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l. Introduction

Project Background and Location

A Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared for this project, herein referred to as Avenue E, State
Route (SR) 195 to County 18th Street, in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA),
as amended (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] §§ 4321 et seq.), and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations that implement NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] §§ 1500 to 1508), with the Arizona
Department of Transportation (ADOT) acting as the lead federal agency. The environmental review,
consultation, and other actions required by applicable federal environmental laws for this project have been
carried out by ADOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. § 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) dated April 16,
2019 between the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and ADOT. The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation)
is a cooperating agency and is involved because the project would require acquisition of new right-of-way

(ROW) from Reclamation’s withdrawn lands.

The project consists of an approximately 6.10-mile-long area between SR 195 and United States (U.S.) Highway
95, adjacent to the City of San Luis, Yuma County, Arizona. The project area begins at the intersection of the
Avenue E alignment and SR 195, traveling northeast and passing to the east of Rolle Airfield tying into the
Avenue D alignment, and then extending north terminating approximately 0.50 mile north of County 18th

Street.

The portion of the project area between SR 195 and 0.30 mile north of the County 19th Street alignment is
currently undeveloped. The portion of the project area from 0.30 mile north of the County 19th Street
alignment to County 18th Street consists of an unpaved roadway (i.e., Avenue D) with gravel shoulders. North of
County 18th Street, Avenue D is an asphalt-paved, two-lane roadway with gravel shoulders. Land jurisdiction
within the project area consists of existing Yuma County ROW and lands owned and/or managed by the Bureau

of Land Management (BLM), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), and private landowners. The project is also
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located within Reclamation’s withdrawn lands (hereafter referred to as Reclamation lands) currently under a

Reclamation Recreation and Public Purpose (R&PP) lease issued by BLM [pending BLM serial number].

Summary of the Draft Environmental Assessment

The Draft EA was completed and approved by ADOT and Yuma County, with review by Cooperating Agency
(Reclamation) in February 2021 with a public review and comment period from February 24 to April 1, 2021. The

Draft EA was available on the Yuma County website at: www.yumacountyaz.gov/government/development-

services/divisions/engineering/current-cip-projects-update/avenue-e-avenue-d-state-route-195-to-county-18th-

street-corridor-study. A flyer was prepared to provide the public with an update on the project and to provide

notification of the Draft EA availability and comment period. The flyer was posted on the Yuma County website
and requested comments or requests for a public hearing by April 1, 2021. Additionally, the flyer was also

printed in the Yuma Sun newspaper on the following dates: February 24, 2021 and March 3, 2021.

This Final EA provides ADOT and Yuma County responses to public and agency comments made during the
comment period (Appendix A). It also provides additional information, data, or revisions to the Draft EA, where
necessary, and is intended to be used in conjunction with the Draft EA. This Final EA includes:

e Alist of mitigation measures to be undertaken by ADOT, Yuma County, and the designated construction

contractor.
e Revisions to the Draft EA (errata).
e Public comments and ADOT and Yuma County responses (Appendix A).
e Final Air Quality Technical Report (Appendix B).

With the completion of this Final EA and the issuance of a finding of no significant impact (FONSI) by ADOT, the

NEPA requirements for this project have been met.
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Selected Alternative

ADOT has taken the alternative that was developed and screened in prior transportation studies, incorporated

input from the public and stakeholder outreach undertaken in those studies as well as public, agency, and

Cooperating Agency comments from the current study, and built on these findings to arrive at the Selected

Alternative for this project. Construction of the Selected Alternative would consist of the following major

elements:

Installing riprap for approximately 750 feet along both shoulders between County 19th Street and the

East Main Canal to stabilize slopes.

Widening the Avenue D crossing over the East Main Canal to accommodate the new roadway alignment,
including relocating an existing pump and extending or replacing the existing reinforced concrete pipe at
the canal.

Adding a westbound right-turn lane and an eastbound left-turn lane along SR 195 at the intersection

with Avenue E.

Modifying the existing traffic signal at the Avenue E and SR 195 intersection to accommodate the project

improvements.

Adding westbound and eastbound left-turn lanes along County 19th Street at the intersection with

Avenue D.

Installing stop signs to implement four way stop control and installing four-way overhead flashing red

beacons at the Avenue D and County 19th Street intersection.

Installing stop signs along County 18th Street to implement two way stop control at the Avenue D and

County 18th Street intersection.

Relocating irrigation ditches and/or installing pipelines to replace irrigation ditches to accommodate

project improvements.

Installing new or replacing existing signs to meet ADOT standards.
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e Striping/marking the new roadway and intersections.
¢ Installing fencing along the new ROW/permanent easement boundaries.
e Utility relocations as needed to accommodate project improvements.

