HEI Health Effects Institute 

ISA initial site assessment 
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kV kilovolt 

Leq equivalent sound level 

Lmax maximum sound level measured during a reading 

Lmin minimum sound level measured during a reading 

LOS level of service 

MAG Maricopa Association of Governments 

MCGH Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway 

MP milepost 

MSATs mobile source air toxics 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NAC Noise Abatement Criteria 

NAP Noise Abatement Policy 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NESHAP National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants 

NFRAP no further remedial action planned 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

NRHP National Register of Historic Places 

PCBs polychlorinated biphenyls 

PISA preliminary initial site assessment 

PM10 particulate matter that measures 10 microns in diameter or less 

PM2.5 particulate matter that measures 2.5 microns in diameter or less 

ppb parts per billion 

ppm parts per million 

ROW right-of-way 
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SHPO State Historic Preservation Office 

SPRR Southern Pacific Railroad 

SR state route 

SWPPP stormwater pollution prevention plan 

UPRR Union Pacific Railroad (formerly, Southern Pacific Railroad) 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

UST underground storage tank 

VMT vehicle miles traveled 



 

 
Draft Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation October 2014 
SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad viii 
347-A(204)T; 347 PN 172 H7007 01L 

  



 

 
Draft Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation October 2014 
SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad ix 
347-A(204)T; 347 PN 172 H7007 01L 

Mit igat ion  Measures  

These mitigation measures are not subject to change without prior written approval from the Federal Highway 

Administration. All of the following mitigation measures apply and would be implemented in all phases of 

construction. 

Design Responsibilities 
• The Arizona Department of Transportation would perform any right-of-way acquisition in accordance 

with 49 Code of Federal Regulations 24 and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 

Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Refer to pages 61 and 72). 

• Prior to construction, the project Engineer would contact the Ak-Chin Indian Community cultural 

resource specialist (Caroline Antone at 520-568-1372) to arrange for the temporary removal of the 

roadside memorial if so desired by the family that maintains it. If arrangements cannot be made, the site 

would be flagged and avoided during construction (Refer to page 81). 

• During final design, the project manager would contact the Arizona Department of Transportation 

Environmental Planning Group noise coordinator (602.712.8246 or 602.712.7767) to arrange for 

qualified personnel to review and update the noise analysis (Refer to page 117). 

• During final design, the Arizona Department of Transportation project manager would coordinate 

relocation of utilities with the affected utility companies and residents where necessary. If service 

disruption would be required for utility relocation, the Arizona Department of Transportation would 

coordinate with the utility companies to ensure customers are notified prior to service disruption (Refer 

to page 121). 

• The City of Maricopa floodplain manager at 520.316.6951 and the Pinal County floodplain manager at 

520.509.3555 would be provided an opportunity to review and comment on the design plans (Refer to 

page 131). 
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Design Responsibilities (continued) 
• All disturbed soils not paved that would not be landscaped or otherwise permanently stabilized by 

construction would be seeded using species native to the project vicinity (Refer to page 136). 

• Relocation of burrowing owls would be added to the contract documents as a pay item (Refer to 

page 140).  

• During final design, the Arizona Department of Transportation project manager would contact the 

Environmental Planning Group Hazardous Materials Coordinator (602.920.3882 or 602.712.7767) to 

arrange for a follow-up assessment (Preliminary Site Investigations - Phase I, II, and/or III) at the high-

risk sites and moderate-risk sites to determine specific locations and severity of impacts on the design 

and construction of the project (Refer to page 149). 

City of Maricopa Responsibilities 
• The City of Maricopa would perform any right-of-way acquisition involved with Phase 1 in accordance 

with 49 CFR 24 and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 

(Refer to pages 61 and 72). 

• Prior to final design of Phase 1, the City of Maricopa Project Manager would contact the Arizona 

Department of Transportation Environmental Planning Group Noise Coordinator (Joe D’Onofrio at 

602.712.8246 or 602.712.7767) to arrange for qualified personnel to review the project design plans and 

determine the need for additional noise analysis. If additional noise analysis is warranted, the City of 

Maricopa would be responsible for preparing and submitting a noise analysis to the Arizona Department 

of Transportation Environmental Planning Group Noise Coordinator (Refer to page 117). 
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City of Maricopa Responsibilities (continued) 
• If tree or shrub removal would occur from February 15 through August 31, the City of Maricopa would 

contact the Department Environmental Planning Group Biologist (602.712.8635 or 602.712.7767) at 

least 14 days prior to tree pruning or removal activities to arrange for a biologist experienced in bird 

surveys to conduct a bird nest search of all trees that would be removed. The bird nest search would be 

conducted within 10 days prior to tree or shrub removal and would include a search for visible nests as 

well as observation of the trees to determine the potential presence of cavity nests (Refer to page 140). 

• Prior to advertising for construction for Phase 1, the City of Maricopa Project Manager would contact 

the Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning Group Hazardous Materials 

Coordinator (Ed Green at 602.920.3882 or 602.712.7767) to arrange for the Preliminary Initial Site 

Assessment to be updated. If additional assessment is warranted, the City of Maricopa would be 

responsible for preparing and submitting the appropriate documentation to the Arizona Department of 

Transportation Environmental Planning Group Hazardous Materials Coordinator (Refer to page 149). 

• The City of Maricopa would not begin final design of Phase 1 until the Final Environmental Assessment 

and Finding of No Significant Impact have been issued. 

• Prior to final design of Phase 1, the City of Maricopa would provide the Arizona Department of 

Transportation Environmental Planning Group Environmental Planner (Dan Gabiou at 602.712.7025 or 

602.712.7767) a copy of the project design plans to determine the need for an Environmental 

Assessment Re-evaluation. If a Re-evaluation is warranted, the City of Maricopa would be responsible 

for preparing and submitting the Re-evaluation to the Arizona Department of Transportation 

Environmental Planning Group Environmental Planner. 

Tucson District Responsibilities 
• Access to adjacent businesses and residences would be maintained throughout construction (Refer to 

pages 61 and 72). 
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Tucson District Responsibilities (continued) 
• Prior to construction, the project Engineer would contact the Ak-Chin Indian Community cultural 

resource specialist (Caroline Antone at 520-568-1372) to arrange for the temporary removal of the 

roadside memorial if so desired by the family that maintains it. If arrangements cannot be made, the site 

would be flagged and avoided during construction (Refer to page 81). 

• The Engineer would review and approve the contractor’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, Notice 

of Intent, and Notice of Termination prior to submission of the Notice of Intent and Notice of 

Termination to the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (Refer to page 131). 

• At least 21 days prior to construction or any preconstruction ground disturbing activities, the Engineer 

would contact the Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning Group (602.712.8635 

or 602.712.7767) to arrange for a qualified biologist to present an environmental awareness program to 

all personnel who would be on-site, including, but not limited to, contractors, contractors’ employees, 

supervisors, inspectors, and subcontractors. This program would contain information concerning the 

western burrowing owl, its occurrence in the study area, and procedures to be implemented in case of 

western burrowing owl encounters (Refer to page 140). 

• If any burrowing owls are located in the work area, no construction activities would take place within 

100 feet of any active burrow until the owls have been relocated (Refer to page 141). 

• If burrowing owls or active burrows are located in the work area, the Engineer would contact the 

Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning Group Biologist (602.712.8635 or 

602.712.7767) to arrange for a qualified biologist to evaluate the situation. The Engineer and qualified 

biologist would determine whether the owls can be avoided or if a biologist holding a permit from the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is needed to relocate burrowing owls from the project area (Refer to 

page 141). 
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Tucson District Responsibilities (continued) 
• If tree or shrub removal would occur from February 15 through August 31, the Engineer would contact 

the Department Environmental Planning Group Biologist (602.712.8635 or 602.712.7767) at least 

14 days prior to tree pruning or removal activities to arrange for a biologist experienced in bird surveys 

to conduct a bird nest search of all trees that would be removed. The bird nest search would be 

conducted within 10 days prior to tree or shrub removal and would include a search for visible nests as 

well as observation of the trees to determine the potential presence of cavity nests (Refer to page 141). 

• If regulated amounts of asbestos are found, no demolition or removal of load-bearing concrete would 

occur until the Asbestos Removal and Disposal Plan is approved and implemented (Refer to page 149).  

• If asbestos-containing material is identified, the Engineer , in association with the contractor, would 

complete the National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants documentation and submit it to 

the Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning Group hazardous materials 

coordinator (602.920.3882 or 602.712.7767) for review 5 (five) working days prior to being submitted to 

the regulatory agency (Refer to page 149).  

• If lead-based paint is found on any surfaces that would be disturbed during construction, an approved 

contractor would develop and implement a lead-based paint abatement plan for the removal of the lead 

based paint, Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure testing of the generated waste stream, and 

proper disposal of the waste stream derived from the removal of the lead-based paint within the project 

limits. The contractor would follow all applicable local, state and federal codes and regulations related 

to the treatment and handling of lead-based paint (Refer to page 150).  

• If lead-based paint is found, the contractor would submit a lead-based paint removal and disposal plan 

for the removal of lead-based paint within the project limits to the Engineer for review and approval at 

least 10 working days prior to disturbing the painted surface (Refer to page 150).  
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Tucson District Responsibilities (continued) 
• If lead-based paint is found, no disturbance of the lead-based paint would occur until the lead-based 

paint abatement plan is approved by the Department Hazardous Material Coordinator and implemented 

(Refer to page 150).  

Roadside Development Responsibilities 
• Protected native plants within the project limits would be impacted by this project; therefore, the 

Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside Development Section would determine if Arizona 

Department of Agriculture notification is needed. If notification is needed, the Arizona Department of 

Transportation Roadside Development Section would send the notification at least 60 (sixty) calendar 

days prior to the start of construction (Refer to page 136). 

• The Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside Development Section would provide special 

provisions for the control of noxious and invasive plant species during construction that may require 

treatment and control within the project limits. The Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside 

Development Section would review and approve or reject the Noxious and Invasive Plant Species 

Treatment and Control Plan prepared by the contractor and submitted to the Engineer as required in 

the specifications within 10 (ten) working days of receipt. Once approved the Arizona Department of 

Transportation Roadside Development Section would return the plan to the Engineer (Refer to 

page 136). 

Environmental Planning Group Responsibilities 
• The Environmental Planning Group would test for asbestos prior to the start of construction activities on 

any structures to be demolished or modified. If asbestos-containing materials are found, no activities 

associated with the demolition or removal of asbestos-containing materials would be allowed to occur 

until the Asbestos Removal and Disposal Plan is approved by the Arizona Department of Transportation 

Environmental Planning Group hazardous materials coordinator (Refer to page 150). 
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Environmental Planning Group Responsibilities (continued) 
• During final design, Environmental Planning Group would test for lead-based paint prior to the start of 

construction activities on any painted surfaces (Refer to page 150).  

Contractor’s Responsibilities 
• Access to adjacent businesses and residences would be maintained throughout construction (Refer to 

page 61 and 72). 

• If the roadside memorial is not relocated during construction, the contractor would contact the Arizona 

Department of Transportation Historic Preservation Team (602.712.8636 or 602.712.7767) at least 

10 (ten) business days prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities to arrange for a qualified 

archaeologist to flag avoidance areas (Refer to page 81).  

• If flagging is required, the contractor would avoid all flagged and/or otherwise designated sensitive 

resource areas within or adjacent to the study area (Refer to page 81). 

• If previously unidentified cultural resources are encountered during activity related to the construction 

of the project, the contractor would stop work immediately at that location notify the Engineer and 

would take all reasonable steps to secure the preservation of those resources. The Engineer would 

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 (Refer to page 81). 

• The contractor would comply with all local air quality and dust control rules, regulations and ordinances 

which apply to any work performed pursuant to the contract (Refer to page 106). 

• The contractor would develop a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, Notice of Intent, and Notice of 

Termination, and submit it to the Engineer for approval (Refer to page 132). 

• The contractor, upon approval from the Engineer, would submit the Stormwater Pollution Prevention 

Plan, Notice of Intent, and Notice of Termination to the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 

(Refer to page 132). 
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Contractor’s Responsibilities (continued) 
• The contractor would develop a Noxious and Invasive Plant Species Treatment and Control Plan in 

accordance with the requirements in the contract documents. Plants to be controlled would 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 would include all 

areas within the project right of way and easements as shown on the project plans. The treatment and 

control plan would be submitted to the Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside Development 

Section for review and approval prior to implementation by the contractor (Refer to page 136). 

• Prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities, the contractor would arrange for and perform the 

control of noxious and invasive species in the project area (Refer to page 137). 

• To prevent the introduction of invasive species seeds, the contractor would inspect all earthmoving and 

hauling equipment at the equipment storage facility and the equipment would be washed prior to 

entering the construction site (Refer to page 137). 

• To prevent invasive species seeds from leaving the site, the contractor would inspect all construction 

equipment and remove all attached plant/vegetation and soil/mud debris prior to leaving the 

construction site (Refer to page 137). 

• All disturbed soils not paved that would not be landscaped or otherwise permanently stabilized by 

construction would be seeded using species native to the project vicinity (Refer to page 137). 

• No construction work, including ground disturbing activities, would begin prior to presentation of the 

environmental awareness program to all personnel who would be on-site, including, but not limited to, 

contractors, contractors’ employees, supervisors, inspectors, and subcontractors working at project 

locations (Refer to page 141). 
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Contractor’s Responsibilities (continued) 
• The contractor would employ a biologist to complete a pre-construction survey for burrowing owls 96 

hours prior to any construction in all suitable habitats that would be disturbed. The biologist would 

possess a burrowing owl survey protocol training certificate issued by the Arizona Game and Fish 

Department. Upon completion of the surveys, the biologist would contact the Arizona Department of 

Transportation Biologist at (602.712.8635 or 602.712.7767) to provide survey results (Refer to 

page 141). 

• If any burrowing owls or active burrows are identified in the work area, the contractor shall stop work 

immediately at that location and immediately notify the Engineer. No construction activities would take 

place within 100 feet of any active burrow. If owls cannot be avoided, the contractor would employ a 

biologist holding a permit from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to relocate burrowing owls from the 

project area, as appropriate (Refer to page 142). 

• If asbestos-containing material is identified, no demolition of existing building or structures would occur 

until the Asbestos Removal and Disposal Plan is approved by the Arizona Department of Transportation 

Environmental Planning Group hazardous materials coordinator and implemented (Refer to page 151). 

• If lead-based paint is identified, the contractor would submit a Lead-Based Paint Removal and 

Abatement Plan for the removal or demolition of any buildings or structures within the project limits to 

the Engineer and the Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning Group hazardous 

materials coordinator (602.920.3882 or 602.712.7767) for review and approval at least 10 (ten) working 

days prior to demolition activities (Refer to page 151). 

• If lead-based paint is identified, no demolition of buildings or structures would occur until the Lead-

Based Paint Removal and Abatement Plan is approved by the Arizona Department of Transportation 

Environmental Planning Group hazardous materials coordinator and implemented (Refer to page 152). 
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Contractor’s Responsibilities (continued) 
• If suspected hazardous materials are encountered during construction, work would cease at that 

location and the Engineer would be notified. The Engineer would 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 (Refer to page 152). 

Standard Specifications included as Mitigation Measures 
• According to Arizona Department of Transportation’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 

Construction, Section 104 Scope of Work, Subsection 08 Prevention of Air and Noise Pollution (2008), 

“the contractor shall control, reduce, remove or prevent air pollution in all its forms, including air 

contaminants, in the performance of the contractor’s work. The contractor shall comply with applicable 

requirements of Arizona Revised Statutes Section 49-401 et seq. (Air Quality) and with the Arizona 

Administrative Code, Title 18, Chapter 2 (Air Pollution Control).” (Refer to page 106). 

• According to Arizona Department of Transportation’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 

Construction, Section 104.08 (2008), special provisions, and local rules or ordinances, including Arizona 

Administrative Code Title 18, Chapter 2 (Air Pollution Control),” the contractor would comply with all air 

pollution ordinances, regulations, orders, etc., during construction. All dust-producing surfaces would be 

watered or otherwise stabilized to reduce short-term impacts associated with an increase in particulate 

matter attributable to construction activity” (Refer to page 106). 
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Standard Specifications included as Mitigation Measures (continued) 
• According to Arizona Department of Transportation’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 

Construction, Section 104 Scope of Work, Subsection 08 Prevention of Air and Noise Pollution (2008), 

“the contractor would comply with all local sound control and noise level rules, regulations and 

ordinances which apply to any work performed pursuant to the contract. Each internal combustion 

engine used for any purpose on the work or related to the work would be equipped with a muffler of a 

type recommended by the manufacturer. No internal combustion engine would be operated on the 

work without its muffler being in good working condition” (Refer to page 118). 

• According to Arizona Department of Transportation’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 

Construction, Section 810-1.02, Other-Pollutants Controls (2008), “the work shall include implementing 

controls to eliminate the discharge of pollutants, such as fuels, lubricants, bitumens, dust palliatives, raw 

sewage, wash water, and other harmful materials; into storm and other off-site waters. The work shall 

include the implementation of spill prevention and material management controls and practices to 

prevent the release or washoff of pollutants. These controls and practices shall be specified in the 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and shall include storage procedures for chemicals and 

construction materials, disposal and cleanup procedures, the Contractor’s plan for handling of potential 

pollutants, and other pollution prevention measures as required.” (Refer to page 132). 

• The contractor would control sedimentation associated with construction in compliance with erosion-

control measures stipulated in Arizona Department of Transportation’s Standard Specifications for Road 

and Bridge Construction (2008). Erosion associated with the removal of vegetation would also be 

controlled in accordance with Arizona Department of Transportation’s Standard Specifications for Road 

and Bridge Construction (2008). (Refer to page 132). 
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Standard Specifications included as Mitigation Measures (continued) 
• The work would include implementing controls to eliminate the discharge of pollutants, such as fuels, 

lubricants, bitumens, dust palliatives, raw sewage, wash water, and other harmful materials; into storm 

and other off-site waters. The work would include the implementation of spill prevention and material 

management controls and practices to prevent the release or washoff of pollutants. These controls and 

practices would be specified in the SWPPP and shall include storage procedures for chemicals and 

construction materials, disposal and cleanup procedures, the contractor’s plan for handling of potential 

pollutants, and other pollution prevention measures as required. The contractor would follow all 

applicable federal, state, and local codes and regulations, including Arizona Department of 

Transportation Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (2008 Edition), related to the 

discharge, handling, and disposal of pollutants. (Refer to page 132). 

• If asbestos-containing material is identified, an approved contractor would develop and implement an 

Asbestos Removal and Disposal Plan for the removal of the asbestos or asbestos-containing material 

from any building or structure being demolished. The plan would be submitted to the Arizona 

Department of Transportation’s Environmental Planning Group hazardous materials coordinator 

(602.920.3882 or 602.712.7767) and Engineer for review and approval at least 10 (ten) working days 

prior to implementation. A list of approved asbestos abatement contractors would be attached to the 

special provisions. The contractor would follow all applicable federal, state, and local codes and 

regulations, including Arizona Department of Transportation Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 

Construction (2008 Edition), related to the treatment, handling, and disposal of asbestos (Refer to 

page 151). 
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Standard Specifications included as Mitigation Measures (continued) 
• If lead-based paint is identified, an approved contractor would develop and implement a Lead-Based 

Paint Removal and Abatement Plan for the removal of the lead-based paint, Toxicity Characteristic 

Leaching Procedure testing of the generated waste stream, and proper disposal of the waste stream 

derived from the removal or demolition of buildings or structures within the project limits. The 

contractor would follow all applicable federal, state, and local codes and regulations, including Arizona 

Department of Transportation’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (2008 Edition), 

related to the treatment and handling of lead-based paint (Refer to page 151). 

• According to Arizona Department of Transportation’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 

Construction, Section 107.11, Protection and Restoration of Property and Landscape (2008), “materials 

removed during construction operations, such as trees, stumps, building materials, irrigation and 

drainage structures, broken concrete, and other similar materials, shall not be dumped on either private 

or public property unless the contractor has obtained written permission from the owner or public 

agency with jurisdiction over the land. Written permission would not be required, however, when 

materials are disposed of at an operating, public dumping ground.” Excess waste material and 

construction debris would be disposed of at sites supplied by the contractor, at a municipal landfill 

approved under Title D of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, at a construction debris landfill 

approved under Article 3 of the Arizona Revised Statutes 49-241 (Aquifer Protection Permit) 

administered by Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, or at an inert landfill (Refer to 

page 153). 
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I .  Introduct ion 

A. Explanation of an Environmental Assessment 

This environmental assessment (EA) for State Route (SR) 347 at Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) grade separated 

crossing was prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 with the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) acting as the lead federal agency. The Arizona Department of 

Transportation (ADOT) participated with FHWA as a joint lead agency in the planning, preparation, and review of 

all technical and environmental documents. The City of Maricopa is the local government proponent, and ADOT 

would administer the project.  

According to Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 

Section 1508.9), the basic function of an EA is to describe the need for a proposed action, alternatives for 

implementing or constructing a proposed action, and the environmental impacts of a proposed action and the 

No Build Alternative. The EA also provides a listing of agencies and persons consulted. This document serves as a 

tool for FHWA and ADOT in the identification of potentially significant impacts to social, economic, and 

environmental resources and the measures that can mitigate these impacts. 

B. Location 

SR 347, locally known as John Wayne Parkway, is a state highway classified by FHWA as a minor arterial roadway 

that provides a regional connection between the Phoenix metropolitan area and Interstate 10 to the north and 

Interstate 8 to the south through the city of Maricopa in Pinal County, Arizona (Figures 1 and 2). The project 

study area is entirely within the city limits and is centered on SR 347, extending from Bowlin Road at 

approximately milepost (MP) 172.5 to Edison Road at approximately MP 174.0 (Figures 2 and 3). West of SR 347, 

the boundary of the study area extends along Edison Road to the UPRR tracks, continues southeast 

approximately 400 feet southeast of the UPRR tracks, turns south approximately 450 feet west of SR 347 at 

Maricopa High School, and continues due south to Bowlin Road. East of SR 347, the study area boundary 
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extends north from Bowlin Road approximately 100 feet east of SR 347, widens to the east just south of Desert 

Cedars Drive, and continues north just west of the residential development north of Desert Cedar Drive for 

approximately 1,000 feet before resuming east to the railroad tracks. The eastern boundary then runs northwest 

400 feet north of the UPRR tracks to just east of the Maricopa Unified School District offices, where it heads 

north to Honeycutt Road, returns west to approximately 600 feet east of SR 347, and heads north to 

Edison Road (Figure 3).  

The Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway (MCGH) is an urban principal arterial roadway that connects Maricopa to 

Casa Grande and parallels the UPRR tracks, approximately 250 feet to the north, through the study area. 

Honeycutt Road is an east-west principal arterial roadway that connects to SR 347 approximately 600 feet north 

of the UPRR. The UPRR crosses through the center of the study area. The proximity of these two roadways to 

the intersection of the UPRR and SR 347 makes their incorporation into the design an important consideration in 

this project.  

C. Project Background and Overview 

The city of Maricopa is one of the fastest-growing communities in the nation with a population that has grown 

from approximately 1,040 residents in 2000 to 43,482 residents in 2010, for an overall increase of more than 

42,000 people, or more than 4,000 percent (U.S. Census 2010). SR 347 is a five-lane urban roadway with two 

travel lanes in each direction and a center turn lane. It is the primary north-south roadway within the city. A 

number of the city’s businesses and services can be found along SR 347, and it provides connection between the 

many residential communities within the city. SR 347 crosses the UPRR tracks near MP 173.4 where there are 

currently two active UPRR tracks, with plans for two additional tracks in the future. When trains pass through 

the city, traffic on SR 347 is stopped. The nearest alternative crossings are at Porter Road and White and Parker 

Road, approximately 2.5 miles and 3.75 miles southeast of SR 347 (Figure 2). With growth in the area anticipated 

to continue, resolving congestion and train-caused traffic delays has become a high priority for the City of 

Maricopa, ADOT, and regional transportation officials. 
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In 2007, the SR 347 Final Feasibility Report/Environmental Overview (City of Maricopa and ADOT 2007) was 

published. The study evaluated five options for a grade-separated crossing of SR 347 based on the ability to 

phase construction; impacts on right-of-way (ROW), the railroad, and utilities; traffic circulation; and roadway 

capacity. The study recommended carrying three options forward for further evaluation. Both bridge and 

underpass crossings were evaluated. It was determined that all three of the selected options could be viably 

constructed with bridges; however, underpasses would not be feasible due to the potential for flooding, rail 

geometric challenges associated with building a necessary shoo-fly (alternate railroad track alignment for use 

during construction), and utility impacts.  
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Figure 1. State Location  
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Figure 2. Study Area Vicinity  
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Figure 3. Study Area 
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I I .  Purpose  and Need 

A. Project Need 

The continuing rise in regional and local traffic volumes on the roadway increases traffic congestion and lowers 

the operational efficiency of the roadway, particularly during the morning and evening commute periods 

(roughly 6:30 AM–8:30 AM and 5 PM–6:30 PM) to and from the employment centers of the Phoenix 

metropolitan area. Congestion during the commute periods is worsened when traffic at the intersection of 

SR 347 and the UPRR tracks is stopped to allow for the passing of freight and passenger trains. 

Recommendations for improvements to this portion of SR 347 have been identified and documented in long-

range transportation plans and studies prepared by the State, City of Maricopa, and Pinal County (refer to 

Section II.C). Modifications are needed to improve traffic operations on SR 347 and to address the operational 

delays created by the roadway’s at-grade intersection with the UPRR tracks. 

1. Traffic Operations 

Daily traffic on SR 347 through the study area averages approximately 31,000 vehicles per day, according to the 

September 2012 counts conducted for this study. Traffic projections for the 2040 design year based on 

anticipated growth show as many as 84,000 vehicles per day traveling on SR 347 through the study area.  

Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative measure used to evaluate traffic congestion and delays. LOS designations 

range from A (little congestion or free-flow conditions) to F (severe congestion). When the LOS on travel lanes 

and at intersections drops below ADOT’s target LOS, traffic flow is considered to be deteriorating; this results in 

uneven traffic speeds and congestion. Typically, LOS D is considered the minimum acceptable level of operation 

(Transportation Research Board 2010).    
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Tables 1 and 2 identify the existing and projected LOS for the unsignalized and signalized intersections within the 

SR 347 study area if the roadway condition remains the same. Figure 4 presents the location of these 

intersections. The existing 2012 LOS for these intersections ranges from A to F. Traffic projections based on 

anticipated city growth were used to determine the predicted LOS for the 2040 design year. In 2040, all 

intersections north of Desert Cedars would have a LOS F at some point in the day. To achieve the target of a 

LOS D or better throughout the study area, improvements to the existing roadway network would be needed. 

Table 1. Level of Service for Unsignalized Intersections  

Unsignalized Intersection 

Intersection 
Number on Map 

(Figure 4) 
Existing 2012 LOS Projected 2040 LOS 

AM PM AM PM 

SR 347 & Edwards Avenue  3 D D F D 

SR 347 & Honeycutt Road 5 D F F F 

SR 347 & Garvey Avenue 6 D B F F 

Traffic Analysis Report, SR 347 Union Pacific Railroad Crossing (ADOT 2013d). 

 

Table 2. Level of Service for Signalized Intersections  

Signalized Intersection 

Intersection 
Number on Map 

(Figure 4) 

Existing 2012 LOS Projected 2040 LOS 

AM PM AM PM 

SR 347 & Alterra Parkway/Desert Cedars Drive 1 B A B B 

SR 347 & Honeycutt Avenue 2 B B F F 

SR 347 & Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway 4 B B F F 

SR 347 & Hathaway Avenue 7 A B C F 

SR 347 & Edison Road 8 C C F F 

Traffic Analysis Report, SR 347 Union Pacific Railroad Crossing (ADOT 2013d). 
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Figure 4. Existing Intersection Configuration and Controls  
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2. Train-Related Congestion 

Approximately 40 trains on the UPRR facility cross SR 347 daily. With plans for additional tracks, railroad 

representatives have projected that train traffic may increase to as many as 130 trains per day in the future 

(Richmond 2013). When freight trains pass through town, they typically take approximately 2 to 3 minutes to 

clear the intersection, and additional time following the passing train is required for queuing (waiting lines) to 

clear, depending on the time of day. These intermittent interruptions in traffic movement cause congestion and 

delay throughout the day. In addition to freight train traffic, Amtrak’s Maricopa Station is located adjacent to, 

and east of, the SR 347 and UPRR intersection. When Amtrak trains are stopped to load and unload passengers, 

they extend into the intersection. This routinely stops vehicle traffic on SR 347 for up to 30 minutes and results 

in substantial traffic queues. Because there are limited existing north-south alternatives to SR 347 and the 

nearest requires 8 miles of out-of-direction travel, train-caused delays not only interfere with local and 

commuter traffic but cause extensive delays for emergency service vehicles and make accessing local businesses 

difficult by blocking driveways and prolonging travel times.  

B. Summary 

Improvements are needed to alleviate current and future operational delays on SR 347 and to address traffic 

congestion created by the roadway’s at-grade intersection with the UPRR tracks. The proposed project would 

(1) accommodate existing and projected local and regional travel demands, (2) provide a LOS for roadway 

capacity that meets ADOT goals for a state highway through 2040, and (3) conform to local and regional plans. 

The objective of the roadway improvements is to develop the most feasible alternative that allows traffic to flow 

without undue hindrance or delay and minimizes impacts on local businesses and residences. 

C. Conformance with Regulations, Land Use Plans, and Other Plans 

The proposed transportation improvements would comply with current ADOT and City of Maricopa design 

criteria/guidelines and with current American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (2011) 
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design criteria/guidelines, and the improvements would accommodate traffic volumes through the 2040 design 

year. Improvements to SR 347 would be consistent with the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) 

Regional Transportation Plan as well as City of Maricopa’s, Pinal County’s, and ADOT’s long-range transportation 

plans. It would continue to provide a regional connection while alleviating congestion from population growth 

and frequent freight and passenger train activity on the UPRR. The project, as identified in ADOT’s current 

5-year program, includes $18.3 million for design and ROW, and another $36.2 million for construction is 

included in the 2020–2024 Development Program. Improvements to SR 347 are identified as a high priority in 

the following planning documents, which are available online: 

• FY 2014-2018 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) (MAG 2013b) 

• Regional Transportation Plan Update (City of Maricopa 2008)  

• Regionally Significant Routes Plan for Safety and Mobility (Pinal County 2008) 

• City of Maricopa Redevelopment District Area Plan (Maricopa 2009) 
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I I I .  Alt ernat ives  

A. Introduction 

For this project, the three alternatives (Alternatives F2, F3, and F5) from the 2007 feasibility study (City of 

Maricopa and ADOT 2007) and seven additional alignments (Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, G, and H) were 

considered. Each alternative includes a grade separated (bridge) crossing over the UPRR tracks. Of the 

10 alternatives, 9 are similar in that they occur in the same general transportation corridor but are offset from 

the existing SR 347 roadway to allow for constructability (keep the road open while constructing the new 

roadway). One alternative, Alternative G, was included to evaluate an alternative corridor for the roadway. In 

generating the different alternatives, variations were developed to address potential impacts or improve traffic 

operations, but the majority of the alternatives are very similar. The alternatives were screened based on issues, 

concerns, and opportunities identified during the agency and public scoping meetings and on design 

components.  

The conceptual alignments were screened using a series of qualitative evaluation criteria created in response to 

the issues, concerns, and opportunities that were identified during the agency and public scoping meetings. The 

evaluation criteria developed are as follows: 

• Maintenance of Traffic/Constructability—Evaluates impacts on traffic during construction, and the 

degree of complication in design construction 

• Minimum Design Speed—Evaluates the design speed of city roadways (desired design speeds are 

50 miles per hour [mph] for SR 347, 45 mph for MCGH, 45 mph for Honeycutt Road, 30 mph for local 

streets, and 40 mph for the Connector Road) 

• Drainage/Floodplain Impacts—Evaluates impacts on the existing drainage conditions 

• Cultural Resources—Evaluates impacts on documented historical/archaeological sites 

• Physical and Natural Resources—Evaluates the potential impacts on protected wildlife species, water 

and air quality issues, hazardous materials sites, etc. 
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• Lane Miles/Future Maintenance—Evaluates the total number of lane miles that will require future 

roadway maintenance 

• Section 4(f) Resources—Evaluates impacts on 4(f) resources within the study area 

• Right-of-Way—Measures the anticipated ROW required 

• Utility Conflicts—Considers impacts on existing utilities 

• Residential/Commercial Impacts—Evaluates possible impacts on existing residential and commercial 

properties (e.g., ROW, existing structures, noise impacts, access) 

• Traffic Operations—Evaluates compatibility with future traffic conditions 

• Multi-Modal Transportation—Evaluates ability to accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists 

• Construction Cost Estimate—Evaluates the relative construction cost of each alternative 

Design alternatives were evaluated using one of five rankings based on the perceived response to each 

evaluation criteria question. These rankings were used to screen the initial alternatives to determine which 

alternatives should be candidates for further study (see Table 3). The ranking levels are as follows:  

Highest Impact/         
Worst Performance

Moderate Impact/    
Avg Performance

Lowest Impact/          
Best Performance

1pt 2pts 3pts 4pts 5pts  
 
 

Table 3. Alternative Analysis Summary 

Alt A Alt B Alt C Alt D Alt E Alt F2 Alt F3 Alt F5 Alt G Alt H
Maintenance of Traffic/Constructability 4 1 3 3 2 2 2 2 1 3

Minimum Design Speed (Other Arterials) 5 5 3 3 5 5 3 4 5 3

Drainage/Floodplain Impacts 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3

Cultural Resources 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Physical and Natural Resources 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

Lane Miles/Future Maintenance 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 2 3

Section 4(f) Resources 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Right-of-Way 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 1 4

Utility Conflicts 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

Residential/Commercial Impacts 1 1 2 2 2 4 1 3 1 4

Traffic Operations 3 3 2 1 2 2 3 4 1 4

Multi-Modal Transportation 3 3 4 4 3 3 3 2 2 4

Preliminary Cost Estimate 3 2 3 3 3 4 3 3 1 3

Total Score 43 37 42 41 44 47 42 42 33 47

Evaluation Criteria
          Alignment Alternatives
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All 10 alternatives, the results of the screening evaluation, and the 3 alternatives recommended for further 

evaluation were presented during public and agency meetings held on June 6, 2013, to obtain any concerns or 

input. Several of the public and agency comments received during these meetings, and in subsequent letters, 

pertained to impacts on local businesses, specifically the maintenance of adequate access to the businesses. Of 

the three alternatives recommended to be carried forward for further evaluation (E, F2, and H), several business 

owners commented that Alternative H provided more accessibility compared to Alternatives E and F2.  

Following the public and agency meetings on June 6, 2013, further refinement and additional assessment of 

Alternatives E, F2, and H were conducted. This evaluation considered traffic operations, earthwork, and refined 

preliminary cost estimates. Based on the results of this analysis and as described in the following section, the 

project team recommended that only one alternative—Alternative H—and the No Build Alternative be carried 

forward for detailed analysis in this EA. 

B. Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Study 

This section provides a description of the nine alternatives eliminated from detailed study and the rationale for 

their elimination. All the alternatives were similar for the following criteria: 

• Would meet the purpose and need of the project 

• Avoidance of cultural resources and Section 4(f) resources 

• Potential impact on physical and natural resources (all scored a 3) 

• Accommodation of pedestrian and bicycle traffic (all comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act)  

• Relocation of both 69- and 12-kilovolt (kV) power lines (however, some alternatives had additional 

utility conflicts as described in the following alternatives discussions)  

Alternatives A, B, C, D, F3, F5, and G, which are depicted in Figures 5a and 5b, are discussed first. Alternatives E 

and F2, which are depicted in Figures 6 and 7, respectively, were analyzed in greater detail and are discussed 

next.  
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Figure 5a. Alternatives A–D (Considered but Eliminated) 

Alternative A Alternative B 

Alternative C Alternative D 
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Figure 5b. Alternatives F3, F5, and G (Considered but Eliminated) 

Alternative F3 Alternative F5 

Alternative G 



 

 
Draft Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation October 2014 
SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad 18 
347-A(204)T; 347 PN 172 H7007 01L 

1. Alternative A 

Alternative A would shift SR 347 to the east, south of the UPRR tracks, and would return to the original 

alignment north of the tracks at the existing Honeycutt Road alignment. This alternative would realign the 

MCGH to the northwest and Honeycutt Road to the southwest so that these two roads intersect east of the 

existing SR 347 intersection. The MCGH would then continue northeast to merge with the existing alignment of 

SR 347 north of the original Honeycutt Road alignment. Alternative A scored 43 points during the screening 

process. 

This alternative was developed to provide an at-grade intersection of MCGH and SR 347, to minimize impacts on 

traffic during construction, to provide good intersection spacing, and to meet minimum design speeds for SR 347 

(50 mph), MCGH (45 mph), and Honeycutt Road (45 mph). In addition, it minimizes impacts on businesses south 

of the UPRR tracks by shifting the alignment to the east. 

This alternative scored poorly for utility impacts and the number of business and residential displacements that 

would be required. This alternative would affect a Global Water wastewater lift station south of Honeycutt 

Road. In addition, approximately 19 residences and 11 commercial properties would be displaced. For these 

reasons, Alternative A was eliminated from further analysis. 

2. Alternative B 

Alternative B would shift SR 347 to the east in the southern portion of the study area; cross the existing SR 347 

alignment north of Maricopa High School; and allow for a shorter, more perpendicular crossing of the UPRR 

tracks. MCGH and Honeycutt Road would be realigned similarly to Alternative A to create an intersection 

southeast of the existing Honeycutt Road/SR 347 intersection, and the MCGH would merge with SR 347 north of 

the existing Honeycutt Road alignment. Alternative B scored 37 points during the screening process.  

Alternative B was developed to provide an at-grade intersection of MCGH and SR 347, to provide good 

intersection spacing, and to meet minimum design speeds for SR 347, MCGH, and Honeycutt Road. In addition, 
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Alternative B provides a more perpendicular crossing of the UPRR tracks and more desirable horizontal and 

vertical geometry. 

However, Alternative B scored poorly for constructability, utility conflicts, residential and commercial impacts, 

and its potential impacts on resources protected under Section 4(f) (Maricopa High School). Alternative B would 

require extensive traffic control due to the numerous crossings of the new SR 347 and MCGH over the existing 

SR 347 alignment. In addition, this alternative would affect a Maricopa Water Improvement District reservoir on 

the south side of Honeycutt Road. Finally, this alternative would impact approximately 29 residential and 

17 commercial properties. For these reasons, Alternative B was eliminated from further study. 

3. Alternative C 

Alternative C would shift SR 347 east of its existing alignment. MCGH would cross under the new SR 347 bridge 

to the existing SR 347 alignment north of the UPRR tracks and would connect with SR 347 north of Honeycutt 

Road. Honeycutt Road would intersect SR 347 just south of its current alignment at approximately 10 feet above 

the existing road grade. This alternative scored 42 points during the screening process. 

Alternative C was developed to provide an at-grade intersection of MCGH and SR 347 and to provide arterial 

access to Garvey Avenue. In addition, Alternative C provides a more perpendicular crossing of the UPRR tracks. 

This alternative would maintain access to businesses along the existing SR 347 alignment north of the UPRR and 

would support desired design speeds.  

This alternative would not work well from an operations and traffic perspective. Once constructed, Alternative C 

would require traffic control at four or five locations, and at the point where Honeycutt Road intersects SR 347, 

the roadway would be approximately 10 feet above grade, requiring an elevated intersection. Where MCGH 

currently accommodates northbound morning rush-hour traffic with a right turn, Alternative C would require a 

left turn onto SR 347, resulting in long delays and queuing that would occur as vehicles wait for turning 

opportunities. Alternative C would require out-of-direction travel (a less direct route than current conditions) for 
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motorists accessing the area west of SR 347 south of the UPRR tracks (approximately 1 additional mile). 

Alternative C would impact 18 residential and 6 commercial properties. For these reasons, Alternative C was 

eliminated from further study.  

4. Alternative D 

Alternative D is a variation of Alternative C. Alternative D would add a connection between existing SR 347 and 

the proposed alignment at Honeycutt Avenue south of the UPRR tracks. SR 347 would cross the UPRR tracks at 

more of an angle compared to Alternative C and would require a longer bridge, but this modification would not 

require a realignment of Honeycutt Road to intersect with SR 347 at a right angle. The SR 347 and Honeycutt 

Road intersection would be only 4.5 feet above grade compared to 10 feet for Alternative C, requiring a lower-

elevated intersection. Alternative D scored 41 points during the initial screening process. 

Alternative D was developed to minimize out-of-direction travel movements south of the UPRR tracks with the 

Honeycutt Avenue connection, to provide an at-grade intersection of MCGH and SR 347, to provide arterial 

access to existing businesses, and to minimize impacts on businesses south of the UPRR tracks.  

Alternative D scored poorly with regard to traffic operations. Similar to Alternatives C, Alternative D would 

require the same undesirable turning movements on the MCGH and would require out-of-direction travel 

(approximately 0.5 additional mile). This alternative would also affect 20 residential and 4 commercial 

properties. For these reasons, Alternative D was eliminated from further study. 

5. Alternative F3 

Alternative F3 is a modified version of Option 3 from the 2007 feasibility study. Alternative F3 would shift the 

roadway approximately 350 feet east of the existing SR 347 alignment, would provide a connection at Honeycutt 

Avenue south of the UPRR tracks, and would construct a cul-de-sac north of Edwards Avenue to truncate the 

existing SR 347 alignment. MCGH would be realigned to the north and Honeycutt Road to the south, to create a 

new intersection south of the existing Honeycutt Road alignment. MCGH would then extend northwest to 
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SR 347 and would intersect with SR 347 approximately 700 feet north of the existing intersection at Garvey 

Avenue. Alternative F3 scored 42 points during the initial screening process. 

Alternative F3 was developed to provide an at-grade intersection of MCGH and SR 347 with reasonable 

intersection spacing and a more perpendicular crossing of the UPRR tracks. It scored well for a desirable design 

speed.  

Alternative F3 received low scores for constructability, impacts on residential and commercial properties, and 

traffic operations. This alternative would require extensive traffic control during construction due to the overlap 

of the new alignment with the existing alignment at the northern end of the project. In addition, Alternative F3 

would impact approximately 23 residential and 12 commercial properties. For these reasons, Alternative F3 was 

eliminated from further study.  

6. Alternative F5 

Alternative F5 is a modified version of Option 5 from the 2007 feasibility study. Alternative F5 would shift the 

SR 347 alignment approximately 950 feet east of the existing roadway and would connect with the existing 

SR 347 alignment at Garvey Avenue. MCGH would be realigned and extended west to connect to the new SR 347 

alignment, requiring a second new bridge over the UPRR tracks southeast of the new SR 347 crossing. MCGH 

would extend northwest beyond the new SR 347 alignment and would connect to the existing SR 347 alignment 

between Honeycutt and Edwards Avenues. On the north side of the UPRR tracks, Honeycutt Road would be 

realigned slightly south to provide a new intersection with SR 347 southeast of the existing intersection, to allow 

for a perpendicular connection. The Honeycutt Road/SR 347 intersection would be elevated 7 feet above grade. 

Alternative F5 scored 42 points during the screening process. 

Alternative F5 was developed to provide an at-grade intersection of MCGH and SR 347 south of the UPRR and 

would provide good east-west continuity with Edwards Avenue. In addition, Alternative F5 would minimize 

impacts on businesses south of the UPRR tracks.  
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However, Alternative F5 scored poorly for constructability and drainage/floodplain impacts, as well as for 

preliminary cost estimates. Alternative F5 would require traffic control at up to six locations due to the number 

of crossings and connections with the existing SR 347 alignment, roadway profile reconstructions, and an 

additional bridge over the UPRR tracks to serve the new MCGH alignment. This alternative would also require 

two crossings of the 100-year floodplain. Alternative F5 would impact approximately 13 residential and 

5 commercial properties. For these reasons, Alternative F5 was eliminated from further study.  

7. Alternative G 

Alternative G would shift the SR 347 alignment east of the existing roadway and then curve northwest along the 

existing Edwards Avenue alignment, before turning north across the UPRR tracks and connecting to the existing 

SR 347 alignment at Edison Road. MCGH would be realigned to the north and Honeycutt Road to the south, to 

create a new intersection southeast of the existing intersection of SR 347 and Honeycutt Road. Access to SR 347 

from MCGH/Honeycutt Road would be via a new interchange west of the existing SR 347 alignment between 

Edison Road and Hathaway Avenue. The new interchange would also provide access to SR 347 from Edison 

Road. This alternative would provide a single-point urban interchange between MCGH and SR 347. Alternative G 

scored 33 points during the initial screening process, the lowest of all the alternatives. 

Alternative G was developed to provide an at-grade intersection of MCGH and SR 347 and arterial access to 

existing businesses. In addition, Alternative G would minimize impacts on businesses south of the UPRR tracks 

and would allow for desired design speeds.   

Alternative G received low scores for constructability, the number of residential and commercial parcels that 

would be required for new ROW, and traffic operations, and it would have higher preliminary cost estimates. 

Traffic control would be required at seven locations to construct the new roadway configurations. Alternative G 

would require 46.6 acres of new ROW, the most of all the alternatives. This alternative would require out-of-

direction travel movements between MCGH and southbound SR 347 and would complicate low-volume 
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movements due to the sophisticated interchange. The out-of-direction travel would also cause this alternative 

to rate poorly on accommodating multi-modal transportation. Alternative G would impact approximately 

18 residential and 15 commercial properties, and it has the highest preliminary cost estimate among all of the 

alternatives. For these reasons, Alternative G was eliminated from further study. 

8. Alternative E 

Alternative E would realign SR 347 to the east and straighten the roadway (Figure 6). A connection south of the 

UPRR tracks would be provided at Honeycutt Avenue. MCGH would be realigned so that it would extend to the 

north to intersect Honeycutt Road 0.25 mile east of SR 347. Honeycutt Road would extend to the west to SR 347 

but would intersect the highway north of the existing intersection, which would allow the height of the 

intersection to be reduced to approximately 2 feet above grade. Alternative E scored 44 points during the initial 

screening process. 

Alternative E was developed to create a new Honeycutt Road/SR 347 intersection aligned with Garvey Avenue at 

an elevation close to existing ground. This alignment allows traffic to continue on the existing SR 347 alignment 

during construction of the bridge, and the design allows for the desired design speeds on SR 347, MCGH, and 

Honeycutt Road. This alternative would combine Honeycutt Road and MCGH into one intersection, which would 

reduce the number intersections with and congestion on SR 347.  

Alternative E received lower scores for residential commercial impacts and traffic operations. Alternative E 

would impact 4 residential and 16 commercial properties. During construction, the north and south termini of 

the SR 347 alignment and the eastern construction terminus of MCGH and Honeycutt Road would require 

extensive traffic control to accommodate vehicle movement through the construction area. In addition, due to 

grade differences between roadways and the proximity of the new and existing SR 347 alignments, additional 

traffic control would be required starting just north of the UPRR tracks and continuing to Garvey Avenue.   
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Figure 6. Alternative E (Considered but Eliminated) 
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With this new configuration, Honeycutt Road, which has a lower volume of through traffic compared to MCGH, 

would have a through movement and would require the heavy morning peak-hour traffic volume from MCGH to 

negotiate left-turn movements onto Honeycutt Road to access SR 347. Anticipated future traffic operations at 

Honeycutt Road and SR 347 during the morning and evening peak times would result in a LOS F. Due to its poor 

future traffic operations, Alternative E was eliminated from further study. 

9. Alternative F2 

Alternative F2 would shift the roadway approximately 350 feet east of the existing SR 347 alignment south of 

the UPRR tracks (Figure 7). A connection to SR 347 south of the UPRR tracks would be provided at Honeycutt 

Avenue. The existing SR 347 alignment would be truncated by constructing a cul-de-sac north of Edwards 

Avenue. MCGH would be realigned so that it would extend to the north to intersect Honeycutt Road 0.25 mile 

east of SR 347. Honeycutt Road would extend west to SR 347 and intersect the highway east of the existing 

intersection; once constructed, this intersection would be elevated 9.5 feet above grade. Alternative F2 scored 

47 points during the initial screening process. 