¢ Installing conduit, fiber, and pull boxes along the project corridor via trench, direction drill, plowing, or
installing fiber utility line aboveground via utility poles, which include installation of guy wires, and

install associated infrastructure.
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Il. Environmental Commitments

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), Yuma County, and the Contractor shall follow the Federal
laws and regulations, guidelines, and ADOT’s Standards and Specifications listed below to avoid, minimize, and
mitigate impacts for all relevant environmental resources:

e Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970

e Uniform Relocation Act Amendments of 1987

e ADOT Right of Way Procedures Manual

e Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964

e ADOT’s Public Involvement Plan

e ADOT’s Air Quality Guidebook

e ADOT’s Clean Water Act Section 404/401 Guidance Manual

e ADOT’s Temporary Traffic Control Design Guidelines

e ADOT’s Erosion and Pollution Control Manual

e ADOT’s 2017 Noise Abatement Requirements

e ADOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction

e SAF-6.01 Asbestos Management Policy

e ADOT’s Roadside Vegetation Management Guidelines
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I1l. Mitigation Measures

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

Department of Transportation Environmental Planning.

Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside Development Responsibilities

e Protected native plants within the project limits will be impacted by this project; therefore, the Arizona
Department of Transportation Roadside Development Section will determine if Arizona Department of
Agriculture notification is needed. If notification is needed, the Arizona Department of Transportation
Roadside Development Section will send the notification at least 60 (sixty) calendar days prior to the
start of construction (page 82 of Draft EA).

e The Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside Development Section will provide special
provisions for the control of noxious and invasive plant species during construction that may require

treatment and control within the project limits (page 82 of Draft EA).

Arizona Department of Transportation Southwest District Responsibilities
e If any active bird nests cannot be avoided by vegetation clearing or construction activities, the Engineer
will contact the Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning biologist (602.712.7134

or 602.341.9331) to evaluate the situation (page 82 of Draft EA).

e The Engineer will be present during the removal of the CCC stamp and will be responsible for ensuring

delivery of the intact CCC stamp to the Bureau of Reclamation (page 41 of Draft EA).
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Yuma County Responsibilities
e Prior to the start of construction, monetary compensation will be required from Yuma County for
project-related impacts to flat-tailed horned lizard habitat based on the fair market value of impacted
property. The dollar amount for compensation will be based on the number of impacted acres as
determined from the final design of the project as outlined in the 2003 Flat-Tailed Horned Lizard

Rangewide Management Strategy (page 84 of Draft EA).

e During final design, the engineer (Yuma County) will coordinate with the Arizona Department of
Transportation Environmental Planning biologist (602.712.7134 or 602.341.9331) and reevaluate the

total impacts to flat-tailed horned lizard habitat (page 83 of Draft EA).

e Yuma County will hire a qualified biologist(s) to present flat-tailed horned lizard awareness training and
conduct species monitoring. Only the qualified biologist(s) working under a valid Arizona Game and Fish
Department Scientific Collecting Permit will be allowed to handle and relocate flat-tailed horned lizards.
The résumé of the qualified biologist(s) shall be submitted to the Arizona Department of Transportation
District Engineer and Environmental Planning biologist for prior review and approval (page 83 of Draft
EA).

e During the active period of the flat-tailed horned lizard (April 1 through September 30), the contractor
shall have biological monitors present throughout the workday in each area of active construction. The
use of biological monitors is not required for work that is conducted during the period when flat-tailed
horned lizards are dormant (October 1 through March 31). Yuma County will hire the qualified biologists

to monitor construction activities (page 83 of Draft EA).
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Yuma County Responsibilities Continued
e The contractor shall complete a National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP)
notification for the work associated with East Main Canal and submit to the Engineer, who shall submit
it to the Arizona Department of Transportation environmental planning hazardous material coordinator
(602.920.3882 or 602.712.7767) for a five (5) working day review and approval. Upon approval, the
contractor shall file the notification with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) at
least ten (10) working days prior to the commencement of work associated with East Main Canal (page

95 of Draft EA).

Design Responsibilities
e During final design, the Engineer will coordinate with the Arizona Department of Transportation
Environmental Planning biologist (602.712.7134 or 602.341.9331) and reevaluate the total impacts to

flat-tailed horned lizard habitat (page 83 of Draft EA).

Contractor’s Responsibilities
e Prior to the start of construction, monetary compensation will be required from Yuma County for
project-related impacts to flat-tailed horned lizard habitat based on the fair market value of impacted
property. The dollar amount for compensation will be based on the number of impacted acres as
determined from the final design of the project as outlined in the 2003 Flat-Tailed Horned Lizard

Rangewide Management Strategy (page 84 of Draft EA).

e Yuma County will hire a qualified biologist(s) to present flat-tailed horned lizard awareness training and
conduct species monitoring. Only the qualified biologist(s) working under a valid Arizona Game and Fish
Department Scientific Collecting Permit will be allowed to handle and relocate flat-tailed horned lizards.
The resume of the qualified biologist(s) shall be submitted to the Arizona Department of Transportation

District Engineer and Environmental Planning biologist for prior review and approval (page 84 of Draft

EA).
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Contractor’s Responsibilities Continued

The qualified biologist shall coordinate with the Engineer and Environmental Planning biologist
(602.712.7134 or 602.341.9331) to ensure compliance with protective measures for the flat-tailed

horned lizard and will be the primary contact dealing with these measures (page 84 of Draft EA).

No project construction activities, including ground-disturbing activities, shall begin until a qualified
biologist has presented an environmental awareness program to personnel who will be on-site,
including but not limited to, contractors, contractors' employees, supervisors, inspectors, and
subcontractors. This program will contain, at a minimum, information concerning the biology and
distribution of the flat-tailed horned lizard, measures to avoid impacts, and procedures to be

implemented in case of encounters (page 84 of Draft EA).

The contractor shall clearly mark and/or flag the outer boundaries of the work area, and workers will be
informed to limit ground-disturbing activities to the area within those flagged and/or marked limits

(page 84 of Draft EA).

During the active period of the flat-tailed horned lizard (April 1 through September 30), the contractor
shall have biological monitors present throughout the workday in each area of active construction. The
use of biological monitors is not required for work that is conducted during the period when flat-tailed
horned lizards are dormant (October 1 through March 31). Yuma County will hire the qualified biologists

to monitor construction activities (page 85 of Draft EA).

Small reptile exclusion fencing shall be used to fully enclose staging areas. Biological monitors shall
conduct flat-tailed horned lizard removal surveys within the fenced staging areas and relocate flat-tailed
horned lizards after fence construction is completed. Installation of exclusion fencing and horned lizard
survey and removal shall follow the protocol outlined in the 2003 Flat-Tailed Horned Lizard Rangewide

Management Strategy (page 85 of Draft EA).
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Contractor’s Responsibilities Continued
e Clearing of vegetation and grading shall be minimized to the extent possible. Wherever possible,
equipment and vehicles shall use existing surfaces or previously disturbed areas. Where grading is
necessary, surface soils shall be stockpiled and replaced following construction to facilitate habitat

restoration (page 85 of Draft EA).

e Trenches or other open excavations that are left open overnight shall be covered or escape ramps
installed to prevent entrapment of wildlife during construction. All hazardous sites (e.g., open pipeline
trenches, holes, or other deep excavations) shall be inspected for the presence of flat-tailed horned

lizards prior to backfilling (page 85 of Draft EA).

e If vegetation clearing will occur during the migratory bird breeding season (March 1 — August 31), the
contractor shall avoid any active bird nests. If the active nests cannot be avoided, the contractor shall
notify the Engineer to evaluate the situation. During the non-breeding season (September 1 —

February 28) vegetation removal is not subject to this restriction (page 85 of Draft EA).

e Prior to construction, all personnel who will be on-site, including, but not limited to, contractors,
contractors’ employees, supervisors, inspectors, and subcontractors shall review the attached Arizona
Department of Transportation Environmental Planning “Western Burrowing Owl Awareness” flyer (page

86 of Draft EA).

e If any burrowing owls or active burrows are identified the contractor shall notify the Engineer
immediately. No construction activities shall take place within 100 feet of any active burrow (page 86 of

Draft EA).

e If the Engineer in cooperation with the Environmental Planning biologist determines that burrowing
owls cannot be avoided, the contractor shall employ a qualified biologist holding a permit from the U.S.

Fish & Wildlife Service to relocate burrowing owls from the project area, as appropriate (page 86 of

Draft EA).
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Contractor’s Responsibilities Continued

The contractor shall develop a Noxious and Invasive Plant Species Treatment and Control Plan in
accordance with the requirements in the contract documents. Plants to be controlled shall include those
listed in the state and federal noxious weed and the state invasive species lists in accordance with state
and federal laws and executive orders. The plan and associated treatments shall include all areas within
the project right-of-way and easements as shown on the project plans. The treatment and control plan
shall be submitted to the Engineer for the Arizona Department of Transportation Construction
Professional Landscape Architect for review and approval prior to implementation by the contractor

(page 86 of Draft EA).

Prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities and throughout the duration of construction and any
landscape establishment period, the contractor shall arrange for and perform the control of noxious and

invasive species in the project area (page 86 of Draft EA).

To prevent the introduction of invasive species seeds, all earthmoving and hauling equipment shall be
washed prior to entering the construction site and the contractor shall inspect all construction
equipment and remove all attached debris, including plant parts, soil, and mud, prior to the equipment

entering the construction site (page 87 of Draft EA).

To prevent invasive species seeds from leaving the site, the contractor shall inspect all construction and
hauling equipment and remove all debris, including plant parts, soil, and mud, prior to leaving the

construction site (page 87 of Draft EA).