Alternative F2 was developed to create an intersection of Honeycutt Road and SR 347 while minimizing impacts 

on existing residential properties and subdivisions. This alternative would allow for desirable design speeds on 

SR 347, MCGH, and Honeycutt Road and would provide a more perpendicular crossing of the UPRR tracks 

(shorter bridge). This alternative would impact 2 residential and 13 commercial properties, which is the lowest 

impact of all the alternatives considered. 
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Figure 7. Alternative F2 (Considered but Eliminated) 
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Alternative F2 scored poorly for constructability and traffic operations. Extensive traffic control would be 

required to accommodate grade differences and to tie the new SR 347 into the existing alignment at the north 

and south termini. Similar to Alternative E, Alternative F2 would provide a separate MCGH and Honeycutt Road 

intersection to the east, where Honeycutt Road would be the through movement. Future traffic operations at 

SR 347 and Honeycutt Road would result in a LOS E during morning peak times and a LOS F during evening peak 

times. Due to its poor future traffic operations, Alternative F2 was eliminated from further study. 

C. Alternatives Considered for Further Study 

One build alternative (Alternative H) and the No Build Alternative have been carried forward for further study. 

1. No Build Alternative 

Under the No Build Alternative, no roadway improvements to SR 347 or grade separation with the UPRR would 

occur. The No Build Alternative would allow for only minor improvements, routine maintenance, and pavement 

resurfacing. The existing four-lane highway would be maintained. Minor improvements funded and approved 

under ADOT’s (2013c) State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), FY 2013-2017, may be implemented 

under this alternative. The No Build Alternative provides a basis of comparison with the Build Alternative for this 

EA and is evaluated as required under NEPA, but it does not meet the purpose or address the need for this 

project. This alternative would not accommodate projected local and regional travel demands, would not 

provide the roadway capacity to meet ADOT’s LOS goals for 2040 traffic volumes for a state highway (would 

operate at an LOS F during peak traffic hours), and would not provide a grade-separated crossing of the UPRR 

tracks.  

2. Build Alternative (Alternative H) 

Alternative H, the Build Alternative, would shift the SR 347 alignment to the east, realign MCGH to the north 

east of SR 347, and relocate the Amtrak station to the west (Figure 8). This alternative was developed to create 

an intersection between Honeycutt Road and SR 347 with minimal ROW requirements from existing residences 
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or businesses and to create a separate southbound SR 347 to eastbound MCGH connection to better 

accommodate future traffic demands and provide improved local business access. The Build Alternative scored 

47 points during the initial screening process, performing well for all evaluation criteria (see Table 3 and 

Appendix B). This alternative would require 31.2 acres of new ROW and, along with Alternative F2, would have 

the lowest impact on residential and commercial properties (4 residential and 11 commercial properties). The 

alternative also rated well for traffic operations. The Build Alternative would have lower preliminary cost 

estimates, coming in second to Alternative F2. The Build Alternative would meet the purpose of this project by 

providing improved traffic operations in the project corridor by eliminating congestion resulting from train 

delays (both freight and passenger trains), the proximity of the Honeycutt Road and MCGH intersections with 

SR 347, and increased traffic volumes due to growth in the area.  

As identified in the Initial Design Concept Report for this project (ADOT 2013b), Alternative H would be 

constructed in three phases. Each phase includes required components of the overall project design, and the 

grade-separated crossing could not be constructed without the completion of the first two phases. The initial 

phase would move the Amtrak station to the west; the second phase would modify the surface streets east of 

SR 347 and north of the UPRR tracks to the final build configuration; and the final phase would construct the 

grade-separated crossing of the UPRR, Connector Road, and an access road. Access to businesses and residences 

would remain the same as current conditions during Phases I and II. During Phase III, new access to businesses 

along SR 347 and MCGH would be provided as described below. The following sections identify the specific 

phased improvements that compose the Build Alternative. 
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Figure 8. Alternative H—Build Alternative 
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a. Phase I—Amtrak Station Relocation 
The Amtrak Maricopa Station is the only regional passenger train station servicing the Phoenix metropolitan 

area. As an important regional transportation facility, it must be relocated before construction of the proposed 

SR 347 grade separation. Relocating/reconstructing the passenger station would benefit Amtrak by creating an 

offline parallel track and passenger platform that would comply with current standards and Americans with 

Disabilities Act requirements. By relocating the Amtrak station in the first phase of construction, the City would 

realize immediate relief from regular 20–30 minute intersection closures on SR 347 that occur when Amtrak 

trains block SR 347 while passengers unload and load.  The Amtrak is not the only train to stop traffic, but it 

causes the longest delays. These delays occur regularly during morning peak hours. While the grade-separated 

crossing is needed to remove all train-related delays on SR 347, a great reduction in traffic delays can be realized 

with the relocation of the train station. Moving Amtrak off the mainline will help the UPRR train movement as 

well. 

The City has identified a site on City-owned property approximately 0.75 mile northwest of the SR 347/UPRR 

intersection for the relocation of the Amtrak station (Figure 9). By relocating the passenger station to City-

owned property, potential delays associated with ROW acquisition can be avoided. 

Phase I construction activities include the following tasks: 

• Construct a new 3,000-foot-long segment of parallel tracks to allow trains to unload/load passengers 

offline of UPRR’s existing double tracks 

• Construct a new passenger platform 

• Construct a new passenger station and parking lot 

• Realign Garvey Avenue to the north of the new station 

• Demolish the existing Amtrak station and passenger platform 

New offline parallel tracks and a passenger platform would be required to allow the Amtrak train to load and 

unload passengers while off the mainline tracks. The new Amtrak station and parking lot would be constructed 

adjacent to the new passenger platform. Garvey Avenue would be rerouted to the north side of the proposed 

station to allow the train station and platform to be adjacent to the railroad tracks. Garvey Avenue would return  
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Figure 9. Build Alternative—Phase I Improvements 
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to its existing alignment west of the train station, resulting in the Garvey Avenue alignment being extended by 

approximately 1,000 feet. 

b. Phase II—Arterial Roadway Network Improvements 

While moving the Amtrak station away from SR 347 would help alleviate congestion associated with train delays, 

additional modifications to the local roadways would still be needed to accommodate current and future traffic 

demands. Phase II of this project would consist of constructing improvements to alleviate traffic congestion that 

results from two arterial roadway intersections (Honeycutt Road and MCGH) occurring within 600 feet of the 

existing SR 347/UPRR at-grade crossing. When traffic backs up on SR 347, it also restricts movement on two 

major east-west arterial roadways, bringing all traffic through the area to a halt. Due to their proximity to each 

other, these two arterial intersections do not function well. Current evening peak-hour traffic on Honeycutt 

Road operates at a LOS F. Phase II of construction would address the needed arterial roadway improvements 

north of the UPRR by consolidating two adjacent intersections into a single intersection designed to 

accommodate the highly directional traffic movements. The consolidated intersection would improve short-

term traffic operations by removing a busy, unsignalized intersection from a congested portion of SR 347.  

The consolidated intersection at Honeycutt Road would only provide temporary relief to traffic operations on 

SR 347. Morning and evening peak traffic volumes at this intersection are highly directional (i.e., west-to-north 

movements in the morning and south-to-east movements in the evening). As anticipated growth occurs, the 

highly directional combined traffic volumes of Honeycutt Road and MCGH will outgrow the capacity of a 

conventional intersection. By adding a one-way connector road from southbound SR 347 to MCGH (in Phase III 

improvements), the volume of vehicles that must negotiate a left turn onto Honeycutt Road would be reduced 

by approximately half. 

The proposed arterial roadway improvements would be located within existing City ROWs or on City-owned 

parcels as much as possible, to limit project costs and the need to acquire ROWs (Figure 10 and Figure 16). 
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Phase II of construction includes the following tasks: 

• Realign MCGH via an arterial roadway connection (2 northbound lanes, 1 southbound lane, 1 shared 

center turn lane) between the existing MCGH alignment and Honeycutt Road approximately 0.25 mile 

east of SR 347 along the 4th Street alignment/realigned MCGH. 

• Install a new three-way traffic signal at the new intersection of Honeycutt Road and MCGH 

• Widen Honeycutt Road between SR 347 and the new intersection with MCGH to two lanes in each 

direction and construct a raised center median 

• Construct dual left-turn lanes on southbound SR 347 to eastbound Honeycutt Road and dual left-turn 

lanes on eastbound Honeycutt Road to southbound SR 347 and dual free-flow right-turn lanes from 

Honeycutt Road to northbound SR 347  

• Construct a new signalized intersection between SR 347 and Honeycutt Road, with optimized signal 

timing and turning lanes to accommodate the highly directional traffic movements 

• Construct a raised concrete median island that restricts access at the SR 347/MCGH intersection to 

right-in/right-out traffic only 
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Figure 10. Build Alternative—Phase II Improvements 
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c. Phase III—Grade Separated Crossing of UPRR Tracks 

The third phase of the Build Alternative would construct a new SR 347 grade-separated crossing over the UPRR 

tracks (Figure 11). This phase of the project would include the following: 

• Realign SR 347 approximately 500 feet to the east to preserve local and regional traffic operations 

during the anticipated 8- to 12-month construction schedule 

• Construct a one-way Connector Road (southbound curving to eastbound) between the realigned SR 347 

and existing MCGH using the existing SR 347 alignment to alleviate congestion from the peak directional 

(southbound to eastbound) traffic movements and to preserve access to existing businesses  

• Convert a portion of the existing MCGH alignment between the new SR 347 and new MCGH alignments 

to a two-way cul-de-sac access road to access residences and business north of existing MCGH 

• Construct free-flow right-turn lanes on Honeycutt Road at SR 347 for westbound-to-northbound traffic 

movements 

• Extend and widen Honeycutt Avenue to 3 lanes (2 westbound and 1 eastbound) approximately 500 feet 

to the east to connect with realigned SR 347 

• Construct a signalized intersection for Honeycutt Avenue (south of the UPRR) 

• Close the existing at-grade crossing of the UPRR and construct a cul-de-sac for access to businesses at 

the intersection of the existing SR 347 alignment and Edwards Avenue 

• Widen Edwards Avenue to include one travel lane in each direction and a shared middle turn lane and 

extend Edwards Avenue south on the existing SR 347 alignment to provide a connection to Honeycutt 

Avenue 
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Figure 11. Build Alternative—Phase III Improvements 
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The proposed SR 347 would be designed to meet ADOT’s minor arterial classification. Improvements would 

include three 12-foot-wide travel lanes in both directions throughout the study area, with a fourth southbound 

travel lane added between Hathaway Avenue and Honeycutt Road (Figure 12). This additional lane would 

become the departure lane for the Connector Road. The Connector Road would allow southbound traffic to 

access MCGH and would provide access to adjacent businesses and residences along SR 347 and former MCGH 

between SR 347 and the realigned MCGH. Turning movements would be facilitated for motorists by turn lanes at 

the following locations: Honeycutt Avenue (dual northbound left-turn and one southbound right-turn), SR 347 at 

Honeycutt Road (dual southbound left-turn), Honeycutt Road (northbound right-turn), Hathaway Avenue 

(northbound left-turn), and Alterra Parkway/Desert Cedars Drive (southbound right-turn) (Figure 13). The design 

would include a raised, curbed median with breaks in the median to provide access to shopping centers. Shared-

use lanes for bicycles would be included on both sides of SR 347 (see Figure 12). The proposed improvements 

would be anticipated to result in improved levels of service as indicated in Table 4.  

 

 

Figure 12. Typical Section for SR 347 
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Note: Intersection numbers correspond with Table 4. 

Figure 13. Build Alternative Configuration and Controls 
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Table 4. Level of Service for the Build Alternative 

 
 *Analysis for unsignalized control; Intersection numbers are depicted in Figure 13. 

The Access Road would be two-way and would provide access to the residences/business that front on north 

side of existing MCGH. The Access Road, which would be constructed on approximately the existing MCGH 

alignment would dead end east of new SR 347 west of 4th Street/realigned MCGH. The Access Road would 

connect to the Connector Road with right in/right out access and would be accessible from Pershing Street to 

the north. Once the Build Alternative is constructed, the existing SR 347 alignment south of Honeycutt Avenue 

and between Honeycutt Road and north of Garvey Avenue would no longer be part of the SR 347 alignment. 
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This roadway would provide local access to existing businesses south of Honeycutt Avenue. It is anticipated that 

the existing portions of SR 347 that are not incorporated into the new design would be turned over to the City of 

Maricopa, and all future maintenance and operation of these portions of the roadway would be the City’s 

responsibility. The location of the current train station and the roadway crossing at the existing SR 347 

alignment would revert to the UPRR. Reverting the existing SR 347 ROW to the City would comply with all 

federal, state, and local regulations. 

D. General Project Schedule 

The Final Design Concept Report and Final EA are anticipated to be complete in spring 2015. This project is 

included in the current State Transportation Implementation Plan as follows: 

State Route 347 Railroad Overpass (Approximate Project Cost = $55 Million): 

• Fiscal Year 2015: $5.5 million allocated for design and $500,000 allocated for ROW 

• Fiscal Year 2016: $5.5 million allocated for ROW 

• Fiscal Year 2017: $7.3 million allocated for ROW 

• Fiscal Year 2020: $36.2 million allocated for construction (note that this portion of the project is in the 

2020–2024 Development Program) 

Phase I of the project is anticipated to be constructed in 2015-2016. The construction of Phases II and III are 

unknown at this time. Upon completion of the grade-separated crossing construction, UPRR will contribute 

5 percent of the construction costs. 
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IV .  Affected  Environment,  Env ironmenta l  Consequences,  and  
Mit igat ion  Measures  

The following information describes the affected (existing) environment in the study area and presents the 

potential effects of the No Build and Build Alternatives. The intensity of impacts is determined based on a 

comparison of anticipated changes under the Build Alternative compared to the future No Build condition. 

Measures to avoid or minimize impacts have also been identified and are listed in the Mitigation Measures 

section of this EA. 

Methods for Assessing Impacts 

Potential impacts are described in terms of duration, intensity, type (beneficial, neutral, or negative), and 

context (site-specific, local, or regional).  

For the purposes of this analysis, duration of the impact is defined as: 

• Short term: impacts that would be less than 5 years in duration 

• Long term: impacts that would be 5 years or more in duration 

For the purposes of this analysis, intensity or severity of the impact is defined as: 

• Negligible: impact is barely perceptible or not measurable and is confined to a small area 

• Minor: impact is perceptible or measurable and is localized 

• Moderate: impact is clearly detectable or measurable and could have an appreciable effect on the 

resource or discipline 

• Major: impact would have a substantial, highly noticeable influence on the resource or discipline 

Issues Eliminated from Detailed Study 

Based on early coordination and a review of the study area, the proposed project would have no impact on 

Section 6(f) resources, sole source aquifers, wild and scenic rivers, impaired or unique waters, waters of the 
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United States, or wilderness areas because these resources do not occur within the study area. Therefore, these 

resources are eliminated from detailed study and are not addressed in this document. 

A. Land Ownership, Jurisdiction, and Land Use 

Land ownership is identified in terms of public or private management or ownership. Jurisdiction refers to the 

authority to regulate land uses. Land use is a description of the existing occupation or physical use of land.  

1. Existing Conditions 

Land ownership in the study area includes private and municipal lands and falls within the jurisdictional 

boundaries of the City of Maricopa (refer to Figure 2 for land ownership and jurisdictional boundaries). Private 

lands within the study area include residential, industrial, institutional, and commercial areas; utility ROW; and 

UPRR ROW. Land ownership in the vicinity of the study area includes private, State Trust, and tribal land. State 

Trust land is located 0.50 mile east of SR 347 south of Bowlin Road and 0.25 mile west of SR 347 north of SR 238. 

The Ak-Chin Indian Community is located 0.50 mile south of Bowlin Road and west of SR 347. The Gila River 

Indian Community is located north and east of the city of Maricopa. 

Land use within the study area is addressed in the City of Maricopa’s (2006) General Plan and depicted in 

Figure 14. Existing land uses within the study area include the following: 

• Public/institutional 

• Recreational 

• Commercial 

• Employment/industrial 

• Residential 
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Figure 14. Existing Land Use 
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Single-family residential developments located within the study area and its vicinity include the following: Acacia 

Crossings north of Edison Road and west of SR 347, Villages at Rancho El Dorado north of Honeycutt Road and 

east of SR 347, Senita south of Honeycutt Road and north of MCGH, Desert Cedars east of SR 347 and north of 

Bowlin Road, and Alterra west of SR 347 between Bowlin Road and Honeycutt Avenue (Figure 15). Several 

smaller clusters of residences are located west of SR 347 along Garvey, Hathaway, and Wilson Avenues and east 

of SR 347 south of Honeycutt Road.  

More than 90 businesses occur in the study area and are located primarily along SR 347. Businesses include 

retail, restaurants, hardware, gas stations, medical, tire stores, towing, storage, landscape materials, auto repair 

facilities, and Amtrak’s Maricopa Station and rail facilities.  

Public/institutional properties include Maricopa High School (SR 347 and Honeycutt Avenue), the Amtrak 

Maricopa Station (MCGH and SR 347), City of Maricopa’s Department of Public Works buildings (Wilson and 

Garvey Avenues), and the Pinal County Maricopa/Stanfield Justice Court and City of Maricopa City Court (Wilson 

and Madison Avenues). A new city complex, which includes City Hall and Police Administration, has just been 

completed and is located 3 miles east of the project at White and Parker Road and Bowlin Road on 

approximately 20 acres. The City’s Fire Station 575 is located immediately adjacent to the proposed Amtrak 

station site at the west end of the study area, north of Garvey Avenue.  

Recreational land uses within the study area and its vicinity include the Maricopa High School track and sports 

fields west of SR 347, the Rotary Park and associated pool north of MCGH and east of SR 347, Copa Center 

meeting room on Honeycutt Road, and the Copper Sky Regional Park located east of SR 347 and south of Bowlin 

Road.  

A large parcel of undeveloped land that was formerly agricultural is located east of SR 347 north of Desert 

Cedars Drive and south of the UPRR tracks. This land is zoned for industrial/business uses. 
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Figure 15. Community Features and Services 
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Planned future land use within the study area, as presented in the City of Maricopa’s 2006 General Plan, is 

depicted in Figure 16. The majority of the area on either side of SR 347 north of the UPRR is identified as 

commercial. Employment and industrial uses are identified for the northwestern end of the study area and 

along the east side of SR 347 south of the UPRR. Maricopa High School and the Maricopa Unified School District 

offices are identified as institutional. Remaining areas on the outer edge of the study area are residential. The 

special planning area denoted on the map indicates an area that per the Maricopa General Plan represents a key 

area within the City where multiple development and redevelopment alternatives and studies are considered. A 

grade-separated crossing of the UPRR on SR 347 is identified in both regional and local planning documents (see 

Section II.C). 

2. Environmental Consequences 

a. Build Alternative 
The Build Alternative would require approximately 31.2 acres of new ROW, which includes approximately 

20.4 acres of private land, 2.0 acres of public land (City of Maricopa), 3.1 acres from the Maricopa Unified School 

District, and 5.7 acres from UPRR. In addition, 0.8 acre of roadway easement from UPRR would be needed to 

cross the UPRR active ROW to construction of the grade-separated crossing and Connector Road. Construction 

of the Build Alternative would require the full acquisition of 4 residential and 11 commercial/service properties 

(Table 5). New ROW needed for this project is depicted in Figure 17.  

Table 5. New Right-of-Way Full Parcel Acquisitions 

Parcel Number Current Land Use Parcel Number Current Land Use 
51027022A Commercial 51026020A City/Municipal 
510260510 Residential 51026021A City/Municipal 
510260610 Residential 51026022B Commercial 
510260370 Commercial 510220090 Public 
510260380 Residential 510220100 Public 
51026052B Residential 512040080 Public 
51026052C Commercial 510220020 Public 
510260540 Commercial   
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Figure 16. Future Land Use 
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Figure 17. Build Alternative and Anticipated Right-of-Way 
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During Phase I of this alternative, Amtrak’s Maricopa Station would be relocated to an undeveloped parcel 

approximately 0.75 mile northwest of its current location. The new train station would be accessible from 

Garvey Avenue, which would be realigned to pass north of the new station and allow the train station and 

platform to connect to the proposed siding. The planned land uses adjacent to the proposed train station 

include an industrial/business center. During Phase II of the Build Alternative, the re-routing of the MCGH along 

the 4th Street alignment would result in the conversion of portions of Rotary Park, residential, educational, and 

commercial land uses to transportation. Phase III of the Build Alternative would convert small portions of 

business properties where Edwards Avenue currently connects with the existing alignment of SR 347 and along 

the new SR 347 alignment.  

The permanent conversion of land use associated with the Build Alternative would be in conformance with the 

City of Maricopa General Plan and local and regional transportation plans. Minor short-term negative impacts 

during all phases would occur from traffic delays and congestion during construction. However, in the long term, 

conversion of existing land uses to a transportation facility would result in a minor positive impact on land use 

within the study area, as it is consistent with long-term planning documents and would allow for more efficient 

traffic movement through the study area. 

b. No Build Alternative 

Under the No Build Alternative, no changes to land use would occur, and no new ROW would be required. 

Queuing delays associated with the UPRR tracks would continue, and congestion would continue to worsen as 

the city grows. No direct impact on land use would occur. 

3. Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation for land use would be required. 
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4. Conclusion 

The Build Alternative conforms to local and regional planning documents. Approximately 31.2 acres of new ROW 

and easement would be acquired to implement this alternative. The acquisition of all ROW would be 

compensated at fair market value in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 

Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646; 49 CFR Part 24). In addition, Arizona House Bill 2114, 

approved by the Governor on April 15, 2014, further broadens the benefits provided to property-owners that 

would be displaced under the Build Alternative (http://www.azleg.gov/legtext/51leg/2r/laws/0028.pdf).  

Under the No Build Alternative, no changes to land use would occur, and no new ROW would be required. 

Queuing delays associated with the UPRR tracks would continue, and congestion would continue to worsen as 

the city grows. No direct impact on land use would occur. 

B. Social and Economic Considerations 

1. Title VI and Environmental Justice Executive Summary 

a. Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act 

Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act states, “No person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or 

national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination 

under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.” 

According to the US Census Bureau, the composition of the race/ethnicity of the study area is predominantly 

white (66 percent) and Hispanic or Latino (27 percent). The overall minority population for the project area as a 

whole is higher in the study area than the City of Maricopa or Pinal County. Two specific block groups—Census 

Tract (CT) 17.07, Block Group (BG) 1 located east of SR 347 between Honeycutt Road and MCGH and CT 17.04 

BG 1 located west of SR 347 between Honeycutt Avenue and Edwards Avenue—comprise minority populations 

of approximately 51.3 and 51.4 percent, respectively, which are both higher than the City of Maricopa, and Pinal 

http://www.azleg.gov/legtext/51leg/2r/laws/0028.pdf
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County populations and other block groups in the study area. These two block groups constitute a minority 

population.  

New ROW will be required for this project and will involve the acquisition of 4 homes and 11 businesses (refer to 

Figure 17, page 48). Acquisitions of homes and businesses would occur within CT 17.07, BG 1 and some of these 

properties are anticipated to be minority owned; however, acquisitions would also be required in other block 

groups and would include property from non-minority entities, such as a church, City and school district 

properties, and non-minority owners within CT 17.07, BG 1. No full property/structure acquisitions would occur 

for CT 17.04 BG 1. 

Multiple public meetings, a newsletter, and a website have been used to provide information to the community 

and solicit public involvement in the planning and designing process for this project. Meetings were held within 

the CT 17.07, BG 1 of the study area and were advertised in an informational newsletter mailed to addresses in 

the study area, Maricopa Monitor newspaper, and in the Maricopa magazine. In addition, a business survey of 

the study area was conducted to identify concerns as well as to help understand how changes to the road 

network and this project would affect both the business and the associated customer base (Section V, 

page 167). 

An extensive effort has been and would continue to be made during the design process to minimize the need to 

acquire ROW throughout the study area. In addition, maintaining access to businesses and homes has been a 

priority during the design process. The acquisition of all ROW would be compensated at fair market value in 

accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public 

Law 91-646; 49 CFR Part 24). In addition, Arizona House Bill 2114, approved by the Governor on April 15, 2014, 

further broadens the benefits provided to property-owners that would be displaced under the Build Alternative 

(http://www.azleg.gov/legtext/51leg/2r/laws/0028.pdf). Once constructed, all roadway users would benefit 

from improved traffic flow and a safer rail crossing within the study area.  

http://www.azleg.gov/legtext/51leg/2r/laws/0028.pdf


 

 
Draft Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation October 2014 
SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad 52 
347-A(204)T; 347 PN 172 H7007 01L 

b. Environmental Justice 

As stated above, minority populations occur in two portions of the study area. Poverty levels are lower within 

the study area than in the City of Maricopa as a whole or Pinal County.  Extensive public outreach and 

communication has occurred and will continue to occur during the design process (Section V, page 167). 

The Build Alternative would have minor adverse impacts overall on air quality (Section E, page 91) and noise 

(Section F, page 108) during construction, but would ultimately result in a long-term minor improvement for air 

quality by eliminating vehicle idling on SR 347 at the UPRR. Water quality and quantity would not be affected. 

Drainage in the study area would be modified but would be constructed to meet all requirements and would 

convey stormwater runoff generated during a 25-year storm (Section I, page 123). Some hazardous materials are 

known to occur in the study area and in CT 17.07, BG 1 (Section M, page 143). During construction, any 

hazardous materials that are encountered would be disposed of or remediated in compliance with federal 

regulations. The correction of known hazardous materials issues would be a benefit to people living or working 

in proximity to the site of the issue. 

Proposed improvements are consistent with local and regional land use plans (Section A, page 42). The change 

in access and road network would result in short-term adverse impacts during construction for all motorists, 

particularly those who live or work in proximity to the improvements. Once constructed, it is anticipated that 

the traveling public would require some time to learn the new road configuration. During that time, people 

would potentially avoid the area to some degree which could affect businesses. Once acclimated to the new 

roads, no further impact on businesses is anticipated. Great effort to avoid acquisitions and maintain access to 

all businesses and residences has been and would continue to be taken during the design phase of the project.  

No traditional cultural properties would be adversely affected (Section C, page 73).  
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As previously discussed, acquisitions from minorities as well as other non-minority populations would be 

required. Based on that and the minor anticipated impacts identified above and herein, no disproportionate 

impact to minority populations would occur. 

2. Social Considerations 

Social and economic considerations include relocations and displacements; access to existing properties; 

emergency access; impacts on existing businesses; and impacts on neighborhood continuity, community 

services, schools, and recreation facilities.  

Between 2000 and 2008, the city of Maricopa was one of the nation’s fastest-growing communities. The city’s 

populations increased from approximately 1,040 in 2000 to 43,482 in 2010, for an increase of 4,081 percent 

(City of Maricopa 2012). The open agricultural fields that could be converted to a built use and the city’s 

proximity to the Phoenix metropolitan area where the housing market was topping out in the early 2000s made 

the city of Maricopa an attractive option for home builders and for prospective buyers seeking more affordable 

home ownership (Hagerty 2009). The city is projected to grow to approximately 63,861 in 2020; 76,947 in 2025; 

and 92,191 in 2030 (Central Arizona Association of Governments 2013). 

a. Existing Conditions 

i. Community Services  

The study area is an urban center. The city’s business center is situated primarily along SR 347, with residential 

areas occurring farther away. Industrial businesses intermix with residences in some of the older 

neighborhoods. Residents from within the study area, as well as other parts of the city of Maricopa, come to the 

study area for business and recreation. Within the study area, there are several churches, a post office, 

municipal buildings, and schools. Churches within the study area include Maricopa First Baptist Church, 

Maricopa Community Church, Maricopa Assembly of God, Masjid Bilal Ibn Rabah mosque, and the Calvary 

Chapel Maricopa. Maricopa High School is the only public school within the study area, and Graysmark Academy 
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and Legacy Montessori, both of which are private schools, and the Maricopa Unified School District offices also 

occur in the study area. The post office is located north of the UPRR and west SR 347 on Hathaway Avenue 

within the study area (see Figure 15).  

ii. Emergency Services 

The study area currently experiences poor LOS, which is worsened by train delays along the UPRR tracks that 

intersect SR 347. As with all the other traffic traveling on SR 347, congestion and train delays limit emergency 

responders’ ability to travel quickly through the city.  

No hospitals are located within the study area. The nearest hospitals are Casa Grande Regional Medical Center 

(approximately 24 miles southeast) and the Chandler Regional Hospital (approximately 28 miles northeast). The 

City of Maricopa’s Fire Station 575 is located north of Garvey Avenue at the northwest end of the study area 

(see Figure 15). Three other fire stations are located within Maricopa outside the study area, two stations north 

and one station south of the UPRR. 

iii. Demographics and Environmental Justice 

Social demographics of the study area were obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2010 decennial data, the 

American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates, and the 

2000 decennial data. Where possible, the 2010 decennial census data was used to provide the most current 

comparison between the study area population and the city and county populations. When not available, the 

most recent census data for each sensitive population was used. Population, race, ethnicity, elderly, and female-

head-of-household data were derived from the 2010 decennial census. Low-income statistics were calculated 

using the 2007–2011 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. Data from the 2000 census was used to 

identify disabled populations, as the 2010 decennial census disability data is not yet available. In addition, the 

2005–2007, 2008–2010, and 2010-2012 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates were used to obtain a 
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more current understanding of the disabled population within the study area following the rapid growth within 

the community.  

Discussion of the demographic composition within the study area is based on the following definitions: 

• Minority refers to anyone who is racially classified as African American, Asian American, Native 

American or Alaskan Native, or Pacific Islander; anyone who self-classifies as “other” race; or anyone 

classified as Hispanic. 

• Hispanic is considered an ethnicity, not a separate race; Hispanics are considered minorities regardless 

of their racial self-affiliation.  

• Elderly refers to individuals 60 years of age and over.  

• Low income is determined by a set of money-income thresholds that varies by family size and 

composition. If the total income for a family or unrelated individual falls below the relevant poverty 

threshold, then the family or unrelated individual is classified as low income, or “below the poverty 

level,” at the time of the census. 

• Disabled refers to noninstitutionalized civilians (people not under formally authorized, supervised care 

or custody in institutions like hospitals and prisons) who are 5 years of age and older and have reported 

a long-lasting physical, mental, or emotional condition.  

• Female head of household refers to a female who maintains a household with no husband of the 

household present while living with one or more people related to her by birth, marriage, or adoption. 

A comparison of disabled, low-income, elderly, female-head-of-household, and minority population percentages 

by census block groups (Figure C-1) between the study area and the city and county is shown in Tables C-1 

through C-6 in Appendix C. Overall, the presence of disabled, low-income, elderly, and female head-of-

household populations within the study area were comparable to or lower than the comparative populations. 
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Race and Ethnicity 

The 2010 census data for race and ethnicity were obtained at the block-group level and are identified in 

Tables C-1 and C-2. The total population for all block groups within the study area is 14,472. Of these people, 

approximately two-thirds (66.3 percent) identify as being white. This percentage is lower than the data recorded 

for the city of Maricopa (70.2 percent) and Pinal County (72.4 percent). Hispanic or Latino (27.2 percent) is the 

second largest population within the study area; it is higher than the Latino population in the city of Maricopa 

(24.4 percent) but lower than that in Pinal County (28.5 percent). The overall minority population within the 

study area (47.2 percent) is higher than the minority populations in the city of Maricopa (42.3 percent) and in 

Pinal County (41.3 percent). Two specific block groups—Census Tract (CT) 17.07, Block Group (BG) 1 located east 

of SR 347 between Honeycutt Road and MCGH and CT 17.04 BG 1 located west of SR 347 between Honeycutt 

Avenue and Edwards Avenue—comprise minority populations of approximately 51.3 and 51.4 percent, 

respectively, which are both higher than all comparative populations and other block groups. 

Disabled Populations 

Current disability data from the 2010 census is not available, so other U.S. Census Bureau datasets were used for 

this analysis. During the 2000 census, the study area was part of a larger census tract, which coincided with the 

Maricopa Census County Division, and included the town of Maricopa, the community of Stanfield, the Ak-Chin 

Indian Community, and other rural portions of western Pinal County. Disabled populations within 

CT 17/Maricopa Census County Division (23.8 percent) and Pinal County (22.9 percent) were comparable in 2000 

(Table C-3). Since 2000, there has been a population surge in the city of Maricopa, resulting in the construction 

of thousands of new residential units. To help determine whether the population growth in the area has 

affected the proportion of people with disabilities residing in the city, U.S. Census Bureau data from the 

2008-2010 (2013c), 2009–2011 (2013e), and 2010–2012 (2013f) American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates 

were reviewed (Table C-4).  
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The 3-year estimates indicate that the number of people with disabilities was noticeably lower for the city of 

Maricopa in the 2008–2010 survey (5.2 percent) than for Pinal County (11.8 percent) or Arizona (11.4 percent). 

By the 2010–2012 survey, the city, Pinal County, and Arizona were all comparable (around 11 percent).  

Low-Income Populations 

Poverty data was only available at the census-tract level, which provides information on an area greater than 

the study area (Table C-5). Based on the 2007–2011 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (U.S. Census 

Bureau 2013b), there are fewer people living below the poverty level across the five census tracts intersecting 

the study area (2.0 percent) than in the city of Maricopa (4.7 percent). At 14.3 percent, Pinal County has a 

notably higher proportion of people living below the poverty level compared to the city and all of the census 

tracts intersected by the study area. 

Elderly Populations 

Decennial data for elderly populations was available at the block-group level (U.S. Census Bureau 2010). The 

percentage of elderly people living in the study area (8.1 percent) is lower than the percentage living in the city 

of Maricopa as a whole (10.9 percent), and it is notably lower than the percentage living in Pinal County 

(19.7 percent) (Table C-6).  

Female Head-of-Household Populations 

Decennial data for female heads-of-household was available at the block-group level (U.S. Census Bureau 2010). 

The percentage of female heads-of-household within the study area varies between 8.6 percent in CT 17.02, 

BG 2 and CT 17.06, BG 2 and 15.2 percent in CT 17.03, BG 2, which corresponds to an average of 12.2 percent 

across all the block groups in the study area. The average percentage of female heads-of-household within the 

study area is comparable to the percentage in the city of Maricopa (10.9 percent) and in Pinal County 

(11.7 percent) (Table C-6). 
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b. Environmental Consequences 

i. Build Alternative 

The construction of a grade-separated crossing of the UPRR tracks under the Build Alternative has mixed social 

implications. A key benefit to the Build Alternative is that traffic circulation would improve and delays due to 

trains would cease. This would improve emergency response times, as well as travel and commute times for 

residents, and would facilitate travel to businesses and services within the study area. During construction, 

delays would likely occur. This would result in a temporary moderate negative impact on emergency services; 

however, once complete, the Build Alternative would result in a long-term beneficial impact on emergency 

response times. Similarly, travel to businesses and services within the construction zones would be temporarily 

negatively affected by construction. The construction of the Build Alternative would adjust the SR 347 alignment 

to the east to allow the new roadway to be constructed while keeping the existing alignment open, which would 

help minimize these temporary impacts.  

The rerouting of MCGH north to Honeycutt Road along 4th Street would increase the width of 4th Street and the 

number of vehicles traveling along it. A residential area is located west of 4th Street, and the Maricopa Unified 

School District property is located to the east. By going around the neighborhood, the proposed improvements 

would not bisect neighborhoods or interrupt community cohesion. In addition, the proposed improvements 

would not create barriers to the movement of people, goods, or services within city of Maricopa. No temporary 

or permanent neighborhood continuity or cohesion impacts are anticipated to occur. 

The Maricopa First Baptist Church is located on the east side of SR 347 south of the UPRR tracks within the Build 

Alternative alignment. This church would require relocation before construction of the southern end of the 

project. The church would be acquired pursuant to the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 

Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646; 49 CFR Part 24). Other privately owned land is 

available for the church’s possible relocation. The Build Alternative would have a temporary minor adverse 

impact during relocation of the church, but once complete, the Build Alternative would have no further impact.  
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Some residences and businesses located north of MCGH and along SR 347 north of the UPRR would be acquired 

to accommodate the proposed improvements (refer to Table 5). A minority population would be directly 

affected by these acquisitions. Any feasible new alignment that crosses the UPRR near the existing SR 347 would 

affect this population. 

The project as a whole would have minimal adverse impacts on air, noise, water resources, soils, natural 

resources, aesthetic values, community cohesion, economic vitality, services, or employment. The design of the 

Build Alternative alignment has incorporated all feasible measures to minimize the magnitude of project impacts 

by reducing right-of-way acquisition and maintaining business access, compared to other alternatives 

considered and evaluated. The necessary acquisition of all ROW would be compensated at fair market value in 

accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public 

Law 91-646; 49 CFR Part 24). In addition, Arizona House Bill 2114, approved by the Governor on April 15, 2014, 

further broadens the benefits provided to property-owners that would be displaced under the Build Alternative 

(http://www.azleg.gov/legtext/51leg/2r/laws/0028.pdf).   

The project would result in several positive impacts. The improvements would alleviate traffic congestion and 

improve emergency response times by allowing vehicles to move through the corridor regardless of train 

activities. Hazardous materials issues occurring within the project footprint would be remediated. Positive 

benefits would achieve the purpose of the project and would be comparable to or outweigh the adverse impacts 

on minority, and all, populations. 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes ensure that individuals are not excluded from 

participation in, denied the benefit of, or subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving 

federal financial assistance on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, sex, or disability. Several public 

meetings have been held to identify project concerns and issues. The project team specifically reached out to 

potentially affected property owners to ensure their awareness of these meetings, should they wish to attend. 

http://www.azleg.gov/legtext/51leg/2r/laws/0028.pdf
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The project team also reached out to specific businesses that would be acquired due to the project. No 

disproportionate impacts or discrimination would occur as a result of the construction of the project. Once 

constructed, project features would benefit all who travel in the study area.   

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-

Income Populations, directs that programs, policies, and activities not have a disproportionately high and 

negative human health and environmental effect on minority and low income populations. No low-income 

population was identified within the study area. The project would result in a minor adverse effect on minority 

populations, but the impact would not be disproportionately high after comparing the previously identified 

project benefits and mitigation to all the impacted populations. Therefore, no environmental justice impacts 

would occur. 

ii. No Build Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would not correct the congestion or train delays that are occurring in the study area 

and would not correct issues identified in the purpose and need for this project. Long-term negative impact due 

to increasing congestion, slowing emergency response times, and hindering commutes and access to the 

localized businesses would occur. These potential impacts are somewhat minimized by the presence of 

emergency services on both sides of the railroad tracks. Overall, the impact on emergency services would be 

moderate in magnitude. Since no construction would occur, there would be no changes that would potentially 

impact neighborhood continuity or cohesion. No changes to the access of services along SR 347 would occur. 

Since there would be no construction or need to acquire new ROW, no environmental justice or Title VI impacts 

would occur. 
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c. Mitigation Measures 

Design Responsibility 
• The Arizona Department of Transportation would perform any right-of-way acquisition in accordance 

with 49 Code of Federal Regulations 24 and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 

Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. 

City of Maricopa Responsibility 
• The City of Maricopa would perform any right-of-way acquisition involved with Phase 1 in accordance 

with 49 CFR 24 and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 

1970. 

Tucson District Responsibility 
• Access to adjacent businesses and residences would be maintained throughout construction. 

Contractor Responsibility 
• Access to adjacent businesses and residences would be maintained throughout construction. 

d. Conclusion 

The Build Alternative would improve traffic movement within the study area. This improvement would allow 

emergency vehicles to respond more quickly to calls and would allow residential and business traffic to have 

better movement and access. The acquisition of 3 houses and 12 businesses would occur. Properties would be 

acquired at fair market value pursuant to the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 

Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646; 49 CFR Part 24). In addition, Arizona House Bill 

2114, approved by the Governor on April 15, 2014, further broadens the benefits provided to property-owners 

that would be displaced under the Build Alternative (http://www.azleg.gov/legtext/51leg/2r/laws/0028.pdf). No 

temporary or permanent neighborhood continuity or cohesion impacts are anticipated to occur. The project 

team reached out to specific businesses that would be acquired due to the project. No disproportionate impacts 

http://www.azleg.gov/legtext/51leg/2r/laws/0028.pdf
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or discrimination would occur from the construction of the project. Once constructed, project features would 

benefit all who travel in the study area. No Title VI concerns were identified. The project would result in a minor 

adverse effect on minority populations, but the impact would not be disproportionately high after comparing 

the previously identified project benefits and mitigation to all the impacted populations. No environmental 

justice impacts would occur.  

3. Economic Conditions 

a. Existing Conditions 

The main sources of employment within the study area include educational services, healthcare, and social 

assistance (19.3 percent); manufacturing (11.1 percent); retail and trade (10.7 percent); arts, entertainment, 

recreation, and food services (9.5 percent); profession, management, and scientific (9.4 percent); and 

transportation, warehousing, and utilities (8.7 percent) (U.S. Census Bureau 2013g). The city of Maricopa has 

approximately 1,400 businesses, most of which are small. Approximately 95 percent of the city’s businesses 

employ less than 10 people. Over half are home-based businesses.  

There are approximately 93 businesses within the study area, which are located primarily along both sides of 

SR 347 and along MCGH. A survey was conducted to collect information about the businesses within the study 

area, as well as their employees and customers (see Appendix D for a copy of the survey). The survey was 

distributed via mail to all 93 businesses that may be affected by the proposed project, and two follow-up calls 

were made to any businesses that did not respond to the original mailing. Of the 93 businesses contacted, 

37 participated in the survey. The following sections summarize the responses received. Because some returned 

surveys were incomplete and some respondents provided multiple responses to a single question, the total 

number of responses may not be consistent for each criterion. 



 

 
Draft Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation October 2014 
SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad 63 
347-A(204)T; 347 PN 172 H7007 01L 

i. Business Types and Distribution 

Figure 18 illustrates the types of businesses that responded to the survey. Most of the businesses classify 

themselves as “other,” followed by those that classify themselves as retail and service-oriented. The reported 

services provided by those businesses classifying themselves as “other” varied widely, with many relating to 

service-oriented, retail, and commercial business types. Examples of “other” businesses include churches, 

chamber of commerce, and medical and dental industries.  

 

Figure 18. Business Types 

ii. Employee and Customer Demographics 

Figure 19 through Figure 23 summarize the survey results regarding employee and customer demographic data 

based on questions about employment status, race/ethnicity, age, disability, and female heads-of-household. 

The businesses that responded to the survey employ a total of 281 people. Approximately 66 percent are 

full-time employees (Figure 19). 

 

Figure 19. Distribution of Full-Time, Part-Time, and Seasonal Employees 
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Regarding the race/ethnicity of employees and customers, approximately 34 percent of the businesses 

responded that “none” of their employees are minorities, while only 3 percent reported that “none” of their 

customers are minorities (Figure 20). However, 22 percent of businesses responded that “all” or “most” of their 

employees are minorities, with similar responses for customers.  

 

Figure 20. Distribution of the Race/Ethnicity of Employees and Customers 

As illustrated in Figure 21, more customers than employees within the study area are elderly (over 60 years of 

age). None of the businesses responded that “all” or “most” of their employees are elderly, and only 18 percent 

of businesses responded that “all” or “most” of their customers are elderly. 

 

Figure 21. Distribution of Employees and Customers that are Elderly (Over 60 Years of Age) 

The surveyed businesses reported that few of their employees have a physical or mental disability compared to 

their customers (Figure 22). None of the businesses responded that “all” or “most” of their employees have a 
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Figure 22. Distribution of Employees and Customers with Mental or Physical Disabilities  

Figure 23 illustrates that a large percentage of employees and customers of businesses within the study area are 

female heads-of-household. Approximately 65 percent of businesses reported that “some” of their employees 

are female heads-of-household, while more than 80 percent of businesses responded that “some” of their 

customers are female heads-of-household. Only 13 percent of the businesses responded that “none” of their 

employees are female heads-of-household, while 9 percent reported that “none” of their customers are female 

heads-of-household. 

 

Figure 23. Distribution of Employees and Customers That Are Female Heads-of-Household 

iii. Travel and Commute Data 

The survey also included questions about travel modes and distances for employees and customers of 

businesses within the study area. As depicted in Figure 24, the most popular travel mode for employees and 

customers is driving, representing approximately 76 percent of the travel modes. Bicycling is the second highest, 

with 8 percent of employees and 12 percent of customers selecting this mode. 
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Figure 24. Distribution of Employees’ and Customers’ Travel-Mode Choices 

The distances traveled by employees and customers to businesses within the study area are varied (Figure 25). 

The survey responses indicate that employees most often travel greater than 10 miles, while customers most 

often travel 3 to 5 miles, 5 to 10 miles, or greater than 10 miles. 

 

Figure 25. Distribution of Employees’ and Customers’ Travel Distances 

iv. Parking Inventory 

Parking-capacity effects are of interest, especially where improved parking spaces exist, because reductions in 

parking could reduce the capacity for business operations. Both paved and unpaved parking spots occur within 

the study area. The majority of the paved parking spaces within the study area are immediately adjacent to 

SR 347 and the MCGH. Parking spaces by industry type are provided in Table 6. In addition to the existing 

parking, future development of a hotel on the east side of SR 347 is planned. The design indicated approximately 

130 to 150 parking spaces would be included once completely constructed. 
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Table 6. Parking Spaces by Industry 

Industry Paved Unpaved 

Automotive 18 20 

Church/Club 85 150 

Retail and Services 398 67 

Restaurant 23 8 

Municipal 109 10 

Total 633 255 

v. Potential Business Impact and Relocation 

The survey included questions about the perceived impact of the SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad project on 

businesses within the study area. Figure 26 through Figure 29 depict these responses. 

Figure 26 illustrates the distances businesses would be willing to relocate should acquisition of their property be 

required. Of the businesses that responded, 89 percent indicated that they would be willing to relocate their 

business. The majority of the respondents would be willing to relocate their business a maximum of 3 miles. 

Approximately 11 percent of the surveyed businesses would close and not relocate. 

 

Figure 26. Relocation Distances 

Figure 27 depicts the number of businesses that believe they would be negatively affected even if access to their 

property was maintained during and after construction. Of the respondents, 50 percent believe they would be 

affected. 
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Figure 27. Access Impacts 

Businesses were asked about the effects of access changes during construction, specifically those that could 

result in out-of-direction or one-way travel. Approximately 54 percent of respondents believe that any change in 

access would affect their business (Figure 28).  

 

Figure 28. Effects of Construction on Businesses 

Businesses were asked about the anticipated length of time needed to relocate their business if the proposed 

project required acquisition of their property. In general, the majority of businesses would need 1 year to 

relocate, while six businesses indicated they would not relocate at all (Figure 29). 

 

18 

12 

6 

0

5

10

15

20

Effect on Business

Yes

No

Don't Know

20 

10 

3 4 

0

5

10

15

20

25

Construction Effect

Any Changes

No Changes with any access

No Changes with two way access

Don't Know



 

 
Draft Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation October 2014 
SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad 69 
347-A(204)T; 347 PN 172 H7007 01L 

 

Figure 29. Time Required for Relocation 

Based on the survey results, business owners believe they would be affected by a change in access or if their 

business had to relocate. 

b. Environmental Consequences 

i. Build Alternative 

Under the Build Alternative, changes in access would require out-of-direction travel and changes in access. The 

new alignment of the MCGH would provide more efficient access to SR 347 via Honeycutt Road. This change to 

the MCGH alignment would not require any out-of-direction travel for those wishing to head north on SR 347; 

those wishing to head south on SR 347 from MCGH would travel approximately 0.3 mile more under the Build 

Alternative than under existing conditions. 

The new SR 347 alignment would no longer connect with Edwards Avenue south of the UPRR or with MCGH 

north of the UPRR. Since through traffic to or from the area north of the UPRR would no longer travel along this 

route, turning movements between Edwards Avenue and the existing SR 347 alignment would be easier. 

Motorists wishing to travel north on SR 347 from Edwards Avenue would have to head south to Honeycutt 

Avenue to connect with the new SR 347 alignment to the east; this would create out-of-direction travel of 

approximately 0.5 mile. However, no out-of-direction travel would be required for southbound travelers.  

Access to all businesses and residences would be maintained both during and following construction. Garvey 
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Road. Motorists on Garvey Avenue wishing to travel north on SR 347 would likely have to travel north to 

Hathaway Avenue to access SR 347; this would be a change in access but would not require out-of-direction 

travel.  

Access to businesses would be provided at designated locations along SR 347 and via the Connector Road for 

businesses west of SR 347. For businesses and residences facing the existing MCGH, a new two-way Access Road 

would be constructed on an alignment that closely follows westbound MCGH. The Access Road would be 

accessible from the Connector Road and Pershing Street. 

Many of the businesses within the study area are located along both sides of SR 347 and along MCGH. Effects on 

economic conditions would potentially include decreases in business activity resulting from long-term changes 

in access, such as out-of-direction or one-way travel, and short-term changes to accommodate project 

construction. Customers may choose to conduct business outside the study area to avoid delays or 

inconvenience and lack of familiarity with the new road configuration. However, once project construction is 

complete and the new road configuration and points of access are familiar, the effect of these changes would be 

reduced. In the long term, the improved traffic flow through the study area would benefit local businesses over 

the No Build Alternative since customers would not be as likely to visit similar businesses elsewhere to avoid the 

traffic congestion or train delays experienced under existing conditions in the study area. The composition of 

businesses may change as businesses dependent on drive-by customers potentially relocate and other 

businesses potentially fill their vacancies. 

Construction of the Build Alternative would require the acquisition of 11 commercial properties. Businesses 

operating from these commercial properties would either relocate or close. Based on the results of the survey, 

relocation could take as long as 1 year to accomplish. Properties would be acquired at fair market value 

pursuant to the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 

1970 (Public Law 91-646; 49 CFR Part 24). Short-term minor to moderate negative effects on those businesses 
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willing to relocate would include a potential temporary loss of income for the business owners and employees 

during the relocation. Customers who frequent these businesses also would experience short-term minor 

negative effects related to a temporary loss of services from their preferred provider. However, comparable 

services could be provided by other similar business types within and around the city of Maricopa. For those 

businesses unwilling or unable to relocate, the acquisition of their property would potentially result in long-term 

moderate negative effects on business owners and employees from the loss of income and on customers from 

the loss of services.  

Of the 633 paved parking spaces along SR 347, MCGH, and Honeycutt Road, approximately 93 would be 

permanently affected. All but 12 of the 93 paved parking spaces are associated with businesses that would be 

relocated. For two businesses that would remain in their same locations after construction but that would lose 

parking spaces, space is available on their existing parcels for the potential construction of alternative parking. 

Up to two spaces at one business at the intersection of Edwards Avenue and existing SR 347 would be affected. 

There are 6 marked parking spaces that would remain, and additional unmarked parking is available on the 

north and west sides of the building. In addition, up to 10 of the 30 paved and 30+ unpaved parking for the 

Rotary Park will be affected (see Figure 17). The design plans for the future hotel development on the east side 

of SR 347 at Hathaway Avenue has 10 to 12 of approximately 130-150 parking spaces that would occur within 

the proposed ROW for the SR 347 improvements. Minor long-term negative impacts would result from the loss 

of parking.  

Businesses that are owned by, employ, and serve minorities, which based on the demographics of the city of 

Maricopa would be estimated to be between approximately 40 and 50 percent, would be affected by the 

project—including acquisitions of ROW, changes in parking, and changes in access. The Build Alternative would 

minimize property takings and encroachment on business developments and would maintain access along 

SR 347. No disproportionate impacts on protected populations would occur because impacts would affect all 
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populations and would be minimized through the alignment of the Build Alternative. Positive improvements that 

would achieve the purpose of the project would have similar or greater impacts on all populations affected. 

ii. No Build Alternative 

Under the No Build Alternative, there would be no change in access to the businesses along SR 347 and no 

acquisitions. Traffic congestion would continue to increase as the city grows. Under this alternative, traffic 

would continue to be delayed with each train that passes through town. This delay would be greatest during the 

unloading and loading of the Amtrak trains. The train delays would also increase over time as UPRR expands 

operations. As delays increase, customers would potentially frequent similar businesses in other locations where 

access is more convenient, possibly decreasing sales for businesses within the study area. This would result in a 

long-term moderate negative impact on the businesses along SR 347.  

c. Mitigation Measures 

Design Responsibility 
• The Arizona Department of Transportation would perform any right-of-way acquisition in accordance 

with 49 Code of Federal Regulations 24 and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 

Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. 

City of Maricopa Responsibility 
• The City of Maricopa would perform any right-of-way acquisition involved with Phase 1 in accordance 

with 49 CFR 24 and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 

1970. 

Tucson District Responsibility 
• Access to adjacent businesses and residences would be maintained throughout construction. 

Contractor Responsibility 
• Access to adjacent businesses and residences would be maintained throughout construction. 
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d. Conclusion 

The Build Alternative would change access to and from SR 347, as well as reconfigure several adjacent roadways 

currently serving the study area including Edwards Avenue, MCGH, and Honeycutt Avenue (refer to Figure 17). 

The construction of the Build Alternative would require the acquisition of 11 commercial properties. The 

properties would be acquired at fair market value pursuant to the requirements of the Uniform Relocation 

Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646; 49 CFR Part 24). It is expected 

that most of the businesses operating on the commercial properties would relocate, which may take up to 

1 year to complete. In these instances, short-term negative effects on business owners, employees, and 

customers would be anticipated due to a temporary loss of income and services. Long-term minor negative 

effects would be sustained by business owners, employees, and customers if the acquisition of commercial 

properties results in business owners opting not to relocate. The elimination of some paved parking would also 

contribute to a long-term minor negative impact. Effects on economic conditions would potentially include 

decreases in business activity resulting from long-term changes in access, such as out-of-direction or one-way 

travel, and short-term changes to accommodate project construction. Customers may choose to conduct 

business outside the study area to avoid delays or inconvenience. However, once project construction is 

complete and the new road configuration and points of access are familiar, the effect of these changes would be 

reduced. In the long term, the improved traffic flow through the study area would benefit local businesses since 

customers would not be as likely to visit similar businesses elsewhere to avoid the traffic congestion or train 

delays experienced under existing conditions in the study area. 

C. Cultural Resources 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 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 this EA. The “Regulations for Protection of Historic 
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Properties” (36 CFR Part 800) implement Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. These regulations 

define a process for federal agencies to follow as federal projects are planned and implemented. 

Historic properties include prehistoric and historic districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects included in or 

eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Historic properties may be eligible for 

nomination to the NRHP if they possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, 

and association, and meet at least one of the following criteria: 

• Criterion A—be associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of our history 

• Criterion B—be associated with the lives of persons significant in our past 

• Criterion C—embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction; or 

represent the work of a master; or possess high artistic values; or represent a significant and 

distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction 

• Criterion D—have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history 

1. Existing Conditions 

A Class III cultural resources survey and historic building inventory was conducted for the entire study area to 

ensure full consideration of all alternatives and enable flexibility in the design process. The findings are reported 

in Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historic Building Inventory for the Proposed State Route 347 Crossing 

over the Union Pacific Railroad between MP 172.7 and MP 174.0, Maricopa, Pinal County, Arizona 

(Gregory 2013).  

The survey and building inventory resulted in the identification of 56 cultural resources (Table 7), including 

48 buildings, 7 sites, and 1 structure. In addition, 7 isolated occurrences were identified. The isolated 

occurrences do not meet the requirements of a site, as defined by the Arizona State Museum (ASM), and 
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therefore are not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. The isolated occurrences are not considered further in 

this EA. 

The Ak-Chin Indian Community considers roadside memorials (descansos) to be traditional cultural properties 

(Antone 2013, NPS 1998). The Class III cultural resources survey and historic building inventory identified one 

such roadside memorial within the study area. Located on the south side of the UPRR, and east of Maricopa 

Road/SR 347, the memorial consists of a welded metal crucifix and an arrangement of gifts at the base of the 

crucifix.  

Table 7. Cultural Resources Identified within the Study Area 

Site  
No. Site Description 

Cultural and/or 
Temporal Affiliation NRHP Eligibility Status 

ACS-1  45420 W. Madison Avenue  1968 Not eligible 

ACS-2  45461 W. Hathaway Avenue  1957 Not eligible 

ACS-3  45433 W. Hathaway Avenue  1960 Not eligible 

ACS-4  20008 N. Condrey Avenue  1968 Not eligible 

ACS-5  19966 N. Condrey Avenue  1957 Not eligible 

ACS-6  19916 N. Condrey Avenue  1958 Not eligible 

ACS-7  19852 N. Condrey Avenue  1962 Not eligible 

ACS-8  19812 N. Condrey Avenue  1956 Not eligible 

ACS-9  19754 N. Condrey Avenue  1957 Not eligible 

ACS-10  44751 W. Garvey Avenue  1954 Not eligible 

ACS-11  19640 N. John Wayne Parkway  1957 Not eligible 

ACS-12  19599 N. John Wayne Parkway 1935 Not eligible 

ACS-13  44585 W. Honeycutt Road  1965 Not eligible 

ACS-14  19594 N. Pershing Street  1953 Not eligible 

ACS-15  19593 N. Pershing Street  1953 Not eligible 

ACS-16  44390 W. Maricopa Avenue  1932 Not eligible 
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Table 7. Cultural Resources Identified within the Study Area 

Site  
No. Site Description 

Cultural and/or 
Temporal Affiliation NRHP Eligibility Status 

ACS-17  44330 W. Maricopa Avenue  1949 Not eligible 

ACS-18  44354/44370 W. Arizona Avenue  1960 Not eligible 

ACS-19  44388 W. Arizona Avenue  1959 Not eligible 

ACS-20  44325 and 44329 W. Arizona Avenue  1950 Not eligible 

ACS-21  44410 W. Maricopa and Casa Grande 

Highway  

1952 Not eligible 

ACS-22  44390 W. Maricopa and Casa Grande 

Highway  

1954 Not eligible 

ACS-23  44378 W. Maricopa and Casa Grande 

Highway  

1961 Not eligible 

ACS-24  44316 W. Maricopa and Casa Grande 

Highway  

1952 Not eligible 

ACS-25  44646 W. Maricopa and Casa Grande 

Highway  

1953 Not eligible 

ACS-26  44630 W. Maricopa and Casa Grande 

Highway  

1946 Not eligible 

ACS-27  44600 W. Maricopa and Casa Grande 

Highway  

1947 Not eligible 

ACS-28  44545 W. Burkett Avenue  1955 Not eligible 

ACS-29  44511 W. Burkett Avenue  1950 Not eligible 

ACS-30  Dell Sellers Quonset Hut Buildings 

45030 W. Edwards Avenue  

1952 Potentially eligible (Criterion A) 

ACS-31  19428 N. John Wayne Parkway  1955 Not eligible 

ACS-32  45001 W. Fred Cole Lane  1960 Not eligible 
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Table 7. Cultural Resources Identified within the Study Area 

Site  
No. Site Description 

Cultural and/or 
Temporal Affiliation NRHP Eligibility Status 

ACS-33  45002 W. Fred Cole Lane  1960 Not eligible 

ACS-34  44980 W. Fred Cole Lane  1957 Not eligible 

ACS-35  44953 W. Fred Cole Lane  1957 Not eligible 

ACS-36  18906 N. Dallas Smith Lane  1959 Not eligible 

ACS-37  18889 N. Dallas Smith Lane  1963 Not eligible 

ACS-38  18911 N. Dallas Smith Lane  1964 Not eligible 

ACS-39  18937 N. Dallas Smith Lane  1964 Not eligible 

ACS-40  18930 N. Dallas Smith Lane  1959 Not eligible 

ACS-41  18956 N. Dallas Smith Lane  1963 Not eligible 

ACS-42  18998 N. Dallas Smith Lane  1958 Not eligible 

ACS-43  19022 N. Dallas Smith Lane  1968 Not eligible 

ACS-44  19046 N. Dallas Smith Lane  1960 Not eligible 

ACS-45  19051 N. Dallas Smith Lane  1961 Not eligible 

ACS-46  19031 N. Dallas Smith Lane  1960 Not eligible 

ACS-47  18705 N. John Wayne Parkway  1954 Not eligible 

ACS-48  19241 N. John Wayne Parkway  1955 Not eligible 

AZ T:16:118(ASM) Prehistoric artifact scatter Hohokam/Sedentary–

Classic period  

(A.D. 950–1300) 

Eligible (Criterion D) 

AZ T:16:130(ASM) Historic Maricopa Road/SR 347 Euroamerican 

1930s–modern 

Eligible (Criterion D); portion 

within the study area is 

noncontributing. 

AZ T:16:151(ASM) Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway Euroamerican 

1922–modern 

Eligible (Criterion A) 
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Table 7. Cultural Resources Identified within the Study Area 

Site  
No. Site Description 

Cultural and/or 
Temporal Affiliation NRHP Eligibility Status 

AZ T:16:207(ASM) Historic trash scatter Euroamerican 

1950s–1960s 

Not eligible 

AZ T:16:208(ASM) Historic farmstead Euroamerican  

post-1950s 

Not eligible 

AZ T:16:209(ASM) Estrella Ginning Company  Euroamerican 

1950s–1990s 

Potentially eligible (Criterion A) 

pending further archival research 

AZ Z:2:40(ASM) Southern Pacific Railroad (now UPRR) 

and four associated features 

Euroamerican 

1879–present 

Eligible (Criterion A); portion 

within the study area is 

contributing; Feature 2 (water 

tower) is individually eligible 

(Criterion C) 

Structure 1 Silver Horizon dome car Euroamerican 

1949–1970 

Eligible (Criterion C) 

2. Environmental Consequences 

a. Build Alternative 

Of the 55 cultural resource sites identified within the study area and presented in Table 7, only 17 occur within 

or adjacent to the Build Alternative alignment. These include 11 historic buildings, the UPRR, the associated 

railroad water tower, MCGH, SR 347, the Silver Horizon dome car, Honeycutt Farmstead, and the traditional 

cultural property adjacent to the UPRR. Of these sites, all of the historic buildings were found not eligible for the 

NRHP. SR 347 within the Build Alternative alignment is a noncontributing element, so alterations to this portion 

of the roadway would not adversely affect characteristics that qualify SR 347 for inclusion in the NRHP as a 

whole. The Honeycutt Farmstead has been evaluated, and the documentation has exhausted the research 
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potential of this site. Therefore, it is not considered eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. The four remaining sites 

and one traditional cultural property are eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. 

The Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) AZ Z:2:40(ASM), which is currently referred to as the UPRR, has been 

determined eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A for its association with the transcontinental railroad system 

and the settlement and development of Arizona after 1880 (Jones 2008), and the segment within the study area 

contributes to this eligibility. Constructing a bridge over the UPRR and the addition of a new offline parallel track 

and passenger platform for loading and unloading passengers at the new Amtrak station under the Build 

Alternative would alter the location and setting of the railroad within the study area; however, the Arizona SHPO 

concurred that this change would not adversely affect the characteristics that qualify this resource for inclusion 

in the NRHP as a whole (Appendix E). 

The water tower (Feature 2 of the SPRR site) is a rare surviving structure type affiliated with the original SPRR 

mainline. For many decades, the large metal structure stored pumped water to serve passing steam engines, as 

well as the small community of Maricopa. The 500,000-gallon steel tank is supported by 28 heavy steel beams, 

each of which rests on a concrete foundation. Feature 2 is eligible for listing in the NRHP as a contributing 

element of the SPRR site; it is also individually eligible under Criterion C as an example of a rare surviving 

railroad structure within the study area and for its distinctive engineering attributes and high level of remaining 

integrity. The Build Alternative would avoid and therefore not adversely affect the water tower. The Arizona 

SHPO concurred with this finding during consultation.  

MCGH (AZ T:16:151[ASM]) is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP for its location, association, feeling, and setting 

(Criterion A) because the road played a significant role in the context of rural transportation corridors in western 

Pinal County (1922–1958). The Arizona SHPO agreed that the Build Alternative would not alter the location or 

association of this segment of the roadway and would not adversely affect the characteristics that qualify it for 

inclusion in the NRHP as a whole.  
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Construction of the Build Alternative would require the relocation of Amtrak’s Maricopa Station—including the 

Silver Horizon dome car (Structure 1), which is eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C as an excellent example of 

a rare passenger railcar. Given the mobile nature of railcars, relocation of the dome car would not adversely 

affect this resource or its eligibility for listing in the NRHP. It is not known at this time where the railcar will be 

relocated.  

The traditional cultural property identified within the UPRR ROW would be avoided by all construction activities. 

Before construction, ADOT would contact the Ak-Chin Indian Community to coordinate the temporary removal 

of the memorial. If the responsible contact cannot be reached or if the memorial is not relocated before 

construction, the site would be flagged to ensure the memorial would not be disturbed by construction 

activities.  

FHWA has consulted with ADOT, the Arizona SHPO, UPRR, the Hopi Tribe, Pascua-Yaqui Tribe, Yavapai-Apache 

Nation, and the Ak-Chin Indian Community regarding the adequacy of the survey report, NRHP eligibility 

determinations, and a “no adverse effect” determination of project effect. Concurrences on this consultation 

were received from SHPO on November 8, 2013, and from the Hopi Tribe on November 15, 2013. This agency 

correspondence is included in Appendix E. Based on the findings provided above and the concurrence of 

consulting parties, no direct or indirect impacts on cultural resources are anticipated to occur as a result of 

implementing the Build Alternative. 

b. No Build Alternative 

Under the No Build Alternative, no construction would occur. The No Build Alternative would not have any 

direct or indirect effects on cultural resources.  
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3. Mitigation Measures 

Design Responsibility 
• Prior to construction, the project Engineer would contact the Ak-Chin Indian Community cultural 

resource specialist (Caroline Antone at 520-568-1372) to arrange for the temporary removal of the 

roadside memorial if so desired by the family that maintains it. If arrangements cannot be made, the site 

would be flagged and avoided during construction. 

Tucson District Responsibility 
• Prior to construction, the project Engineer would contact the Ak-Chin Indian Community cultural 

resource specialist (Caroline Antone at 520-568-1372) to arrange for the temporary removal of the 

roadside memorial if so desired by the family that maintains it. If arrangements cannot be made, the site 

would be flagged and avoided during construction. 

Contractor Responsibilities 
• If the roadside memorial is not relocated during construction, the contractor would contact the Arizona 

Department of Transportation Historic Preservation Team (602.712.8636 or 602.712.7767) at least 

10 (ten) business days prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities to arrange for a qualified 

archaeologist to flag avoidance areas.   

• If flagging is required, the contractor would avoid all flagged and/or otherwise designated sensitive 

resource areas within or adjacent to the study area. 

• If previously unidentified cultural resources are encountered during activity related to the construction 

of the project, the contractor would stop work immediately at that location notify the Engineer and 

would take all reasonable steps to secure the preservation of those resources. The Engineer would 

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. 
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4. Conclusion 

Seventeen cultural resources are located within or adjacent to the Build Alternative, of which five are eligible for 

inclusion in the NRHP. During consultation, the Arizona SHPO concurred that no adverse effect would result 

from the proposed improvements. One traditional cultural property, a roadside memorial, is located within the 

proposed alignment. This site either would be removed before and replaced after construction or would be 

flagged before construction and avoided. Under the No Build Alternative, no construction would occur. No direct 

or indirect impacts on cultural resources are anticipated to occur from either the Build or No Build Alternative. 

D. Section 4(f) Resources 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (as amended and recodified in 1983) was 

enacted as a means of protecting publicly owned parks, recreation areas, wildlife refuges, and historic sites of 

significance from conversion to transportation uses. This act 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 an 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 and 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 United States Code 303[c]). 

A “use” of a Section 4(f) resource, as defined in 23 CFR 774.17, occurs “(1) when land is permanently 

incorporated into a transportation facility; (2) when there is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in 

terms of the statute’s preservation purpose . . . ; or (3) when there is a constructive use of a Section 4(f) 

property . . . ” A constructive use of a Section 4(f) resource occurs “when the transportation project does not 

incorporate land from a Section 4(f) property, but the project’s proximity impacts are so severe that the 

protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f) are 
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substantially impaired” (23 CFR 774.15[a]). As specified in 23 CFR 774.15(e), some examples of a constructive 

use are as follows: 

• The projected noise level increase attributable to the project substantially interferes with the use and 

enjoyment of a noise-sensitive facility of a property protected by Section 4(f); 

• The proximity of the proposed project substantially impairs aesthetic features or attributes of a property 

protected by Section 4(f), where such features or attributes are considered important contributing 

elements to the value of the property. Examples of substantial impairment . . . 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 Section 

4(f) property which derives its value in substantial part due to its setting; and/or 

• The project results in a restriction of access which substantially diminishes the utility of a significant 

publicly owned park, recreation area, or a historic site. 

1. Existing Conditions 

There are 7 properties within 0.25 mile of the Build Alternative that are afforded protection under Section 4(f): 

the Copper Sky Regional Park, Maricopa High School track, and 5 cultural resources that are eligible for listing on 

the NRHP under Criterion A, B, or C (Figure 30). There are no wildlife or waterfowl refuges within or adjacent to 

the study area. While the Copa Center and Rotary Park also occur within the study area, these recreational 

resources are not afforded protection under Section 4(f). The Copa Center is a multipurpose room that does not 

have a primary function as a recreational resource, and Rotary Park and its associated pool are privately owned.  

The Silver Horizon dome car is eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C as an excellent example of a rare 

passenger railcar. However, since this is a mobile resource and it will be relocated, it does not require 

consideration under Section 4(f). Therefore, there is no constructive or direct use of this resource. A discussion 

of each property afforded protection under Section 4(f) is provided below.   
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Figure 30. Section 4(f) Resources 
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a. Copper Sky Regional Park 

The Copper Sky Regional Park recently opened east of SR 347 and south of Bowlin Road. According to the City’s 

website (City of Maricopa 2013), the park facilities encompass 52,000 square feet and include a gymnasium with 

two full-size basketball courts, a fitness area, two multipurpose rooms, two dance rooms, a child watch room 

with outdoor play area, an activity room, locker rooms, a kitchen, administrative offices, an indoor running 

track, a competitive pool, a recreational pool, and a splash pad. The regional park will be 120 acres and will 

include a multigenerational center, a 5-acre lake, tennis courts, basketball courts, volleyball courts, a skate park, 

eight multi-use fields, a baseball/softball field, a dog park, and a multi-use trail along the park boundary.  

b. Maricopa High School Track  

Maricopa High School is located at the northwest corner of Honeycutt Avenue and SR 347. The school's track is 

available for public use outside of school hours without reservation and as such is afforded protection under 

Section 4(f). The other fields and gym require coordination with the Maricopa Unified School District and user 

fees (Nenaber 2013). Since the ball fields and gym (aside from the track) are not open to the public and require 

that each group wishing to use them receive advanced permission and pay a user fee, according to the Section 

4(f) policy paper (FHWA 2012b) these amenities are not afforded protection under Section 4(f). 

c. Dell Sellers Quonset Hut Buildings  

Three Quonset huts are located south of the UPRR and west of SR 347. Maricopa in the post–World War II 

period had a sizable population of manual laborers (braceros) who worked seasonally in the cotton fields. Many 

of these laborers stayed in these Quonset huts that bordered the railroad tracks during the 1950s and 1960s 

(Brock 2008–2009); one of the Quonset huts also functioned as a temporary church for the community around 

the same time. The Quonset huts are recommended eligible under Criterion A for their association with the 

contexts of the agricultural history of the city of Maricopa, specifically the Bracero Program in Arizona 

(1942-1964).  
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d. Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway  

The historic MCGH extends from Maricopa approximately 21 miles southeast to Casa Grande. Within the study 

area, MCGH parallels the UPRR mainline (formerly the SPRR). The MCGH is not part of the Arizona State Highway 

System and therefore can be evaluated under multiple NRHP criteria (Gregory 2013). The site has been a vital 

corridor for farmers and residents of western Pinal County since 1922. Because the road played a significant role 

in the context of rural transportation corridors in western Pinal County (1922–1958), it is recommended as 

eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A, and the segment recorded within the study area is 

recommended as a contributing element to the overall eligibility of the roadway. 

e. Estrella Ginning Company  

The Estrella Ginning Company property is located along the UPRR tracks and West Garvey Avenue. Archival 

research indicates that the cotton gin property was occupied and developed from the early 1950s through the 

modern era. The property was initially developed by Best Cotton Company and later acquired by the Estrella 

Ginning Company. All the historic-period buildings on the property have been demolished, leaving only three 

modern buildings standing—the scale house/office, a metal storage shed, and a trailer home. The only features 

associated with the historic ginning operation are two concrete slabs representing the foundations of the two 

cotton gin buildings. Additional research is needed to determine whether this resource is eligible for listing in 

the NRHP under Criterion A for its association with agricultural development and the cotton ginning industry in 

Pinal County. 

f. Southern Pacific Railroad  

The SPRR, which is currently referred to as the UPRR, has been determined eligible for the NRHP under 

Criterion A for its association with the transcontinental railroad system and the settlement and development of 

Arizona after 1880 (Jones 2008). The segment within the study area contributes to this eligibility. 
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g. Water Tower  

A water tower adjacent to the UPRR is a rare surviving structure type affiliated with the original SPRR mainline. 

For many decades, the large metal structure stored pumped water to serve passing steam engines, as well as 

the small community of Maricopa. The 500,000-gallon steel tank is supported by 28 heavy steel beams, each of 

which rests on a concrete foundation. The water tower is eligible for listing in the NRHP as a contributing 

element of the SPRR site; it is also individually eligible under Criterion C as an example of a rare surviving 

railroad structure within the study area and for its distinctive engineering attributes and high level of remaining 

integrity. 

2. Environmental Consequences 

a. Build Alternative 

i. Copper Sky Regional Park 

Construction activities would occur approximately 0.25 mile from the park. No modification to the park would 

occur as a result of the project, and no portion of the park would be converted to another use or permanently 

incorporated into a transportation facility. Access to the park would be maintained during construction, and no 

permanent access restrictions to this Section 4(f) property would result from the Build Alternative. Noise levels 

during and after construction may slightly increase, although the noise increase and vibration would be 

temporary and negligible. Noise would not interfere with the use and enjoyment of the park because this 

property is not a noise-sensitive facility. The visual change from the project would be negligible and would not 

interfere with or detract from the use and enjoyment of the park because the uses associated with the park do 

not rely on the visual setting. Therefore, according to 23 CFR Part 774.135(p), there would be no use of this 

Section 4(f) resource.  
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ii. Maricopa High School Track  

The Maricopa High School track is located on the north side of the campus. The south side of Maricopa High 

School faces Honeycutt Avenue, which will be modified during construction. The Build Alternative would extend 

Honeycutt Avenue to connect to the proposed SR 347 alignment. To achieve a perpendicular connection at 

SR 347, Honeycutt Avenue would be realigned to curve to the south. By curving south, the realigned roadway 

would shift away from the school grounds, and no direct use of this resource or any of the school grounds would 

occur. During construction, some delays may occur, but access to the school would be maintained at all times. 

No permanent changes to access would occur. Construction would result in the minor and temporary generation 

of noise and vibrations adjacent to this Section 4(f) resource, but the anticipated noise would not substantially 

impair the activities, features, or attributes that qualify this resource for Section 4(f) protection, because it is not 

a noise-sensitive facility. Once the Build Alternative is constructed, noise levels and vibration would be reduced 

from existing levels because the roads are farther from the resource. The visual change from the project would 

be negligible and would not interfere with or detract from the use and enjoyment of the park because the uses 

associated with the track do not rely on the visual setting. Therefore, according to 23 CFR Part 774.135(p), there 

would be no use of this Section 4(f) resource. 

iii. Dell Sellers Quonset Hut Buildings 

The Quonset hut buildings are located west of the proposed Build Alternative alignment, and no direct use of 

these resources would occur. The nearest construction would occur approximately 950 feet east of the 

buildings. From this distance, noise and vibration due to the construction or operation of the Build Alternative 

would attenuate (weaken) and would not result in a potential constructive use of this property. The visual 

change from the project would be negligible due to distance. The Arizona SHPO concurred on November 8, 

2013, that this cultural resource would not be adversely affected by the proposed project. Therefore, according 

to 23 CFR Part 774.135(p), there would be no use of this Section 4(f) resource. 
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iv. Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway  

The MCGH is eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A, and the portion within the study area contributes 

to this eligibility. The project would construct an access road for residences that face MCGH and the Connector 

Road within the existing MCGH ROW between the existing SR 347 alignment and 4th Street on approximately 

1.4 acres or 0.3 mile of the 21-mile-long roadway. The MCGH is already a transportation facility and the project 

impacts are of neither a size nor a scale that would diminish the NRHP eligibility characteristics of the MCGH. 

The Arizona SHPO concurred on November 8, 2013, that this cultural resource would not be adversely affected 

by the proposed project. Since the MCGH is already a transportation facility and based on the above, FHWA has 

determined that no use of this resource would occur. 

v. Estrella Ginning Company  

The Estrella Ginning Company property is located west of proposed project-related construction. No direct use 

of this cultural resource would occur. The nearest construction would occur approximately 1,000 feet to the 

east. From this distance, noise and vibration would attenuate and would not result in a potential constructive 

use of this property, and the visual characteristics of the cultural site would not be affected. The Arizona SHPO 

concurred on November 8, 2013, that this cultural resource would not be adversely affected by the proposed 

project. Therefore, according to 23 CFR Part 774.135(p), there would be no use of this Section 4(f) resource. 

vi. Southern Pacific Railroad  

The SPRR is eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A. The project would construct a bridge crossing over 

the UPRR tracks at the proposed SR 347 alignment; would construct the Connector Road just within and 

adjacent to the northern side of the UPRR ROW from the existing SR 347 alignment to where it meets the 

existing MCGH alignment west of 4th Street; and would add a new offline parallel track, passenger platform, and 

Amtrak station on approximately 6 acres of railroad property. The project impacts are of neither a size nor a 

scale that will diminish the NRHP eligibility characteristics of the SPRR. The Arizona SHPO concurred on 



 

 
Draft Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation October 2014 
SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad 90 
347-A(204)T; 347 PN 172 H7007 01L 

November 8, 2013, that this cultural resource would not be adversely affected by the proposed project. Based 

on this, FHWA has determined that no use of this resource would occur. 

vii. Water Tower  

The historic water tower would be avoided during construction. Under the Build Alternative, SR 347 would shift 

to the east, away from the water tower, and the new Connector Road, which extends along the existing SR 347 

alignment, would turn to the east before reaching the railroad tracks. Therefore, the Build Alternative would 

result in relocating noise and vibration away from this resource while still allowing for access both during and 

after construction. The visual character of the area would be affected, but this would not adversely affect the 

water tower because the changes that would occur adjacent to the property would be similar in line and form to 

the existing condition. The new bridge would be to the east of the existing transportation corridor and would 

not affect the visual setting of the water tower and its association with the railroad tracks. The construction of 

the Build Alternative would not substantially alter the activities, features, or attributes that qualify this resource 

for Section 4(f) protection. The Arizona SHPO concurred on November 8, 2013, that this cultural resource would 

not be adversely affected by the proposed project. Based on these findings, FHWA has determined that there 

would be no use of this Section 4(f) resource. 

b. No Build Alternative 

Under the No Build Alternative no construction would occur; therefore, according to 23 CFR Part 774.135(p), 

there would be no use of any Section 4(f) resource. 

3. Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures to minimize harm to Section 4(f) resources would be required. 
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4. Conclusion 

Seven Section 4(f) resources occur within 0.25 mile of the Build Alternative. Of these resources, 2 are 

recreational properties and 5 are historic properties. 

No direct use of either recreational property would occur. Access would be maintained throughout construction. 

Neither property depends on quiet surroundings, and changes to noise levels would be nominal. Changes to the 

visual setting would be negligible. No constructive use of these Section 4(f) resources would occur.  

Two historic properties, the MCGH and UPRR, would be modified under the Build Alternative. These historic 

properties are existing transportation facilities, and the project impacts are of neither a size nor a scale that will 

diminish the NRHP eligibility characteristics of these resources. The Arizona SHPO concurred on November 8, 

2013, that these historic properties would not be adversely affected by the proposed project. Based on this, 

FHWA has determined that no use of these Section 4(f) resources would occur.  

The remaining three historic properties—the Dell Sellers Quonset Hut buildings, Estrella Ginning Company site, 

and water tower—would be avoided by the Build Alternative. Noise and vibration would attenuate before 

reaching these properties or would be reduced from existing conditions, and visual setting would not be 

substantially affected. The Arizona SHPO concurred on November 8, 2013, that these historic properties would 

not be adversely affected by the proposed project. Therefore, according to 23 CFR Part 774.135(p), there would 

be no use of these Section 4(f) resources. 

E. Air Quality Analysis 

1. Background 

The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970 was the first comprehensive legislation aimed at reducing levels of air 

pollution throughout the country. The 1970 law required the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to 

establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), which set maximum allowable concentrations for 
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seven criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, particulate matter and fine particulate 

matter, sulfur dioxide, and lead (Table 8). 

Table 8. National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants 

Pollutant/Averaging Time National Standard* 

Ozone  

8-hour (primary and secondary) 0.075 ppm 

Carbon monoxide  

8-hour (primary) 9 ppm 

1-hour (primary) 35 ppm 

Nitrogen dioxide  

1-hour (primary) 100 ppb 

Annual mean (primary and secondary) 53 ppb 

Sulfur dioxide  

1-hour (primary) 75 ppb 

3-hour (secondary) 0.5 ppm 

Lead  

Rolling 3-month average (primary and secondary) 0.15 µg/m3 

Particulate matter less than 10 microns  

24-hour (primary and secondary) 150 µg/m3 

Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns  

Annual (primary) 12 µg/m3 

Annual (secondary) 15 µg/m3 

24-hour (primary and secondary) 35 µg/m3 

Source: EPA, http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html. 

* ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per billion; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter. 

The EPA is required to periodically review the NAAQS and modify them, as necessary. The EPA recently modified 

the NAAQS for ozone based on new studies that showed a lower level was needed to protect public health. The 

EPA also regulates air toxics. Most air toxics originate from human-made sources, including vehicles, airplanes, 

dry-cleaning equipment, factories, and refineries. 

http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html
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a. Mobile Source Air Toxics 

Mobile source air toxics (MSATs) are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the CAA. MSATs consist of 

21 compounds emitted from highway vehicles and nonroad equipment. Some toxic compounds are present in 

fuel and are emitted to the air when the fuel evaporates or passes through the engine unburned. Other toxics 

are emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary combustion products. Metal air toxics also 

result from engine wear or from impurities in oil or gasoline. Of the 21 MSATs, a subset of seven compounds has 

been designated by the EPA as the priority MSATs. These are acrolein, benzene, 1,3-butadiene, diesel particulate 

matter plus diesel exhaust organic gases (diesel particulate emissions), formaldehyde, naphthalene, and 

polycyclic organic matter. 

The EPA is the lead federal agency for administering the CAA and has certain responsibilities regarding the 

health effects of MSATs. The EPA has examined the impacts of existing and newly promulgated mobile source 

control programs, including its reformulated gasoline program, its national low-emission vehicle standards, its 

Tier 2 motor vehicle emissions standards and gasoline sulfur control requirements, and its proposed heavy-duty 

engine and vehicle standards and on-highway diesel fuel sulfur control requirements. Based on an FHWA 

analysis using EPA’s MOVES2010b model, as shown in Figure 31, even if vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) increases 

by 102 percent as assumed from 2010 to 2050, a combined reduction of 83 percent in the total annual emissions 

for the priority MSATs is projected for the same time period. 

In 2007, the EPA issued a final rule to reduce hazardous air pollutants from mobile sources. The final standards 

will lower emissions of benzene and other air toxics in three ways: (1) by lowering the benzene content in 

gasoline, (2) by reducing exhaust emissions from passenger vehicles operated at cold temperatures, and (3) by 

reducing emissions that evaporate from, and permeate through, portable fuel containers. As a result of this rule, 

new passenger vehicles would emit 45 percent less benzene, gas cans would emit 78 percent less benzene, and 

gasoline would have 38 percent less benzene overall. The hydrocarbon reductions from the vehicle and gas can 
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standards would reduce volatile organic compound emissions (which are precursors to ozone and can be 

precursors to particulate matter measuring 2.5 microns in diameter or less) by more than 1 million tons in 2030. 

b. Particulate Matter 

Particulate matter refers to solid or liquid particles suspended in the air that may be composed of acids, organic 

chemicals, metals, or soil and dust particles. Particle sizes range from those large enough to be seen as smoke or 

haze to those so small that they act as a gas and are visible only through an electron microscope. Those particles 

with diameters less than or equal to 2.5 microns are denoted as PM2.5, and sources include fuel combustion, 

power plants, and diesel vehicles. Those particles with diameters less than or equal to 10 microns are denoted 

as PM10, and sources include fugitive dust from unstable or disturbed dirt surfaces, vehicle travel on unpaved 

roads, crushing and grinding operations, and open burning. The study area is located within a nonattainment 

area for PM2.5 and PM10. 

i. Statutory Requirements for PM10/PM2.5 Hot-Spot Analyses 

On March 10, 2006, the EPA published a final rule that establishes the transportation conformity criteria and 

procedures for determining which transportation projects must be analyzed for local air quality impacts in PM2.5 

and PM10 nonattainment and maintenance areas (71 Federal Register 12468). Transportation conformity is 

required under CAA section 176(c) (42 United States Code 7506[c]) to ensure that federally supported highway 

and transit project activities are consistent with the purpose of a state air quality implementation plan. 

Conformity to the purpose of a state implementation plan means that transportation activities will not cause 

new air quality violations, worsen existing violations, or delay timely attainment of the relevant NAAQS or any 

required interim milestones. EPA’s transportation conformity rule (40 CFR 51.390 and Part 93) establishes the 

criteria and procedures for determining whether transportation activities conform to a state implementation 

plan. 
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Figure 31. 2010–2050 National MSAT Emission Trends for Vehicles Operating on Roadways (Based on EPA’s 
MOVES2010b Model) 

 

 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/policy_and_guidance/nmsatetrends.cfm
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A hot-spot analysis is an estimation of likely future localized PM2.5 and PM10 pollutant concentrations and a 

comparison of those concentrations to the relevant air quality standards (40 CFR 93.101). The focus is usually 

the immediate area around a proposed project, as opposed to the regional focus of an emissions inventory for 

an entire nonattainment area. Such an analysis is a means of demonstrating that a transportation project meets 

CAA conformity requirements to support state and local air quality goals with respect to potential localized air 

quality impacts. Hot-spot analyses may be either quantitative, in which future concentrations are calculated for 

specific locations in the study area, or qualitative, in which the proposed project and study area are compared 

with similar existing facilities, existing monitoring data, and other readily available information. When a hot-spot 

analysis is required, it is included within the project-level conformity determination that is made by FHWA.  

The March 2006 final rule noted the following examples as representative of “projects of air quality concern” 

that would be covered by 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(i) and (ii) and would require a PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analysis 

(71 Federal Register 12491): 

• A project on a new highway or expressway that serves a significant volume of diesel truck traffic, such as 

facilities with greater than 125,000 annual average daily traffic (AADT) and 8 percent or more of such 

AADT is diesel truck traffic; 

• New exit ramps and other highway facility improvements to connect a highway or expressway to a 

major freight, bus, or intermodal terminal; 

• Expansion of an existing highway or other facility that affects a congested intersection (operated at 

Level-of-Service D, E, or F) that has a significant increase in the number of diesel trucks; and, 

• Similar highway projects that involve a significant increase in the number of diesel transit busses and/or 

diesel trucks 

The March 2006 final rule also noted the following examples of projects that do not have air quality concerns 

and that therefore would not be covered by 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(i) and (ii) and would not require a PM2.5 and 

PM10 hot-spot analysis (71 Federal Register 12491): 
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• Any new or expanded highway project that primarily services gasoline vehicle traffic (i.e., does not 

involve a significant number or increase in the number of diesel vehicles), including such projects 

involving congested intersections operating at LOS D, E, or F; 

• An intersection channelization project or interchange configuration project that involves either turn 

lanes or slots, or lanes or movements that are physically separated. These kinds of projects improve 

freeway operations by smoothing traffic flow and vehicle speeds by improving weave and merge 

operations, which would not be expected to create or worsen PM2.5 and PM10 violations; and, 

• Intersection channelization projects, traffic circles or roundabouts, intersection signalization projects at 

individual intersections, and interchange reconfiguration projects that are designed to improve traffic 

flow and vehicle speeds, and do not involve any increases in idling. Thus, they would be expected to 

have a neutral or positive influence on PM2.5 and PM10 emissions. 

Additional guidance on preparing quantitative hot-spot analyses can be found in the Transportation Conformity 

Guidance for Quantitative Hot-spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas (EPA and 

FHWA 2010). 

c. Greenhouse Gases 

From a policy standpoint, FHWA’s current approach on the issue of global warming is as follows: to date, no 

national standards have been established regarding greenhouse gases, nor has EPA established criteria or 

thresholds for greenhouse gas emissions. On April 2, 2007, the Supreme Court issued a decision in 

Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency et al. that the EPA does have authority under the CAA 

to establish motor vehicle emissions standards for carbon dioxide emissions. The EPA is currently determining 

the implications to national policies and programs as a result of the Supreme Court decision. However, the 

Court’s decision did not have any direct implications on requirements for developing transportation projects.  

FHWA does not believe it is informative at this point to consider greenhouse gas emissions in an EA. The climate 

impacts of carbon dioxide emissions are global in nature. Analyzing how alternatives evaluated in an EA might 
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vary in their relatively small contribution to a global problem will not better inform decisions. Furthermore, due 

to the interactions between elements of the transportation system as a whole, emissions analyses would be less 

informative than ones conducted at regional, state, or national levels. Because of these concerns, FHWA 

concludes that this EA cannot usefully evaluate carbon dioxide emissions in the same way that it addresses 

other vehicle emissions. 

FHWA is actively engaged in many other activities with the Department of Transportation Center for Climate 

Change to develop strategies to reduce transportation’s contribution to greenhouse gases—particularly carbon 

dioxide emissions—and to assess the risks to transportation systems and services from climate change. FHWA 

will continue to pursue these efforts as productive steps to address this important issue. FHWA will review and 

update its approach to climate change at both the project and policy level as more information emerges and as 

policies and legal requirements evolve.  

2. Existing Conditions 

The CAA Amendments of 1990 authorize the EPA to designate those areas that have not met the NAAQS as 

nonattainment and to classify them according to their degree of severity. States that fail to attain the NAAQS for 

any of the criteria pollutants are required to submit state implementation plans to outline the actions that will 

be taken to attain compliance. Attainment areas meet or exceed the NAAQS. 

The study area is within an area designated as being in nonattainment of the NAAQS for PM10 and PM2.5, and is 

in attainment of all other criteria pollutants. The EPA designated portions of Pinal County as nonattainment for 

PM10 on July 2, 2012. Effective July 2, 2013, a transportation conformity lapse in western Pinal County was 

identified. The CAA requires a metropolitan long range transportation plan and transportation improvement 

program conformity within 12 months of the effective date, and Pinal County was unable to meet that deadline. 

During a lapse in conformity, FHWA cannot authorize work on new transportation projects or project phases.  
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The Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) is the designated metropolitan planning organization for 

Maricopa County and portions of Pinal County, including the city of Maricopa. The Conformity Analysis for the 

FY 2014-2018 MAG Transportation Improvement Program and the 2035 MAG Regional Transportation Plan 

(MAG 2013a) include results of the regional emissions analysis for PM10 for the West Pinal PM10 Nonattainment 

Area and PM2.5 for the West Central Pinal PM2.5 Nonattainment Area. The SR 347 grade-separated crossing of 

the UPRR tracks and associated improvements, consistent with the Build Alternative (H) described in this 

document, were included in the new plans and modeling. The results of the modeling supported a finding of 

conformity for both PM10 and PM2.5. The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) issued the 

proposed Arizona State Implementation Plan Revision for the West Pinal County PM10 Nonattainment Area for 

30-day public review and comment on November 7, 2013. Since this project is included in the conformity 

analysis, when the conformity lapse was lifted on February 17, 2014, this project once again became eligible for 

federal funding.  

The West Pinal County PM10 Nonattainment Area encompasses all of the study area. Pinal County maintains an 

air quality monitoring station for PM10 within the study area (44625 West Garvey Road). Data from 2009 to 2013 

indicate that PM10 standards were exceeded 11 times in 2009, 2 times in 2010, 15 times in 2011, 7 times in 2012, 

and 4 times in 2013 (excluding the 4th quarter for which data were not yet available) (Pinal County 2013). High 

ambient levels of particulates is due to being in the desert, use of dirt roads, being adjacent to agricultural 

(Cowtown) and as identified in Section E.1.b and previously in this section. 

While west-central Pinal County is currently considered in nonattainment of the PM2.5 NAAQS, the county has 

attained and continues to attain the 2006 standard (EPA 2013b). As a result, some State Implementation Plan 

content requirements have been relaxed. West-central Pinal County will remain in nonattainment until the EPA 

approves a redesignation request and maintenance plan (EPA 2013a). Primary sources generating PM2.5 within 

Pinal County are waste disposal/open burning (21 percent), agricultural (18 percent), unpaved roads (15 

percent), and construction (13 percent); the remainder of PM2.5 sources include wildfires, industrial processes, 
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paved roads, and other nonpoint sources. On-road vehicles are estimated to contribute 4 percent of the PM2.5 

emissions in the county (EPA 2010).  

3. Environmental Consequences 

An analysis of potential air quality impacts associated with the Build and No Build Alternatives involved an 

evaluation of MSATs and particulate matter. Current daily traffic on SR 347 is 31,000 vehicles per day with 2040 

traffic projections for SR 347 showing as many as 88,200 vehicles per day, with 5 percent trucks. These traffic 

volumes are lower than the example provided in EPA guidance for identifying projects of air quality concern. 

With the anticipated growth, traffic congestion is anticipated to increase in the No Build alternative. Since this 

project is a grade-separated railroad crossing and would substantially improve traffic movement in the study 

area, level of service is projected to improve compared to No Build.  None of the other criteria of 93.123(b)(1) 

apply to this project; thus, it is not considered a project of air quality concern and would not require a 

PM10/PM2.5 hot-spot analysis.  

a. Build Alternative 

Under the Build Alternative, temporary minor negative impacts on air quality would occur in the study area due 

to the operation of construction equipment on unpaved surfaces, demolition of concrete asphalt, movement 

and compaction of earthen materials, and dispersal of dust (PM10) by the wind. The amount of dust generated 

by the construction of this alternative would be substantively less than what is generated from nearby 

agricultural fields and unpaved roads surrounding the study area. Best management practices would be 

employed to minimize fugitive dust.  

During construction, temporary increases in emissions would be generated from construction equipment and 

increased traffic wait times associated with construction. Emissions from construction equipment would 

primarily consist of carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, hydrocarbons, PM2.5 and PM10, and sulfur dioxide. Proper 
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maintenance of motorized construction equipment and vehicles would minimize exhaust emissions. 

Construction would result in temporary minor negative air quality impacts. 

Once construction is complete, construction-related delays would cease and traffic would resume normal 

operations on the newly paved surface. The Build Alternative would improve traffic movement through the 

study area by reconfiguring intersections, providing additional capacity, and eliminating idling times for vehicles 

waiting for trains to pass. These changes would reduce emissions compared to the No Build Alternative; 

however, since the majority of the PM10/PM2.5 emissions (the pollutants for which the area is in non-

attainment) are primarily due to windblown dust, the overall long-term beneficial impact on localized air quality 

would be minor. 

i. Mobile Source Air Toxics 

MSATs are a subset of pollutants regulated under the CAA (refer to Section E.1.a). A qualitative analysis provides 

a basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences among MSAT emissions, if any, from the various 

alternatives. The qualitative assessment presented below is derived in part from a study conducted by the 

FHWA entitled A Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions Among Transportation Project 

Alternatives (FHWA 2010). 

For both the Build and No Build Alternatives in this EA, the amount of MSATs emitted would be proportional to 

the vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, assuming that other variables such as fleet mix are the same for each 

alternative. Due to the limited alternative routes elsewhere in the transportation network, the Build Alternative 

would not generate trips. The VMT for the Build Alternative are estimated to be the same as that for the No 

Build Alternative, or approximately 114,000 VMT in 2040. The emissions increase over existing conditions is 

offset somewhat by lower MSAT emission rates due to increased speeds; according to EPA’s MOVES2010b 

model, emissions of all of the priority MSATs decrease as speed increases. It is expected there would be no 

appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions between the Build and the No Build Alternatives. Also, 
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regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will likely be lower than present levels in the design year as a 

result of EPA’s national control programs that are projected to reduce annual MSAT emissions by over 80 

percent between 2010 and 2050. Local conditions may differ from these national projections in terms of fleet 

mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local control measures. However, the magnitude of the EPA-projected 

reductions is so great (even after accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to 

be lower in the future in nearly all cases (FHWA 2012a).  

The additional travel lanes contemplated as part of the Build Alternative would have the effect of moving some 

traffic closer to nearby homes, schools, and businesses; therefore, there may be localized areas where ambient 

concentrations of MSAT could be higher than the No Build Alternative. The localized increases in MSAT 

concentrations would likely be most pronounced along the following roadway sections that would be 

constructed under the Build Alternative: 4th Street where MCGH would be rerouted to meet with Honeycutt 

Road; Honeycutt Road which would be widened to accommodate the MCGH traffic; Honeycutt Avenue which 

would accommodate Edwards Avenue traffic from the existing SR 347 alignment to the new SR 347 alignment; 

and Garvey Avenue to access the relocated Amtrak station (see Figure 9). However, the magnitude and the 

duration of these potential increases compared to the No Build Alternative cannot be reliably quantified due to 

incomplete or unavailable information in forecasting project-specific MSAT health impacts. In summary, when a 

highway is widened, the localized level of MSAT emissions for the Build Alternative could be higher relative to 

the No Build Alternative, but this could be offset due to increases in speeds and reductions in congestion (which 

are associated with lower MSAT emissions). Also, MSAT levels will be lower in other locations when traffic shifts 

away from them. However, 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 

significantly lower than today. 

Overall, the Build Alternative would have no long-term effect on traffic volumes in the study area and would not 

result in any meaningful increases in traffic volumes, vehicle mix, or any other factor that would cause a long-
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term increase in emissions impacts. As such, this project would generate minimal air quality impacts for CAA 

criteria pollutants and would not result in MSAT concerns.  

Temporary air quality impacts would occur due to operation of equipment in the study area during construction 

and would cease after completion of construction activities. Therefore, the Build Alternative would have a short-

term minor negative direct impact on air quality. Once construction is complete, construction-related delays 

would cease and traffic would resume normal operations on the newly paved surface. Improved traffic 

movement through the study area and a reduction in vehicles waiting for trains to pass would reduce emissions 

compared to the No Build Alternative, resulting in a minor beneficial impact on localized air quality.  

Unavailable Information for Project-Specific MSAT Impact Analysis 

This evaluation includes a basic analysis of the project’s potential MSAT emission impacts. However, available 

technical tools do not currently enable FHWA to predict project-specific health impacts related to changes in 

emissions associated with the Build and No Build Alternatives analyzed in this EA. Because of these limitations, 

the following discussion is included in accordance with President’s CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22[b]) 

regarding incomplete or unavailable information. 

Information that is Unavailable or Incomplete 

In FHWA's view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the project-specific health impacts 

due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with the proposed set of alternatives. The outcome of such an 

assessment, adverse or not, would be influenced more by the uncertainty introduced into the process through 

assumption and speculation rather than any genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly attributable 

to MSAT exposure associated with a proposed action. 

The EPA is responsible for protecting the public health and welfare from any known or anticipated effect of an 

air pollutant. It is lead authority for administering the CAA and its amendments and has specific statutory 

obligations with respect to hazardous air pollutants and MSATs. The EPA continually assesses human health 
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effects, exposures, and risks posed by air pollutants. They maintain the Integrated Risk Information System, 

which is “a compilation of electronic reports on specific substances found in the environment and their potential 

to cause human health effects” (EPA, http://www.epa.gov/iris/). Each report contains assessments of 

noncancerous and cancerous effects for individual compounds and quantitative estimates of risk levels from 

lifetime oral and inhalation exposures with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of magnitude.  

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health effects of MSATs, including 

the Health Effects Institute (HEI). Two HEI studies are summarized in Appendix D of FHWA’s (2012) Interim 

Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents. Among the adverse health effects 

linked to MSAT compounds at high exposures are cancer in humans in occupational settings; cancer in animals; 

and irritation to the respiratory tract, including the exacerbation of asthma. Less obvious is the adverse human 

health effects of MSAT compounds at current environmental concentrations 

(HEI, http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282) or in the future as vehicle emissions substantially decrease 

(HEI, http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=306). 

The methods for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling, dispersion modeling, exposure 

modeling, and then final determination of health impacts—each step in the process building on the model 

predictions obtained in the previous step. All are encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain science 

that prevents a more complete differentiation of the MSAT health impacts among a set of project alternatives. 

These difficulties are magnified for lifetime (i.e., 70 year) assessments, particularly because unsupportable 

assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel patterns and vehicle technology (which affects 

emissions rates) over that time frame, since such information is unavailable.  

It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70-year lifetime MSAT concentrations and exposure near roadways; 

to determine the portion of time that people are actually exposed at a specific location; and to establish the 

extent attributable to a proposed action, especially given that some of the information needed is unavailable. 

http://www.epa.gov/iris/
http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282
http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=306
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There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the various MSAT, 

because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational exposure data to the general 

population, a concern expressed by HEI (http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282). As a result, there is no 

national consensus on air dose-response values assumed to protect the public health and welfare for MSAT 

compounds, and in particular for diesel particulate matter. The EPA 

(http://www.epa.gov/risk/basicinformation.htm#g) and the HEI 

(http://pubs.healtheffects.org/getfile.php?u=395) have not established a basis for quantitative risk assessment 

of diesel particulate matter in ambient settings. 

There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The current context is the process 

used by the EPA as provided by the CAA to determine whether more stringent controls are required in order to 

provide an ample margin of safety to protect public health or to prevent an adverse environmental effect for 

industrial sources subject to the maximum achievable control technology standards, such as benzene emissions 

from refineries. The decision framework is a two-step process. The first step requires EPA to determine an 

“acceptable” level of risk due to emissions from a source, which is generally no greater than approximately 

100 in a million. Additional factors are considered in the second step, the goal of which is to maximize the 

number of people with risks less than 1 in a million due to emissions from a source. The results of this statutory 

two-step process do not guarantee that cancer risks from exposure to air toxics are less than 1 in a million; in 

some cases, the residual risk determination could result in maximum individual cancer risks that are as high as 

approximately 100 in a million. In a June 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 

Circuit upheld EPA’s approach to addressing risk in its two-step decision framework. Information is incomplete 

or unavailable to establish that even the largest of highway projects would result in levels of risk greater than 

deemed acceptable. 

Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described, any predicted 

difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than the uncertainties associated 

http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282
http://www.epa.gov/risk/basicinformation.htm%23g
http://pubs.healtheffects.org/getfile.php?u=395
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with predicting the impacts. Consequently, the results of such assessments would not be useful to decision 

makers, who would need to weigh this information against project benefits, such as reducing traffic congestion, 

accident rates, and fatalities plus improved access for emergency response, that are better suited for 

quantitative analysis.  

b. No Build Alternative 

Under the No Build Alternative no construction would occur; therefore, no construction-related air quality 

impacts would occur. Congestion and queuing due to train delays would continue to worsen as growth in the 

area continues and as the number of trains passing through the city increases. As a result, the No Build 

Alternative would have a long-term minor negative impact on localized air quality.  

4. Mitigation Measures 

Contractor Responsibilities 

• The contractor would comply with all local air quality and dust control rules, regulations and ordinances 

which apply to any work performed pursuant to the contract. 

• According to Arizona Department of Transportation’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 

Construction, Section 104 Scope of Work, Subsection 08 Prevention of Air and Noise Pollution (2008), 

“the contractor shall control, reduce, remove or prevent air pollution in all its forms, including air 

contaminants, in the performance of the contractor’s work. The contractor shall comply with applicable 

requirements of Arizona Revised Statutes Section 49-401 et seq. (Air Quality) and with the Arizona 

Administrative Code, Title 18, Chapter 2 (Air Pollution Control).”  

• According to Arizona Department of Transportation’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 

Construction, Section 104.08 (2008), special provisions, and local rules or ordinances, including Arizona 

Administrative Code Title 18, Chapter 2 (Air Pollution Control), “the contractor would comply with all air 

pollution ordinances, regulations, orders, etc., during construction. All dust-producing surfaces would be 
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watered or otherwise stabilized to reduce short-term impacts associated with an increase in particulate 

matter attributable to construction activity.” 

5. Conclusion 

The SR 347 grade-separated crossing of the UPRR tracks and associated improvements were included in the 

2014–2018 Transportation Improvement Program and the Regional Transportation Plan and associated 2013 

MAG Conformity Analysis. The MAG regional analysis incorporates all projects in the STIP and is analyzed against 

an emissions budget. The results of the modeling supported a finding of conformity for both PM10 and PM2.5 for 

the Plan and TIP.  The project does not meet the definition of a project of air quality concern in 40 CFR 

93.123(b)(1), so a hotspot analysis for PM10 and PM2.5 are not required.  The project complies with all applicable 

control measures in the State Implementation Plans, as described above.  Thus, the project will not cause new 

air quality violations, worsen existing violations, or delay timely attainment of the relevant NAAQS or any 

required interim milestones.  

The Build Alternative would temporarily generate PM10 emissions during construction, but PM10 and MSAT 

emissions would likely be less than emissions generated under the No Build Alternative in the long term due to 

improved traffic movement. It is unlikely that the proposed SR 347 grade-separated crossing would cause or 

contribute meaningfully to an exceedance of the NAAQS. Temporary increase in PM2.5, PM10, and MSATs would 

occur under the Build Alternative during construction due to earth-moving activities, the operation of 

construction equipment, and traffic delays within the work zones. Construction of the Build Alternative would 

result in more efficient traffic movement, which would reduce the time that vehicles operate within the study 

area and therefore reduce the overall emission of MSATs and PM2.5. Since on-road vehicles only account for 

approximately 4 percent of the total PM2.5 emissions in the county, changes to these emission levels from this 

project would be nominal. 
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F. Noise Analysis 

1. Existing Conditions 

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. Noise is 

generally defined as any loud or undesired sound. Noise levels are also expressed in decibels. Since the human 

ear does not respond equally to all frequencies (or pitches), measured noise levels (in decibels at standard 

frequency bands) are often adjusted or weighted to correspond to the frequency response of human hearing 

and the human perception of loudness. The weighted sound level corresponding to the human ear is designated 

as the A-weighted sound in decibels, or dBA.  

The ability of an average individual to perceive changes in noise levels is well documented. The approximate 

threshold of hearing is 0 dBA, while the approximate threshold of pain is 140 dBA. Generally, changes in noise 

levels of 3 dBA are barely perceived by most listeners, whereas a 10 dBA change is normally perceived as a 

doubling of noise levels. Most noise acceptability criteria are based on the general principle that a perceptible 

change in noise is likely to cause annoyance wherever it increases the existing noise from all other sources 

(annoyance depends on the noise that exists before the introduction of a new sound). Typical sound levels 

experienced by people range from about 40 dBA, the daytime level in a typical quiet living room, to 85 dBA, the 

approximate level occurring near a sidewalk adjacent to heavy traffic. Most suburban areas have daytime noise 

levels ranging from 50 to 70 dBA. 

 

Noise level measurements were taken at three locations in the vicinity of the Build Alternative alignment 

(Figure 32). Measurements were taken on July 18, 2013, between 10:30 AM and 3:00 PM. At each measurement 

site (M01, M02, and M03), three 15-minute readings were recorded. These collection points provide the basis 

for modeling that would be done to extrapolate the existing and future noise levels within the study area. 
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The measurements provided the Leq, Lmin, and Lmax for the particular site during that sampling period. Leq is 

the equivalent continuous A-weighted sound level that, in a stated period of time, would contain the same 

acoustical energy as the time-varying sound levels during the same period; Lmin and Lmax are the minimum and 

maximum sound level measured during a sampling period. 

At the M01 site, an average ambient noise level of 53 dBA was recorded between 10:44 AM and 11:31 AM. The 

meter was positioned in a vacant lot approximately 200 feet from the travel lane of southbound SR 347. At the 

M02 site, an average ambient noise level of 60 dBA was recorded between 12:42 PM and 1:30 PM. The meter 

was positioned approximately 65 feet northeast of the northbound travel lane of MCGH at Rotary Park. At the 

M03 site, an average ambient noise level of 44 dBA was recorded between 2:00 PM and 2:48 PM. The meter 

was positioned approximately 500 feet from the northbound travel lane of SR 347 in a vacant lot adjacent to the 

Sagecrest subdivision. Table 9 summarizes the results of the noise level measurements. 
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Figure 32. Noise Measurement Locations 
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Table 9. Measurement of Existing Noise Levels 

Site Time 

Leq 

(dBA) 

Lmin  

(dBA) 

Lmax 

(dBA) 

Site No. M01 

 10:44 AM–10:59 AM 54 44 63 

 11:00 AM–11:15 AM 52 40 66 

 11:16 AM–11:31 AM 53 42 64 

Site No. M02 (Not Modeled because it would be within the future alignment) 

 12:42 PM–12:57 PM 59 41 74 

 12:58 PM–1:13 PM 62 42 77 

 1:14 PM–1:30 PM 60 42 74 

Site No. M03 

 2:00 PM–2:15 PM 43 38 57 

 2:16 PM–2:31 PM 45 39 55 

 2:33 PM–2:48 PM 43 38 50 

Abbreviations: dBA = A-weighted decibels. 

Notes: Weather conditions consisted of clear skies, light winds averaging 6 miles per hour, and an average 

temperature of 101 degrees Fahrenheit. 
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2. Environmental Consequences 

The analysis of potential noise impacts was conducted within the study area, in compliance with 23 CFR 772 and 

FHWA guidelines for the assessment of highway-traffic-generated noise. In addition, the analysis was performed 

and specific abatement considerations were made in accordance with the ADOT Noise Abatement Policy (NAP) 

dated July 2011. 

Potential negative impact from traffic noise is assessed on the basis of predicted noise levels approaching or 

exceeding the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC). The NAC for residences (Category B) and similar sensitive 

exterior receptors (Category C) is 67 dBA average for 1 hour (dBA Leq[1h]) during the peak traffic hour 

(Table 10). The FHWA and many state and local transportation departments use the NAC to evaluate the need 

for noise mitigation measures due to highway improvements. In addition to the NAC, a noise impact is indicated 

if the future noise level is expected to “substantially increase” over existing levels. 

The NAP defines “approaching” the FHWA NAC as within 3 dBA of the FHWA NAC for Categories A, B, C, D, 

and E. There is no noise impact threshold for Category F or Category G locations. The Category B land use 

represents residential areas, and ADOT NAP determines highway traffic noise level impacts and considers 

mitigation for this category when the predicted noise level is equal to or greater than 64 dBA. FHWA guidelines 

and the ADOT NAP indicate that abatement should be considered if the criteria described above are met or 

exceeded. However, the abatement measures must be both feasible and reasonable to be recommended for 

implementation.  

Existing and future traffic noise levels for the study area were predicted using the FHWA-approved Traffic Noise 

Model Version 2.5. Noise-sensitive receptors identified in this analysis are located in areas of frequent human 

use and consist primarily of backyards or common outdoor areas of residential homes (Figure 33). Due to the 

proximity of residences to each other not every outdoor space was modeled in a consecutive series of 

residences. Modeling efforts focused on residential areas as is customary for these studies.  
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Table 10. FHWA Noise Activity Category 

Land Use 

Category 

Design Sound Level 

Leq(h) (dBA)a Description 

A 57 (exterior) Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve 

an important public need and where the preservation of those qualities is 

essential if the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose 

B 67 (exterior) Residential 

C 67 (exterior) Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds, cemeteries, 

daycare 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 (interior) Auditoriums, daycare centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, places of 

worship, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, 

radio studios, recording studios, schools, and television studios 

E 73 (interior)b Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other developed lands, 

properties or activities not included in Categories 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 

Source: Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 772 (Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise). 
a Leq(h) is the 1-hour equivalent sound level measured in A-weighted decibels (dBA). 
b The interior sound levels (activity) apply to (1) indoor activities for those parcels where an exterior noise-sensitive activity is identified 
and (2) those situations where the exterior activities will not be affected by the noise, but the interior activities will be affected. 
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Figure 33. Modeled Noise-Sensitive Locations 



 

 
Draft Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation October 2014 
SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad 115 
347-A(204)T; 347 PN 172 H7007 01L 

The modeled noise levels for the Existing, No Build, and Build Scenarios along the SR 347 realignment represent 

Category B and C land uses and range from 40 dBA to 62 dBA. All receiver sites are anticipated to have higher 

levels of noise in the future model year (2040) compared to current levels. Variations or increases in dBA can be 

attributed to increased traffic volumes and receiver location in relation to the No Build and Build Scenarios. 

There are no identified modeled receivers in the study area vicinity that meet and/or exceed the ADOT NAP 

noise impact criteria of 64 dBA (Table 11). 

a. Build Alternative 

While the dominant noise source within the study area is generated by trains, increases in noise levels above the 

No Build Alternative would be anticipated to occur at five modeled sites: R02 (1 dBA), R4 (1 dBA), R14 (2 dBA), 

R15 (3 dBA), and R16 (2 dBA) due to the proposed improvements. This increase would result from the shift of 

the SR 347 alignment closer to these receiver locations. In addition, noise along 4th Street would increase due to 

an increase in traffic associated with realigning MCGH to the north to Honeycutt Avenue and along Garvey 

Avenue due to the introduction of a new Amtrak station to the west. Based on the modeled results, most 

receptor sites along SR 347 would experience a decrease in noise compared to the No Build Alternative. The 

highest modeled noise level for the Build Alternative was 61 dBA, which is below the NAC thresholds for all land 

use types. Overall, there would be a long-term negligible direct change in noise under the Build Alternative along 

SR 347. The construction of a new offline parallel track, passenger platform, and Amtrak station would increase 

noise and vibration for residences and businesses adjacent to and along Garvey Avenue. Currently, no adequate 

design information is available to model noise and/or vibration associated with these improvements. As design 

develops, additional studies would be required to identify potential impacts. No indirect impact would occur. 
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Table 11. Noise Modeling Results  

 Existing (2013) 

(dBA) 

No Build (2040) 

(dBA) 

Build (2040) 

(dBA) 

Measured Site 

M01 56 60 60 

M02 Not Modeled* Not Modeled* Not Modeled*  

M03 47 57 58 

Modeled Noise-Sensitive Receiver Site (Category B and C Land Uses) 

R01 41 47 47 

R02 43 50 51 

R03 45 58 58 

R04 46 53 54 

R05 57 62 55 

R06 59 60 55 

R07 58 57 52 

R08 55 57 54 

R09 56 59 56 

R10 58 58 57 

R11 57 58 58 

R12 57 54 54 

R13 52 61 60 

R14 59 59 61 

R15 55 58 61 

R16 54 56 58 

Abbreviations: dBA =A-weighted decibels. 

* This site was not modeled because it would be within the realigned MCGH roadway once constructed. 
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Increases in noise would also occur during construction. Construction equipment generates peak noise that 

ranges from about 85 to 95 decibels. These levels of noise would be intermittent, which would reduce the 

overall impact of this noise. Noise attenuates over distance, it is estimated that within about 0.25 mile of the 

noise source, sound levels would drop to approximately 65 dBA or less. The presence of topographical changes 

or physical barriers such as buildings or plant material would reduce these levels even more. In addition, both 

Pinal County and the City of Maricopa have noise ordinances that ensure noise levels are maintained at an 

acceptable level during construction. The Build Alternative would result in short-term minor adverse impacts on 

sensitive receivers near the construction areas. These impacts would cease when construction is complete.  

b. No Build Alternative 

Under the No Build Alternative, as the city of Maricopa continues to grow resulting in increased traffic and UPRR 

operations, ambient noise would increase over existing conditions. The No Build Alternative would result in 

long-term minor adverse impact on sensitive receivers within the study area. 

3. Mitigation Measures 

Design Responsibility 

• During final design, the project manager would contact the Arizona Department of Transportation 

Environmental Planning Group noise coordinator (602.712.8246 or 602.712.7767) to arrange for 

qualified personnel to review and update the noise analysis. 

City of Maricopa Responsibility 

• Prior to final design of Phase 1, the City of Maricopa Project Manager would contact the Arizona 

Department of Transportation Environmental Planning Group Noise Coordinator (Joe D’Onofrio at 

602.712.8246 or 602.712.7767) to arrange for qualified personnel to review the project design plans and 

determine the need for additional noise analysis. If additional noise analysis is warranted, the city of 
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Maricopa would be responsible for preparing and submitting a noise analysis to the Arizona Department 

of Transportation Environmental Planning Group Noise Coordinator. 

Contractor Responsibility 

• According to Arizona Department of Transportation’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 

Construction, Section 104 Scope of Work, Subsection 08 Prevention of Air and Noise Pollution (2008), 

“the contractor would comply with all local sound control and noise level rules, regulations and 

ordinances which apply to any work performed pursuant to the contract. Each internal combustion 

engine used for any purpose on the work or related to the work would be equipped with a muffler of a 

type recommended by the manufacturer. No internal combustion engine would be operated on the 

work without its muffler being in good working condition.” 

4. Conclusion 

Noise levels for the model year 2040 are anticipated to increase from current conditions. Changes in noise under 

the Build Alternative would be negligible compared to the No Build Alternative. The greatest increase—a 

maximum increase of 3 dBA, which would be barely perceptible—would occur just north of the UPRR tracks 

where the alignment would shift closer to the existing receivers. No site would approach or exceed the 

NAC thresholds under the Build Alternative. As the design for the new Amtrak station advances and increased 

design detail regarding the construction of a new offline parallel track to load and unload trains is available, 

additional train noise and vibration studies would be completed.  

G. Utilities 

1. Existing Conditions 

Numerous utilities occur adjacent to the proposed alignment. Utility stakeholders and utility types are presented 

in Table 12.  
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Both 12-kV and 69-kV overhead power lines operated by Electrical District No. 3 are located within the study 

area. The 69-kV line runs along the north side of Honeycutt Road to the east of SR 347 to the intersection of 

Honeycutt Road and Garvey and then extends northwest along the UPRR tracks. Numerous 12-kV lines occur 

within the study area, including along SR 347 and the UPRR tracks.  

In addition to the overhead power, Electrical District No. 3 maintains multiple buried lines along local roadways. 

ADOT owns and operates underground conduit and power for street lighting and traffic signals along SR 347 

within the study area.  

 

Table 12. Utility Stakeholder and Type within the Proposed Alignment 

Utility Stakeholder Type of Utility 

Ak-Chin Indian Community Fiber, sewer, water  

Arizona Department of Transportation Culverts, storm drain, electric 

Arizona Public Service  Electric 

Electrical District No. 3 Electric 

Global-Palo Verde Utilities/Santa Cruz Water Reclaimed water, sewer, water 

Kinder Morgan Energy Petroleum 

Orbital Communications, LLC Cable, fiber 

CenturyLink Coaxial, fiber 

Southwest Gas High-pressure natural gas 

Maricopa Broadband Cable, fiber 

Maricopa Water Improvement District Water 

Source: Blue Stake and SR 347 Union Pacific Railroad Crossing Design Concept Report 2013b 

A 12-inch-diameter potable water line operated by Maricopa Water Improvement District occurs along SR 347, 

and 4- and 12-inch-diameter water lines also run along Honeycutt Road, MCGH, and local roads. Similarly, Global 

Water operates water, wastewater, and recycled water along local streets, and ADOT owns storm drains, 
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24-inch-diameter (typical) lateral pipes, and 30- to 68-inch-diameter trunk lines along SR 347 between Edison 

Road and Jackrabbit Road. Two water reservoirs and a booster station operated by Maricopa Water 

Improvement District are located east of SR 347 on Honeycutt Road.  

Petroleum and natural gas utilities within the study area are operated by Kinder Morgan and Southwest Gas. 

A Kinder Morgan 12-inch-diameter line is located along the south side of MCGH to Wilson Avenue and then 

north past Edison Road. An abandoned 8-inch-diameter line parallels the UPRR tracks on the south side of the 

MCGH. Southwest Gas operates a 4-inch-diameter line along the SR 347 from Honeycutt Road to the south and 

2-inch-diameter lines along Garvey Road west of SR 347, along Honeycutt Road east of SR 347, and on local 

roads. 

2. Environmental Consequences 

a. Build Alternative 

Utility stakeholders within study area were contacted to identify potential conflicts with the proposed 

improvements. Orbital Communications, Maricopa Water Improvement District, CenturyLink, and the Ak-Chin 

Indian Community indicated that there were conflicts with their respective utilities. 

The overhead 12-kV and 69-kV power lines along SR 347 and Honeycutt Road would be affected by the Build 

Alternative and would require relocation before construction. Sewer, water, gas, and fiber-optic lines would be 

less affected by the Build Alternative and would only require the adjustment and relocation of valves, manholes, 

and other ancillary facilities. Existing traffic signals at Alterra Parkway, Honeycutt Avenue, the UPRR at-grade 

crossing, MCGH, and Hathaway Avenue would be removed or relocated to accommodate the new alignment. 

The relocation and adjustment of utilities along new ROW would be evaluated during final design. Upon 

relocation/adjustment of utilities, no further impacts from the Build Alternative would occur, resulting in a 

short-term minor negative direct impact on utilities. No long-term impacts would occur.  
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b. No Build Alternative 

Under the No Build Alternative, there would be no direct impact on the utilities within the study area.  

3. Mitigation Measures 

Design Responsibility 

• During final design, the Arizona Department of Transportation project manager would coordinate 

relocation of utilities with the affected utility companies and residents where necessary. If service 

disruption would be required for utility relocation, the Arizona Department of Transportation would 

coordinate with the utility companies to ensure customers are notified prior to service disruption. 

4. Conclusion 

Utilities in conflict with the Build Alternative would require relocation or adjustment. No long-term or recurring 

impacts would occur. Relocation of overhead power lines and adjustments to sewer, water, gas and fiber-optic 

line valves, manholes, or ancillary facilities would be necessary.  

H. Visual Resources 

1. Existing Conditions 

The study area is characterized by the relatively flat valley setting. The Sierra Estrella Mountains are visible to 

the northwest, with a view of the southern portion called Montezuma Head. The Palo Verde Mountains are 

visible to the southwest and the Sacaton Mountains to the southeast. This arid region is part of the Sonoran 

Desertscrub biotic community as part of the Lower Colorado River Valley. 

The specific project corridor lies along the heavily used SR 347 and the UPRR crossing, which is also of high use, 

averaging 40 trains a day. The surrounding development is of mixed uses and is within the redevelopment 

district of the City of Maricopa’s Projects and Sites boundaries map. In the southernmost portion of the study 

area, residential development occurs to the west and open undeveloped lands and industrial businesses occur 
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to the east. From just south of the UPRR tracks to the northern end of the study area, businesses and residences 

occur on both sides of SR 347. Buildings in the study area vary in age, material, and architectural character—

from modern service buildings to tourist-oriented structures and rural housing. Existing structures are relatively 

small and have vertical and angular elements. Some undeveloped open space is interspersed throughout the 

study area. The UPRR is linear and has a long corridor view consistent with the flat terrain. Informational 

signage, power poles and lines, lighting poles, rail crossing, traffic lights, and a water tower exist within the study 

area. 

2. Environmental Consequences 

a. Build Alternative 

The Build Alternative would result in a long-term moderate direct visual impact because the vertical height of 

the proposed bridge crossing would be visually evident. The bridge structure would be noticeable from nearby 

businesses and residences and by drivers due to the structure’s height, but visibility would quickly decrease with 

distance due to surrounding development. In addition, various alignment reconfigurations, roadway widening, 

addition of roadway features associated with the Build Alternative would change the visual character within the 

study area. The new Amtrak station would introduce development to currently undeveloped land. 

During final design, the bridge aesthetics would be determined. Elements may include the use of characteristics 

found in the Maricopa Heritage District Design Guidelines, such as a mixture of materials, stained sidewalks, 

expanded metal over chain link fencing, a stone façade on the substructure, brick median, and/or paint. In 

addition, the bridge may support wall graphics that reflect the importance of the railroad contributions to the 

city. The addition of these aesthetic treatments would help minimize the potential visual impacts associated 

with the bridge. The potential visual changes associated with the Build Alternative would be similar in line, form, 

and color with the features of the existing developed area and would minimally contrast with the existing 
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landscape, which is urban and developed in nature. Overall, the Build Alternative is anticipated to result in a 

long-term moderate negative impact on the visual character within the study area.  

A short-term minor negative visual impact during construction would occur due to ground disturbance, presence 

of construction equipment, and removal of existing structures and roadway. No indirect impacts would occur. 

b. No Build Alternative 

Under the No Build Alternative, there would be no short-term or long-term impacts on visual resources because 

there would be no change to the visual character of the study area. 

3. Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures for visual resource would be required.  

4. Conclusion 

While the Build Alternative would introduce new visual characteristics to the study area, the changes would be 

similar in line, form, and color with the features of the existing development and would minimally contrast with 

the existing landscape which is urban and developed in nature. Other components of the Build Alternative that 

would affect the visual character of the area, albeit to a lesser degree, include changes to local roadways to 

accommodate traffic flows within the study area and the introduction of a new and demolition of the old 

Amtrak stations. Long-term, direct, moderate visual impacts would occur as a result of the Build Alternative, and 

temporary, minor visual impacts due to construction. No indirect impacts would occur. The No Build Alternative 

would have no direct or indirect impact on the visual character of the area because no changes would occur. 

I. Water Resources 

Surface water, groundwater, and drainage are evaluated in this section. Surface water includes water present 

above the soil surface such as rivers, streams, lakes, pools, and stormwater runoff. Groundwater is water that 
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flows below the soil surface that can be collected by underground wells or other facilities constructed for 

collecting water or for monitoring.  

Executive Order 11988, Floodplains, requires that impacts on floodplains be evaluated for all federal actions; it 

also directs agencies to reduce impacts on floodplains, minimize flood risks on human safety and well-being, and 

restore and preserve floodplain values. Floodplains are delineated and managed by the Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA). A floodplain is fairly level land subject to periodic flooding from an adjacent body 

of water.  

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 waterbody 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; it should 

be kept free of obstructions to allow 100-year floodwaters to move downstream without increasing the water 

surface elevation more than 1 foot. FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps depict the delineated 100-year floodplain. 

The 100-year floodplain is divided into the following flood zones:  

• Zone A: areas subject to inundation by 100-year flood events that have been identified through 

qualitative methodologies; no base flood elevations have been determined 

• Zone AE: areas subject to inundation by 100-year flood events that have been identified through 

quantitative methodologies; base flood elevations have been determined  

• Zone AH: areas subject to inundation by 100-year shallow flood events where ponding occurs and flood 

depths are between 1 and 3 feet deep; base flood elevations have been determined (does not occur in 

the study area) 

• Zone AO: areas subject to inundation by 100-year shallow flood events typified by sheet flow on sloping 

terrain with flood depths between 1 and 3 feet; base flood elevations have been determined  

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regulates activities that discharge dredged or fill materials into waters of the 

United States (e.g. streams, lakes, wetlands, etc.)1 and issues permits for these discharges under Section 404 of 

                                                

1 As defined in 40 CFR 230.3  
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the Clean Water Act (CWA). Section 401(a) of the CWA requires the state to provide certification, including 

permit conditions that the draft permit is in compliance with effluent limits, the State’s water quality standards, 

and any other appropriate requirements of state law. Under CWA Section 401, the ADEQ reviews activities for 

water quality compliance. 

Section 402 of the CWA formed the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), which regulates 

pollutant discharges, including stormwater, into waters of the United States. An NPDES permit sets specific 

discharge limits for point-source pollutants into waters of the United States and outlines special conditions and 

requirements for a particular project to reduce impacts on water quality. In 2002, the EPA authorized the ADEQ 

to administer the NPDES program at the state level, called the Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(AZPDES). AZPDES permits require that the project be designed to protect waters of the United States, that 

erosion control best management practices be implemented, and that a storm water pollution prevention plan 

(SWPPP) be prepared for construction activities exceeding 1 acre of ground disturbance. 

1. Existing Conditions 

An assessment of the study area indicated that there are no springs, lakes, ponds, rivers, perennial streams, 

wetlands, or other impoundments present within the study area. No sole source aquifers are present. No 

potential waters of the United States under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, as defined by 

the CWA, occur within the study area. No impaired waters (bodies of water not meeting CWA water quality 

standards) or outstanding waters (as identified by ADEQ) occur within the study area (Arizona Department of 

Water Resources 2008). 

Groundwater within the study area is within the Pinal Active Management Area, which encompasses 

approximately 4,000 square miles in central Arizona. The major aquifers in this area consist of recent stream 

alluvium and basin fill. Groundwater flow is generally to the north, with flow toward cones of depression west of 

                                                                                                                                                                   

 http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2014-06/documents/proposed_regulatory_wus_text_40cfr230_0.pdf 

http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2014-06/documents/proposed_regulatory_wus_text_40cfr230_0.pdf
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Maricopa. The primary source of natural recharge is streambed recharge along the Gila River to the north and 

Santa Cruz River to the east of the study area. Median well yields within the Pinal Active Management Area are 

1,000 gallons per minute (Arizona Department of Water Resources 2008). Water quality is generally good within 

the study area. Potable drinking water provided by Global Water is compliant with all federal drinking water 

standards (Global Water 2012). Water quality sampled from wells, springs, and mines within the vicinity of the 

study area (Township 4 South, Range 3 East, Section 22—the northeast portion of the study area) recorded an 

exceedance of federal standards for fluoride (Arizona Department of Water Resources 2008).  

Within the study area, drainage through the soil can be slow and result in ponding during heavy precipitation. 

Retention/detention basins to collect stormwater runoff are present in the neighborhoods within the study 

area. Surface water flows in a generally northwest direction along the roadway corridors and railroad tracks.  

Within the study area, drainage is divided into two parts by the UPRR tracks. Connection between the two 

halves is made by two 48-inch-diameter pipe culverts that cross the UPRR and MCGH. A review of the FEMA 

Flood Insurance Rate Map (No. FM04021C0745E, December 4, 2007) indicates that portions of the study area 

are within a 100-year floodplain (Figure 34). The study area includes Zone AO and Zone A north of the UPRR 

tracks, and Zone AE south of the UPRR tracks. The Copper Sky Regional Park just south of the study area serves 

as a detention/retention basin. Water collected in the Copper Sky Regional Park is conveyed to an existing 

drainage channel south of Bowlin Road to the Vekol Wash. It is anticipated that with the addition of the 

drainage capacity of the park, the Zone AE floodplain would be eliminated from the southern half of the study 

area. Stormwater flows north of the UPRR tracks are conveyed into a linear retention basin that parallels the 

north side of MCGH and conveys water to Rotary Park, north to and along Honeycutt Road to the west where it 

eventually discharges to the storm drain system. The drainage system then conveys water to a channel north of 

Hathaway Avenue east of SR 347. 
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Note: For definition of floodplain types, see page 124. 

Figure 34. Flood Zones and Drainage 
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2. Environmental Consequences 

a. Build Alternative 

All drainage improvements that encroach on the designated floodplain would be designed to meet ADOT criteria 

and FEMA regulations and receive FEMA approvals. The Build Alternative would impact the existing 

AO floodplain north of the UPRR. The Build Alternative would include two new retention basins to provide 

required floodplain storage volume displaced by the grade-separated crossing. These basins would be located 

east of the proposed SR 347 alignment on both sides of Honeycutt Road and would be interconnected by a drain 

pipe and tie into the existing storm drain just east of SR 347. A 48-inch-diameter storm drain is proposed along 

the south side of MCGH to convey water from the existing 48-inch-diameter culvert and Rotary Park to Basin 2 

(Figure 35).  

The Build Alternative would be required to meet ADOT Roadway Design Guideline criteria. This requires that the 

new roadway would convey stormwater runoff generated during a 25-year storm. To accomplish this, the Build 

Alternative would include two 36-inch-diameter culverts across SR 347 that would convey surface flows to level 

pool basins where the water would resume its historical flow pattern. Sheet flow would also be intercepted and 

dispersed via three 30-inch-diameter pipes beneath the elevated portion of SR 347 south of the UPRR tracks.  

Other drainage features would include catch basins, storm drains, and retention basins. Catch basins would be 

positioned to remove surface water at low points and at intersections and to minimize the installation of pipes. 

On-site storm drains would tie into the existing storm-drain system or proposed retention basins. Proposed 

retention basins would be drained via dry wells or bleed-off pipes into existing storm drains. 
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     Note: For definition of floodplain types, see page 124. 

Figure 35. Drainage Measures 
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To accommodate the proposed phased construction of this project and the construction the MCGH realignment 

within historical flow paths before the construction of ultimate drainage improvements, interim drainage would 

also be constructed as part of the Build Alternative. Interim drainage improvements would extend the 48-inch-

diameter culvert that discharges into Rotary Park north along the east side of the realigned MCGH. The highway 

realignment would be constructed with depressed curb and gutter to allow stormwater to follow the historical 

flow path to Honeycutt Road.  

The proposed long-term and temporary drainage solutions would manage stormwater flows within the 

proposed Build Alternative as required by both ADOT and FEMA standards. With the inclusion of these drainage 

improvements, no long-term negative impact on the floodplains or stormwater flows are anticipated to occur. 

All drainage design elements would occur within the Build Alternative ROW. Flooding or stormwater flow into 

adjacent areas is not anticipated. The interim drainage improvements would ensure that stormwater is 

managed through all phases of the proposed project. While changes to the drainage in the area would occur, no 

long -term or short-term negative impacts would occur.  

The Build Alternative is not anticipated to affect groundwater or surface water quality. The Build Alternative 

would be within a previously developed/disturbed area. Under the Build Alternative, an AZPDES permit and 

SWPPP would be required. The project would adhere to the terms and conditions of the AZPDES Construction 

General Permit dated June 3, 2013, and the ADOT Statewide Stormwater Permit issued by ADEQ on 

September 19, 2008 (and effective until a new permit is issued in 2014) for construction, industrial, and 

municipal activities.  

The effects of sedimentation would be greatest during the construction and revegetation period. Potential 

sources of erodible material created during construction of the Build Alternative would include loose fill 

adjacent to drainage features, disturbed earth from roadway leveling, and excavated and backfilled soil around 

roadway and drainage structures. The contractor would obtain the most current copy of ADOT best 
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management practices for incorporation in the SWPPP. Temporary short-term sedimentation associated with 

construction would be minor and would be managed by erosion-control measures stipulated in ADOT’s Standard 

Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (2008). Erosion associated with the removal of vegetation would 

also be controlled in accordance with ADOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (2008), 

as well as in accordance with the AZPDES Construction General Permit and the SWPPP prepared for the Build 

Alternative. As the disturbed areas are reseeded and vegetation is reestablished, erosion would decrease to 

natural levels. 

b. No Build Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would have no impact on drainage, floodplains, or waters of the United States because 

there would be no roadway improvements involving expansion of existing drainage structures, encroachment on 

the designated floodplain, or activities that discharge dredged or fill materials into jurisdictional waters. 

Drainage in the study area is anticipated to improve now that the water storage capacity of the Copper Sky 

Regional Park has been introduced to the area.  

3. Mitigation Measures 

Design Responsibility 
• The City of Maricopa floodplain manager at 520.316.6951 and the Pinal County floodplain manager at 

520.509.3555 would be provided an opportunity to review and comment on the design plans. 

Tucson District Responsibility 
• The Engineer would review and approve the contractor’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, Notice 

of Intent, and Notice of Termination prior to submission of the Notice of Intent and Notice of 

Termination to the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. 
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Contractor Responsibility 
• The contractor would develop a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, Notice of Intent, and Notice of 

Termination, and submit it to the Engineer for approval. 

• The contractor, upon approval from the Engineer, would submit the Stormwater Pollution Prevention 

Plan, Notice of Intent and Notice of Termination to the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. 

• According to Arizona Department of Transportation’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 

Construction, Section 810-1.02, Other-Pollutants Controls (2008), “the work shall include implementing 

controls to eliminate the discharge of pollutants, such as fuels, lubricants, bitumens, dust palliatives, raw 

sewage, wash water, and other harmful materials; into storm and other off-site waters. The work shall 

include the implementation of spill prevention and material management controls and practices to 

prevent the release or washoff of pollutants. These controls and practices shall be specified in the 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and shall include storage procedures for chemicals and 

construction materials, disposal and cleanup procedures, the Contractor’s plan for handling of potential 

pollutants, and other pollution prevention measures as required.” 

• The contractor would control sedimentation associated with construction in compliance with erosion-

control measures stipulated in Arizona Department of Transportation’s Standard Specifications for Road 

and Bridge Construction (2008). Erosion associated with the removal of vegetation would also be 

controlled in accordance with Arizona Department of Transportation’s Standard Specifications for Road 

and Bridge Construction (2008). 

• The work would include implementing controls to eliminate the discharge of pollutants, such as fuels, 

lubricants, bitumens, dust palliatives, raw sewage, wash water, and other harmful materials; into storm 

and other off-site waters. The work would include the implementation of spill prevention and material 

management controls and practices to prevent the release or washoff of pollutants. These controls and 

practices would be specified in the SWPPP and would include storage procedures for chemicals and 

construction materials, disposal and cleanup procedures, the contractor’s plan for handling of potential 
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pollutants, and other pollution prevention measures as required. The contractor would follow all 

applicable federal, state, and local codes and regulations, including Arizona Department of 

Transportation Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (2008 Edition), related to the 

discharge, handling, and disposal of pollutants.  

4. Conclusion 

The Build Alternative would include design features that meet ADOT, FHWA, FEMA, Pinal County Flood Control 

District, and SWPPP criteria and would be implemented only after the appropriate AZPDES permit has been 

obtained. The Build Alternative would not result in any direct or indirect impacts on groundwater or water 

quality within the study area. While changes to the designated floodplain would occur, the Build Alternative 

would accommodate stormwater flows from the proposed improvements equal to current conditions and 

ensure that adjacent areas would not become inundated. The Build Alternative would have a neutral impact on 

drainage and floodplains. 

J. Vegetation and Invasive Species 

1. Existing Conditions 

The study area occurs within the Lower Colorado River Valley subdivision of the Sonoran Desertscrub biotic 

community (Turner and Brown 1994), which is characterized by high temperatures, generally low precipitation, 

and an assemblage of plant species specifically adapted to these conditions. This area is situated in the Gila River 

Valley south of Phoenix with elevations ranging between 1,160 to 1,180 feet. The topography is flat, with several 

mountain ranges located within 10–20 miles of the study area. The study area is highly urbanized and most 

native vegetation has been replaced by landscaping associated with a mix of residential, commercial, and 

municipal developments. The study area includes a number of undeveloped and vacant lots, including the west 

end of the study area where the new Amtrak station is proposed, along the UPRR tracks, the area south of the 
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UPRR and east of the existing SR 347 alignment, and east SR 347 north of Honeycutt Road, where the surface is 

disturbed and vegetation is sparsely dispersed or nonexistent across the landscape. 

The existing vegetation and invasive species were evaluated in a Biological Review prepared for this project 

(ADOT 2013a) and are summarized in the following subsections. 

a. Vegetation 

Vegetation within the study area consists of several sparsely dispersed native plant species, including four-

winged saltbush (Atriplex canescens), allscale (Atriplex polycarpa), foothills paloverde (Parkinsonia microphylla), 

and velvet mesquite (Prosopis velutina). Various ornamental species are also present in landscaped areas, 

including red yucca (Hesperaloe parviflora), lantana (Lantana camara), and rosemary (Rosmarinus officinalis).  

Plants protected by the Arizona Native Plant Law include all cacti, yucca, agave, and many leguminous tree 

species such as palo verde, mesquite, and ironwood that are wild growing (i.e., not planted for landscaping). The 

study area was surveyed on January 9, 2013, to determine the presence of protected native plants. The 

following protected native plants were found within the study area: foothills paloverde (Salvage Assessed) and 

velvet mesquite (Salvage Assessed and Harvest Restricted). 

b. Invasive Species 

Executive Order 13112 requires that each federal agency whose actions may affect the status of invasive species 

shall “. . . subject to the availability of appropriations, and within Administration budgetary limits, use relevant 

programs and authorities to: (i) prevent the introduction of invasive species; (ii) 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; (iv) provide for restoration of native species and habitat 

conditions in ecosystems that have been invaded.”  
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During a site visit on January 9, 2013, the following Arizona listed invasive species were identified within the 

study area: Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), cheeseweed (Malva parviflora), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), 

and Jerusalem thorn (Parkinsonia aculeata). No noxious weeds were observed within the proposed alignment 

during the site visit. In addition to the site visit, the ADOT Natural Resources Management Section was 

contacted regarding invasive species concerns for this project. ADOT Natural Resources identified Russian thistle 

and Sahara mustard (Brassica tournefortii) as invasive species occurring in the study area.  

2. Environmental Consequences 

a. Build Alternative 

The Build Alternative would result in the clearing of minimal native vegetation, ground disturbance, and the 

disturbance of invasive species. Before vegetation clearing, protected native plants would be assessed to 

determine whether Arizona Department of Agriculture notification would be required; if appropriate, protected 

species may be relocated. The construction of the Build Alternative would prevent native vegetation from 

regrowing within the proposed alignment and would result in the permanent loss of vegetation. This would 

result in a long-term negligible negative impact.  

Ground disturbance facilitates the propagation of weedy species, and such species are known to occur within 

the study area. Mitigation measures would be implemented before and during construction to minimize the 

potential spread of these species (see Section J.3). With the implementation of these measures, a negligible 

negative impact associated with the introduction or spread of invasive species is anticipated to occur. 

b. No Build Alternative 

No disturbance to vegetation or ground disturbance would occur under the No Build Alternative. No direct or 

indirect impact on vegetation would occur.  
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3. Mitigation Measures 

Design Responsibility 

• All disturbed soils not paved that would not be landscaped or otherwise permanently stabilized by 

construction would be seeded using species native to the project vicinity. 

Roadside Development Responsibilities 
• Protected native plants within the project limits would be impacted by this project; therefore, the 

Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside Development Section would determine if Arizona 

Department of Agriculture notification is needed. If notification is needed, the Arizona Department of 

Transportation Roadside Development Section would send the notification at least 60 (sixty) calendar 

days prior to the start of construction. 

• The Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside Development Section would provide special 

provisions for the control of noxious and invasive plant species during construction that may require 

treatment and control within the project limits. The Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside 

Development Section would review and approve or reject the Noxious and Invasive Plant Species 

Treatment and Control Plan prepared by the contractor and submitted to the Engineer as required in 

the specifications within 10 (ten) working days of receipt. Once approved the Arizona Department of 

Transportation Roadside Development Section would return the plan to the Engineer. 

Contractor Responsibilities 
• The contractor would develop a Noxious and Invasive Plant Species Treatment and Control Plan in 

accordance with the requirements in the contract documents. Plants to be controlled would 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 would include all 

areas within the project right of way and easements as shown on the project plans. The treatment and 
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control plan would be submitted to the Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside Development 

Section for review and approval prior to implementation by the contractor. 

• Prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities, the contractor would arrange for and perform the 

control of noxious and invasive species in the project area. 

• To prevent the introduction of invasive species seeds, the contractor would inspect all earthmoving and 

hauling equipment at the equipment storage facility and the equipment would be washed prior to 

entering the construction site. 

• To prevent invasive species seeds from leaving the site, the contractor would inspect all construction 

equipment and remove all attached plant/vegetation and soil/mud debris prior to leaving the 

construction site. 

• All disturbed soils not paved that would not be landscaped or otherwise permanently stabilized by 

construction would be seeded using species native to the project vicinity. 

4. Conclusion 

Both native plants and invasive species occur within the study area. The Build Alternative would result in ground 

disturbance and the clearing of minimal vegetation. Mitigation measures addressing the assessment of 

protected native plants for salvage and the treatment and spread of invasive species would be implemented. 

With the implementation of the mitigation measures, no measurable direct or indirect negative impact on 

vegetation is anticipated to occur. The No Build Alternative would not result in ground disturbance or disturb 

any vegetation. No impact on protected native vegetation or invasive species would result.  
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K. Threatened/Endangered Species, Designated Critical Habitat, and Sensitive Species 

1. Existing Conditions 

a. Threatened/Endangered Species 

This section describes the threatened and endangered species, critical habitat, state wildlife of concern, and 

migratory birds with the potential to occur within the study area. Threatened and endangered species are 

species identified as warranting federal protection, as defined in the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 

(as amended, 1988). Critical habitat may also be designated for endangered species. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service (USFWS) is the managing agency of species federally protected under the ESA. The USFWS Arizona 

Ecological Field Office maintains lists of federally protected species, including threatened and endangered, 

proposed endangered, and candidate and conservation-agreement species with the potential to occur, or with 

critical habitat occurring, by county. The Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) oversees the protection of 

state wildlife species of concern as defined under Title 17 of the Arizona Revised Statutes. The Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act of 1916, as amended, is a federal law which prohibits harassment, injury, or death to migratory birds 

and their active nests, eggs, and young. 

The USFWS list of threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species for Pinal County was analyzed by a 

qualified biologist to determine the potential for these species to occur within the study area (see Appendix F). 

These federally listed species were evaluated in a Biological Review prepared for the project (ADOT 2013a). No 

suitable habitat for any ESA-listed species, or any species that is proposed or a candidate for ESA listing, is 

present in the study area. The USFWS was contacted and a general response was received (Appendix F).  

b. Designated Critical Habitat 

The study area does not include any critical habitat that has been designated or proposed under the federal ESA 

(16 U.S.C. 1531–1544, as amended). 
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c. Sensitive Species 

The AGFD On-line Environmental Review Tool was accessed to determine special-status species known to occur 

in the study area. These special-status species are not protected by the federal ESA but do receive some limited 

protection under other wildlife laws and regulations or agency management policies. The AGFD Online 

Environmental Review Tool lists the western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea) as occurring within 

3 miles of the study area (Appendix F). Western burrowing owls are known to occur in urbanized areas and can 

occupy features such as pipes, culverts, and eroded areas next to sidewalks or roadways. The western burrowing 

owl is a protected species under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and suitable nesting habitat for the species is 

present in the undeveloped and vacant lots within the study area. However, western burrowing owls and 

suitable burrows were not observed in the study area during a biological site visit on January 9, 2013. As part of 

the environmental review process, a letter was sent to the AGFD to inform the agency about the project and to 

solicit project-related comments. The AGFD’s letter responses indicated that no significant negative impacts on 

wildlife resources are anticipated from this project (Appendix F). 

2. Environmental Consequences 

a. Build Alternative 

There is no suitable habitat for any ESA-listed species, or any species that is proposed or a candidate for ESA 

listing, in the study area. The project, therefore, would have no impact on any ESA-listed threatened or 

endangered species, or any species that is proposed or a candidate for ESA listing. 

The Build Alternative would result in the loss of potentially suitable western burrowing owl habitat. Direct 

impacts on the western burrowing owl resulting from the Build Alternative are not anticipated because 

mitigation measures would be implemented during construction (see Section K.3). Potential impacts on other 

migratory birds are unlikely because no active nests were identified in the study area during the site visit. 

Additional migratory bird surveys would be completed prior to construction. 
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b. No Build Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would not result in ground-disturbing activities that could disturb threatened, 

endangered, or sensitive species or the alteration or removal of potential habitat or designated critical habitat; 

therefore, no impacts on threatened, endangered, or sensitive species are anticipated from the No Build 

Alternative. 

3. Mitigation Measures 

Design Responsibility 
• Relocation of burrowing owls would be added to the contract documents as a pay item. 

City of Maricopa Responsibility 
• If tree or shrub removal would occur from February 15 through August 31, the City of Maricopa would 

contact the Department Environmental Planning Group Biologist (602.712.8635 or 602.712.7767) at 

least 14 days prior to tree pruning or removal activities to arrange for a biologist experienced in bird 

surveys to conduct a bird nest search of all trees that would be removed. The bird nest search would be 

conducted within 10 days prior to tree or shrub removal and would include a search for visible nests as 

well as observation of the trees to determine the potential presence of cavity nests. 

Tucson District Responsibilities 
• At least 21 days prior to construction or any preconstruction ground disturbing activities, the Engineer 

would contact the Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning Group (602.712.8635 

or 602.712.7767) to arrange for a qualified biologist to present an environmental awareness program to 

all personnel who would be on-site, including, but not limited to, contractors, contractors’ employees, 

supervisors, inspectors, and subcontractors. This program would contain information concerning the 

western burrowing owl, its occurrence in the study area, and procedures to be implemented in case of 

western burrowing owl encounters. 
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• If any burrowing owls are located in the work area, no construction activities would take place within 

100 feet of any active burrow until the owls have been relocated. 

• If burrowing owls or active burrows are located in the work area, the Engineer would contact the 

Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning Group Biologist (602.712.8635 or 

602.712.7767) to arrange for a qualified biologist to evaluate the situation. The Engineer and qualified 

biologist would determine whether the owls can be avoided or if a biologist holding a permit from the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is needed to relocate burrowing owls from the project area. 

• If tree or shrub removal would occur from February 15 through August 31, the Engineer would contact 

the Department Environmental Planning Group Biologist (602.712.8635 or 602.712.7767) at least 14 

days prior to tree pruning or removal activities to arrange for a biologist experienced in bird surveys to 

conduct a bird nest search of all trees that would be removed. The bird nest search would be conducted 

within 10 days prior to tree or shrub removal and would include a search for visible nests as well as 

observation of the trees to determine the potential presence of cavity nests. 

Contractor Responsibilities 
• No construction work, including ground disturbing activities, would begin prior to presentation of the 

environmental awareness program to all personnel who would be on-site, including, but not limited to, 

contractors, contractors’ employees, supervisors, inspectors, and subcontractors working at project 

locations. 

• The contractor would employ a biologist to complete a pre-construction survey for burrowing owls 96 

hours prior to any construction in all suitable habitats that would 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 surveys, the biologist would contact the Arizona Department of 

Transportation Biologist at (602.712.8635 or 602.712.7767) to provide survey results. 
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• If any burrowing owls or active burrows are identified in the work area, the contractor would stop work 

immediately at that location and immediately notify the Engineer. No construction activities would take 

place within 100 feet of any active burrow. If owls cannot be avoided, the contractor would employ a 

biologist holding a permit from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to relocate burrowing owls from the 

project area, as appropriate. 

4. Conclusion 

The Build Alternative would not impact any threatened, endangered, proposed endangered, or candidate and 

conservation-agreement species or designated critical habitat for any federally listed species. The Build 

Alternative would result in a loss of suitable habitat for the western burrowing owl (which is protected under 

the Migratory Bird Treaty Act); however, potential project-related impacts on the western burrowing owl and 

other migratory birds would be avoided or minimized through the implementation of mitigation measures and 

the minimal removal of woody vegetation. The No Build Alternative would result in no impacts on any federally 

listed or sensitive species or their habitats. 

L. Prime and Unique Farmland 

1. Existing Conditions 

Based on soil types, prime farmland (if irrigated and protected from flooding) and farmland of unique 

importance (as defined by the Natural Resources Conservation Service) are located within the study area. 

Undeveloped parcels occur within a portion of the proposed alignment of SR 347 located south of the existing 

MCGH alignment. These parcels are considered prime farmland if they are protected from flooding. The 

undeveloped parcel north of Garvey Avenue at the western end of the study area is identified as farmland of 

unique importance.  
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2. Environmental Consequences 

a. Build Alternative 

The Build Alternative would result in the conversion of portions of the undeveloped land to a transportation 

facility. However, the project occurs within the urbanized area of Maricopa as defined by the U.S. Census 

Bureau. In addition, parcels adjacent to the undeveloped land within the study area are developed. Because the 

land is within the urban boundaries and surrounded by development, the existing farmland is not considered 

“prime farmland,” and no contrast rating form would be required (Smarik 2013). 

b. No Build Alternative 

No construction would occur under the No Build Alternative. No direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on prime 

and unique farmland would occur.  

3. Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures for prime and unique farmlands would be required. 

4. Conclusion 

While farmland designated as prime and of unique importance based on soil characteristics occurs within the 

study area and would be converted to the new SR 347 roadway, this farmland is not considered “prime” by the 

Natural Resources Conservation Service because it is within the urbanized boundary of the city of Maricopa and 

surrounded by built land uses. Therefore, no direct or indirect impact on prime and unique farmland would 

occur.  

M. Hazardous Materials 

Hazardous materials and hazardous waste sites pose a threat to any infrastructure project, beginning with 

ownership liability concerns and ending with construction safety concerns. The EPA’s 2002 Brownfields Act 

identifies the appropriate steps for investigating hazardous materials sites, and the ASTM International 
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E1527-05 standard provides a set of guidelines for the assessment of properties and the qualifications of 

environmental professionals performing the assessment (ASTM International 2013). The FHWA has adopted a 

stepwise approach to hazardous materials site analysis that conforms to the ASTM International series of 

standards governing Phase I site investigations. 

ADOT employs a preliminary initial site assessment (PISA) scope of work as an early comparative tool for 

projects with multiple possible alternatives. It includes a review of the regulatory history of sites within the 

study area and a limited field review by the qualified environmental professional (term defined in ASTM 

guidelines). The PISA is not fully ASTM compliant but provides elements of the ASTM scope that give the study 

team adequate information to compare the fatal flaws or hazardous materials issues associated with potential 

alternatives, which in turn may help in the selection of one alternative over another. Once a corridor is selected, 

an initial site assessment (ISA) is performed to assess specific sites of potential concern along the corridor in 

more detail. The ISA conforms to the ASTM E1527-13 standard and includes site-specific analysis with interviews 

and historic waste-stream data analysis. 

The goal of the hazardous materials Phase I–equivalent ISA is to provide adequate information for the project 

owner to move forward with property acquisitions, and to develop management strategies for sites that have 

been identified with hazardous materials and/or hazardous waste issues. 

1. Existing Conditions 

A PISA was completed for the study area in general conformance with the scope and limitations of ADOT 

standards (Ninyo & Moore 2012, updated in 7/24/2014 and valid until 3/24/2015, see Appendix G). The PISA 

documents the results of a field visit and a review of applicable federal, state, and local databases. No hazardous 

substances, petroleum products, or hazardous wastes (used, stored, or handled) within the study area were 

observed. Furthermore, there were no indications of leaks or spills such as surface staining or distinctive 

petroleum odor within or adjacent to the study area. However, based on experience with similar types of 
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facilities, hazardous substances, petroleum products, or hazardous wastes may be used or stored within the 

boundaries of some of the businesses within this portion of the study area.  

Risks identified within the study area were classified as being low, moderate, or high. Low-risk sites are sites that 

have few indications of potential for release of hazardous materials. Moderate-risk sites are sites that have 

some indications of possible hazardous materials issues. A moderate-risk site may appear on a database list as 

having a permit to handle hazardous materials but has no recorded violations to date, or it may appear on a 

database as having a permit to handle hazardous materials and conduct hazardous-waste-generating activities 

adjacent to the study area boundaries. High-risk sites are sites that have a high potential for releasing hazardous 

materials to the soil or groundwater or that have a recorded release issue. The PISA identified the following 

moderate and high risks within or adjacent to the proposed alignment:  

• Moderate Risk—Equipment storage yards, storage yard for landscaping business, and public swimming 

pool. 

• High Risk—Aboveground storage tanks at the fire department on Maricopa Unified School District 

property; underground storage tanks at two gasoline stations, UPRR tracks, and vacant lot that may 

have been a UPRR storage yard; automotive repair facilities; an Emergency Response Notification 

System incident reported along SR 347; and a leaking underground storage tank still under investigation 

at a facility that included a portion of the study area within its boundaries.  

The PISA recommends that additional investigation be undertaken for the following sites identified in Table 13. 

Pursuant to the CAA of 1970, EPA established the Asbestos National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air 

Pollutants (NESHAP). It is intended to minimize the release of asbestos fibers during activities involving the 

handling of asbestos. It specifies work practices to be followed during renovation, demolition, and other 

abatement activities when friable asbestos is involved. The Pinal County Air Quality Control District NESHAP 

Coordinator has jurisdiction regarding such issues in Pinal County. Before beginning renovation or demolition 

activities of a facility, a certified Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act building inspector must thoroughly 
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inspect the facility or part of the facility where the renovation or demolition operation would occur for the 

presence of asbestos, including friable and nonfriable asbestos-containing materials. For all demolitions (even 

when no asbestos is present) and renovations activities involving threshold amounts of regulated asbestos-

containing material, the operator is to provide the Pinal County Air Quality Control District with a NESHAP 

notification at least 10 working days before demolition or renovation activity (see Section M.3). 

1. Environmental Consequences 

a. Build Alternative 

Suspect hazardous materials or risk occur within and/or adjacent to the Build Alternative alignment. Additional 

investigation into these risks (Phase II Hazardous Materials Site Assessment) would be necessary before 

acquisition of land or construction. These sites include medium-risk sites (equipment storage yards, storage yard 

for landscaping business, and public swimming pool) and high-risk sites (aboveground storage tanks at school 

district facility; underground storage tanks at current gasoline stations, UPRR tracks, and vacant lot that may 

have been a UPRR storage yard; automotive repair facilities, an Emergency Response Notification System 

incident reported along SR 347; and a leaking underground storage tank site that is still under investigation). All 

hazardous materials identified in the project limits would be appropriately remediated. The Build Alternative 

would have short-term minor negative site-specific impacts on hazardous materials as issues identified are 

remediated; once remediation is complete, no long-term or indirect impacts are anticipated. 
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Table 13. Hazardous Materials Perceived Environmental Risks 

Study Area Location Description Risk 

Throughout the study area Pole-mounted electrical transformers with 

cooling oils which may contain PCBs 

Low 

Fire department located on east side of SR 347 north 

of the Garvey Avenue Alignment 

Fuel AST adjacent to boundaries of the 

study area 

High 

Circle K and QuikTrip stations located on west side 

of SR 347, north of Garvey Avenue and Edison Road, 

respectively, and Express Fuel and gasoline 

station/Dairy Queen west of SR 347, north of the 

UPRR and south of Garvey Avenue  

USTs at facilities which include the study area 

within their boundaries 

High 

UPRR tracks and vacant lot adjacent to east side of 

Amtrak railroad station, east of SR 347 

Spills or leaks of chemicals used to power 

trains or transported by trains; vacant lot 

potentially used as a staging area 

High 

Napa auto parts and repair facility and automotive 

repair facility located on east side of SR 347, north 

of UPRR  

Use and storage of petroleum products and 

hazardous substances 

High 

Equipment storage yards located on east side of 

SR 347, north of UPRR  

Leaks or spills from equipment stored in the 

yards could impact soil  

Moderate 

Maricopa Unified School District Transportation 

Facility parking lot, AST, and car wash east of SR 347, 

north of the UPRR and south of Honeycutt Road 

Fuel AST within the boundaries of the study 

area 

High 

Public swimming pool east of SR 347, north of the 

UPRR and south of Honeycutt Road  

Chemicals used to maintain the swimming 

pool and filter system 

Moderate 

Groundwater well at Amtrak facility  Use of lubricants for well pump Low 
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Table 13. Hazardous Materials Perceived Environmental Risks 

Study Area Location Description Risk 

Storage yard for landscaping business, east of 

SR 347 and south of UPRR  

Petroleum products were not observed in use 

or storage in the portion of the storage yard 

which could be observed but complete access 

was not available 

Moderate 

House, east of SR 347 and south of the UPRR  Petroleum products were not observed in use 

or in storage in the portion of the house/yard 

which could be observed, but complete 

access was not available 

Low 

Two automotive repair facilities west of SR 347, 

southwest corner of Edwards Avenue and SR 347  

Dark, oily stain was observed which appeared 

to originate at one of the repair facilities; 

leaks or spills from vehicles within and 

adjacent to the project could impact soil 

High 

Intersection of SR 347 and MCGH A CERCLIS/NFRAP facility  Low 

East side of SR 347, south of Edison Road and public 

school west of SR 347, south of the UPRR 

Two former and one current hazardous waste 

generators at facilities  

Low 

SR 347, somewhere between the UPRR and Desert 

Cedars Drive 

Emergency Response Notification System 

listing for tanks at addresses that may include 

a portion of the study area  

High 

Ray Bell #414 - Bullshipper service at 19282 North 

John Wayne Parkway 

Former USTs and a fuel release still under 

investigation 

High 

Throughout the study area Registered drywells Low 

Abbreviations: AST = aboveground storage tank; UST = underground storage tank; CERCLIS/NFRAP = Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System/no further remedial action planned; MCGH = 

Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway; PCBs = polychlorinated biphenyls; UPRR = Union Pacific Railroad. 



 

 
Draft Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation October 2014 
SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad 149 
347-A(204)T; 347 PN 172 H7007 01L 

b. No Build Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would not cause a direct or indirect impact on hazardous materials, and no further 

investigation would be necessary. However, residential, commercial, and industrial development would 

continue in the region, which could continue to generate hazardous materials within the area.  

2. Mitigation Measures 

Design Responsibility 

• During final design, the Arizona Department of Transportation Project Manager would contact the 

Environmental Planning Group Hazardous Materials Coordinator (602.920.3882 or 602.712.7767) to 

arrange for a follow-up assessment (Preliminary Site Investigations - Phase I, II, and/or III) at the high-

risk sites and moderate-risk sites to determine specific locations and severity of impacts on the design 

and construction of the project. 

City of Maricopa Responsibility 

• Prior to advertising for construction for Phase 1, the City of Maricopa Project Manager would contact 

the Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning Group Hazardous Materials 

Coordinator (Ed Green at 602.920.3882 or 602.712.7767) to arrange for the Preliminary Initial Site 

Assessment to be updated. If additional assessment is warranted, the City of Maricopa would be 

responsible for preparing and submitting the appropriate documentation to the Arizona Department of 

Transportation Environmental Planning Group Hazardous Materials Coordinator. 

Tucson District Responsibility 
• If regulated amounts of asbestos are found, no demolition or removal of load-bearing concrete would 

occur until the Asbestos Removal and Disposal Plan is approved and implemented.  

• If asbestos-containing material is identified, the Engineer, in association with the contractor, would 

complete the National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants documentation and submit it to 
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the Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning Group hazardous materials 

coordinator (602.920.3882 or 602.712.7767) for review 5 (five) working days prior to being submitted to 

the regulatory agency.  

• If lead-based paint is found on any surfaces that would be disturbed during construction, an approved 

contractor would develop and implement a lead-based paint abatement plan for the removal of the lead 

based paint, Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure testing of the generated waste stream, and 

proper disposal of the waste stream derived from the removal of the lead-based paint within the project 

limits. The contractor would follow all applicable local, state and federal codes and regulations related 

to the treatment and handling of lead-based paint.  

• If lead-based paint is found, the contractor would submit a lead-based paint removal and disposal plan 

for the removal of lead-based paint within the project limits to the Engineer for review and approval at 

least 10 working days prior to disturbing the painted surface.  

• If lead-based paint is found, no disturbance of the lead-based paint would occur until the lead-based 

paint abatement plan is approved by the Department Hazardous Material Coordinator and 

implemented.  

Environmental Planning Group Responsibilities 
• The Environmental Planning Group would test for asbestos prior to the start of construction activities on 

any structures to be demolished or modified. If asbestos-containing materials are found, no activities 

associated with the demolition or removal of asbestos-containing materials would be allowed to occur 

until the Asbestos Removal and Disposal Plan is approved by the Arizona Department of Transportation 

Environmental Planning Group hazardous materials coordinator. 

• During final design, Environmental Planning Group would test for lead-based paint prior to the start of 

construction activities on any painted surfaces.  
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Contractor Responsibility 
• If asbestos-containing material is identified, an approved contractor would develop and implement an 

Asbestos Removal and Disposal Plan for the removal of the asbestos or asbestos-containing material 

from any building or structure being demolished. The plan would be submitted to the Arizona 

Department of Transportation Environmental Planning Group hazardous materials coordinator 

(602.920.3882 or 602.712.7767) and Engineer for review and approval at least 10 (ten) working days 

prior to implementation. A list of approved asbestos abatement contractors would be attached to the 

special provisions. The contractor would follow all applicable federal, state, and local codes and 

regulations, including Arizona Department of Transportation Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 

Construction (2008 Edition), related to the treatment, handling, and disposal of asbestos. 

• If asbestos-containing material is identified, no demolition of existing building or structures would occur 

until the Asbestos Removal and Disposal Plan is approved by the Arizona Department of Transportation 

Environmental Planning Group hazardous materials coordinator and implemented. 

• If lead-based paint is identified, an approved contractor would develop and implement a Lead-Based 

Paint Removal and Abatement Plan for the removal of the lead-based paint, Toxicity Characteristic 

Leaching Procedure testing of the generated waste stream, and proper disposal of the waste stream 

derived from the removal or demolition of buildings or structures within the project limits. The 

contractor would follow all applicable federal, state, and local codes and regulations, including Arizona 

Department of Transportation Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (2008 Edition), 

related to the treatment and handling of lead-based paint. 

• If lead-based paint is identified, the contractor would submit a Lead-Based Paint Removal and 

Abatement Plan for the removal or demolition of any buildings or structures within the project limits to 

the Engineer and the Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning Group hazardous 

materials coordinator (602.920.3882 or 602.712.7767) for review and approval at least 10 (ten) working 

days prior to demolition activities. 
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• If lead-based paint is identified, no demolition of buildings or structures would occur until the Lead-

Based Paint Removal and Abatement Plan is approved by the Arizona Department of Transportation 

Environmental Planning Group hazardous materials coordinator and implemented. 

• If suspected hazardous materials are encountered during construction, work would cease at that 

location and the Engineer would be notified. The Engineer would 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. 

3. Conclusion 

Sites of potential concern for hazardous materials (combination of high-risk and moderate-risk sites from the 

ISA results) occur within the study area. Additional follow-up assessment work (Phase II hazardous materials site 

assessment) at these sites is recommended, to determine specific locations and severity of impacts that would 

require mitigation before final design and construction of the project for the Build Alternative.  

N. Material Sources and Waste Materials 

1. Existing Conditions 

The topography of the proposed alignment is predominantly flat, sloping to the northwest. No material sources 

occur within the study area. According to the Pinal County website, the nearest landfill is the Casa Grande 

Landfill located at 5200 South ChuiChu Road, Casa Grande. This landfill is approximately 25 miles southeast of 

the study area.  

2. Environmental Consequences 

a. Build Alternative 

Constructing a grade-separated crossing over the UPRR tracks would require a substantial quantity of fill 

material. It is estimated that approximately 16,561 cubic yards of material would be excavated during 
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construction, with the majority of this excavation necessary to accommodate drainage and to construct the 

SR 347 and MCGH portions of the project. Approximately 202,146 cubic yards of material would be required for 

constructing embankments, primarily for SR 347 and Honeycutt Road. Excavated materials would be used in the 

construction of the embankments, but an additional 185,585 cubic yards of fill material would be needed to 

complete construction. The source for borrow material has not yet been identified, but it is anticipated that a 

material source from ADOT’s Cleared Materials Sources list would be selected. No direct or indirect impacts 

resulting from the borrow of material are anticipated to occur. 

The contractor would be responsible for identifying any needed material sources or waste disposal sites and for 

providing the environmental documentation regarding the potential use of these sites, as specified in the 

Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (ADOT 2008).  

Disposal of all excess waste materials would be completed in accordance with local, state, and federal 

regulations. The construction of the Build Alternative would generate debris. The generation of waste would 

occur over the short term and would result in a minor adverse impact on nearby waste sites. No indirect or 

short-term impacts would occur. 

b. No Build Alternative 

The No Build Alternative would not require the use of borrow material or waste sites. Therefore, the No Build 

Alternative would have no impact related to the use of materials sources or waste sites. 

3. Mitigation Measures 

Contractor Responsibilities 
• According to ADOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, Section 107.11, 

Protection and Restoration of Property and Landscape (2008), “materials removed during construction 

operations, such as trees, stumps, building materials, irrigation and drainage structures, broken 

concrete, and other similar materials, shall not be dumped on either private or public property unless 
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the contractor has obtained written permission from the owner or public agency with jurisdiction over 

the land. Written permission would not be required, however, when materials are disposed of at an 

operating, public dumping ground.” Excess waste material and construction debris would be disposed of 

at sites supplied by the contractor, at a municipal landfill approved under Title D of the Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act, at a construction debris landfill approved under Article 3 of the Arizona 

Revised Statutes 49-241 (Aquifer Protection Permit) administered by Arizona Department of 

Environmental Quality, or at an inert landfill. 

4. Conclusion 

The Build Alternative would require the use of fill materials and would generate wastes associated with the 

demolition of buildings and roads and construction debris. The use of earth materials and the breakdown of 

construction and demolition debris would result in long-term minor impacts. No indirect impacts would occur. 

The No Build Alternative would have no impact related to the use of materials sources or waste sites. 

O. Secondary and Cumulative Impacts 

The level of detail and documentation of secondary and cumulative impacts provided in this EA is 

commensurate with the potential for the Build Alternative to involve these impacts. Environmental resources 

that are not directly impacted by the Build Alternative would not contribute to an indirect or cumulative impact 

and are not discussed in this section of the EA. All impacts discussed are considered long term. Short-term 

effects, such as construction-related impacts, are assumed not to contribute to secondary or cumulative effects. 

The 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 14. 
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Table 14. Secondary and Cumulative Impacts Classification 

Impact Category Impact Classification Description 

Type Neutral, positive, 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 proposed action  

to a given impact 

Duration Temporary or permanent Assumes “permanent” unless otherwise specified 

1. Secondary Impacts 

Actions that may induce secondary (or indirect) impacts are perhaps less obvious than those identified as direct 

impacts. They are more difficult to quantify, additive in nature, or long term in occurrence and effect. 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). This section identifies the likely foreseeable secondary 

impacts that would result from the construction of the proposed roadway; any cumulative impacts are 

addressed in the following section. 

The analysis of secondary impacts from the Build Alternative concentrates on reasonably foreseeable future 

actions that could contribute to impacts on key environmental considerations, such as land use, socioeconomics, 

and biological resources.  

a. Land Use 

Land use adjacent to the proposed alignment would be affected as new roadway segments and intersections are 

constructed. In two areas increased traffic would be introduced. These areas include the new MCGH alignment 
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north to Honeycutt Road, the undeveloped areas that border SR 347 south of the UPRR, and the area along 

Garvey Avenue west of SR 347 to access the new Amtrak station.  

The MCGH realignment is bordered by residential land use to the west and the fenced Maricopa Unified School 

District property to the east (see Figure 14). No changes to the school district property would be anticipated 

because increased traffic would not affect the current use or function of this land. To the west of the realigned 

MCGH, traffic would increase adjacent to a residential area. This traffic increase could, in time, influence a 

change of land use from residential toward business or service industries.  

While the shift in alignment at the southern end of the project would not be extensive, it would move the 

roadway through a large undeveloped area and create a strip of land between the new and existing SR 347 

alignments (see Figure 16). Increasing access to this undeveloped land and separating it from the rest of the 

undeveloped land would increase its suitability for business or industrial applications. The development of this 

area as a business or industrial use is consistent with the City of Maricopa’s 2006 General Plan. Increased 

development adjacent to the SR 347 alignment could also occur. The potential for induced development would 

result in a negligible change in land use. Since the impact is anticipated to be consistent with the plans for the 

city, the impact would be neutral.   

The location of the new Amtrak station at the northwestern end of the study area would result in an increase in 

traffic on Garvey Avenue to access the new location (see Figure 11). Garvey Avenue would be rerouted north of 

the Amtrak station to allow the station and platform to reach the UPRR tracks. Residential and business access 

would not change, but there would be an increase in traffic when trains arrive or depart. This change in traffic 

pattern would be negligible, would be limited to times of train arrivals/departures, and is not anticipated to 

induce any growth or change in use from the existing conditions. The reroute of Garvey Avenue around the train 

station and within the proposed future industrial/office area would be consistent with City of Maricopa planned 

land use. In time, as development of the future industrial/office area is completed, Garvey Avenue would be 
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connected to other roadways within the city, which would minimize the number of vehicles using Garvey 

Avenue to access the train station by creating alternative routes. Due to the intermittent and limited anticipated 

increases in traffic along Garvey Avenue associated with the Build Alternative, no indirect impact on land use 

would likely occur.  

A change in access along SR 347 would occur with the grade-separated crossing. The existing land use adjacent 

to SR 347 consists of industrial, institutional, and commercial businesses and services. The Build Alternative is 

not anticipated to induce a change from business uses to another land use along SR 347; no secondary impact 

on land use would occur.  

No secondary impacts associated with the No Build Alternative would occur. 

b. Socioeconomics 

There are approximately 93 businesses in the study area. While many of the businesses would not be directly 

affected, the Build Alternative would result in minor negative impacts on general business activities within the 

study area. A loss of revenue could be experienced by some businesses due to changes in access. Customers 

could experience delays during construction and could find the new roadway configuration challenging to 

negotiate, potentially drawing them to businesses outside the study area. This would result in a short-term 

moderate negative impact initially but would reduce over time as people become accustomed to the new 

roadway configuration.  

Under the No Build Alternative, traffic congestion would continue to grow as population and train frequency 

increase. Eventually, delays and difficulties moving through the study area could result in people choosing to 

conduct business in other parts of Maricopa to avoid these delays, resulting in a long-term moderate negative 

impact. This impact would continue to grow as traffic congestion and delays increase. 
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c. Biological Resources  

The construction of the Build Alternative within the undeveloped parcels that cross the proposed alignment 

would result in a loss of potential habitat for the western burrowing owl. This loss of habitat would result in a 

long-term minor indirect impact on this sensitive species. No secondary impacts associated with the No Build 

Alternative are anticipated.  

2. Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative effects, as defined in 40 CFR 1508.7, are “. . . the impact on the environment that results from the 

incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 

regardless of which agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative 

impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.” 

Only past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that incrementally add to the cumulative impacts 

of the No Build Alternative and Build Alternative were considered. All impacts described are considered long 

term. Short-term effects, such as construction-related impacts, are temporary and isolated in occurrence and 

therefore, do not contribute to cumulative effects. 

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 

(CEQ 1997). This analysis of cumulative impacts concentrates on current and future actions that could contribute 

to cumulative impacts on the key considerations of land use, socioeconomics, visual resources, and biological 

resources. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions considered in this analysis are the result of 

planned/proposed projects developed by the City of Maricopa, Pinal County, ADOT, and UPRR. 

For this cumulative impacts assessment, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future transportation 

projects and non-transportation-related projects are considered. The geographical region of influence 

established for this analysis includes the city of Maricopa as a whole and a timeframe that extends from the 
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2006 to 2040, the beginning of the planning horizon for the City of Maricopa’s General Plan to the design 

horizon for the Build Alternative. 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, 

regardless of whether the SR 347 grade-separated crossing project is implemented. 

Past actions create the conditions that persist today within the study area. Current environmental 

considerations for this EA, which are detailed in Sections IV.A through IV.O, consider the recent completion of 

the following projects: 

• Double track of the UPRR  

• Construction of the Copper Sky Regional Park 

• Construction of the new City Hall and Police Administration center 

• Construction of Fire Station 575 

The following future actions are reasonably foreseeable within the geographic area of influence: 

• Construction of an additional UPRR track through the region of influence 

• Construction of retail centers through the SR 347 corridor within the city as identified in Figure 36 

• Construction of new housing units within the southern half of the city and north of SR 238 and west of 

the study area as identified in Figure 37 

• Construction of a new hotel east of SR 347 at approximately Hathaway Avenue 

• East-west corridor construction 

a. Land Use 

Development within the study area is anticipated to occur regardless of the Build Alternative, resulting in a 

conversion of land use. Commercial development is likely to occur along SR 347, the northern realignment of 

MCGH, and adjacent to SR 347 south of the UPRR. The Build Alternative would require the conversion of 

31.2 acres of ROW to transportation use. At the southern end of the project where undeveloped land occurs, it 
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is possible that the Build Alternative would influence the development of the land adjacent to the proposed 

alignment of SR 347. It is anticipated that the development would be industrial or business in nature, which 

would be consistent with the City of Maricopa’s General Plan. While a minor contribution to land use conversion 

by the Build Alternative would be anticipated, the cumulative impact would be positive because it contributes to 

the planned future for the city.  

The No Build Alternative would not result in impacts to or change in land uses outside those identified in the City 

of Maricopa’s General Plan. Therefore, the No Build Alternative would not contribute to cumulative land use 

impacts.  

b. Socioeconomic Conditions 

Future plans indicate increased residential and business development within and adjacent to the study area 

(Figures 36 and 37). As this growth occurs, it is essential that the infrastructure also grow and adapt to 

accommodate this expansion. Improvements on SR 347 and other connecting roadways under the Build 

Alternative would allow the central corridor of the city of Maricopa to continue to operate efficiently by 

removing queuing for trains and traffic and reducing congestion. The Build Alternative would contribute to the 

planned growth and development of the city of Maricopa and would likewise contribute to a long-term positive 

cumulative impact.  

The Build Alternative would require the acquisition of businesses within the study area for new ROW. Other 

planned projects within the study area include additional shopping and services along SR 347 and a new hotel. 

These new businesses are anticipated to be new construction and would not require additional acquisitions 

from existing businesses. No cumulative impact is anticipated to occur. 

Under the No Build Alternative, the existing congestion and train delays would continue to worsen and would be 

worsened by future growth. Eventually businesses and customers could find it advantageous to relocate or 

conduct business outside the congested corridor. Overall, the No Build Alternative would inhibit planned growth 
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due to its limited capacity to accommodate generated traffic, resulting in an adverse cumulative impact on the 

socioeconomic conditions within the study area.  

c. Visual Resources  

The Build Alternative would introduce a visual feature into the study area that would have a moderate impact 

on the visual character of the area. The proposed alignment is adjacent to the existing alignment, so the Build 

Alternative would increase the width of the transportation corridor and the height of the road. Impacts 

associated with the bridge would be minimized to some degree by including an art element and using colors and 

textures that complement adjacent land uses. Future development near the proposed alignment would also add 

and modify the visual character of the area. The roadway and future development are all consistent with the 

urban character of a downtown area. While the Build Alternative would influence the visual character of the 

area, the cumulative impact is anticipated to be minor.  

Under the No Build Alternative, there would be no visual change to the SR 347 corridor or study area. The No 

Build Alternative would not contribute to any cumulative impacts. 
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Figure 36. Existing and Future Business Development  
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Figure 37. Existing and Planned Residential Development 
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d. Noise 

The Build Alternative would increase noise in a few areas within the study area due to the shifting of the 

alignment closer to existing land uses or by rerouting traffic along routes that are not currently heavily used. In 

other areas, noise levels would drop because traffic would move farther from the receivers. Increases are 

anticipated to be barely perceptible (3 dBA or less). The predominant noise source within the study area is 

generated by trains on the UPRR. Future growth both in the city of Maricopa and on the UPRR would result in 

increased noise being generated within the study area. The increase in noise contributed by the Build 

Alternative is of such a small scale that while it contributes to the overall increases that would occur within the 

study area, it is not anticipated to contribute to noise levels exceeding NACs. If the UPRR is expanded to include 

a third track, additional studies of noise and vibration and a determination about the appropriateness noise 

mitigation would be undertaken.  

The No Build Alternative would not result in the shifting of any alignments and would not contribute to noise 

impacts. Therefore, the No Build Alternative would not contribute to cumulative noise impacts. 

e. Biological Resources 

The Build Alternative would contribute to the loss of western burrowing owl habitat by converting undeveloped 

lots within the study area to a transportation corridor, particularly south of the UPRR. The construction of the 

new alignment would create a parcel of land that occurs between the existing and current SR 347 alignment. 

This land would likely be developed in time, which would further reduce the western burrowing owl habitat in 

the area. The habitat is not currently in use. Other habitat east of the proposed alignment would persist until 

such a time that it is found to be more economically feasible to change the use of the land. While the Build 

Alternative would contribute to the loss of western burrowing owl habitat, the habitat is not in use and would 

be minor compared to adjacent areas that would remain available. The Build Alternative, in combination with 
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other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, would likely result in a localized minor cumulative 

impact on the western burrowing owl habitat but is not anticipated to jeopardize the species as a whole.  

It is reasonably foreseeable that the vacant land within the study area would be developed within the timeframe 

of this study as identified in Figures 36 and 37. If this were to occur, the potential burrowing owl habitat within 

the study area would no longer occur, resulting in a minor negative impact; however, this impact is not 

anticipated to jeopardize the species as a whole.  
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V.  Publ ic  In volvement  

ADOT has worked closely with the public and agencies to provide information and receive input throughout the 

environmental clearance process. Both public informational meetings and scoping letters have been used to this 

end. The following summarizes the outreach undertaken and the feedback provided in this process.  

A. Agency and Stakeholder Scoping  

Initial scoping and coordination letters were sent on May 23, 2012, to the agencies and stakeholders listed 

below. The letter included information about the project and requested the agencies to identify issues that 

should be considered. 

• AGFD 

• Ak-Chin Indian Community Planning 

Department 

• Ak-Chin Indian Community Tribal Council 

Chairman 

• Ak-Chin Indian Community Fire Department 

• Amtrak Division Engineer 

• Arizona Department of Public Safety, Casa 

Grande District 6 

• Butterfield Elementary School 

• Central Arizona Association of Governments 

• City of Maricopa Economic Development 

Coordinator 

• City of Maricopa Fire Chief 

• City of Maricopa Office of Emergency 

Management 

• City of Maricopa Police Chief 

• City of Maricopa City Manager 

• City of Maricopa Floodplain Manager 

• City of Maricopa Development Services 

• City of Maricopa Planning Manager 

• City of Maricopa Transportation Manager 

• Desert Wind Middle School 

• Gila River Indian Community Emergency 

Operations Coordinator 

• Gila River Indian Community Fire Department 

• Gila River Indian Community Manager 

• Gila River Indian Community Planning and 

Evaluation 

• Maricopa Elementary School  

• Maricopa High School  

• Maricopa Wells Middle School  
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• Pinal County District 3 Engineer 

• Pinal County Emergency Management 

• Pinal County Public Works Director 

• Pinal County Public Works, Flood Control 

Section Chief 

• Pinal County Department of Public Works, 

Transportation Administrator 

• Pinal County School Superintendent 

• Pinal County Sheriff's Office 

• Pinal County Transportation Planner 

• Maricopa Unified School District #20 

Superintendent 

• Union Pacific Railroad Manager of Industrial 

and Public Projects 

• USFWS 

 

Four responses to the mailing were received—1 from the Pinal County Transportation Department, 2 from 

AGFD, and 1 from USFWS. The Pinal County Transportation Department requested to be included on the 

distribution list for future project-related mailings. AGFD stated in two separate letters that because of the 

project’s location, the AGFD does not anticipate any significant adverse impacts on wildlife resources. The 

Online Environmental Review Tool information was attached to the AGFD letters. The USFWS responded that 

they had no specific concerns.  

1. Agency Scoping Meeting 

An agency scoping meeting was held on July 10, 2012, at the Maricopa Unified School District Administrative 

Offices located in Maricopa, Arizona. The agency scoping meeting provided interested agencies and 

stakeholders with more detailed project information and provided a forum to identify and discuss potential 

issues, concerns, and opportunities to be addressed during development and evaluation of the SR 347 UPRR 

crossing alternatives. The agency scoping meeting included a formal presentation followed by a discussion 

session. The presentation provided an overview of the study purpose and objectives, engineering and 

environmental elements, and study schedule and process, as well as an overview of the existing study area. 

During the discussion session, agency representatives were able to comment on the study and the information 
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presented. In addition, contact information was provided for agency representatives to continue providing 

input. Meeting attendees included ADOT, Amtrak, CenturyLink, City of Maricopa, Electrical District No. 3, 

EPS Group Inc., FHWA, Logan Simpson Design, Maricopa County Police Department, Maricopa-Stanfield 

Irrigation and Drainage District, Pinal County, and Southwest Gas. A slideshow presented an overview of the 

project, and meeting participants were invited to provide comments and suggestions for the project or 

presentation materials.  

Questions and comments raised during the agency scoping meeting include the following topics:  

• Consideration of Pinal County’s ongoing East/West Corridor Study 

• Which of the three recommended alignment concepts would have the greatest community impact 

• Need for evaluation of historic properties and buildings 

• Other routes being considered 

• Population projection for the city of Maricopa 

• ADOT ROW involvement 

• Feasibility of Concept 1 from the 2007 study 

• Need for SR 347 to remain open during construction 

• Project phasing possibilities 

• Need for outreach to the Ak-Chin Indian Community 

• A bridge over Honeycutt Road 

• The design of a bridge over the UPRR ROW 

• Lack of Amtrak funding 

• Possibility of multiple at-grade crossings 

• Utility impacts and coordination 

• Clarification on alternative description 

• Need to preserve SR 347 access across the UPRR during construction for public safety reasons 

• Project schedule 

• Participation in the Planning and Environmental Linkages process 
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A detailed summary of the agency scoping meeting can be found in the Agency Scoping Meeting Minutes and 

the Agency and Public Scoping Summary provided in Appendix A. 

2. Agency Alternatives Overview Meeting 

An agency alternatives overview meeting was held on May 30, 2013, with the Ak-Chin Indian Community and 

again on June 6, 2013, with a wider audience at the Maricopa Unified School District Administrative Offices 

located in Maricopa, Arizona. The agency alternatives meeting was intended to provide an overview of the 

alternatives to agency representatives and to seek insight regarding the three candidate alignments 

recommended for further consideration. The presentation opened with introductions and then described the 

study area, the purpose and need for the study, the three alignments brought forward from the 2007 feasibility 

study, and the seven new alignments. The criteria for evaluating the alternatives were discussed; each 

alternative had been ranked based on how well it met the evaluation criteria. Alternatives E, F2, and H were the 

three highest-scoring alignments, and it was recommended that these three alignments be carried forward. 

Meeting attendees included ADOT, Ak-Chin Indian Community, Archaeological Consulting Services, City of 

Maricopa, Electrical District No. 3, EPS Group Inc., FHWA, Logan Simpson Design, Maricopa County Police 

Department, Maricopa County Fire Department, Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department, and Pinal 

County. Questions and comments raised during the agency alternatives meeting include the following topics:  

• Access to existing businesses 

• Public safety and congestion along the new routes 

• Funding and phasing 

• Pedestrian- and bike-related design 

• Impacts on the Amtrak train station 

• Utility conflicts and impacts 
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A summary of the agency alternatives overview meeting can be found in the agency alternatives overview 

meeting notes provided in Appendix A.  

A letter, dated April 2, 2013, was received from the Ak-Chin Indian Community, in partnership with the City of 

Maricopa, that expressed support of a grade separation for the UPRR crossing at SR 347 and support for the 

project in general (Appendix A). 

B. Public Coordination 

1. Public Scoping Meeting 

A public scoping meeting was held on July 10, 2012, at the Maricopa Unified School District Administrative 

Offices located in Maricopa, Arizona. The meeting was advertised via an informational newsletter mailed the 

week of July 23, 2012 and was also advertised in the Maricopa Monitor (newspaper and online) between 

June 18 and July 10, 2012 and in the Maricopa magazine’s July 2012 edition. The public scoping meeting 

introduced the study to community members, provided preliminary information regarding the study process, 

and provided an opportunity for attendees to ask questions and submit comments. The meeting included 

display boards providing an overview of the study area, study background, engineering elements, environmental 

elements, and study process and schedule. The project team gave a presentation about the study, and there was 

an area for meeting attendees to submit comments. A total of 52 people attended the meeting. A detailed 

summary of the public scoping meeting can be found in the Agency and Public Scoping Summary provided in 

Appendix A. 

In addition to holding the public scoping meeting, the project team developed a website, produced a Frequently 

Asked Questions handout, and posted and responded to public comments via an interactive database. The 

project website (azdot.gov/347GS) includes all informational materials, including public meeting information 

and project details. The Frequently Asked Questions handout developed by the communications team provides 

general information about the project; it was provided at the public scoping meeting and placed on the project 
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website. During the scoping comment period from July 1 to August 30, 2012, comments could be submitted in a 

variety of ways: by mail, telephone, e-mail, and online. The newsletter contained a return form whereby citizens 

could write a comment and provide personal contact information to be added to the project database. 

Comment forms were also distributed to meeting attendees at the public scoping meeting. Meeting attendees 

were encouraged to complete and submit comments to the study team by August 30, 2012. Of the 196 total 

comments received, 111 were mailed comment forms, 63 were online comment forms, 1 was a comment form 

from the public scoping meeting, and 21 were e-mails. Of the 196 comments received, 164 respondents 

(83 percent) requested to be added to the project mailing list. All comments were coded by topic and added to 

an interactive database. Questions and comments raised by the public include the following topics:  

• UPRR crossing locations outside the study limits 

• Relocation of the Amtrak station 

• Requests for information about other freeway projects 

• Comments about the study in general or comments discouraging any study of freeway improvements 

• Support for the need for a grade separation in Maricopa 

• Economic development 

• Population growth 

• General approval 

• Loss of property concerns 

• Environmental concerns such as air quality and noise issues 

2. Public Alternatives Overview Meeting 

A public alternatives overview meeting was held on June 6, 2013, at the Maricopa Unified School District 

Administrative Offices located in Maricopa, Arizona. The purpose of this meeting was to provide a review of the 

project purpose and need, provide an overview of the alternatives, discuss the alternative evaluation criteria, 

and present the three candidate alignments recommended for further consideration. A slideshow presentation 
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discussed the history of the project; purpose and need; previous studies that have been completed; and the 

three alternatives brought forward from the feasibility study, along with seven new alternatives. The 

alternatives ranking process (5-point rating system) and criteria were introduced, and the ranking results for 

each alternative were shown. Options F2, H, and E were the top-rated alternatives and were chosen to be 

carried forward in evaluation. A total of 104 people attended the meeting.  

Questions and comments raised during the public alternatives overview meeting included the following topics:  

• Public access to project information 

• Impacts on the Amtrak station 

• Approximate project cost 

• Defining cultural and physical natural resources 

• Impact on homes and businesses due to Alternative H 

• Project timeline for construction 

• UPRR involvement 

• Impacts on Rotary Park 

• Impacts on businesses renting space in affected buildings 

• Impacts on the at-grade rail crossing and impacts on pedestrians 

• Payment of costs by the railroad 

• Suggestion of flyover ramps under Alternative F5 

• Suggestion of a tunnel under the railroad tracks 

• Additional crossing at Edwards Avenue 

• Location of the bridge in relation to the train tracks 

• Impacts on accident rates and traffic flow 

• Extent of impacts on buildings on Honeycutt Road and MCGH 

• Relocation requirements 
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• Which alternatives have the least impacts 

• Post-project status of abandoned SR 347 

• Meaning of “impact” on homes and businesses 

• Why a portion of SR 347 will be removed 

A detailed summary of the public alternatives overview meeting can be found in the public alternatives overview 

meeting notes provided in Appendix A. 

Four letters were received from members of the public, all dated June 21, 2013, that expressed concerns 

regarding impacts on local businesses and homes due to the project. Each letter noted that negative impacts on 

businesses and homes would occur under any of the alternatives and that these impacts should be more heavily 

weighted in developing and selecting alternatives. Each letter expressed a preference for Alternative D, although 

the design concept report did not carry that alternative forward for further consideration. The letters concluded 

that if Alternative D was rejected, Alternative H (out of the three alternatives being carried forward) appeared to 

be the least harmful to affected neighboring businesses.  
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VI .  Conclus ions  

The potential environmental impacts of the proposed improvements were evaluated based on both the context 

of the effects on the study area and the intensity or severity of impacts as defined in the CEQ regulations. 

Table 15 summarizes the potential environmental impacts. 

Table 15. Summary of Environmental Assessment 

Environmental Consideration 

Result of  

No Build Alternative Evaluation 

Result of  

Build Alternative Evaluation 

Land ownership, jurisdiction, or land use No impact Short-term minor negative impacts 

Long-term minor positive impact 

Long-term negligible neutral indirect 

impact  

Social and economic resources No short-term impact 

Long-term moderate (emergency 

services and businesses) otherwise 

minor negative impact  

Short-term minor and moderate 

negative impact (traffic during 

construction, ROW acquisition) 

Long-term beneficial impact (emergency 

response) 

Long-term minor negative effects 

(businesses as a whole and parking) 

Title VI/Environmental Justice No discrimination or disproportionate 

impact 

No discrimination or disproportionate 

impact 

Cultural resources No impact No adverse impact 

Section 4(f) resources No impact No direct or constructive use  

Air quality Long-term minor negative impact Short-term minor negative impact 

Long-term minor beneficial impact 
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Table 15. Summary of Environmental Assessment 

Environmental Consideration 

Result of  

No Build Alternative Evaluation 

Result of  

Build Alternative Evaluation 

Noise levels Long-term minor negative impact Short-term minor negative impact 

Long-term negligible negative impact 

Utilities No impact Short-term minor negative impact 

No long-term impact 

Visual resources No impact Short-term minor negative impact 

Long-term moderate negative impact 

Drainage and floodplain effects No impact Short-term minor neutral impact 

Long-term minor neutral impact 

Sections 404/401 and AZPDES No impact Short-term minor neutral impact 

Long-term minor neutral impact 

Vegetation and invasive species No impact Short-term minor negative impact 

Long-term negligible negative impact 

Threatened/endangered/sensitive 

species 

No impact No impact on threatened and 

endangered species or critical habitat 

No direct impact on the burrowing owl 

Long-term minor indirect impact on the 

burrowing owl  

Prime and Unique Farmland No impact No Impact 

Hazardous materials No impact Short-term minor negative site-specific 

impact 

No long-term impact 
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Table 15. Summary of Environmental Assessment 

Environmental Consideration 

Result of  

No Build Alternative Evaluation 

Result of  

Build Alternative Evaluation 

Material sources and waste materials No impact Short-term minor negative impact 

(waste sites) 

No long-term impact 

 

The Build Alternative would meet the project purpose and need, was developed and refined based on agency 

and public input and environmental considerations, and is considered feasible. Based on these considerations, 

the Build Alternative would be carried forward as the preferred alternative. 

  



 

 
Draft Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation October 2014 
SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad 178 
347-A(204)T; 347 PN 172 H7007 01L 
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VI I .  Project  Preparers  and  C ontr ibutors  
 

Logan Simpson Design  

Nancy Shelton 

Patricia McCabe 

Diane Simpson-Colebank 

Gary Armstrong 

Vicki Casteel 

Ian Tackett 

Erin Davis 

Patrick Higgins 

Chris Bockey 

Roy Baker 

Ben Hammer 

Kerri Flanagan 

Senior Environmental Planner, Principal Author 

Senior Environmental Planner 

Principal Planner 

Director of Environmental Planning 

Environmental Planner 

Biologist 

Cultural Resource Specialist 

Senior Noise Specialist 

Noise Technician 

Senior GIS Technician 

GIS Technician/Graphics 

Technical Editor 

EPS Group  

Elijah Williams, P.E. Project Manager 

Matt Truitt, P.E Engineer 
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Roadway Predesign Section 

205 South Seventeenth Avenue, Mail Drop 605 E 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007- 3218 

 

AGENCY SCOPING MEETING MINUTES 
347 PN 172 H7007 01L  

FEDERAL AID NO: 347-A(204)A 
SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad 

TO: 
X Asadul Karim ADOT, Roadway Predesign, MD 605E 
X Brent Billingsley City of Maricopa, 45145 W Madison Ave, Maricopa AZ 85139 
 David Benton ADOT, Bridge Design Service, MD 613E 
 Itty Itty ADOT, Bridge Hydraulics, MD 636E 
X Jennifer Grentz ADOT, Communication & Community Partnerships, MD 118A 
X Megan Griego ADOT, Communication & Community Partnerships, MD 118A 
X Marthajane Vincent ADOT, Communication & Community Partnerships, MD 118A 
 Shajed Haque ADOT, Drainage Design Section, MD 634E 
 Shannon Ford ADOT, Environmental Planning Group, MD EM02 
X Ralph Ellis ADOT, Environmental Planning Group, MD EM02 
 James Wilson ADOT, Geotechnical Group, MD 068R 
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 Greg Wisecaver ADOT, Regional Traffic (Tucson), T120 
 Scott Beck ADOT, Regional Traffic (Tucson), T120 
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 Marta Railford ADOT, Roadway Predesign, MD 605E 
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 David Brauer ADOT, Statewide Project Management, MD 614E 
 Robert Travis ADOT, State Railroad Liaison, MD 618E 
 Todd Emery ADOT, Tucson District, T100 
X Carter L McKune ADOT, Tucson District, T100 
X Danny Granillo ADOT, Tucson District, T100 
X Dana Chamberlin ADOT, Traffic Design, MD 065R 
X Patrick Griffin ADOT, Utility & Railroad, MD 618E 
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 Bart Smith Ak-Chin Indian Community, 42507 W. Peters & Nall Rd 
 Caroline Antone Ak-Chin Indian Community, 42507 W. Peters & Nall Rd 
X Harry Steelman AMTRAK,  810 N. Alameda St., Los Angeles, CA 90012 
X Dan Comesano AMTRAK 
X Pete Zavala AMTRAK 
 Kelly Wolff-Krauter Arizona Game and Fish Department, 7200 E University, Mesa, AZ 85207 
 Chip  Young Arizona Game and Fish Department, 7200 E University, Mesa, AZ 85207 
 Cathy Gustafson Arizona Public Service (APS),  50 N. Brown Ave., Casa Grande, AZ 85122 
 Gloria Nichols Arizona State Land Department,  1616 West Adams Street, Phoenix, AZ 85007 
 Bill Leister CAAG,  1075 S. Idaho Rd. Suite 300, Apache Junction, AZ 85219 
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 Chris Salas City of Maricopa, 45145 W Madison Ave, Maricopa AZ 85139 
 Brenda Fischer City of Maricopa, 45145 W Madison Ave, Maricopa AZ 85139 
X Kellee Kelley City of Maricopa, 45145 W Madison Ave, Maricopa AZ 85139 



 

X = Attended Meeting 

 
 
 

 Brian Preston DPS, 410 West Centennial, Casa Grande, AZ 85222 
X Derek Eastman ED3,  41630 W. Louis Johnson Dr., Maricopa, AZ 85138 
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 Wade Brannon Maricopa Fire Department, PO Box 610, Maricopa, AZ 85139 
 Mark Boys Maricopa Fire Department, PO Box 610, Maricopa, AZ 85139 
 David Alley Maricopa Flood Control District, 41630 W. Louis Johnson Dr. , Maricopa, AZ 85138 
 Joe Hoover Maricopa Heritage District 
X Steve Stahl Maricopa Police Department,  45147 West Madison Ave., Maricopa, AZ 85139 
 Dr. Steve Chestnut Maricopa Unified School District, 44150 W. Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy,  Maricopa AZ 85138  
 Joe Veres Maricopa Unified School District, 44150 W. Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy,  Maricopa AZ 85138 
 Janel Hildick Maricopa Unified School District, 44150 W. Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy,  Maricopa AZ 85138 
 June Celaya Maricopa Unified School District, 44150 W. Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy,  Maricopa AZ 85138 
 Rick Abel Maricopa Unified School District, 44150 W. Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy,  Maricopa AZ 85138 
 Rachele Reese Maricopa Unified School District, 44150 W. Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy,  Maricopa AZ 85138 
X Brian Betcher MSIDD,  41637 W. Louis Johnson Dr.,  Maricopa, AZ 85138 
 Sofia Hernandez MSIDD,  41637 W. Louis Johnson Dr.,  Maricopa, AZ 85138 
 Peter Yucupicio Pascua-Yaqui Tribe, 9405 South Avenida Del Yaqui  Guadalupe, AZ 85283 
 Rolondo Flores Pascua-Yaqui Tribe, 9405 South Avenida Del Yaqui  Guadalupe, AZ 85283 
 Vernoica Darnell Pascua-Yaqui Tribe, 9405 South Avenida Del Yaqui  Guadalupe, AZ 85283 
 Andrew Smith Pinal County, 31 N Pinal St, Florence AZ 85132 
 Art Carlton Pinal County, 31 N Pinal St, Florence AZ 85132 
X Celeste Pemberton Pinal County, 31 N Pinal St, Florence AZ 85132 
X Greg Stanley Pinal County, 31 N Pinal St, Florence AZ 85132 
 John Kraft Pinal County, 31 N Pinal St, Florence AZ 85132 
 Chris Wanamaker Pinal County Flood Control, 31 N Pinal St, Florence AZ 85132 
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FROM:   Asadul Karim, Project Manager, ADOT 
    Roadway Predesign Section 

THRU:   Elijah Williams, Project Manager, EPS Group Inc. 
    2045 S Vineyard, Suite 101, Mesa AZ 85210 

SUBJECT:   Agency Scoping Meeting 
    SR 347 DCR and Environmental Studies 
    ADOT Project No. 347 PN 172 H7007 01L 
    Federal Aid Project No. 347-A(204)A 

TIME/PLACE:   July 10, 2012 at 2:00 P.M. / Maricopa Unified School District Administrative Offices 
    44150 W. Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway 
    Maricopa AZ 85138 
 
Attachments 
Sign-in sheet 
Agenda/Presentation Slides 
 
Introductions 
The meeting started with introductions of the participants.  
 
Background  
Elijah Williams presented an overview of the project that included the following topics [Refer to Presentation Slides 
attached to these minutes]: 

 Purpose of the scoping process.  The Agency Scoping Meeting is held to introduce the study to, and gather 
feedback from agency stakeholders. 

 The limits of the study area 
 A brief overview on the purpose and need for the study.  Recent growth within the City of Maricopa and 

increased rail traffic along the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) has led to congestion at the existing SR 
347/UPRR at grade intersection.  This congestion has a negative impact on traffic operations and safety in the 
City of Maricopa (including traffic fatalities at this intersection in recent years). 

 A preliminary list of the study area features/factors that will be considered when developing and evaluating 
grade separation design alternatives 

 A review of Previous Relevant Studies  
o This discussion included a review of three grade-separation alignment concepts that were 

recommended for further evaluation during a 2007 Feasibility Report and Environmental Overview.  
 A general overview of the study process and timeline for this project. 

 
Meeting participants were invited to provide comments/suggestions for the project or presentation materials 

 Greg Stanley noted that the “Previous Studies” slide in the presentation did not include Pinal County’s 
ongoing East/West Corridor Study.  This project is evaluating potential alignments for a new Arizona 
Parkway to improve connectivity through western Pinal County (between SR 347 and I-10 south).  

o An Arizona Parkway is an arterial roadway that prohibits direct left-turns to enhance the capacity of 
the road (similar to a Michigan Left-turn roadway).   Meeting participants were directed to 
MCDOT’s website and the BQAZ webpage (http://www.bqaz.org/azparkway/index.asp) for additional 
information on the AZ parkway concept. 

 Celeste Pemberton wanted to know which of the three alignment concepts recommended in the 2007 
Feasibility Study would have the greatest community impact. [It was noted that all of the previously 
recommended alignments will be reevaluated and refined as a part of this study.] 

o Concept one was developed prior to construction of the new MUSD Administration Offices/City 
Council Chambers.  This alignment concept will have to be revised to avoid impacts to these new 
facilities. 

o Concept two (as it was originally proposed) would impact the largest number of existing residential 
properties. 
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 Ralph Ellis noted that historical properties and buildings will need to be evaluated early on, rather than in the 
middle of the environmental document. 

o Thus far the only known historical properties/features are SR 347 and the UPRR.  More research is 
needed to determine if there are any historic buildings in the study area. 

 Meesa Otani asked if other potential routes/potential crossings considered.  
o Yes, previous studies considered rerouting SR 347 around the City of Maricopa.  However, no viable 

options were identified.  The City is bordered to the north and south by the Gila River and Ak-Chin 
Indian Communities, which constrain available areas for new transportation corridors.  

o A bridge under the UPRR was also considered to minimize impacts to the existing developed areas.  
This option was considered less feasible primarily because the current at-grade crossing is located 
within an existing floodplain. 

 Meesa Otani wanted to know what the maximum population projection for the City of Maricopa was. 
o  It depends on the study – The 2008 regional transportation plan (RTP) projected a population of 

520,000 in the proposed design year.  There are approximately ~12,000 entitled lots within the City 
limits. 

 Pete Mayne foresees that ADOT ROW will be heavily involved in this project when it goes to construction 
(unless the no-build alternative is recommended).  

 Danny Granillo was curious to see how many concepts will be considered. He felt that Concept 1 from the 
2007 study is really not feasible in its current form.   

 Dana Chamberlin reiterated the need to keep 347 open during construction. 
 The existing at-grade crossing will be eliminated if a new bridge is constructed. 
 Tim Wilson suggested that the design team consider phasing opportunities that might include multiple bridge 

structures to help create smaller and more easily funded projects.  (i.e. Initially construct a narrow, more 
cost effective bridge that would allow one lane of traffic in each direction to handle the existing traffic flows 
until the time that a second structure is needed.)  This might open some options with funding, so that one 
could be built now, one later as capacity demands.  He also counseled the design team to get detailed 
feedback from existing utility providers and the UPRR to make sure that their access needs are incorporated 
into the proposed design alternatives. 

 Asad Karim stated that the team will need to specifically reach out to the Ak Chin community to get 
information to them and hear their concerns.  

 Lev Dertzhavets noted that SR 347 will still be elevated at Honeycutt road and asked if the team considered 
a bridge over Honeycutt Rd.  This would require a corresponding loop access ramp for Honeycutt Rd. to tie 
into SR 347.  

o This concept had been considered and will likely be looked at during the DCR. 
 Aryan Lirange asked if a bridge 23’-4” clearance will be required over the entire width of the UPRR ROW 

(which is approximately 360’ wide near SR 347).   
o Robert Travis met with the UPRR to discuss this topic.  The UPRR has tentatively approved a 

concept that includes a 200’ span (with piers) over their existing/proposed tracks and would allow 
some fill within their right-of-way near SR 347 (outside of 100’ buffer from their existing tracks).  

 Aryan reiterated the requirement that prevents FHWA from signing/approving an environmental decision 
document without funds programmed into the Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP).  

o This project is currently in the STIP but does not have any allocated funds.  The City of Maricopa is 
confident that some funds will be allocated to the project in the STIP (for an initial phase of 
construction) before it comes time to sign the Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and that the 
project will be ready to meet the FHWA requirements. 

 [Harry Steelman] Amtrak recognizes that there is a problem at this site.  However, there is currently no 
federal or Amtrak money available to invest at this time. (This may change depending on the results of the 
November election.) 

o He did mention that the Maricopa station is up for an accessible stations development plan (ASDP) 
review next summer.  The purpose of this review is to determine if an existing station is ADA 
compliant and to make recommendations to upgrade a facility as needed.  This review could lead to 
future funds allocated towards improvements to the Maricopa station. (It was estimated that the 
current passenger platform is too short.) 
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 Some of the alignment alternatives may require construction of a temporary Amtrak facility as a part of the 
interim solution. 

 Derek Eastman with ED3 stated that they are willing to meet any power needs that this project may have 
during construction.  As a citizen, he was concerned about community access during construction of future 
improvements and wondered if this project could include other smaller at-grade crossings to alleviate 
congestion. 

o Additional at-grade crossings will not be proposed with this project. 
 Ron Sprague: Until construction plans are final Century Link cannot really comment. They do have fiber optic 

lines within the study area.  
 Jesse Gonzales stated that SWG has a gas line crossing the UPRR at SR 347. He was curious to know if there 

was an opportunity to add additional utility easements across the UPRR with this project.  (At this time no.)  
He also wanted to know if there would be a plan to provide a utility corridor along 347. 

o Pete Mayne stated that utility corridors are common, and therefore it would be possible to add one 
in the future.  

 Brian Betcher felt that Option 3 seemed like the best alternative to handle higher traffic volumes and wanted 
to know if that was a correct assessment. 

o While it was agreed that Option 3 would likely have the most efficient traffic operations and that this 
would be considered when evaluating alignment alternatives, it was noted that other factors will also 
influence the selection of a recommended alternative. 

 Brian Betcher wanted to know if the Honeycutt Rd. /UPRR crossing illustrated in Option 1 was an at-grade 
crossing or another bridge?  

o UPRR and AZ Corporation Commission are not likely to allow an at-grade crossing. In fact the at-
grade crossings are being closed nationwide. 

 Transition from one set of facilities to another can be as important as the finished product. That 
consideration needs to be considered at every stage so that the impacts are as little as possible to business 
and residents. 

  Steve Stahl stated that emergency response providers already have a difficult time getting through the 
existing UPRR/SR 347 intersection.  He strongly emphasized the need to preserve SR 347 access across the 
UPRR during construction as the public safety needs rely heavily on this roadway. 

 Kerry Umsted indicated that ED3 currently is working on a 69 KV project along Honeycutt Rd. and wanted 
to know what the proposed schedule for this project was. The improvements that they are getting ready to 
construct may need to be revised based on the recommended design concept. 

o It will be many years (±10 yrs.) before this grade separation is constructed. 
o Kerry agreed to provide the team more information on ED3’s proposed 69kv improvements. 

 Patrick Griffin noted that utility relocations take a lot of time for all of the agreement to be executed.  The 
earlier ADOT can begin those coordination efforts the better.  

 Mike Keys suggested that this project may be a good candidate for the Planning and Environmental Linkages 
(PEL) project flow path.  This allows a project to go forward and make decisions outside the NEPA process.  
When the funding becomes available, the NEPA process is ready to go. 

o Within the PEL process, an environmental document and corresponding decision is made with the 
NEPA process in mind.   When funding becomes available, the documents generated during the PEL 
are used to “inform” the NEPA process of the results and none of the effort is lost. 

o Brent Billingsley stated that the City of Maricopa has $6 million in the budget for future 
improvements associated with this project.  They should have funds available to go into the STIP in 
the future for the initial phases of construction and satisfy FHWA funding requirements. 

 Are the environmental efforts of the PEL similar to NEPA process?  
o Yes.  Essentially the documents are prepared following the full NEPA process from the start, but they 

are documented by the PEL process.   
 Currently, the City has an agreement with ADOT that this project will prepare an environmental document 

but not an environmental decision document.  
 It was asked how this project relates to the recently completed White-Parker Major Investment Study (MIS).  

o These are completely separate projects with different funding sources.  They will not be constructed 
at the same time. MIS has been completed and an environmental document is in process.  

 Brent Billingsley expressed appreciation for the commitment from all of the meeting participants. 
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Purpose of Scoping 
Scoping is the first step in the process 

Provides the public and agencies an opportunity to 
learn about the study and identify issues that need 
to be addressed 

 
Purpose of the Meeting 

Provide an overview of the study, the 
environmental and engineering processes and the 
project schedule 
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provide feedback 



Study Area 
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The study area is  
within the City  
of Maricopa 
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the intersection 

The Ak-Chin Indian 
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Project Purpose 
The purpose of the study is to evaluate potential grade 
separated crossings of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks 
and recommend a solution that would improve safety, 
access, and mobility, and addresses congestion on State 
Route 347.  



Project Need 
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Increased transportation demand 
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1.0 Introduction
The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), in conjunction with the City of Maricopa and 
the Federal Highway Administration, initiated a study of the SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad (see 
figure 1). This study will evaluate alternatives and improvements that would improve safety, access, 
and capacity and traffic operations through 2040.

Figure 1: Study Area Map 

Honeycutt Rd

Honeycutt Ave

McDavid Rd

Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD

Bowlin Rd

Edison Rd

Maricopa
High

School

STUDY AREA

The first formal step in the design concept report and environmental study process is the scoping phase, 
the results of which are summarized in this report. Scoping is a process initiated early in a study that 
is open to agencies and the public to identify the range, or scope, of issues to be addressed during the 
development of engineering, planning and environmental studies. 

The agency and public scoping meetings occurred on Tuesday, July 10, 2012, with the official scoping 
comment period from July 1 to August 30, 2012. The following scoping summary includes the 
information and presentations provided during the public scoping meetings, as well as a summation of 
comments received from participants and responses from the study team.   
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2.0 Agency Scoping

2.1 Scoping Letter
The study team prepared and distributed a scoping letter to agency representatives who may have an 
interest in the study. The letters were mailed on May 23, 2012, to 88 representatives. A copy of the agency 
scoping letter is attached (Appendix A).

2.2 Agency Scoping Meeting
ADOT and the City of Maricopa held an agency scoping meeting on July 10, 2012, at the Maricopa Unified 
School District Administrative Offices, 44150 W. Maricopa-Casa Grande Hwy, Maricopa, AZ 85138. The 
purpose of this meeting was to provide agency representatives with preliminary study information and 
to receive input regarding any issues that they feel should be evaluated. Individuals representing the 
following agencies attended this meeting:

• Arizona Department of Transportation

• City of Maricopa

• Amtrak

• Century Link

• Electric District #3

• EPS Group

• Federal Highway Administration

• Logan Simpson Design

• MSIDD

• Pinal County

• Southwest Gas

The agency scoping meeting began at 2:00 p.m. and included a formal presentation, followed by 
a discussion session. The presentation provided an overview of the study purpose and objectives, 
engineering and environmental elements, study schedule and process, as well as an overview of the 
existing study area. 

During the discussion session, agency representatives were able to comment on the study and the 
information presented. In addition, contact information was provided for agency representatives to 
continue providing input.
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2.3 Discussion Session
Following the presentation, each agency representative was asked for input on the study during the 
discussion session. The comments and responses are documented below in Table 1.

Table 1: Comments and responses.

Agency Comment Response
Pinal County
- Greg Stanley

Noted that the “Previous Studies” 
slide in the presentation did not 
include Pinal County’s ongoing East/
West Corridor Study. This project is 
evaluating potential alignments for a 
new Arizona

Parkway to improve connectivity 
through western Pinal County 
(between SR 347 and I-10 south).

An Arizona Parkway is an 
arterial roadway that prohibits 
direct left-turns to enhance the 
capacity of the road (similar to 
a Michigan Left-turn roadway). 
Meeting participants were 
directed to MCDOT’s website and 
the BQAZ webpage (http://www.
bqaz.org/azparkway/index.asp) 
for additional information on the 
AZ parkway concept.

Pinal County
- Celeste Pemberton

Wanted to know which of the three 
alignment concepts recommended 
in the 2007 Feasibility Study would 
have the greatest community impact.

It was noted that all of the 
previously recommended 
alignments will be reevaluated 
and refined as a part of 
this study. Concept one 
was developed prior to 
construction of the new 
MUSD Administration Offices/
City Council Chambers. This 
alignment concept will have to 
be revised to avoid impacts to 
these new facilities. Concept 
two (as it was originally 
proposed) would impact the 
largest number of existing 
residential properties.

Arizona Department of 
Transportation
-Ralph Ellis

Noted that historical properties and 
buildings will need to be evaluated 
early on, rather than in the middle of 
the environmental document.

Thus far the only known 
historical properties/features 
are SR 347 and the UPRR. More 
research is needed to determine 
if there are any historic buildings 
in the study area.
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Agency Comment Response
Federal Highways 
Administration
- Meesa Otani

Are other potential routes/potential 
crossings being considered?
Inquired as to what the maximum 
population projection for the City of 
Maricopa was.

Yes, previous studies considered 
rerouting SR 347 around the City 
of Maricopa. However, no viable 
options were identified. The City 
is bordered to the north and 
south by the Gila River and Ak-
Chin Indian Communities, which 
constrain available areas for 
new transportation corridors. A 
bridge under the UPRR was also 
considered to minimize impacts 
to the existing developed areas. 
This option was considered 
less feasible primarily because 
the current at-grade crossing 
is located within an existing 
floodplain.

It depends on the study – The 
2008 regional transportation 
plan (RTP) projected a 
population of 520,000 in the 
proposed design year. There are 
approximately ~12,000 entitled 
lots within the City limits.

Arizona Department of 
Transportation
- Pete Mayne

Stated that ADOT ROW will be heavily 
involved in this project when it goes 
to construction (unless the no-build 
alternative is recommended).

No response required.

Arizona Department of 
Transportation
 - Danny Granillo

States that he is curious to see how 
many concepts will be considered. 
He felt that Concept 1 from the 2007 
study is really not feasible in its current 
form.

WAPA facilities traverse east 
and west along the north side 
of the river and do not traverse 
north and south as APS, SRP and 
TEP currently do. The SR303L 
corridors will cross under their 
facilities as the freeway heads to 
the south. Future coordination 
will further identify any impacts 
to their current and future 
facilities.

Arizona Department of 
Transportation
- Dana Chamberlin

Reiterated the need to keep 347 open 
during construction.

No response required.
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Agency Comment Response
Arizona Department of 
Transportation
- Tim Wilson

Suggested that the design team 
consider phasing opportunities 
that might include multiple bridge 
structures to help create smaller and 
more easily funded projects. (i.e. 
Initially construct a narrow, more 
cost effective bridge that would allow 
one lane of traffic in each direction 
to handle the existing traffic flows 
until the time that a second structure 
is needed.) This might open some 
options with funding, so that one 
could be built now, one later as 
capacity demands. He also counseled 
the design team to get detailed 
feedback from existing utility providers 
and the UPRR to make sure that their 
access needs are incorporated into the 
proposed design alternatives.

No response required.

Arizona Department of 
Transportation
- Asadul Karim

Stated that the team will need to 
specifically reach out to the Ak Chin 
community to get information to them 
and hear their concerns.

No response required.

Arizona Department of 
Transportation
- Lev Dertzhavets

Noted that SR 347 will still be elevated 
at Honeycutt road and asked if 
the team considered a bridge over 
Honeycutt Rd. This would require a 
corresponding loop access ramp for 
Honeycutt Rd. to tie into SR 347.

This concept had been 
considered and will likely be 
looked at during the DCR.

Federal Highways 
Administration
- Aryan Lirange

Asked if a bridge 23’-4” clearance 
will be required over the entire 
width of the UPRR ROW (which is 
approximately 360’ wide near SR 347).

Reiterated the requirement that 
prevents FHWA from signing/
approving an environmental decision 
document without funds programmed 
into the Statewide Transportation 
Improvement Plan (STIP).

Robert Travis met with the 
UPRR to discuss this topic. The 
UPRR has tentatively approved a 
concept that includes a 200’ span 
(with piers) over their existing/
proposed tracks and would allow 
some fill within their right-of-
way near SR 347 (outside of 100’ 
buffer from their existing tracks).

This project is currently in the 
STIP but does not have any 
allocated funds. The City of 
Maricopa is confident that some 
funds will be allocated to the 
project in the STIP (for an initial 
phase of construction) before it 
comes time to sign the Finding 
of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 
and that the project will be ready 
to meet the FHWA requirements.
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Agency Comment Response
Amtrak
- Harry Steelman

Amtrak recognizes that there is a 
problem at this site. However, there is 
currently no Federal or Amtrak money 
available to invest at this time. (This 
may change depending on the results 
of the November election.)

Also mentioned that the Maricopa 
station is up for an accessible stations 
development plan (ASDP) review 
next summer. The purpose of this 
review is to determine if an existing 
station is ADA compliant and to make 
recommendations to upgrade a facility 
as needed. This review could lead 
to future funds allocated towards 
improvements to the Maricopa station. 
(It was estimated that the current 
passenger platform is too short.)

Some of the alignment 
alternatives may require 
construction of a temporary 
Amtrak facility as a part of the 
interim solution.

Electrical District #3
- Derek Eastman

Stated that they are willing to meet 
any power needs that this project may 
have during construction. As a citizen, 
he was concerned about community 
access during construction of future 
improvements and wondered if this 
project could include other smaller at-
grade crossings to alleviate congestion.

Additional at-grade crossings 
will not be proposed with this 
project.

Century Link
- Ron Sprague

Until construction plans are final 
Century Link cannot really comment. 
They do have fiber optic lines within 
the study area.

No response required.

Southwest Gas
- Jesse Gonzales

Stated that SWG has a gas line crossing 
the UPRR at SR 347. He was curious 
to know if there was an opportunity 
to add additional utility easements 
across the UPRR with this project. (At 
this time no.) He also wanted to know 
if there would be a plan to provide a 
utility corridor along 347.

Pete Mayne stated that utility 
corridors are common, and 
therefore it would be possible to 
add one in the future.

MSIDD
- Brian Betcher

Felt that Option 3 seemed like the best 
alternative to handle higher traffic 
volumes and wanted to know if that 
was a correct assessment.

He also wanted to know if the 
Honeycutt Rd. /UPRR crossing 
illustrated in Option 1 was an at-grade 
crossing or another bridge?

While it was agreed that Option 
3 would likely have the most 
efficient traffic operations and 
that this would be considered 
when evaluating alignment 
alternatives, it was noted that 
other factors will also influence 
the selection of a recommended 
alternative.

UPRR and AZ Corporation 
Commission are not likely to 
allow an at-grade crossing. In fact 
the at grade crossings are being 
closed nationwide.
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Agency Comment Response
City of Maricopa
- Steve Stahl

Stated that emergency response 
providers already have a difficult time 
getting through the existing UPRR/
SR 347 intersection. He strongly 
emphasized the need to preserve SR 
347 access across the UPRR during 
construction as the public safety needs 
rely heavily on this roadway.

No response required.

Electrical District #3
- Kerry Umsted

Indicated that ED3 currently is working 
on a 69 KV project along Honeycutt 
Rd. and wanted to know what the 
proposed schedule for this project 
was. The improvements that they are 
getting ready to construct may need to 
be revised based on the recommended 
design concept.

It will be many years (±10 yrs.) 
before this grade separation is 
constructed.

Arizona Department of 
Transportation
- Patrick Griffin

Noted that utility relocations take a lot 
of time for all of the agreement to be 
executed. The earlier ADOT can begin 
those coordination efforts the better.

No response required.

Arizona Department of 
Transportation
- Mike Keys

Suggested that this project may be a 
good candidate for the Planning and 
Environmental Linkages (PEL) project 
flow path. This allows a project to go 
forward and make decisions outside 
the NEPA process.

When the funding becomes available, 
the NEPA process is ready to go.

Within the PEL process, an 
environmental document 
and corresponding decision is 
made with the NEPA process in 
mind. When funding becomes 
available, the documents 
generated during the PEL are 
used to “inform” the NEPA 
process of the results and none 
of the effort is lost.

Brent Billingsley stated that 
the City of Maricopa has $6 
million in the budget for future 
improvements associated 
with this project. They should 
have funds available to go into 
the STIP in the future for the 
initial phases of construction 
and satisfy FHWA funding 
requirements.
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3.0 Public Scoping

3.1 Informational Newsletter
The study team prepared and distributed an informational newsletter introducing the study and inviting 
the public to provide comments. The newsletter was mailed the week of July 23, 2012, to 19,000 property 
owners, occupants and businesses within the study area. The newsletter was printed in both English and 
Spanish in order to meet the needs of the community. A copy of the informational newsletter (Appendix 
B) is included.

3.2 Newspaper Display Notices
Newspaper display notices announcing the public scoping meeting were published in the Maricopa 
Monitor (newspaper and online) and InMaricopa magazine. A copy of the newspaper display notices 
(Appendix C) is included.

Figure 2: Publication of Newspaper Display Notices

Publication Date Published

Maricopa Monitor (newspaper) June 26, 2012, July 3, 10 2012

Maricopa Monitor (online) June 18 through July 10, 2012

InMaricopa magazine July 2012 edition

3.3 Public Scoping Meeting
The purpose of the public scoping meeting was to provide an introduction to the study and preliminary 
information regarding the study process, as well as provide the opportunity for attendees to ask questions 
and submit comments. A total of 52 people attended the public scoping meeting.

The meeting was held on July 10, 2012, from 6:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. The meetings included display 
boards providing an overview of the study area, study background, engineering elements, environmental 
elements, and study process and schedule. At 6:20 p.m. the project team gave a presentation about the 
study. There was also an area for meeting attendees to submit comments. A copy of the display boards 
(Appendix D) and presentation (Appendix E) are included. 

3.4  Website
The project website was developed and the web address was published on all informational materials. 
Public meeting information and project details were provided on the website: azdot.gov/347GS.

3.5  Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ)
The communications team developed an FAQ to provide general information about the project. This 
handout was provided at the public scoping meeting and placed on the project website. A copy of the FAQ 
(Appendix F) is included.
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4.0 Scoping Comment Summary
During the scoping comment period, comments could be submitted in a variety of ways, by mail, 
telephone, e-mail, and online. A total of 195 comments were received as of August 30, 2012. A copy of the 
comment form (Appendix G) is included.

4.1 Comments Received
The newsletter contained a return form whereby citizens could write a comment and provide personal 
contact information to be added to the project database. Comment forms were also distributed to 
meeting attendees at the public scoping meeting. Meeting attendees were encouraged to complete and 
submit comments to the study team by August 30, 2012. There was a total of 111 mailed comment forms, 
63 online comment forms, one comment form from the public scoping meeting and 21 e-mails.

4.2 Summary of Comments Received 
Of the 195 comments received 164 (83 percent) requested to be added to the project mailing list. All 
comments were coded by topic and added to an interactive database. A quantification of comments by 
issue is provided below in Figure 3 with a summary of issues and responses followed below. 

Figure 3: Comments received by issue

Issue Comments Received*

Comments applied to areas outside the study limits 5%

Relocate Amtrak Station 23%

General Comments 30%

Supportive of a Grade Separation 65%

No-Build 4%

Environmental Issues 1%

*Responses may have included more than one issue

Possible Options Outside the Study Area
Comments in this category generally focused on areas outside of the study limits. The response given 
generally stated that while there are other UPRR crossing locations for the City to consider in the future, 
this current study addresses the need for a bridge at ADOT’s crossing of the UPRR tracks at SR 347.  The 
goal is to develop concepts that maintain traffic on SR 347 during construction for the benefit of both local 
businesses and the traveling public.
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Relocate the Amtrak Station
23 percent of respondents focused their comments on relocating the Amtrak Station. Reponses thanked 
the commenter and noted that the location of the station is being evaluated as part of this project. 

General Comments
Comments categorized as general included requests for information about other freeway projects, 
comments about the study in general or comments discouraging any study of freeway improvements. 
Responses generally thanked the commenter and provided a link to more information when appropriate.

Supportive of the Project
65 percent of respondents voiced their support of the need for a grade separation in Maricopa. Comments 
focused on economic development, population growth and general approval. Comments were noted by 
the study team.

No Build Alternative
Comments categorized as no build concentrated on loss of property and environmental concerns. 

Responses to comments concerning the no build option thanked the commenter for their input and stated 
that the study team would be considering all options that were reasonable and feasible and this includes a 
no-build option.

Environmental Concerns
Of the comments regarding environmental issues, the majority were concerned with air quality and noise, 
particularly from residents who stated they are in close proximity to the railroad. 

Responses to comments concerning air quality and noise stated that ADOT understands that these 
environmental issues are important and they will be thoroughly looked at in future phases of this project. 
For this study, environmental issues being evaluated include the potential displacement of residential and 
commercial properties, along with potential impacts to historic sites, traditional cultural properties, and 
floodplains.
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Appendix A:   Agency Scoping Letter

 

 
Intermodal Transportation Division 

206 South Seventeenth Avenue     Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 
 

Janice K. Brewer 
Governor 

John S. Halikowski 
Director 

 

 
May 23, 2012 

 

Jennifer Toth 
State Engineer 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Re: Federal Aid No. 347-A(204)A 
 ADOT Project No. 347 PN 172 H7007 01L 
 SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad Crossing 
 
Dear <M> <Last>:  
 
The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) is conducting a study to evaluate the siting of a 
grade separated railroad crossing of State Route (SR) 347 at the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) in the 
City of Maricopa (City), Pinal County, Arizona (Figure 1). The study area is approximately 1.5 miles 
long and varies in width (Figures 1 and 2). The study area is bound on the top by Edison Road at 
approximately SR 347 milepost (MP) 174.0 and on the south by Bowlin Road at approximately 
MP 172.5.  

 
SR 347 is a main thoroughfare for the City and provides access to the Phoenix Metropolitan area to and 
is a primary route from the Phoenix area to San Diego and Yuma. The UPRR currently operates two 
tracks through the City. In addition to the freight operations of the UPRR, the Amtrak Maricopa Station 
is located at the SR 347 – UPRR intersection.  
 
The City is one of the fastest growing communities in the nation. As the community grows, localized 
traffic increases causing stress on the local infrastructure, especially roadways. Similar to SR 347, the 
UPRR corridor is one of the busiest trans-continental freight routes in the United States and is growing. 
The UPRR has recently added a second track, and up to two more tracks may be constructed in the 
future. In addition to the UPRR freight activities, Amtrak passenger trains stop at the Maricopa Station 
six times per week. When trains pass through or stop in the City, SR 347 is temporarily blocked. There 
are no alternate grade-separated crossings of the UPRR.  
 
  

<First> <Last>
<Title>
<Agency>
<Address>
<City>, <ST> <Zip>
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Appendix A:   Agency Scoping Letters

 
 

  
Page 2 
 
 
This letter serves as our agency’s invitation to review the proposed project based on the scope of work 
outlined above. If you or others in your agency have any specific concerns, suggestions or 
recommendations pertaining to this specific project, please let us know. This may include information 
on future development, general plans, or capital improvement projects that would be affected, to name a 
few.  
 
Please submit your comments or concerns by June 25, 2012, to ADOT in care of Nancy Shelton at 
Logan Simpson Design Inc. (51 West Third Street, Suite 450, Tempe, Arizona 85281; phone: 
480-967-1343; fax: 480-966-9232; nshelton@logansimpson.com). Thank you for your time and 
continued assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Shannon Ford 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
Environmental Planning Group 
 
Enclosures: Figure 1. State Map 
 Figure 2. Project Vicinity Map 

c: Nancy Shelton, Logan Simpson Design Inc. 
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Appendix A:   Agency Scoping Letter

 
 
Figure 1. State Location Federal Aid No. 347-A(204)A 
   ADOT Project No. 347 PN 172 H7007 01L 
   SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad Crossing 
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Appendix A:   Agency Scoping Letter
 

 

 
 
Figure 2. Study Area Vicinity Federal Aid No. 347-A(204)A 
   ADOT Project No. 347 PN 172 H7007 01L 
   SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad Crossing
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Appendix B:   Informational Newsletter
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Appendix B:   Informational Newsletter
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Appendix C:   Newspaper Display Notices

12-160

State Route 347 at 
Union Pacific Railroad

Public Scoping Meeting
The Arizona Department of Transportation, in conjunction 
with the Federal Highway Administration and the City 
of Maricopa, is initiating a study to evaluate alternatives 
and identify improvements  that will improve safety, 
access, capacity and traffic operations through 2040. The 
study will evaluate a future grade separation to replace 
the existing at-grade intersection of SR 347 at the Union 
Pacific Railroad tracks.

Tuesday, July 10, 2012
6:00 pm – 7:30 pm (presentation will begin at 6:25 pm)

Maricopa Unified School District 
Administration Building
44150 W. Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway
Maricopa, AZ 85138

Your Input Is Important!
 Participate in the public meeting

 Provide your comments

 Visit the project website:  
 azdot.gov/347GS

If you require special assistance in order to participate in the public meeting, please contact projects@azdot.gov or 

855.712.8530. Requests should be made as soon as possible to allow time to arrange the accommodation.

Si usted necesita ayuda especial para poder participar en la reunión pública, póngase en contacto con projects@azdot.gov 

o 855.712.8530. Las solicitudes deben hacerse lo más pronto posible para dar tiempo a organizar el alojamiento.

ADOT Project Number: 347 PN 172 H7007 01L • Federal Aid No. 347-A(204)A

ARIZONA

347

Honeycutt Rd

Maricopa
High

School

Bowlin Rd

Edison Rd

Maricopa Casa Grande Hwy

STUDY
AREA

MEETING
LOCATION
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12-160

State Route 347 at 
Union Pacific Railroad

Public Scoping Meeting
The Arizona Department of Transportation, in conjunction with the Federal 
Highway Administration and the City of Maricopa, is initiating a study to 
evaluate alternatives and identify improvements  that will improve safety, 
access, capacity and traffic operations through 2040. The study will evaluate a 
future grade separation to replace the existing at-grade intersection of SR 347 
at the Union Pacific Railroad tracks.

Tuesday, July 10, 2012
6:00 pm – 7:30 pm (presentation will begin at 6:25 pm)
Maricopa Unified School District Administration Building
44150 W. Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway
Maricopa, AZ 85138

Your Input Is Important!
 Participate in the public meeting

 Provide your comments

 Visit the project website: azdot.gov/347GS

If you require special assistance in order to participate in the public meeting, please contact projects@azdot.gov or 855.712.8530. 
Requests should be made as soon as possible to allow time to arrange the accommodation.

Si usted necesita ayuda especial para poder participar en la reunión pública, póngase en contacto con projects@azdot.gov o 
855.712.8530. Las solicitudes deben hacerse lo más pronto posible para dar tiempo a organizar el alojamiento.

ARIZONA

347

Honeycutt Rd

Maricopa
High

School

Bowlin Rd

Edison Rd

Maricopa Casa Grande Hwy

STUDY
AREA

MEETING
LOCATION

ADOT Project Number: 347 PN 172 H7007 01L • Federal Aid No. 347-A(204)A
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Appendix D:   Public Meeting Display Boards 

12-162

State Route 347 at  
Union Pacific Railroad

ADOT Project No. 347 PN 172 H7007 01L  
Federal Aid No. 347-A(204)A

ARIZONA

347

WELCOME 
Public Scoping 

Meeting
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12-162

State Route 347 at  
Union Pacific Railroad

ADOT Project No. 347 PN 172 H7007 01L  
Federal Aid No. 347-A(204)A

ARIZONA

347

What is a 
Grade Separation:  
As it relates to this project, a grade 
separation is the method of aligning the 

intersection of the highway (SR 347) with 

the railroad (UPRR) at different heights 

(grades) so that the railroad traffic will 

not disrupt the highway traffic.

Typical overpass (I-10 in Casa Grande)
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Your Input  
is Important:  
There are three ways to participate:

1 Participate in the public meeting

2 Visit the project website:  
 azdot.gov/347GS

3 Submit comments: 
 online: valleyfreeways.com/SR347GS
 email: projects@azdot.gov
 Return the comment form
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Su opinión  
es importante:  
Hay tres formas de participar:

1 Participar en la reunión pública
2 Visitar el sitio web del proyecto:  
 azdot.gov/347GS
3  Enviar sus comentarios: 
 Por el sitio web:  
 azdot.gov/347GS
 Por correo electrónico:  
 projects@azdot.gov
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Purpose of  
Scoping Meeting: 
 Scoping is the first step in the study  

 process and is intended to inform and  
 involve the public, agencies and special  
 interest groups. 
 During the scoping process,  

 information about the study will  
 be made available and the public is  
 given the opportunity to communicate  
 issues and concerns to help develop  
 the project. 
 At the scoping meeting, the public  

 is encouraged to participate and  
 comment in order to help guide the  
 direction of the study, define project  
 goals and objectives and identify  
 issues and concerns.
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DETAILED STU
DY

Initial Scoping

Summer 2012 Summer/Fall 2012 Spring 2013 Winter 2013

Alternatives
Development - 
Environmental
Studies

Initial Design
Concept Report - 
Draft Environmental 
Study

Final Design
Concept Report - 
Final Environmental 
Study

Design and 
Right-of-way
Acquisition

ADOT Five-Year
Programming
and Funding

Construction
Maintenance
and Monitoring

Feasibility Study Report Completed in 2007

We are here.

FIN
AL STEPS

Final steps, including Further Design, Right-of-Way Acquisition and Construction, are currently unfunded in the Statewide Transportation Program.

1

2

Study Process
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State Route 347 at Union Pacific Railroad 
Design Concept Report and 

Environmental Study 
 
 Agency Scoping Meeting 

July 10, 2012 
Maricopa Unified School District Administrative Offices 

ADOT Project No. 347 PN 172 H7007 01L | Federal Project No. 347-A(204)A 

Welcome and Agenda 
Meeting Purpose and Format 

Study Area 

Project Purpose & Need 

Project Considerations 

Previous Studies 

Roadway Concepts 

Study Process 

Q & A 

Purpose of Scoping 
Scoping is the first step in the process 

Provides the public and agencies an opportunity to 
learn about the study and identify issues that need 
to be addressed 

 
Purpose of the Meeting 

Provide an overview of the study, the 
environmental and engineering processes and the 
project schedule 

Have a forum for the agencies to ask questions and 
provide feedback 

Study Area 
UPRR and SR 347 
intersection 

The study area is  
within the City  
of Maricopa 

The Heritage  
District surrounds  
the intersection 

The Ak-Chin Indian 
Community is  
one-half mile south  
of the study area 

Project Purpose 
The purpose of the study is to evaluate potential grade 
separated crossings of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks 
and recommend a solution that would improve safety, 
access, and mobility, and addresses congestion on State 
Route 347.  

Project Need 
The need for this project results from the following 

issues: 

Increased transportation demand 

Limited transportation capacity 

Safety concerns 

Transportation infrastructure challenges 

Operational difficulties due to the adjacent 
AMTRAK station 
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Project Need 
The City of Maricopa is one of the fastest growing 
communities in the nation 

 Population has grown from 4,000 residents to 
45,000 residents in the last decade 

SR 347 is the main transportation corridor through 
the community, serving as a regional connector to 
major employment and recreation areas 

 Daily traffic averages approximately 34,000 vehicles 
per day 

 Future traffic projections (2030) show as many as 
69,000 vehicles per day 

SR347 crosses the existing Union Pacific Railroad, 
which is currently double tracked 

 Currently 40-60 trains per day 

 Plans for up to 100 trains per day in the future 

Amtrak’s Maricopa Station is located adjacent to the 
SR 347/UPRR intersection  

 Passenger operations routinely stop traffic for 20 to 
30 minutes resulting in substantial traffic delays 

 May 7 schedule change potentially increases the 
traffic impact  

Project Need 

Project Considerations 
Air Quality 

Cultural Resources 

Environmental Justice 

Hazardous Materials 

Historic Properties 

Land Use/Local Planning 

Noise 

Pedestrians and Bicycles 

Recreation 

Property Impacts 

Utility Impacts 

Socioeconomics 

Transportation  

Visual Conditions 

Floodplains/Drainage 

Geology 

Soils 

Threatened or Endangered 
Species 

Vegetation 

Water Quality/ Resources 

 

Previous Studies 
2007 
 SR 347 Feasibility Report/Environmental Overview 

 Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway Project Assessment 

2008 
 City of Maricopa Regional Transportation Plan Update 

 Regionally Significant Routes Plan for Safety and Mobility 

2009 
 City of Maricopa Heritage District Area Plan 

2010 
 City of Maricopa Master Drainage Plan 

Feasible Concepts 
Three concepts were identified for further 
study/analysis upon the completion of the  
2007 Feasibility Study  

This study will analyze and refine the 
recommended alignments from the 2007 
Feasibility Study and develop additional 
alignments to address the purpose and need 

Consider a “No-Build” option 

 

Concept 1* 

*Feasibility Study Option 2 
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Concept 2* 

*Feasibility Study Option 3 

Concept 3* 

*Feasibility Study Option 5 

Study Process 

Your Input 
is Important 
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12-161

State Route 347 at Union Pacific Railroad
Frequently Asked questions

ARIZONA

347

Adot Project no. 347 PN 172 H7007 01L • Federal Aid no. 347-A(204)A

azdot.gov/347GS

Q&A 
Q What is a grade separation? 
As it relates to this project, a grade separation is the method 
of aligning the intersection of the highway (SR 347) with the 
railroad (UPRR) at different heights (grades) so that the railroad 
traffic will not disrupt the highway traffic.

Q What is the purpose of this study?
The objective of this study is to evaluate a future grade 
separation to replace the existing at-grade intersection of SR 347 
at the Union Pacific Railroad tracks. It will assess alternatives and 
identify improvements that will improve safety, access, capacity 
and traffic operations through 2040. The study will also project 
how the existing at-grade intersection will perform in the future 
if no improvements are made, known as the no-build option. 
The outcome of this study and resulting recommendations will 
ultimately help determine what, if any, improvements may be 
constructed should funding become available.

Q Has this area been studied previously?
In 2007, ADOT completed the SR 347 Feasibility Report/
Environmental Overview. The goal of this report was to 
determine the feasibility of providing a grade separation 
between SR 347 and the Union Pacific Railroad while 
maintaining connections with other key roadways in the area. 
Additionally, the City of Maricopa has completed several 
reports and plans that have focused on, or included, this area: 
Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway Project Assessment; City of 
Maricopa Regional Transportation Plan Update; Regionally 
Significant Routes Plan for Safety and Mobility; Heritage District 
Area Plan and the Master Drainage Plan.

Q How long will the study process take?
When will construction start?
Completion of this Design Concept Report and Environmental 
Study is expected in winter 2013. Subsequent steps include 
approval of an environmental document, identifying funding 
sources, final design, right of way acquisition and construction. 
However, further steps beyond this phase of the project have 
not been scheduled at this time. 

Q Will right of way be required for this project?
Right of way may be required for any build alternative. 
However, ADOT cannot say for certain which parcels might 
need to be purchased until an alternative has been identified. 
Identification of right of way impacts will be evaluated with all 
alternatives considered in this study.

PROJECT FUNDING

Q How is this study being funded?
Funding for this study is shared equally between the  
City of Maricopa and ADOT.

Q If a build option is selected, how will the 
project be funded?
The Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan does not 
currently provide funding beyond the study phase of the 
project. The City of Maricopa is, and has been, designating 
funds each year to assist with future project construction.  
The source of funding for the entire project is currently 
unknown.

AGENCY AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Q Will the public have a voice in evaluating 
the proposed alternatives? 
Yes, an extensive effort is ongoing to keep the public  
informed of the progress of the study and to gather  
public input. Issues, concerns and opportunities  
expressed by community members will be considered  
in the study process. 

Q How will public input affect the study? 
Public comments are a vital component in the decision- 
making process and one of the many criteria used in 
evaluating alternatives. All public comments received  
will be considered, compiled and recorded for inclusion  
into the project’s administrative record.

Q How can the public get involved? 
An initial public meeting will be held on July 10, 2012,  
at which time the public is invited to learn about the  
study and submit questions and comments to the  
study team. The public can also learn about the  
project online as well as submit comments online at  
azdot.gov/347GS. Comments may also be mailed to  
the address below. The public comment period is from  
July 1 to August 1, 2012. 

Mail: 
Jennifer Grentz  
Community Relations Project Manager 
1655 W. Jackson Street, Mail Drop 126F 
Phoenix, AZ 85007

E-Mail: 
projects@azdot.gov

Hotline:
855-712-8530
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Correo: 
Jennifer Grentz  
Community Relations Project Manager 
1655 W. Jackson Street, Mail Drop 126F 
Phoenix, AZ 85007

E-Mail: 
projects@azdot.gov

Teléfono:
855-712-8530

azdot.gov/347GS

P. ¿Qué es una separación a desnivel? 
Lo que se refiere a este proyecto, una separación a desnivel es el método 
para alinear el cruce de la carretera (SR 347) con el ferrocarril (UPRR) a 
diferentes alturas (grados) para que el tráfico ferroviario no interrumpa el 
tráfico de SR 347.

P. ¿Cuál es propósito de este estudio?
El propósito de este estudio es evaluar una separación a desnivel para 
reemplazar el cruce a nivel existente entre la carretera (SR 347) y las vías 
del Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR).  Evaluará alternativas y determinar 
las mejoras que mejorarán la seguridad, el acceso, la capacidad y las 
operaciones de tráfico hasta el año 2040.  El estudio también proyectará 
cómo el cruce a nivel existente funcionará en el futuro si no se realizan 
las mejoras, conocido como la opción de no construir.  El resultado de 
este estudio y las recomendaciones resultantes ayudarán a determinar las 
mejoras que se construirán en caso de que los fondos estén disponibles.

P. ¿Se ha estudiado este área en el pasado?
En 2007, ADOT completó el informe de viabilidad/ descripción general 
del medio ambiente de SR 347.  El objetivo de este informe fue 
determinar la viabilidad de ofrecer una separación a desnivel entre SR 
347 y la Union Pacific Railroad, mientras manteniendo conexiones con 
otras rutas principales de la zona.  Además, la ciudad de Maricopa ha 
completado varios informes y planes que se han centrado, o incluido, 
esta area: Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway proyecto de evaluación, Plan 
de Transporte Regional de la Ciudad de Maricopa, un plan para las rutas 
de importancia regional para la seguridad y movilidad, Plan de Área del 
Distrito del Patrimonio, y el Plan Maestro de Drenaje.

P. ¿Cuánto tiempo durará el proceso del estudio? 
¿Cuándo comenzará la construcción?
Este Informe del Concepto de Diseño y Estudio del Medio Ambiente se 
prevé que se completará en el invierno de 2013.  Los pasos siguientes 
incluyen la aprobación de un documento ambiental, la identificación 
de las fuentes de fondos, diseño final, adquisición de derecho de 
paso y construcción.  Sin embargo, otras medidas futuras no se han 
programado en este momento.

P. ¿Será adquirido derecho de paso para 
este proyecto?
El derecho de paso puede ser requerido para cualquier alternativa de 
construcción.  Sin embargo, ADOT no puede confirmar cuales parcelas 
necesitan ser comprados hasta que una alternativa ha sido identificada.  
Identificación de los impactos de derechos de paso serán evaluados con 
todas las alternativas consideradas en este estudio.

Financiación de proyectos 

P.  ¿Cómo se financiará este estudio?
Los fondos para este estudio es repartida a partes iguales entre  
la ciudad de Maricopa y ADOT.

P. Si se selecciona una opción de 
construcción, ¿cómo van a financiar  
el proyecto?
El Plan de Transportación para el Mejoramiento Estatal no provee 
los fondos más allá de la fase de estudio del proyecto.  La ciudad 
de Maricopa está designando fondos cada año para ayudar en la 
construcción del proyecto futuro. La fuente de fondos para todo el 
proyecto se desconoce en este momento.

La participación del público y  
las agencias

P. ¿El público tiene una voz en la evaluación 
de las alternativas propuestas? 
Sí, hay un gran esfuerzo por mantener al público informado de los 
avances del estudio y para obtener la opinión pública. Temas, problemas 
y oportunidades expresadas por los miembros de la comunidad serán 
considerados en el proceso de estudio.

P. ¿Cómo va a afectar la participación 
pública el estudio? 
Los comentarios del público son un componente vital en el proceso de 
selección y uno de los criterios utilizados en la evaluación de alternativas. 
Todos los comentarios públicos recibidos serán considerados, recopilados 
y registrados para su inclusión en el registro administrativo del proyecto.

P. ¿Cómo puede el público participar? 
Una reunión pública inicial se llevará a cabo el 10 de julio de 2012. En 
esta reunión se invita al público a aprender sobre el estudio y enviar sus 
preguntas y comentarios al equipo de estudio.  El público también puede 
aprender sobre el proyecto y presentar sus comentarios por el sitio web 
del proyecto (azdot.gov/347GS).  Los comentarios también pueden ser 
enviados por correo a la siguiente dirección.  El período de comentarios 
públicos es a partir del 1 de julio hasta el 1 de agosto de 2012.  

State Route 347 y Union Pacific Railroad
PREGUnTAS MÁS FRECUEnTES
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c/o Valley Community Outreach Team
206 S. 17th Avenue, MD 118A
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Your input is important! Su opinión es importante
1  Visit the project website: 

 azdot.gov/347GS

2  Submit Comments:  
 online: azdot.gov/347GS
 email: projects@azdot.gov
 Return the enclosed comment form

1  Visitar el sitio web del proyecto: 
 azdot.gov/347GS

2  Enviar sus comentarios:  
 Por el sitio web: azdot.gov/347GS
 Por correo electrónico: projects@azdot.gov
 Por correo: enviando este formulario

YOuR InPuT IS IMPORTAnT • Su OPInIón eS IMPORTAnTe
Submit comments by August 30, 2012 in order to have them included in the project record.

Somete sus comentarios antes del 30 de agosto de 2012 para que sean incluidos en el documento oficial del proyecto.

Contact • Contacte

373

FIRST- CLASS
 POSTAGE
  REQUIRED

Artwork for  User Defined (3.666" x 8.5")
Layout: sample CRM envelope.lyt
December 13, 2011

Produced by DAZzle Designer, Version 9.0.05
(c) 1993-2009, Endicia, www.Endicia.com
U.S. Postal Service, Serial #

IMPORTANT:  DO NOT ENLARGE, REDUCE OR MOVE the FIM and POSTNET barcodes. They are only valid as printed!
  Special care must be taken to ensure FIM and POSTNET barcode are actual size AND placed properly on the mail piece
  to meet both USPS regulations and automation compatibility standards.

ADOT
c/o Jennifer Grentz 
1655 W. Jackson St. 
Mail Drop 126F 
Phoenix, AZ 85007

S t a t e  R o u t e  3 4 7  a t  U n i o n  P a c i f i c  R a i l r o a d

State Route 347 at Union Pacific Railroad
DESiGn ConCEPt REPoRt AnD EnViRonMEntAl StUDy

ARIZONA

347

Mail: Jennifer Grentz  •  1655 W. Jackson St.  •  Mail Drop 126F  •  Phoenix, AZ 85007

email:  ValleyFreeways@azdot.gov  •  Phone:  855-712-8530

Please Print Survey may also be completed online at azdot.gov/347GS 
Por favor, imprimir la encuesta también se puede someter por internet en azdot.gov/347GS

name:  _______________________________________________  Email:  ____________________________________________
nombre Correo Electrónico

Address:  ________________________________________________________________________________________________
Domicilio

City ____________________________________________________________________  State_________ Zip _______________
Ciudad Estado Código Postal

General Comments: _______________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Comentarios Generales



SR 347 Agency Meeting June 6, 2013 
 

1 | P a g e  
 

The meeting was held at 3PM in the Maricopa Unified School District Administrative offices located at 
44150 West Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway, Maricopa, AZ. A list of attendees is attached. 

Power Point Presentation - Elijah Williams, EPS  

The presentation opened with introductions. Elijah Williams described the study area, and the purpose 
and need for the study. The presentation included a description of the three alignments brought 
forward from the 2007 feasibility study and seven new alignments. The criteria for evaluating the 
alternatives were discussed;  each alternative had been ranked based on how well it met the evaluation 
criteria.  Alternatives F2, H, and E were the three highest scoring alignments, and it is recommended 
that these three alignments be carried forward.  

Each agency represented was then asked if they had any comments or questions.  No comments were 
provided by FHWA or Pinal County. 

Ak-Chin Indian Community is still evaluating the information and had no comments at that time. 

City of Maricopa Comments:  
1. Concern regarding how access to existing businesses would be affected by design? 

a. From the west side from Honeycutt Road, due to the height, vehicles would have to go 
to Garvey and circle back around or go further north to Hathaway.  
 (Later comment made by Police Chief that he would not want a u-turn location.) 

2. Public safety and congestion along new routes? 
a. Ultimate goal is to improve mobility for all users. 

3.  Funding and phasing?  
a. Costs could range from $35-60 million. Tribes have donated funds, City of Maricopa has 

funds set aside, Union Pacific Railroad is contributing the required 5 percent. 
b. Possible early phases may include moving the AMTRAK station and/or realigning streets.   
c. As environmental document and plans progress they can be more accurate at phasing 

and costs. 
4. Pedestrian/Bike Design? 

a. All alternatives are multi-modal in design.  All will meet ADA requirements and slopes 
will be no more than 5%.  SR 347 will still be signed for city street speeds. 

5. The three top alternatives go through train station? 
a. AMTRAK supports the idea of moving sites, and costs have been prepared and are being 

evaluated. 
ED-3   

1. What utility conflicts and impacts are anticipated?  
a. Conflicts do exist and will be addressed in final design.  They have overhead or 

underground options. Gas, fiber optic, sewer lift station, and overhead power present. 
Overhead power will require relocation. It is possible it would be undergrounded at the 
bridge. 











Name Title Agency email address

Jerry Owen Planning Director

Ak-Chin Indian 
Community jowen@ak-chin.nsn.us

Bart Smith
Ak-Chin Indian 
Community bsmith@ak-chin.nsn.us

Caroline Antone Cultural Resource Manager

Ak-Chin Indian 
Community Cantone@ak-chin.nsn.us

Kelly Wolff-KrauteHabitat Program Manager AGFD KWolff-Krauter@azgfd.gov

Chip Young
Project Evaluation 
Sepcialist AGFD cyoung@azgfd.gov

Harry Steelman Division Engineer AMTRAK steelmh@amtrak.com

Gloria Nichols Right-of-Way Administrator ASLD gnichols@land.az.gov
Mark Griffin Transportation Manager CAAG mgriffin@caagcentral.org
Robert Goodhue Interim Director City of Maricopa robert.goodhue@maricopa-az.gov
Kazi Haque Planning Manager City of Maricopa kazi.haque@maricopa-az.gov

Aryan Lirange Area Engineer (District A-2) FHWA aryan.lirange@dot.gov

David Cremer Environmental Coordinator FHWA david.cremer@dot.gov

Tom Deitering
Field Operations Team 
Leader FHWA thomas.deitering@dot.gov

David White Community Manager

Gila River Indian 
Community david.white@gric.nsn.us

Wade Brannon Chief Maricopa Fire Department wade.brannon@maricopa-az.gov
Brenda Fischer City Manager City of Maricopa bredna.fischer@maricopa-az.gov

Mark Boys Chief Maricopa Fire Department mark.boys@maricopa-az.gov

David Alley District Manager

Maricopa Flood Control 
District dalley@maricopafcd.com

Joe Hoover Committee Chair Maricopa Heritage District hooverjc52@msn.com

Steve Stahl Chief

Maricopa Police 
Department steve.stahl@maricopa-az.gov

Dr. Steve Chestnut Superintendent

Maricopa Unified School 
District schestnut@musd20.org

John Kraft Pinal County john.kraft@pinalcountyaz.gov
Greg Stanley Public Works Director Pinal County gregory.stanley@pinalcountyaz.gov
Celeste Pemberton Area 3 Engineer Pinal County celeste.pemberton@pinalcountyaz.gov

Brian Lehman Railroad Safety Supervisor

Arizona Corporation 
Commission blehman@azcc.gov

Alex Popovici
Manager of Industrial & 
Public Projects UPRR apopovic@up.com

Cathy Gustafson Sr. Customer Service Rep

Arizona Public Service 
(APS) catherine.gustafson@aps.com

Joseph Herrera
Director of Engineering & 
Operations Electrical District 3 (ED3) joseph@ed-3.org

Tony ED3 tony@ed-3.org

Kerry Umsted Electrical District 3 (ED3) kerry@ed-3.org
Brian Betcher MSIDD (Irrigation) brian@msidd.com
Sofia Hernandez MSIDD (Irrigation) shernandez@gcairoinc.com
Tom Kelly Kinder Morgan KellyT@kindermorgan.com

James Pigg Right-of-way Specialist Kinder Morgan PiggJ@kindermorgan.com
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mailto:schestnut@musd20.org
mailto:john.kraft@pinalcountyaz.gov
mailto:celeste.pemberton@pinalcountyaz.gov
mailto:blehman@azcc.gov
mailto:apopovic@up.com
mailto:doug.wiltcher@swgas.com
mailto:tony@ed-3.org
mailto:tgarvinr@cityproperty.com
mailto:khaymore@leisure-life.com
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Crista Longobardo Southwest Gas (SWG) Crista.Longobardo@swgas.com
Ron Sprague Qwest ron.sprague@qwest.com
Linette King Western (WAPA) lking@wapa.gov

Lourdes Aguila
Director, Cultural Resources 
Division ACS laguila@acstempe.com

Darrell Truitt Project Principal EPS Group darrell.truitt@epsgroupinc.com
Elijah Williams Project Manager EPS Group Elijah.Williams@epsgroupinc.com
Paul Basha EPS Group Paul.Basha@epsgroupinc.com
Greg Froelich EPS Group Greg.Froelich@epsgroupinc.com
Matt Truitt Project Engineer EPS Group Matt.Truitt@epsgroupinc.com
Jeff Holzmeister J2 JHolzmeister@J2Design.us

Nancy Shelton LSD NShelton@logansimpson.com
Dan Marum Operations Manager Wilson & Co dan.marum@wilsonco.com
Amy Moran Wilson & Co amy.moran@wilsonco.com

Joe Veres Principal

Desert Wind Middle 
School
C/O Maricopa Unified 
School District jveres@musd20.org

Janel Hildick Principal

Butterfield Elementary 
School jhildick@musd20.org

June Celaya Principal

Maricopa High School 
C/O Maricopa Unified 
School District jcelaya@musd20.org

Rick Abel Principal

Maricopa Wells Middle 
School 
C/O Maricopa Unified 
School District rabel@musd20.org

Jennifer Robinson Principal

Maricopa Elementary 
School 
C/O Maricopa Unified 
School District rreese@musd20.org

Andrew Smith
Senior Transportation 
Planner Pinal County andrew.smith@pinalcountyaz.gov

Paul Babeu Sheriff

Pinal County Sheriff's 
Office paul.babeu@pinalcountyaz.gov

Chris WanamakerFlood Control Section Chief

Pinal County Public 
Works, Flood Control chris.wanamaker@pinalcountyaz.gov

Art Carlton Administrator

Pinal County, Emergency 
Management art.carlton@pinalcountyaz.gov

Leigh Kuwanwisiw
Director, Cultural 
Preservation Office Hopi Tribe lkuwanwisiwma@hopi.nsn.us;

Peter Yucupicio Chair Pascua-Yaqui Tribe Peter.S.Yucupicio@pascuayaqui-nsn.gov

Rolondo Flores Asst. Tribal Attny General Pascua-Yaqui Tribe Rolando.R.Flores@pascuayaqui-nsn.gov

Vernoica Darnell Asst. Tribal Attny General Pascua-Yaqui Tribe Veronica.L.Darnell@pascuayaqui-nsn.gov
Chris Coder Tribal Archaeologist Yavapai-Apache Nation ccoder@yan-tribe.org
Clifton Meek Region IV EPA meek.clifton@epa.gov

Debra Bills
Assistant Field Supervisor, 
Central Arizona

US Fish and Wildlife 
Service debra_bills@fws.gov

Steve Spangle Field Supervisor

US Fish and Wildlife 
Service Steve_Spangle@fws.gov

Rudy Lopez Planning City of Maricopa rudy.lopez@maricopa-az.gov
Brad Hinton Development Expeditor City of Maricopa brad.hinton@maricopa-az.gov
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Kelli Kurtz Senior Engineer City of Maricopa kelli.kurtz@maricopa-az.gov

Erin Garcia Administrative Assistant II City of Maricopa erin.garcia@maricopa-az.gov

LaTricia Woods Public Information Officer City of Maricopa latricia.woods@maricopa-az.gov
Ray Arrellin Fleet Manager City of Maricopa ray.arrellin@maricopa-az.gov
Brenda Campbell COPA Center Reservation City of Maricopa brenda.campbellmaricopa-az.gov
David Maestas Transportation Planner City of Maricopa david.maestas@maricopa-az.gov
Ray Acuna Acting City Engineer City of Maricopa ray.acuna@maricopa-az.gov

Paul Jepson Assitant to the City Manager City of Maricopa Paul.Jepson@maricopa-az.gov

mailto:david.maestas@maricopa-az.gov
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1.0  Introduction  
The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), in conjunction with the City of Maricopa and the 

Federal Highway Administration, initiated a study of the SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad. This study will 

evaluate alternatives and improvements that would improve safety, access, and capacity and traffic 

operations through 2040. 

The purpose of the Alternatives Overview phase of the project is to prepare an Alternatives Selection 

Report with an Environmental Overview, a DCR and Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate options 

and select a preferred alternative that will meet the goals of the RTP, satisfy the requirements of the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and obtain public support. 

As part of the environmental review process, an alternatives overview meeting for both agency and 

public stakeholders was held on Thursday, June 6, 2013. The purpose of these meetings was to learn 

more about the alternatives developed for a future grade separation at the intersection (i.e., bridge) for 

SR 347 at the Union Pacific Railroad tracks. This Alternatives Overview Report documents the agency 

and public scoping process that occurred and provides a summary of all comments received by June 28, 

2013. 

2.0  Agency Alternatives Overview Meeting 
The purpose of the Agency Alternatives Overview Meeting was to introduce and provide an overview of 

the alternatives to stakeholder agencies and project partners. A review of the evaluation criteria, 

discussion of key project issues and challenges, schedule, and communication/outreach issues were 

presented. In addition to providing background and other pertinent information to the stakeholder 

agencies and project partners, the Agency Meeting was also designed to assist the study team in having 

the stakeholders identify any issues, concerns and opportunities they feel need to be addressed 

regarding the proposed alternatives. 

2.1  Agency Notification 

The study team prepared and distributed an email invitation to agency representatives that have an 

interest in the study. The letters were distributed on Thursday, May 16, 2013, to 17 agencies. View the 

agency scoping letter in Appendix A. 

2.2  Agency Meeting 

ADOT held an Agency Alternatives Overview Meeting on Thursday, June 6, 2013, at the Maricopa 

Unified School District Administration Building, 44150 W. Maricopa‐Casa Grande Highway, Maricopa, AZ 

85138. Individuals representing the following agencies attended this meeting: 

 Ak‐Chin Indian Community 

 City of Maricopa 

 ED‐3 

 ADOT 
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 FHWA 

 Pinal County 

 ACS 
 

The Agency Alternatives Overview Meeting began at 3:00 p.m. and included a presentation with a 

description of the three alignments brought forward from the 2007 feasibility study and seven new 

alignments. The criteria for evaluating the alternatives were discussed; each alternative had been 

ranked based on how well it met the evaluation criteria. Alternatives F2, H, and E were the three highest 

scoring alignments, and it is recommended that these three alignments be carried forward. 

During the discussion session, agency representatives were able to comment on the alternatives and the 

information presented. They were also given contact information so that they could continue to provide 

input throughout the scoping process. 

2.2  Agency Alternatives Overview Meeting Discussion Session 

Following the presentation, each agency representative was asked for input on the study during the 
discussion session. The comments and responses are documented below in Table 1. 
 

Table 1: Agency Comments 

Agency  Comment  Response

City of Maricopa  1. Expressed concern regarding how 
access to existing businesses would 
be affected by design. 

2. Wanted to know about Public safety 
and congestion along new routes. 

3. Asked about funding and phasing. 

4. Will there be pedestrian/bike 
allowed on the bridge? 

5. It looks as though the three top 
alternatives go through train station. 

1. From the west side from Honeycutt Road, 
due to the height, vehicles would have to 
go to Garvey and circle back around or go 
further north to Hathaway. (Later 
comment made by Police Chief that he 
would not want a U‐turn location.) 

2. Ultimate goal is to improve mobility for 
all users. 

3. Costs could range from $35‐60 million. 
Tribes have donated funds, City of 
Maricopa has funds set aside, and Union 
Pacific Railroad is contributing the 
required 5 percent. Possible early phases 
may include moving the AMTRAK station 
and/or realigning streets. As 
environmental document and plans 
progress they can be more accurate at 
phasing and costs. 

4. All alternatives are multi‐modal in design. 
All will meet ADA requirements and 
slopes will be no more than 5%. SR 347 
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will still be signed for city street speeds.

5. AMTRAK supports the idea of moving 
sites, and costs have been prepared and 
are being evaluated. 

ED‐3  What utility conflicts and impacts are 

anticipated? 

Conflicts do exist and will be addressed in 

final design. They have overhead or 

underground options. Gas, fiber optic, sewer 

lift station, and overhead power present. 

Overhead power will require relocation. It is 

possible it would be undergrounded at the 

bridge. 

3.0  Public Alternatives Overview Meeting 
ADOT and FHWA held the public Alternatives Overview Meeting on Thursday, June 6, 2013 from 6‐7:30 

p.m. at the Maricopa Unified School District Administration Building, 44150 W. Maricopa‐Casa Grande 

Highway, Maricopa, AZ 85138.  

3.1  Outreach 

The study team prepared and distributed a postcard invitation announcing the public meeting. The 

postcard was mailed the week of May 20, 2013, to 19,000 property owners, occupants and businesses 

within the city of Maricopa. Additionally, over 500 postcards were delivered to local businesses, the 

Maricopa Chamber of Commerce and schools for distribution. A copy of the postcard is included in 

Appendix B.  

3.2  Newspaper Advertisements 

Newspaper advertisements (Appendix C) providing the date and location of the public 
Alternatives Overview Meeting were published in the following newspapers: 

 Ak‐Chin O’odham Runner Newspaper (May, 17, 2013) 

 AZ Republic (May 22 and June 5, 2013) 

 Valley Central (May 22 and May 30, 2013) 

3.3  Public Alternatives Overview Meeting 

The purpose of the public Alternatives Overview Meeting was to provide an introduction to review the 

study's purpose and need, provide an overview of considered alternatives, discuss the evaluation 

criteria and present the alternatives being recommended to move forward as the study progresses. A 

total of 104 people signed in at the meeting (this does not include ADOT, FHWA or project staff). 
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3.7  Website  

The project website was updated and the web address was published on all informational materials. 
Public meeting information and project details were provided on the website: azdot.gov/347gs. 

4.0  Public Alternatives Overview Meeting Format 
The Alternatives Overview Meeting began with registration at the door, where attendees were asked to 

sign in and were provided various handouts. The sign‐in sheets were created solely for the purpose of 

updating the mailing list. An open house then began, where attendees were encouraged to walk around 

the various stations, view the displays, and ask questions of project staff. A formal presentation was 

provided by the lead agency, and after the presentation, attendees were given the opportunity to ask 

questions as well as revisit the stations. 

4.1   Meeting Materials 

A variety of meeting materials (Appendix D) were made available to the public at the meeting. These 
meeting materials included:  

 A comment form 

 A question card 

 Meeting handout 

 Title VI brochure and survey 

4.2   Open House Stations 

A display board was created for each of several topics considered to be of interest to the public. The 
boards (Appendix E) provided at the meeting covered the following topics:  

 Study Area 

 Grade Separation definition 

 Maps of the alternative concepts 

 Study Goals and Objectives 

 Study Schedule 

 Alternatives Evaluation Criteria 

 Public Input Process 

 Title VI 

4.2   Presentation 

A presentation (Appendix F) was given to attendees at 4:30 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. The presentation 
covered the following topics: 

 Meeting purpose and format 
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 Introduction of Study Team members 

 Study Area 

 Alternative Screening Overview 

 Screening Criteria 

 Previous Studies 

 Alternative Concepts 

 Screening Results 

 Project Schedule 

 How to Participate 

 Q&A 

5.0  Public Comments 
All comments received were reviewed for the specific issues or recommendations raised by the 

commenter. During the comment period, comments could be submitted in a variety of ways ‐ mail, 

telephone and e‐mail. A total of 15 comments were received during the official comment period ending 

June 21, 2013. The full comment listing and the question cards submitted at the public meeting are 

available in Appendix G. 
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Appendix A: Agency Scoping Invitation 

 

SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad Crossing 

ADOT Project No. 347 PN 172 H7007 01L 

Federal Aid Sequence No. 347‐A(204)T 

 

Please mark your calendars to attend the agency information meeting for the SR 347 at Union Pacific 

Railroad Crossing DCR and Environmental Studies on Thursday, June 6, 2013 between 3 p.m. and 4 p.m. 

at the Maricopa Unified School District Administrative Offices. 

  

Meeting Location: 

Maricopa Unified School District Administrative Offices 

44150 W. Maricopa‐Casa Grande Highway 

Maricopa, AZ 85138 

  

Purpose: At this meeting we will discuss potential alternatives for the study being conducted to 

investigate a future grade separation (bridge) at the intersection of SR 347 and the Union Pacific 

Railroad (UPRR). Our goal at this meeting is to: 

•     review the study’s purpose and need 

•     provide an overview of considered alternatives 

•     discuss the evaluation criteria 

•     present the alternatives being recommended to move forward as the study progresses 

•     solicit your comments  

  

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions you have regarding this meeting. 

  

Nancy Shelton 

Nshelton@LoganSimpson.com 

480‐967‐1343 



State Route 347 at union Pacific RailRoad
ALTERNATIVES OVERVIEW PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING - THURSDAY, JUNE 6, 2013

You are invited to learn more about the alternatives 
developed for a future grade separation at the 
intersection (i.e., bridge) for SR 347 at the Union 
Pacific Railroad tracks. At the meeting, you will have 
the opportunity to:

 view the alternatives. 
 learn about the evaluation criteria. 
 meet with technical staff. 
 ask questions and provide feedback.

Thursday, June 6, 2013
6:00 p.m. – 7:30 p.m.  
(presentation will begin at 6:25 p.m.)
Maricopa Unified School District  
Administration Building
44150 Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway
Maricopa, AZ 85138
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azdot.gov/347gs
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Alternatives Overview  
Public Information Meeting
 
You are invited to learn more about the alternatives 
developed for a future grade separation at the 
intersection (i.e., bridge) for SR 347 at the Union Pacific 
Railroad tracks. At the meeting, you will have the 
opportunity to:

Thursday, June 6, 2013
6:00 p.m. – 7:30 p.m. (presentation will begin at 6:25 pm)

Maricopa Unified School District 
Administration Building
44150 W. Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway
Maricopa, AZ 85138

For more information visit azdot.gov/347GS,  
email projects@azdot.gov or call 855.712.8530. 

If you require special assistance in order to participate in the public meeting, please contact projects@azdot.gov or 

855.712.8530. Requests should be made as soon as possible to allow time to arrange the accommodation.

Si usted necesita ayuda especial para poder participar en la reunión pública, póngase en contacto con projects@azdot.gov 

o 855.712.8530. Las solicitudes deben hacerse lo más pronto posible para dar tiempo a organizar el alojamiento.

ADOT Project Number: 347 PN 172 H7007 01L • Federal Aid No. 347-A(204)A

ARIZONA

347

Honeycutt Rd

Maricopa
High

School

Bowlin Rd

Edison Rd

Maricopa Casa Grande Hwy

STUDY
AREA

MEETING
LOCATION

State Route 347 at Union Pacific Railroad

 view the alternatives.

 learn about the 
evaluation criteria.

 meet with technical staff.

 ask questions and 
provide feedback.



SR 347 AT UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD
ALTERNATIVES OVERVIEW PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING COMMENT FORM 

ARIZONA

347
1/2

13-309

FOR MORE INFORMATION:
azdot.gov/347gs

The Arizona Department of Transportation, in conjunction with the Federal Highway Administration 
and the City of Maricopa, has initiated a study to evaluate alternatives and identify improvements 
that will improve access, capacity and traffic operations through 2040. This study is evaluating a future 
grade separation bridge to replace the existing at-grade intersection of SR 347 at the Union Pacific 
Railroad intersection. To be included in the Public Record for this project, comments must be received or 
postmarked by June 21, 2013.  
Mail to: ADOT SR347 Study, 1655 W. Jackson St., MD 126F, Phoenix, AZ 85007.
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DETAILED STU
DY

Initial Scoping

Summer 2012 Spring 2013 Winter 2013 Summer 2014

Alternatives
Development - 
Environmental
Studies

Initial Design
Concept Report - 
Draft Environmental 
Assessment

Final Design
Concept Report - 
Final Environmental 
Assessment

Design and 
Right-of-way
Acquisition

ADOT Five-Year
Programming
and Funding

Construction
Maintenance
and Monitoring

Feasibility Study Report Completed in 2007

We are here.

FIN
AL STEPS

Final steps, including Further Design, Right-of-Way Acquisition and Construction, are currently unfunded in the Statewide Transportation Program.

1
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347 State Route 347 at Union Pacific Railroad
ALTERNATIVES OVERVIEW PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING 

MEETING PURPOSE:
The Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) welcomes you to tonight’s meeting to 
discuss potential alternatives for the study being 
conducted to investigate a future grade separation 
(bridge) at the intersection of SR 347 and the 
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR). Our goal at this 
meeting is to:

 review the study’s purpose and need.

 provide an overview of considered alternatives. 

 discuss the evaluation criteria. 

 present the alternatives being recommended to 
move forward as the study progresses. 

Please take time to introduce yourself to study 
team members and discuss materials presented. 
Feedback received at this meeting will be used 
to determine the preferred alternatives to be 
presented at a future meeting and that will be 
considered in the Environmental Assessment being 
prepared. Additional project details are on the 
back page.

ADOT Project No. 347 PN 172 H7007 01L
Federal Aid Project No. 347 –A(204)A

PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING #1 
June 6, 2013
Maricopa Unified School District 
6:00 p.m. – 7:30 p.m.  
(presentation will begin at 6:25 p.m.)
Maricopa Unified School District
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FOR MORE INFORMATION:
855.712.8530

azdot.gov/347gs

State Route 347 at Union Pacific Railroad
ALTERNATIVES OVERVIEW PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING 

ARIZONA

347

Honeycutt Rd

Honeycutt Ave

McDavid Rd

Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD

Bowlin Rd

Edison Rd

Maricopa
High

School

SR 347 is the main transportation corridor through 
the community and serves as a regional connector 
to major employment and recreation areas. Traffic 
averages approximately 34,000 vehicles per day 
at this intersection, and future projections (2040) 
show up to 69,000 vehicles per day. The existing 
UPRR crossing currently runs 40-60 trains per day 
in this area and planned service expansion could 
increase train traffic to upwards of 100 trains per 

day. Additionally, the Amtrak station is located just 
west of the intersection and vehicular traffic is 
routinely delayed for its passenger operations.
The purpose of the study is to evaluate potential 
grade separated crossings of the Union Pacific 
Railroad tracks and recommend a solution that 
would improve safety, access, and mobility, and 
addresses congestion on SR 347.

LEGEND
Study Area

PROJECT PURPOSE:
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State Route 347 at Union Pacific Railroad 
Design Concept Report and 

Environmental Study

Alternatives Overview Public Information Meeting
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Welcome and Agenda

Introduction of project team
Meeting purpose 
Study Area
Project purpose and need
Screening method and criteria
Screening results
Recommended alignments to move forward
Question, Comments and Response
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Project Team

Asad Karim, ADOT Project Manager
Daniel Gabiou, ADOT NEPA Planner
Pete Mayne, ADOT Right of Way 
Jennifer Grentz, ADOT Communications
Kazi Haque, City of Maricopa
Elijah Williams, Consultant Project Manager
Nancy Shelton, Consultant NEPA Planner
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Meeting Purpose

Provide an overview of the concepts
Learn about the evaluation criteria
Meet with technical staff
Have your questions answered
Obtain your input on alternatives presented
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Study Area

UPRR and SR 347 
intersection
The study area is within 
the City of Maricopa
The Heritage District 
surrounds the 
intersection
The Ak‐Chin Indian 
Community is one‐half 
mile south of the 
study area
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Purpose

The purpose of the study is to evaluate potential grade 
separated crossings of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks and 
recommend a solution that would improve access, and 
mobility, and addresses congestion on State Route 347.
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Need

The City of Maricopa is one of the fastest growing 
communities in the nation
• Population has grown from 4,000 residents to 45,000 

residents in the last decade
SR 347 is the main transportation corridor through the 
community, serving as a regional connector to major 
employment and recreation areas
• Daily traffic averages approximately 31,000 vehicles per day
• Future traffic projections (2040) show as many as 67,000 

vehicles per day
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Need

SR347 crosses the existing Union Pacific Railroad, which is 
currently double tracked
• Currently about 40 trains per day
• Plans for up to 100 trains per day in the future
Amtrak’s Maricopa Station is located adjacent to the SR 
347/UPRR intersection 
• Passenger operations routinely stop traffic for 10 to 30 minutes 

resulting in substantial traffic delays
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UPRR Crossing Concept

Need 23’‐6” clearance
Need enough room 
for 4 tracks and 2 
access roads
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Screening Alternative Concepts

Criteria were developed in response to the issues, concerns 
and opportunities identified during the agency and public 
scoping meetings 
Alternatives were evaluated and assigned a numerical score 
between one and five (five being best)

The ranking levels were as follows:
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Screening Criteria

Maintenance of 
Traffic/Constructability 
Minimum Design Speed 
Drainage/Floodplain 
Impacts 
Cultural Resources 
Physical and 
Natural Resources 
Lane Miles/Future 
Maintenance 

Section 4(f) Resources 
Right‐of‐Way 
Utility Conflicts 
Residential/Commercial 
Impacts 
Traffic Operations 
Multi‐Modal Transportation 
Construction Cost Estimate 
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Alternative Concepts

Ten alternatives
• Three were carried forward from the 2007 Feasibility 

Study
• Seven additional concepts
• No Build Alternative
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Modified 
Feasibility F2

Honeycutt 
Rd

Maricopa
High School

Alterra

The 
Village

MUSD

Honeycutt 
Ave

SR
 3

47

(+13)

Desert Cedars
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Modified 
Feasibility F3

Honeycutt Rd

Maricopa
High School

MUSD

SR
 3

47

(+1)

Desert Cedars

Alterra

Honeycutt Ave



15

Modified 
Feasibility F5

Honeycutt 
Rd

Garvey 

SR
 3

47
Desert Cedars

Senita

The 
Village

MUSD

Honeycutt 
Ave

(+7)
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Alternative A

Honeycutt Rd

SR
 3

47

Maricopa
High School

Alterra

Desert Cedars

Senita

The 
Village

MUSD

Honeycutt 
Ave

(+2)
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Alternative B

Honeycutt Rd

SR
 3

47

Maricopa
High School

Alterra

MUSD

Honeycutt 
Ave

(+5)

Desert Cedars
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Alternative C

Honeycutt 
Rd

Maricopa
High School

MUSD

Honeycutt 
Ave

Alterra

The 
Village

(+10)

Desert Cedars

Honeycutt Rd

SR
 3

47

Maricopa
High School

Honeycutt Ave
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Alternative D

Honeycutt Rd

SR
 3

47

Maricopa
High School

Alterra

The 
Village

MUSD

Honeycutt 
Ave

(+4.5)
Honeycutt Rd

SR
 3

47

Alterra

The 
Village

MUSD

(+4.5)

Desert Cedars

Honeycutt Ave

Maricopa
High School
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Alternative E

Honeycutt Rd

SR
 3

47

Maricopa
High School

Alterra

Desert Cedars

Senita

The 
Village

MUSD

Honeycutt 
Ave

(+2)
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Alternative G

Maricopa
High School

Alterra

The 
Village

MUSD

Honeycutt 
Ave

Honeycutt Rd

Edison
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Alternative H

Honeycutt Rd

Maricopa
High School

Alterra

The 
Village

MUSD

Honeycutt 
Ave

Hathaway

(+8.5)

Desert Cedars
SR

 3
47
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Screening Results
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Screening Results

Based upon the first phase of qualitative screening, the 
three alternatives recommended for further refinement 
and evaluation are: 
• Alignment Alternatives E, F2, and H 
• The no‐build alternative will also be carried forward

Feasibility Option 2 Alternative E Alternative H
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Next Steps
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Your input is Important

Comments must be received or postmarked by June 21 to 
be included in the project record

Provide comments tonight
Mail in written comments
• c/o SR347, 1655 W Jackson, #126F, Phoenix, AZ 

85007
• Fill out the online form ‐ azdot.gov/347GS
• Email comments ‐ projects@azdot.gov
• Phone ‐ 855.712.8530



27

Please contact staff if you have any additional 
concerns or questions

855.712.8530 

Thank you 
for attending
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Appendix G: Public Comments and Question Cards 

 

Comment 

Type 
Comment Transcription  Response Transcription 

Written 

Letter 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am a member of the Maricopa business community who 

will be severely impacted by the contemplated changes at 

SR347 and the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) (the “Project”). 

Our Business (Express Stop) is a long‐standing business in the 

community, and we strongly urge the Project Team to 

consider the impacts the project will have on our business, as 

well as other long‐standing businesses in proximity to the 

Project. 

Any of the alternatives currently under consideration will 

have significant, negative impact on a number of businesses 

and homes in the area. The negative impacts of the Project 

will not only be felt by those properties that must be taken 

for construction, but also by those businesses which may lose 

all or most of their current customer base due to access and 

visibility issues directly caused by the Project. I understand 

that these impacts are among the issues considered as 

alternative and developed and evaluated for final selection. 

However, I believe the Project Team has an obligation to 

more heavily weigh these impacts in developing and 

selecting alternatives. More must be done by the Project 

Team to maintain or provide access and visibility to existing 

businesses and homes as part of the development of this 

Project. Many of the impacted businesses will almost 

certainly be forced out of business due to the combination of 

the Projects impact and persistent negative economic 

conditions.  

Of the preliminary plans put forth in the Design Concept 

Report (DCR) discussed at the June 6th open house, 

Alternative “D” was not considered one of the three 

“finalists”. However, of all the alternatives put fourth, 

Alternative “D” is the least destructive to the survival of 

businesses in the impacted area, assuming adequate 

ingress/egress is provided or maintained. I would urge you to 

strongly reconsider Alternative “D” for the reasons 

mentioned above.  

Of the three “finalists” presented at the June 6th open house, 

As part of the National Environmental Policy 

Act (NEPA) process, we evaluate all roadway 

alternatives to determine their relative 

impact to a variety of existing features. This 

effort includes a socio‐economic evaluation 

that takes into consideration potential 

residential and business impacts. We 

recognize that due to the height of the 

proposed bridge over the railroad tracks, 

which such a sizable structure in a well‐

established area will inevitably result in some 

impacts to homes and/or businesses. One of 

our goals for this project is to limit these 

socio‐economic impacts while respecting a 

variety of additional factors including: traffic 

operations, roadway geometry, safety, the 

natural environment, etc. To better ensure a 

fair assessment of all alternatives, the 

evaluation criteria and their relative 

importance were developed prior to design in 

association with numerous local, County, 

State and Federal agencies, as well as key 

stakeholders and the public.  

Alternatives C and D were developed, in part, 

to address the goal of maintaining arterial 

access to local businesses near the railroad 

tracks. Unfortunately, these alternatives do 

not provide for good traffic operations and 

would result in the acquisition of more homes 

and property. Alternative H was developed to 

improve traffic operations while still 

maintaining some access to local businesses 

near the tracks. The socio‐economic 

evaluation is still ongoing. The results of this 

evaluation will be presented in the Draft 

NEPA Environmental Assessment (Fall 2013).  
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Alternative ”H” appears to be least harmful to neighboring 

impacted businesses. This alternative does not provide 

nearly the degree of accessibility afforded by Alternative “D,” 

but does provide some accessibility (traffic flow) to our 

business. A strong likelihood exists that Alternative “H” will 

result in the closure of many or all of the businesses in the 

impacted area. However, Alternative “H” still offers a better 

chance for survival compared to the other “finalists” under 

consideration. In the even the Project Team rejects 

Alternative “D,” I would urge the Project Team to select 

Alternative “H”. 

Thank you for your consideration.  

Written 

Letter 

To Whom It May Concern: 

We are a member of the Maricopa business community. We 

will be severely impacted by the contemplated changes at 

SR347 and the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) (the “Project”). 

Express Stop is a long‐standing business in the community, 

and we strongly urge the Project Team to consider the 

impact the Project will have on our business, as well as other 

long‐standing businesses in proximity to the Project. 

Any of the alternatives currently under consideration will 

have significant, negative impact on a number of businesses 

and homes in the area. The negative impacts of the Project 

will not only be felt by those properties that must be taken 

for construction, but also by those businesses which may lose 

all or most of their current customer base due to access and 

visibility issues directly caused by the Project. We understand 

that these impacts are among the issues considered as 

alternative and developed and evaluated for final selection. 

However, we believe the Project Team has an obligation to 

more heavily weigh these impacts in developing and 

selecting alternatives. More must be done by the Project 

Team to maintain or provide access and visibility to existing 

businesses and homes as part of the development of this 

Project. Many of the impacted businesses will almost 

certainly be forced out of business due to the combination of 

the Projects impact and persistent negative economic 

conditions. 

Of the preliminary plans put forth in the Design Concept 

Report (DCR) discussed at the June 6th open house, 

Alternative “D” was not considered one of the three 

As part of the National Environmental Policy 

Act (NEPA) process, we evaluate all roadway 

alternatives to determine their relative 

impact to a variety of existing features. This 

effort includes a socio‐economic evaluation 

that takes into consideration potential 

residential and business impacts. We 

recognize that due to the height of the 

proposed bridge over the railroad tracks, 

which such a sizable structure in a well‐

established area will inevitably result in some 

impacts to homes and/or businesses. One of 

our goals for this project is to limit these 

socio‐economic impacts while respecting a 

variety of additional factors including: traffic 

operations, roadway geometry, safety, the 

natural environment, etc. To better ensure a 

fair assessment of all alternatives, the 

evaluation criteria and their relative 

importance were developed prior to design in 

association with numerous local, County, 

State and Federal agencies, as well as key 

stakeholders and the public.  

Alternatives C and D were developed, in part, 

to address the goal of maintaining arterial 

access to local businesses near the railroad 

tracks. Unfortunately, these alternatives do 

not provide for good traffic operations and 

would result in the acquisition of more homes 

and property. Alternative H was developed to 
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“finalists”. However, of all the alternatives put fourth, 

Alternative “D” is the least destructive to the survival of 

businesses in the impacted area, assuming adequate 

ingress/egress is provided or maintained. We would urge you 

to strongly reconsider Alternative “D” for the reasons 

mentioned above.  

Of the three “finalists” presented at the June 6th open 

house, Alternative ”H” appears to be least harmful to 

neighboring impacted businesses. This alternative does not 

provide nearly the degree of accessibility afforded by 

Alternative “D,” but does provide some accessibility (traffic 

flow) to our business. A strong likelihood exists that 

Alternative “H” will result in the closure of many or all of the 

businesses in the impacted area. However, Alternative “H” 

still offers a better chance for survival compared to the other 

“finalists” under consideration. In the even the Project Team 

rejects Alternative “D,” we urge the Project Team to select 

Alternative “H”. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

improve traffic operations while still 

maintaining some access to local businesses 

near the tracks. The socio‐economic 

evaluation is still ongoing. The results of this 

evaluation will be presented in the Draft 

NEPA Environmental Assessment (Fall 2013).  

Written 

Letter 

To Whom It May Concern: 

We are a member of the Maricopa business community. We 

will be severely impacted by the contemplated changes at 

SR347 and the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) (the “Project”). 

Our business (Express Stop) is a long‐standing business in the 

community, and we strongly urge the Project Team to 

consider the impact the Project will have on our business, as 

well as other long‐standing businesses in proximity to the 

Project. 

Any of the alternatives currently under consideration will 

have significant, negative impact on a number of businesses 

and homes in the area. The negative impacts of the Project 

will not only be felt by those properties that must be taken 

for construction, but also by those businesses which may lose 

all or most of their current customer base due to access and 

visibility issues directly caused by the Project. We understand 

that these impacts are among the issues considered as 

alternative and developed and evaluated for final selection. 

However, we believe the Project Team has an obligation to 

more heavily weigh these impacts in developing and 

selecting alternatives. More must be done by the Project 

Team to maintain or provide access and visibility to existing 

As part of the National Environmental Policy 

Act (NEPA) process, we evaluate all roadway 

alternatives to determine their relative 

impact to a variety of existing features. This 

effort includes a socio‐economic evaluation 

that takes into consideration potential 

residential and business impacts. We 

recognize that due to the height of the 

proposed bridge over the railroad tracks, 

which such a sizable structure in a well‐

established area will inevitably result in some 

impacts to homes and/or businesses. One of 

our goals for this project is to limit these 

socio‐economic impacts while respecting a 

variety of additional factors including: traffic 

operations, roadway geometry, safety, the 

natural environment, etc. To better ensure a 

fair assessment of all alternatives, the 

evaluation criteria and their relative 

importance were developed prior to design in 

association with numerous local, County, 

State and Federal agencies, as well as key 

stakeholders and the public.  
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businesses and homes as part of the development of this 

Project. Many of the impacted businesses will almost 

certainly be forced out of business due to the combination of 

the Projects impact and persistent negative economic 

conditions. 

Of the preliminary plans put forth in the Design Concept 

Report (DCR) discussed at the June 6th open house, 

Alternative “D” was not considered one of the three 

“finalists”. However, of all the alternatives put fourth, 

Alternative “D” is the least destructive to the survival of 

businesses in the impacted area, assuming adequate 

ingress/egress is provided or maintained. We would urge you 

to strongly reconsider Alternative “D” for the reasons 

mentioned above. 

Of the three “finalists” presented at the June 6th open 

house, Alternative ”H” appears to be least harmful to 

neighboring impacted businesses. This alternative does not 

provide nearly the degree of accessibility afforded by 

Alternative “D,” but does provide some accessibility (traffic 

flow) to our business. A strong likelihood exists that 

Alternative “H” will result in the closure of many or all of the 

businesses in the impacted area. However, Alternative “H” 

still offers a better chance for survival compared to the other 

“finalists” under consideration. In the even the Project Team 

rejects Alternative “D,” we urge the Project Team to select 

Alternative “H”. 

 

Alternatives C and D were developed, in part, 

to address the goal of maintaining arterial 

access to local businesses near the railroad 

tracks. Unfortunately, these alternatives do 

not provide for good traffic operations and 

would result in the acquisition of more homes 

and property. Alternative H was developed to 

improve traffic operations while still 

maintaining some access to local businesses 

near the tracks. The socio‐economic 

evaluation is still ongoing. The results of this 

evaluation will be presented in the Draft 

NEPA Environmental Assessment (Fall 2013).  

Written 

Letter 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The contemplated changes at SR347 and the Union Pacific 

Railroad (UPRR) (the “Project”) will have a significant 

detrimental impact to my business. My partners and I own 

the Express Stop on the Southwest corner of SR347 AND 

Honeycutt Road. This is a long‐standing business in the 

community, and we strongly urge the Project Team to 

maintain the same level of access as the existing road 

alignment provides to the adjacent and otherwise impacted 

properties and businesses.  

It is imperative to have my business operations and success 

to have direct access and the adjacent to a major 

thoroughfare. All of the alternatives currently under 

As part of the National Environmental Policy 

Act (NEPA) process, we evaluate all roadway 

alternatives to determine their relative 

impact to a variety of existing features. This 

effort includes a socio‐economic evaluation 

that takes into consideration potential 

residential and business impacts. We 

recognize that due to the height of the 

proposed bridge over the railroad tracks, 

which such a sizable structure in a well‐

established area will inevitably result in some 

impacts to homes and/or businesses. One of 

our goals for this project is to limit these 

socio‐economic impacts while respecting a 

variety of additional factors including: traffic 
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consideration as “finalists” remove my business’ direct 

access to SR347, which is the major thoroughfare at that 

location. Relocating the major thoroughfare will result in my 

business being closed and a significant economic detriment 

to me, my business partners and the other businesses 

operating around us. Of the preliminary plans put forth in the 

Design Concept Report (DCR) discussed at the June 6th open 

house, Alternative “D” was not considered one of the three 

“finalists”. However, of all the alternatives put fourth, 

Alternative “D” is the least destructive to the survival of 

businesses in the impacted area, assuming adequate 

ingress/egress is provided or maintained. I request that you 

select Alternative “D”. 

Of the three “finalists” presented at the June 6 open house, 

Alternative “H” is the only alternative that provides some 

reasonable access to my business albeit significantly inferior 

access as it is not a major thoroughfare. Although I don’t 

believe my business would survive if Alternative “H” is 

selected, I believe Alternative “H” is the best option for the 

three “finalists” to provide some traffic flow to my business.  

I respectfully request that the Project Team support and 

select Alternative “D” and maintain the strong visibility and 

access to my long‐standing business. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

operations, roadway geometry, safety, the 

natural environment, etc. To better ensure a 

fair assessment of all alternatives, the 

evaluation criteria and their relative 

importance were developed prior to design in 

association with numerous local, County, 

State and Federal agencies, as well as key 

stakeholders and the public.  

Alternatives C and D were developed, in part, 

to address the goal of maintaining arterial 

access to local businesses near the railroad 

tracks. Unfortunately, these alternatives do 

not provide for good traffic operations and 

would result in the acquisition of more homes 

and property. Alternative H was developed to 

improve traffic operations while still 

maintaining some access to local businesses 

near the tracks. The socio‐economic 

evaluation is still ongoing. The results of this 

evaluation will be presented in the Draft 

NEPA Environmental Assessment (Fall 2013).  

Email  Yes it would be great to put two other roads in at each end. 

Another great idea is to make a bridge for the railroad to go 

over or the cars either one. Or a tunnel whatever can be 

done. But that is not the only issue. 

347 needs to become four lanes each way going to the 10 

with a hoover lane/carpool lane on each side. That needs to 

be done before hand. 

Thank you for your response to the SR347 at 

Union Pacific Railroad project. Your comment 

has been documented and supplied to the 

project team. At this time, there are no plans 

to widen the SR 347 to Interstate 10. 

Email  I propose that a bridge be built over the railway track. The 

traffic from the railway system causes a lot of hardship to 

commuters, and it has also made a lot home buyers to focus 

their home search away from communities after the railway 

track. 

Thank you for your response to the SR347 at 

Union Pacific Railroad project. Your comment 

has been documented and supplied to the 

project team. 
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Email  I recommend minimizing the disruptions to SR 347 by 

building a Bypass Route, West of SR 347 from Edison to 

Honeycutt Ave. A sketch is attached (Appendix F).  

Thank you for your response to the SR347 at 

Union Pacific Railroad project. Your comment 

has been documented and supplied to the 

project team. 

Email  This "project" should be totally scrubbed and replaced by a 

project to find the appropriate ROW to move the tracks 

south of the casino at approximately the 33 latitude line. The 

route could go across AK Chin farmlands just south of the 

city. This would simplify all the problems related to having a 

Rail system in the center of town. All of the planning 

departments involved in Maricopa’s development should be 

fired for not doing their job PLANNING.  See article re; Police 

dept. in recent newspaper. The Police Department would 

surely support the relocation. Relocation would eliminate the 

traffic and the environmental problems at one of the busiest 

intersections in town. Not to mention and undesirable 

atmosphere for our high school and preforming arts center. 

Convenient location of a terminal off SR 347 south of the 

casino with an overpass at that location. "Darn why didn't we 

plan for that". 

Just for the record. I am a retired Designer/Planner and have 

devoted my life to the profession. I have won many awards 

and developed firsts in several fields of design and planning. I 

can't believe the lack of proper planning I see that has 

created this problem. Why not fix it right, it is never too late 

and the longer we wait the worse it will get. It is just 

unacceptable design and lack of planning on the part of 

AZDOT, Maricopa, Pinal County and any others involved. I 

guess they just can't see the solution because they have been 

looking at it too long. 

Thank you for your response to the SR347 at 

Union Pacific Railroad project. Your comment 

has been documented and supplied to the 

project team. 

Written 

Letter 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am the owner of Express Stop AZ, LLC, and lease and 

operate the Express Stop store located at 19590 N. John 

Wayne Parkway in Maricopa. Express Stop is a long‐time 

member of the Maricopa business community, but the store 

will be severely impacted (and probably forced to close) by 

the contemplated changes at SR347 and the Union Pacific 

Railroad (347GS). Several other businesses in the study area 

will be similarly impacted, and we strongly urge the project 

team to more thoroughly consider this impact as project 

plans and alternative selections move forward. 

As part of the National Environmental Policy 

Act (NEPA) process, we evaluate all roadway 

alternatives to determine their relative 

impact to a variety of existing features. This 

effort includes a socio‐economic evaluation 

that takes into consideration potential 

residential and business impacts. We 

recognize that due to the height of the 

proposed bridge over the railroad tracks, 

which such a sizable structure in a well‐

established area will inevitably result in some 

impacts to homes and/or businesses. One of 
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I understand that impact to businesses and homes is one of 

the issues considered as route alternatives are developed 

and evaluated for final selection ‐ primarily for homes or 

businesses which may need to be removed as part of the 

process. However, I believe the project team also has an 

obligation to more heavily weigh this impact on homes and 

businesses not removed, but otherwise impacted, and to do 

more as a team to maintain or develop / provide access and 

visibility to existing businesses and homes as part of the 

development of this project. 

While any of the route alternatives currently under 

consideration will have significant negative impacts on a 

number of businesses and homes in the area, some cause 

less impact than others. Route Alternative "D" did not seem 

to be one of the alternatives considered "at the top of the 

list" during the recent open house. However, it is the 

alternative that offers at least some chance for the 

businesses in the impacted area to survive, as long as 

adequate ingress / egress is provided / maintained. I urge 

you to give stronger consideration to this alternative. 

Alternative "H" is the least harmful of the alternatives 

currently receiving strongest consideration by the team. It 

does not provide nearly the degree of access afforded by 

Alternative "D," but does provide some chance for business 

survival. In the event the team further considers, but rejects 

Alternative "D," I would urge the project team to select 

Alternative "H" above others under consideration. 

Thank you. 

our goals for this project is to limit these 

socio‐economic impacts while respecting a 

variety of additional factors including: traffic 

operations, roadway geometry, safety, the 

natural environment, etc. To better ensure a 

fair assessment of all alternatives, the 

evaluation criteria and their relative 

importance were developed prior to design in 

association with numerous local, County, 

State and Federal agencies, as well as key 

stakeholders and the public.  

Alternatives C and D were developed, in part, 

to address the goal of maintaining arterial 

access to local businesses near the railroad 

tracks. Unfortunately, these alternatives do 

not provide for good traffic operations and 

would result in the acquisition of more homes 

and property. Alternative H was developed to 

improve traffic operations while still 

maintaining some access to local businesses 

near the tracks. The socio‐economic 

evaluation is still ongoing. The results of this 

evaluation will be presented in the Draft 

NEPA Environmental Assessment (Fall 2013).  

Email  It's time to get this done. It will help the growth of Maricopa. Thank you for your response to the SR347 at 

Union Pacific Railroad project. Your comment 

has been documented and supplied to the 

project team. 

Email  Besides the problem of getting across the tracks the noise 

issue is also a concern. Neighborhoods within 5 miles west 

and east of the tracks can hear the roar of every train in 

addition to the annoying horn / whistles. I believe the track 

should be moved to bypass the city of Maricopa completely. 

100 trains a day is way too many for a community of over 

35,000 people to contend with. 

Thank you for your response to the SR347 at 

Union Pacific Railroad project. Your comment 

has been documented and supplied to the 

project team. 



Agency and Public Scoping Summary 

  20Federal Aid No. 347‐A(204)A
ADOT Project No. 347 PN 172 H7007 01L 

Email  We have been reviewing the drawings as I was out of town 

on the meeting day. 

All the alternatives show that the 347 would run straight thru 

the middle of the church property. This church has been here 

almost 60 years and has no plans to move. 

I would like to know what the time frame is for this project to 

be funded. I understand it is not even on your 5‐year plan. 

I would also like to know some of plans that would cause us 

to have to move. 

I want to calm our members about the possibility of this 

project and let them know a realistic time frame if it does 

happen. 

Thank you for your response to the SR347 at 

Union Pacific Railroad project. All three of the 

current candidate alignments impact the 

Church. We have explored options to avoid 

the Church but none are feasible at this time. 

You are correct in noting that this project is 

not currently part of ADOT’s 5‐year 

Improvement Plan.  However, the City of 

Maricopa has a strong interest to construct 

this project and is actively pursuing funding 

sources. 

At this time, a construction schedule has not 

been identified for this project.   

Email  I attended the public meeting that ADOT held in the City of 

Maricopa on 6/6/13 where they presented the proposed 

diagrams of the plans for this project. After attending the 

meeting and taking further time to review each of the 

proposed plans, I believe Alternative H would be the best 

plan for our city. All numbers aside, it allows for the best 

traffic flow pattern, does not impact too many houses or 

businesses, and will not completely destroy the view for 

surrounding homes with the 8.5’ height variance at the 

intersection of Honeycutt and the 347. I hope this opinion 

helps. 

Thank you for your response to the SR347 at 

Union Pacific Railroad project. Your comment 

has been documented and supplied to the 

project team. 

Email  I think I prefer "Alternative H" from the three preferred 

alternatives. I was unable to attend the presentation due to 

being out of town on business. I'm quite sure what the "+8.5" 

indicates on the "Alternative H" picture though. 

Thank you for your response to the SR347 at 

Union Pacific Railroad project. Your comment 

has been documented and supplied to the 

project team. 

Email  I understand the need for a change to this area, as I have 

waited for the AMTRAK train to unload passengers. I have 

two comments.  

1. As far as the 5 ‐ 30 minute wait two times a day for the 

AMTRAK train to load and unload passengers. Has the option 

of moving the train depot to the east of its current location 

been considered? This would be far cheaper than an 

overpass project Moving the train station east far enough so 

passengers could load/unload without the train blocking SR 

347 seems to make more sense.  

2. As far as the amount of train traffic in general. How is the 

Thank you for your response to the SR347 at 

Union Pacific Railroad project. Your comment 

has been documented and supplied to the 

project team. 
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train traffic crossing SR 347 in Maricopa and blocking traffic 

for a few minutes each time a train passes through town, any 

different than anywhere else on this train route. That same 

train that goes through Maricopa has crossed numerous 

crossings and will cross numerous more to its final 

destination. Trains block intersections in Phoenix on a daily 

basis. If there are residents complaining of being 

inconvenienced by waiting a few minutes for a train to pass, 

I'm sure those same people crossed those same tracks while 

looking to purchase their homes. I think a lack of doing their 

research on the possible delays by a train crossing SR 347 

should not be a burden to everyone’s pocket book. 

  I travel 347 over the tracks to get to my home in Maricopa 

Meadows. I do occasionally get stropped at the track for 

several minutes usually 2‐4 minutes, not bad at all. I don’t 

mind that at all. Trouble is we’re all in too much of a hurry, 

only to get stuck at the next traffic light s. Same difference.  

Yesterday 6/10/13, I did get stuck at the track for a 

passenger train, about 10‐12 minutes, still not bad. I don’t 

know if it’s worth spending 50‐60 million for an overpass 

(bridge) just to save a few minutes. My feelings and thoughts 

are it would be a lot less expensive to move the train station 

a half mile in either direction.  

This would be the most cost effective route. And if people 

can’t wait at the tracks for 2‐4 minutes once in a while, I 

think that would be a great time for a silent reflection, pop in 

a quick phone call. I love the country feeling of the tracks I 

don’t mind waiting at all. 

Thank you for your response to the SR347 at 

Union Pacific Railroad project. Your comment 

has been documented and supplied to the 

project team. 
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The meeting was held at 6PM in the Maricopa Unified School District Administrative offices located at 
44150 West Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway, Maricopa, AZ. A list of attendees is attached. 

Power Point Presentation - Elijah Williams, EPS 

The presentation discussed the history of the project, purpose and need, previous studies that have 
been completed, and the three alternatives brought forward from the feasibility study along with seven 
new alternatives. The ranking process and criteria were introduced, and the results of ranking each 
alternative (5 point rating system) were shown. Options F2, H, and E were the top rated alternatives and 
will be carried forward in evaluation.  

Question cards 

Questions   Responses 
Where can we see this information again? It will be posted on 6/7/13 on ADOT's web page. 
Are there plans to move the AMTRAK station in 
the near future? 

This would be one of the first things to happen as 
the plan is implemented. Options are actively being 
investigated. 

Ballpark cost of project? $50-60 Million 
What are Cultural Resources/Physical Natural 
Resources? 

Cultural resources are artifacts or places that are 
significant to tribes/history. These resources are 
identified by an archeologist and through tribal 
involvement. If located within the project area, they 
can frequently be mitigated through data 
recovery. Natural resources include biology, 
endangered species, migratory birds, vegetation, 
etc. 

How many homes and businesses are impacted by 
option H? 

Our preliminary assessment is 4 businesses and 
8 homes.  This may change during more detail 
design.  

What is a realistic timeline for when construction 
would begin? 

This depends on when funding is obtained. The City is 
seeking grants and has some money set aside. The 
soonest it is likely to be built is about 3 years, 
phasing of some portions could begin sooner. 

We see FHWA and ADOT involvement, where is 
the railroad? 

UPRR is a key stakeholder and an active participant. 
The project team has been working closely with 
UPRR with regard to right-of-way alterations and 
moving the AMTRAK station. 

Rotary Park is taken out in some of the 
options. How soon would that occur? 

It could be an earlier phase, but an implementation 
plan has not yet been developed. 

What do you do with a business that is renting in a 
building (not the land owner) and will lose the 
rental space? 

There are specific relocation steps for businesses 
and residents who rent. Each case is unique and will 
be handled the best possible way.  Both the renter 
and the lessee will be included in the process. 
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Questions   Responses 
If new rent is higher, how am I compensated for 
new rent when it is 3-4 times higher in price? 

Every effort will be made to find a comparable 
situation but ADOT cannot promise this. No 
supplement or ongoing payment would be made. 

Will the at-grade rail crossing remain and what 
effect will it have on pedestrians? 

The at-grade crossing will be taken out.  All 
alternatives will accommodate pedestrian activities. 
One of the reasons the bridge comes down slowly is 
to keep at max 5% slope to ensure it meets ADA 
requirements. 

Is the railroad limited to 5% cost by land grant? Yes, railroad MUST pay 5% and have the option to 
pay more but are not required to do so. They pay 
after construction is complete, not prior to. 

Alternate F5- what about flyover ramps at the 
southern intersection? 

That could be looked at further. 

Why don't you build a tunnel and go under the 
railroad tracks? 

The 2005 Feasibility study analyzed this option, but 
it is not recommended due to potential flooding, 
existing utilities, and the challenges of  keeping the 
railroad in operation during construction. The 
project would be required to build new tracks, a 
"shoofly," to allow train travel to continue during 
construction. Once construction is complete, these 
tracks would be removed. This option is extremely 
expensive.   

Has anyone looked at an additional crossing at 
Edwards Road to help lessen traffic congestion 
onSR 347? 

It is not possible to build any more at-grade rail 
crossings, as these crossing create additional hazards 
to both the public and trains. To introduce a new 
crossing, the crossing must have the approval of 
both the UPRR and the Arizona Corporation 
Commission. An additional at-grade rail crossing 
would not be approved by UPRR and is highly 
unlikely to be approved by the Corporation 
Commission. 

How far south of the tracks will the bridge go? The bridge is about 200-250’ long and is centered on 
the tracks. This length allows the bridge to span the 
entire right-of-way.  It will require roughly 1,200 feet 
to the north and to the south for the elevated 
roadway to come back to ground level.  

Accidents block the existing road, how will the 
new design help traffic flow on the road when 
there is an accident? 

New design is 3 lanes in each direction and a raised 
median.  Traffic could be shifted to accommodate 
lane closures. 

What will happen to buildings on the end of 
Honeycutt Road and Maricopa Casa Grande Hwy? 
How far east would buildings be taken? 

Potential impacts to buildings vary by alternative. 
Within the alternatives, various options can be 
considered which would affect the total footprint of 
the project such as whether an earth embankment 
or retaining walls are used. These types of 
determinations will be evaluated in further detail 
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Questions   Responses 
during the design process, but is not known at this 
time. 

Do all the alternatives require relocation? Yes, in some form.  Some more than others. 
Which impacts the least? F2 and H scored betterbecause they had smaller 

right-of-way impacts.  
 

Assuming an alternative is picked and existing SR 
347 becomes abandoned, what happens to the 
abandoned land? 

ADOT would be in charge of future uses of its right-
of-way. It could be sold back to the city, or it could 
be sold through public auction.  There are also 
existing utilities that are located under the existing 
roadway that have to be considered. 

What does "Impact" to homes and businesses 
mean? 

The term used in tonight's meeting would be 
removal or a "take" of the building. Other types of 
impacts would take into consideration noise, 
socioeconomics, and other things. 

Why would you get rid of a chunk of the existing 
SR 347 when you can use it to access certain 
areas? 

The project is required to remove the at-grade 
crossing for both vehicles and pedestrians. This will 
help improve future safe passage of vehicles and 
pedestrians across the tracks.   
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This alternative combines Honeycutt Road and Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway into one intersection 
with SR 347, which reduces conflicts and congestion on SR 347.  It also removes the large evening 
peak hour left-turn traffic volume from southbound SR 347 to south-eastbound MCGH by providing a 
right-turn for this movement. This alternative also allows traffic between Maricopa-Casa Grande-
Highway and Honeycutt Road to avoid travel on SR 347.  While it creates a left-turn for northbound  
Maricopa-Casa Grande Highway to northbound SR 347 at Honeycutt Road, it provides a separate 
channelized right-turn lane to complete access to northbound SR 347.  
 
The SR 347 proposed roadway typical section with a 17-foot shared use lane which can 
accommodate bicycle traffic.  In addition, roadway profiles are designed to meet ADA requirements 
for sidewalks.  Alternative H allows for good bicycle/pedestrian connectivity with existing businesses 
and homes.   
 
The estimated design and construction cost for this alternative is $54.9 million.  

3.4 Evaluation of Alternatives 
 
The alternatives were analyzed based on several key factors including project cost, future 
maintenance, new right-of-way requirements, roadway features, level of service, maintenance of 
traffic, and environmental & socio-economic impacts. 

The Alternatives Evaluation Matrix (Table 3-2) compares the alternatives with respect to each 
criterion.  All three alternatives were similar with respect to impacts to the biological and cultural 
resources, noise and visual impacts, drainage and floodplain impacts, and construction costs.   
 
While all three of the candidate alternatives require a similar quantity of right-of-way acres, Alternative 
E impacts more structures including three office buildings with over 25 commercial tenants and four 
homes within the master planned community of Rancho El Dorado.  As such, the community impacts 
of Alternative E were considered more severe than the other candidate alternatives. 
 
Alternative H had the most favorable traffic operations of the three candidate alternatives.  
Alternatives E and F2 had failing levels of service (i.e. excessive intersection delay) at the proposed 
Honeycutt Road/SR 347 intersection.  Alternative H is the only candidate alternative with acceptable 
levels of service for all intersections within the study area.   

3.5 Recommendations 
 
Based upon the analysis summarized in the Evaluation Matrix, Alignment Alternative H is considered 
most favorable for the new SR 347 railroad crossing and is the Recommended Alternative. 

 
Table 3-2: Alternatives Evaluation Matrix 

ALTERNATIVES 
Environmental Impacts Community Impacts 

PHYSICAL & NATURAL RESOURCE IMPACTS TOTAL NEW 
RIGHT-OF-WAY 

RESIDENTIAL 
STRUCTURES 

COMMERCIAL 
STRUCTURES 

NOISE/VISUAL IMPACTS 

Alternative E ● No critical habitat or impact to sensitive species in study area 
● No cultural resources adversely affected by alignment 
● No use of resources afforded protection under Section 4(f) 
● Alignment would result in improved traffic operations resulting in an overall 
improvement in localized air quality 
● There are no washes within the proposed project that would be considered 
potential Waters of the U.S. 

30.4 ACRES 5 16 

● Based on the initial noise modeling, the anticipated noise levels 
associated with this alignment alternative are not anticipated to meet 
the ADOT noise abatement thresholds 
● The visual character of the study area is predominantly urban with 
agricultural fields visible to the center of the study area.  The visual 
resources and potential effects will be addressed in further detail in 
the environmental document. 

Alternative F2 ● No critical habitat or impact to sensitive species in study area 
● No cultural resources adversely affected by alignment 
● No use of resources afforded protection under Section 4(f) 
● Alignment would result in improved traffic operations resulting in an overall 
improvement in localized air quality 
● There are no washes within the proposed project that would be considered 
potential Waters of the U.S. 

29.3 ACRES 2 13 

● Based on the initial noise modeling, the anticipated noise levels 
associated with this alignment alternative are not anticipated to meet 
the ADOT noise abatement thresholds 
● The visual character of the study area is predominantly urban with 
agricultural fields visible to the center of the study area.  The visual 
resources and potential effects will be addressed in further detail in 
the environmental document. 

Alternative H ● No critical habitat or impact to sensitive species in study area 
● No cultural resources adversely affected by alignment 
● No use of resources afforded protection under Section 4(f) 
● Alignment would result in improved traffic operations resulting in an overall 
improvement in localized air quality 
● There are no washes within the proposed project that would be considered 
potential Waters of the U.S. 

31.2 ACRES 4 11 

● Based on the initial noise modeling, the anticipated noise levels 
associated with this alignment alternative are not anticipated to meet 
the ADOT noise abatement thresholds 
● The visual character of the study area is predominantly urban with 
agricultural fields visible to the center of the study area.  The visual 
resources and potential effects will be addressed in further detail in 
the environmental document. 

No Build No new impacts 0 ACRES 0 0 No new impacts. 
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Table 3-2 (Continued) 

ALTERNATIVES 

Construction Costs Engineering Criteria 

CONSTRUCTION 
COST  

(2013 DOLLARS) 

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS 
2040 Level of Service 

  
AM  PM 

DRAINAGE/FLOODPLAIN 
IMPACTS 

 

ACCESS 
 

MAINTENANCE OF 
TRAFFIC/ 

CONSTRUCTABILITY 

ROADWAY FEATURES 
 

STRUCTURES
 

Alternative E 

$57.7M 

Honeycutt Rd/SR 347  

Realigned MCGH 
/Honeycutt Rd 

Honeycutt Ave/SR 347 

F 

B    

   
D 

F 

C 

   
D 

 Impacts floodplains north and 
south of UPRR tracks. 

 Requires additional retention 
areas beyond roadway R/W. 

 Requires new storm drain 
system. 

 Very limited to no access for businesses 
on existing SR 347 south of Garvey Ave. 

 Side street access only for businesses 
south of MCGH west of realigned 
MCGH. 

 SR 347 is median access controlled.  
 Limited access to business southwest of 

Honeycutt Ave. 

 Provides for 
reasonable traffic 
maintenance on SR 
347.  Some lane 
restrictions south of 
Honeycutt Rd likely. 

 Will require reroute of 
MCGH traffic to 
Honeycutt Rd. 

 The SR 347/ Honeycutt Rd 
intersection is 2.0’ above 
existing ground. 

 0.8% downhill NB approach 
grade to Honeycutt Rd 
Intersection. 

 Indirect connection to MCGH 
from SR 347. 

 Direct Connection to Garvey 
Ave.  

 Requires 
370’ long 
32.5’ high 
bridge over 
UPRR 
tracks. 
 

Alternative F2 

$51.6M 

Honeycutt Rd/SR 347  

Realigned MCGH 
/Honeycutt Rd 

Honeycutt Ave/SR 347 

E 

B 

  
D 

F 

C 

  
D 

 Impacts floodplains north and 
south of UPRR tracks. 

 Requires additional retention 
areas beyond roadway R/W. 

 Requires new storm drain 
system. 

 Very limited to no access for businesses 
on existing SR 347 south of Garvey Ave. 

 Side street access only for businesses 
south of MCGH west of realigned 
MCGH. 

 SR 347 is median access controlled 

 Provides for good 
traffic maintenance on 
SR 347. 

 Will require reroute of 
Honeycutt Rd traffic to 
MCGH and vice versa. 

 The SR 347/ Honeycutt Rd 
intersection is 9.5’ above 
existing ground. 

 3% downhill NB approach 
grade to Honeycutt Rd 
Intersection. 

 Indirect connection to MCGH 
from SR 347. 

 Slightly skewed SR 
347/Honeycutt Rd 
Intersection 

 Requires 
385’ long 
33.5’ high 
bridge over 
tracks. 

 

Alternative H 

$54.9M 

Honeycutt Rd/SR 347  

Realigned MCGH 
/Honeycutt Rd 

Honeycutt Ave/SR 347 

C 

B 

  
D 

C 

B 

  
D 

 Impacts floodplains north and 
south of UPRR tracks. 

 Requires additional retention 
areas beyond roadway R/W. 

 Requires new storm drain 
system. 

 One way access for businesses on 
existing SR 347 south of Garvey Ave. 

 One way access for the industrial 
business on MCGH. 

 SR 347 is median access controlled 

 Provides for good 
traffic maintenance on 
SR 347. 

 Will require reroute of 
Honeycutt Rd traffic to 
MCGH and vice versa. 

 The SR 347/ Honeycutt Rd 
intersection is 9.5’ above 
existing ground. 

 3% downhill NB approach 
grade to Honeycutt Rd 
Intersection. 

 Includes a one-way road.  
 Slightly skewed SR 

347/Honeycutt Rd 
Intersection 

 Requires 
494’ long 
33.5’ high 
bridge over 
UPRR 
tracks and 
Connector 
Rd. 

 

No Build 

$0 

Honeycutt Rd/SR 347  

MCGH /SR 347 

Honeycutt Ave/SR 347 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

 No new impacts  No SR 347 access control. N/A  Very close arterial 
intersection proximity 

 Sharply skewed MCGH/SR 
347 intersection 

 Tight horizontal curves on 
SR 347 

 At-grade railroad crossing 
 Close intersection proximity 

to UPRR tracks. 

N/A 
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Figure C-1. Census Block Group Map 
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Table C-1. Population and Racial Demographics by Census Tract and Block Group 

Area 

Total 

Population 

White 

African 

American 

Native 

American Asian 

Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

Two or More 

Races Other 

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

CT 17.02, BG 2 1,106 803 72.6 48 4.3 13 1.2 82 7.4 1 0.1 28 2.5 131 11.8 

CT 17.03, BG 2 1,091 720 66 65 6 41 3.8 21 1.9 1 0.1 51 4.7 192 17.6 

CT 17.04, BG 1 2,351 1,437 61.1 256 10.9 82 3.5 84 3.6 12 0.5 185 7.9 295 12.5 

CT 17.04, BG 2 2,268 1,507 66.4 255 11.2 52 2.3 79 3.5 0 0 96 4.2 279 12.3 

CT 17.06, BG 2 2,586 1,892 73.2 245 9.5 36 1.4 133 5.1 10 0.4 143 5.5 127 4.9 

CT 17.07, BG 1 3,623 2,298 63.4 456 12.6 104 2.9 246 6.8 5 0.1 185 5.1 329 9.1 

CT 17.07, BG 2 1,447 945 65.3 162 11.2 21 1.5 102 7 12 0.8 104 7.2 101 7 

Study Area 14,472 9,602 66.3 1,487 10.3 349 2.4 747 5.2 41 0.3 792 5.5 1,454 10 

Maricopa 43,482 30,528 70.2 4,206 9.7 863 2.0 1,800 4.1 119 0.3 2,286 5.3 3,680 8.5 

PinalCounty 375,770 272,013 72.4 17,215 4.6 20,949 5.6 6,492 1.7 1,565 0.4 14,323 3.8 43,213 11.5 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Summary File 1 (2010). 

Abbreviations: CT = census tract; BG = block group; # = number; % = percent.  

Note: Shaded areas denote either percentages that are higher than those for the city or county or percentages that are relatively similar to those of the city but that exceeded those of the 

county. 
a Comprises CT 17.02, BG 2; CT 17.03, BG 2; CT 17.04, BG 1; CT 17.04, BG 2; CT 17.06, BG 2; CT 17.07, BG 1; and CT 17.07, BG 2.  
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Table C-2. Hispanic and Minority Populations 

Area  

Hispanica Minorityb 

# % # % 

CT 17.02, BG 2 360 32.5 506 45.8 

CT 17.03, BG 2 392 36 518 47.5 

CT 17.04, BG 1 723 30.8 1,209 51.4 

CT 17.04, BG 2 645 28.4 1,063 46.9 

CT 17.06, BG 2 511 19.8 1,013 39.2 

CT 17.07, BG 1 974 26.9 1,857 51.3 

CT 17.07, BG 2 327 22.6 664 45.9 

Study Areac 3,932 27.2 6,830 47.2 

Maricopa 10,617 24.4 18,398 42.3 

Pinal County 106,977 28.5 155,284 41.3 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Summary File 1 (2010). 

Abbreviations: CT = census tract; BG = block group; # = number; % = percent. Shaded areas denote either percentages that are higher than those for the city or county 

or percentages that are relatively similar to those of the city but that exceeded those of the county. 

a “Hispanic” refers to ethnicity and is derived from the total population, not as a separate race; that is, it is calculated differently from the other columns in this table. 

b “Minority” is composed of all people who consider themselves non-white racially plus those who consider themselves White Hispanic. 

c Comprises CT 17.02, BG 2; CT 17.03, BG 2; CT 17.04, BG 1; CT 17.04, BG 2; CT 17.06, BG 2; CT 17.07, BG 1; and CT 17.07, BG 2 
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Table C-3. Disabled Populations (2000 Census) 

Area 

Total Population  

for Whom Disabled is Determined 

People with Disabilities, Age 5 and Over 

No. % 

CT 17/Maricopa  Census County Division 7,722 1,837 23.8 

Pinal County 153,427 35,207 22.9 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Summary File 4: 2000 Census (2000). Disability data is unavailable for the 2010 census; data presented is from the 

2000 census, which included the current study area census tracts and block groups. 

Abbreviations: CT = census tract. 

Note: Shaded areas denote either percentages that are higher than those for the city or county or percentages that are relatively similar to 

those of the city but that exceeded those of the county. 

 
 

Table C-4. Percentage of People with Disabilities (American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates) 

 City of Maricopa Pinal County Arizona 

2008–2010 5.2 11.8 11.4 

2009–2011 10.4 12.1 11.3 

2010–2012 11.4 11.8 11.4 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 3-year American Community Surveys (2013c, 2013e, and 2013f) 
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Table C-5. Low-Income Populations 

Area Total Population 

Income in Past 12 Months Below Poverty Level 

No. % 

CT 17.02 2,506 54 2.2 

CT 17.03 2,236 0 0 

CT 17.04 6,330 219 3.5 

CT 17.06 4,179 84 2.0 

CT 17.07 3,920 20 0.5 

All Census Tracts 19,171 377 2.0 

Maricopa 38,549 1,827 4.7 

Pinal County 324,948 46,508 14.3 

Source: 2007–2011 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, B17001 (2013b). The 2010 poverty levels are not available at the census 

block group or block level. The data presented is for the census tracts only. 

Abbreviations: CT = census tract. 

Note: Shaded areas denote either percentages that are higher than those for the city or county or percentages that are relatively similar to 

those of the city but that exceeded those of the county. 
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Table C-6. Elderly and Female-Head-of-Household Populations 

Area 

Total 

Population 

Age 60 Years and Over Total  

Households 

Female Head of Household 

No. % No. % 

CT 17.02, BG 2 1,106 94 8.5 338 29 8.6 

CT 17.03, BG 2 1,091 96 8.8 356 54 15.2 

CT 17.04, BG 1 2,351 194 8.3 711 100 14.1 

CT 17.04, BG 2 2,268 187 8.2 697 93 13.3 

CT 17.06, BG 2 2,586 246 9.5 795 68 8.6 

CT 17.07, BG 1 3,623 235 6.5 1,018 146 14.3 

CT 17.07, BG 2 1,447 119 8.2 498 55 11.0 

Study Areaa 14,472 1,171 8.1 4,413 545 12.3 

Maricopa 43,482 4,746 10.9 14,359 1,566 10.9 

Pinal County 375,770 74,125 19.7 125,590 14,652 11.7 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Summary File 1 (2010). 

Abbreviations: CT = census tract; BG = block group. 

Note: Shaded areas denote either percentages that are higher than those for the city or county or percentages that are relatively similar to those of the city but that exceeded 

those of the county. 

a Comprises CT 17.02, BG 2; CT 17.03, BG 2; CT 17.04, BG 1; CT 17.04, BG 2; CT 17.06, BG 2; CT 17.07, BG 1; and CT 17.07, BG 2. 
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SR 347/ UPRR Overpass 

Business Survey Questionnaire 
 

Business Name: _______________________ 
 

Business Address: _______________________ 
 

                          Survey Date: _______________________ 
 
 

 

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) and the city of Maricopa are working on a study to investigate a future grade separation (bridge) 
at the intersection of SR 347 and the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR). 

 
The purpose of this survey is  to collect information about your business, and its employees and customers. This information will be considered for 

project-use only and will not be used for any other purpose. The answers you provide will be combined with the information gathered from other 
existing businesses in the vicinity of SR 347 and the UPRR and will be used to help make decisions about roadway improvements. Individual answers 

to questions will not be disclosed. 
 
 
These questions should only take about 10 minutes of your time. 

(Begin Title VI survey questionnaire) 
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The first set of questions is intended to provide us information specifically about this business. The questions are as follows: 
 
1. What is your name?  

 
2. What is your position?  

 
3. Are you the property owner?  

 
If not, please provide the property owner’s name?  

 
4. Are you the business owner?  

 
5. In what year was this business established? 

 
 
6. What are the hours of operation (including days of the week)? 

 
 
7. What type of business do you operate? Please choose from the following: 

 
□ Seasonal (for example, those businesses that are only open for a specific time period) 
□ Service Oriented (automobile repair, etc.) 
□ Retail 
□ Commercial 
□ Other (if any of these preceding categories do not apply)  

 
8.   How many employees do you have? Please choose from the following ranges: 

□ 0 – 5  □  16 – 20 
□ 6 – 10  □  21 or more 
□ 11 – 15 
 

9. In your opinion, what months do you feel are your busiest season? What time of day is your busiest? 
 
 
 
10. In your opinion, what months do you feel are your slowest season? What time of day is your slowest? 
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11. In the event the grade separation may require this property to be acquired and your business relocated, how far away would you be willing to 

relocate to maintain your customers and employees? Please choose from the following: 
□ 0 – 1 mile  □  1 – 3 miles  □  3 – 5 miles  □  5 – 10 miles □  Would close business and not relocate. 

 
12. If access to your business was maintained both during and after construction, do you feel this project would affect your business? 

 
 
 
 
13. During construction, there may be congestion and long-term access changes. These long-term changes could include out-of-direction travel, 

one-way access, etc. If that happened, how do you think the business will be affected? Please choose from the following: 
□ Any changes could substantially impact this business 
□ No changes would impact this business, as long as any access is provided 
□ No changes would impact this business, as long as two-way access is provided 
□ Don’t know 

 
14. Please tell us about employee and customer parking? 

 
Number of Onsite 
Paved: 
Unpaved: 

Number of Offsite 
Paved: 
Unpaved: 

 
15. If the business would need to be relocated, how long do you think you would need to find a replacement location and move your business? 

 
 
 
These next questions will provide us information on this business’ employees and customers. They areas follows: 

 
 
16. How many employees do you have that are: 

□ Full-Time 
□ Part-Time 
□ Seasonal 
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17. In your opinion, which of the following categories best describes your employees/customers? Please choose from the following list (check all that apply): 
 

How many of your employees/customers are: Native American, African American, Asian American, Hispanic, or other race/ethnicity? How many 
of your customers are: Native American, African American, Asian American, Hispanic, or other race/ethnicity? 

 Employees Customers 
All   
Most   
Some   
None   

 
How many of your employees and customers do you feel or know are Elderly (>60years)?  

 Employees Customers 
All   
Most   
Some   
None   

 
How many of your employees are Disabled? (Mentally and/or Physically) How many of your customers are Disabled? (Mentally and/or Physically) 

 Employees Customers 
All   
Most   
Some   
None   

 
How many of your employees are Female and a head of household? How many of your customers are Female and a head of household? 

 Employees Customers 
All   
Most   
Some   
None   
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18. From your knowledge, how do your employees and customers get to your business and which of the following transportation choices is the 
main method (if known)? 

 Employees Customers 
Drive   
Carpool   
Bus   
Bicycle   
Walking   
Other   

 
19. As you understand it, how far do your employees travel to get to work?  Do you know how far your customers travel to come to your 

business? Please choose from the following ranges: 
 Employees Customers 
0 – 1 mile   
1 – 3 miles   
3 – 5 miles   
5 – 10 miles   
Greater than 10 miles   

 
As this project continues, there will be additional possibilities for public input. Please let us know the best way to get information to you about 
upcoming meetings and project updates. 
 
 
Would you like to be added to the e-news subscription database for this project? All information about upcoming meetings and project updates would 
be delivered to your inbox. If so, please provide your email: 
 
Additionally, you can review information about this project and the previous public meetings on the ADOT website - azdot.gov/347gs. As a valued 
stakeholder for this project, we encourage you to participate in the public process. 
 
This concludes the survey. On behalf of ADOT and the city of Maricopa, thank you for your participation. The information that you have provided 
will be combined with information gathered from other area businesses in the area and used to help make decisions about roadway improvements. 
Individual answers to questions will be considered confidential and will not be disclosed. If you have any questions, please contact ADOT Community 
Relations by phone, 855.712.8530, or email, projects@azdot.gov. 

 
Thank you. 

mailto:projects@azdot.gov
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Agencies consultation for determinations of impacts on cultural resources under Section 106 of the Historic 

Preservation Act occurred on one occasion over the duration of the study.  

October 2013 Consultation 

In October 2013, the FHWA conducted initial consultation with appropriate agencies and tribes to gather their 

input and concurrence on the findings of the Class III survey and to provide their concurrence on the FHWA-

recommended determination. In the consultation letter, the FHWA recommended that a finding of “no adverse 

effect” is appropriate for this project.  

A list of agencies and tribes consulted and a summary of the responses and concurrence dates for the 

consultations are shown Table D-1. All responses received concurred with the findings presented in the 

October 2013 consultation letters. The signed agency and tribal correspondence letters are included in this 

appendix. 

Table D-1. Cultural Resources Consultation and Responses 

Recipient Response Received Date of Concurrence 

Consultation Letters Sent October 29, 2013 

Arizona State Historic Preservation Office Concurred November 8, 2013 

Union Pacific Railroad No response received  

Hopi Tribe Commented and concurred Comment November 4, 2013: site not 

addressed in report; ADOT responded that the 

site occurs outside the area of potential effect. 

Concurrence November 15, 2013. 

Pascua-Yaqui Tribe No response received  

Yavapai-Apache Nation No response received  

Ak-Chin Indian Community No response received  
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Sara Ferland

From: Sara Ferland
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2013 9:55 AM
To: 'Terry Morgart'
Subject: RE: ADOT project 7007 SR 347 at UPRR Grade Separation

I know, I only addressed sites within the APE.  Sorry for the confusion‐ 
 
Sara 
 

From: Terry Morgart [mailto:TMorgart@hopi.nsn.us]  
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2013 9:54 AM 
To: Sara Ferland 
Subject: RE: ADOT project 7007 SR 347 at UPRR Grade Separation 
 
Ok thanks 
Your letter did not address this site 
 
 

From: Sara Ferland [mailto:SFerland@azdot.gov]  
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2013 9:47 AM 
To: Terry Morgart 
Subject: ADOT project 7007 SR 347 at UPRR Grade Separation 
 
Hi Terry‐ 
  
We received your office’s response (dated November 4 ,2013) to the consultation letter dated October 29, 2013 with a 
question about site AZ T:16:118(ASM)‐ that site was identified during the cultural survey of the larger study area; but is 
not within the APE of the selected alignment alternative and will not be impacted by this project. I’ve attached a graphic 
of the project APE components and the approximate location of the site.  Please let me know if you have any questions‐
  
Thank you, 
  
Sara  
  
Sara C. Ferland 
Historic Preservation Team Specialist  
Environmental Planning Group 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
1611 W. Jackson Street, MD EM02 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
(602) 712-6371 (voice) 
(602) 712-3066 (fax) 

 
  

 

 
Confidentiality and Nondisclosure Notice: This email transmission and any attachments are intended for use by the person(s)/entity(ies) named above and may 
contain confidential/privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or distribution is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact 
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Agencies Consulted 

• Arizona Department of Transportation 

• Arizona Game and Fish Department 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

• Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 

• Natural Resources Conservation Service 
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From: Sarah Karasz
To: Nancy Shelton
Subject: RE: H7007 SR 347 UPRR Grade Separated Crossing
Date: Friday, July 12, 2013 9:37:37 AM

Hello Nancy,

I apologize for not responding sooner, somehow your email was filtered into the "junk" folder.  I hope it
is not too late.

In reference to H7007 SR 347 UPRR Grade Separated Crossing project, invasive species/noxious weeds
include, but are not limited to: Russian thistle (Salsola spp.) and Sahara Mustard (Brassica tournefortii).
The special provision for Control of Noxious and Invasive Plant Species and bid needs to be in the
project specifications. Please contact LeRoy Brady with Roadside Development with more information on
this process.

Please contact me if you have any additional questions on invasive weeds.

Thank you,

Sarah Karasz
Southern Region Natural Resources Hwy Ops Supervisor
1444 W. Grant Rd.
Tucson, AZ 85745
Office: (520) 838-2834
Cell: (520) 334-9061
www.azdot.gov

-----Original Message-----
From: Nancy Shelton [mailto:NShelton@LOGANSIMPSON.COM]
Sent: Wednesday, June 05, 2013 3:40 PM
To: Sarah Karasz
Cc: Daniel Gabiou
Subject: H7007 SR 347 UPRR Grade Separated Crossing

Sarah,

I am preparing an environmental clearance for the above referenced project. I am writing to inquire if
there are invasive species concerns within the project area. The attached scoping letter provides
additional information. Please let me know if you need any additional information. Thank you for your
assistance.

Thank you,

Nancy Shelton

Senior Environmental Planner

Logan Simpson Design Inc.

51 W. Third St., Ste. 450

Tempe, AZ 85281

mailto:SKarasz@azdot.gov
mailto:nshelton@logansimpson.com
mailto:NShelton@LOGANSIMPSON.COM






 

 

 
June 18, 2012 
 
Arizona Department of Transportation  
c/o Nancy Shelton 
Logan Simpson Design Inc. 
51 W. Third St., Suite 450 
Tempe, Arizona  85281 
 
Re: SR 347 at Union Pacific Railroad Crossing (ADOT Project No. 347 PN 172 H7007 01L) 
 
Dear Ms. Shelton, 
 
The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) has reviewed your request, dated May 23, 
2012, regarding the proposed siting of a grade-separated railroad crossing of State Route 347 at 
the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) in the City of Maricopa (City), Pinal County, Arizona. It is 
understood that SR 347 is a main thoroughfare for the City as well as a primary route from the 
Phoenix area to San Diego and Yuma. It is also understood that the UPRR corridor is one of the 
busiest trans-continental freight routes in the United States and traffic is temporarily blocked on 
SR 347 when trains pass through or stop in the City. 
 
We have reviewed the information provided to us in the letter. Because the proposed project is 
located in previously disturbed areas that are all within the right-of-way, the Department does 
not anticipate that any significant adverse impacts to wildlife resources will occur as a result of 
this project. The attached receipt from the Online Environmental Review Tool provides a special 
status species list for the project area, general recommendations, and additional contact 
information for your records. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at 
(480) 324-3550. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Kelly Wolff-Krauter 
Habitat Program Manager, Mesa 
 
Attachment 
Cc: Laura Canaca, Project Evaluation Program Supervisor 
       Barbara Cook, Habitat Branch Administrative Assistant 
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Appendix  G  Hazardous  Mater ia ls  Pre l i minar y In i t ia l  S i te  
Ass essment  Cover  Page 
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