If previously unidentified cultural resources are encountered during activity related to the construction
of the project, the contractor shall stop work immediately at that location and shall take all reasonable
steps to secure the preservation of those resources. The Engineer will contact the ADOT Environmental
Planning Historic Preservation Team at 602-712-7767 or 602-712-2343 immediately and make

arrangements for the proper treatment of those resources (page 41 of Draft EA).
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Contractor’s Responsibilities Continued
e The contractor shall develop a containment plan for debris and construction materials to avoid
contamination of the East Main Canal. The containment plan shall be approved by the Engineer prior to

construction (page 72 of Draft EA).

e Lead-based paint and asbestos testing shall be conducted prior to the start of construction. No work on
the canals, concrete structures, or painted surfaces shall occur until asbestos and lead-based paint
testing has been completed. If lead-based paint or asbestos is identified, the contractor shall coordinate
with the Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning hazardous material coordinator

(602.920.3882 or 602.712.7767) (page 94 of Draft EA).

¢ No pavement marking obliterations shall occur until the existing pavement markings are tested for lead-
based paint, and if present, a Lead-Based Paint Removal and Abatement Plan is approved by the Arizona
Department of Transportation Environmental Planning hazardous materials coordinator and

implemented (page 95 of Draft EA).

e Due to the historic agricultural land uses within the project area, soil testing shall be conducted by the

contractor prior to the start of construction (page 95 of Draft EA).

e The contractor shall complete a NESHAP notification for the work associated with East Main Canal and
submit to the Engineer, who shall submit it to the Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental
Planning hazardous material coordinator (602.920.3882 or 602.712.7767) for a five (5) working day
review and approval. Upon approval, the contractor shall file the notification with ADEQ at least ten (10)
working days prior to the commencement of work associated with East Main Canal (page 95 of Draft
EA).

e For milling activities, the roadway surface preceding the milling machine shall be kept sufficiently wet so
as to prevent the generation of any visible fugitive dust particles, but not so wet as to cause excess

runoff from the roadway surface onto the roadway shoulder (page 95 of Draft EA).
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Contractor’s Responsibilities Continued
e The contractor shall notify the Engineer prior to removal of the CCC stamp located on Feature 3 of the
Tobias Lateral so that the Engineer can be present during removal and take possession of the intact CCC

stamp (page 40 of Draft EA).
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IV. Errata from Draft Environmental Assessment

This section contains additions or changes to the text presented in the Draft EA to revise, clarify, further discuss,
or make corrections based on public and agency comments. This document should be used in conjunction with

the Draft EA, and the changes as stated below add to or supersede what was included in the published Draft EA.

Page numbers and section titles of the original text in the Draft EA are provided for the changes. Deleted text is
identified with strikethrough (strikethreugh) and new revised text appears in red italics (italics). Where

applicable, the entire paragraph from the Draft EA has been included to provide context for the changes.

The following global changes apply to all text in the Draft EA and are not presented in the errata:

e “Preferred Alternative” is changed to “Selected Alternative.”
I‘”

e References to “would” regarding the project and/or Selected Alternative are changed to “wil

No revisions, clarifications, or corrections were required for the following sections of the Draft EA, other than
the global changes noted above:

e Environmental Commitments

e Mitigation Measures

e Chapter I. Introduction

e Chapter lll. Alternatives

e Chapter V. Public Involvement and Project Coordination
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Project Need

The following has been updated in Chapter Il. Purpose and Need; Section C. Project Need, on page 7 of the
Draft EA.

ingressand-egressto-the Relle-Airfieldfrom-SR-195-anrd-County-19th-Street: The Arizona-Sonora Border Master

Plan evaluated the construction of two travel lanes along Avenue E from SR 195 to County 19th Street (ADOT
2013). Additionally, according to the Small Area Transportation Study Final Report, the construction of two
travel lanes on Avenue E from SR 195 to County 19th Street was determined to be a long-term recommendation
for the year 2030 (City of San Luis 2009). This recommendation considered various roadway alighments ranging
from Avenue E to Avenue D and also identified County 19%" Street and U.S. Highway 95 as two major roadways

with high numbers of vehicle crashes. A roadway within the project area would provide a more direct route into

the developed areas of Yuma County. Fhe-San-tuis-ROEH-serves-commercial-border-crossing-traffic{except
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Need Based on Population Growth and Rolle Airfield Access

The following entirely new section has been added in Chapter Il. Purpose and Need, Section D. Need Based on
Population Growth and Rolle Airfield Access, of the Final EA. (Per the Draft EA, Section D. Need Based on
Traffic Operations, is now Section “E” in the Final EA).

The existing road infrastructure is inadequate to accommodate the population growth in Yuma County,
particularly in the cities of San Luis, Somerton, Gadsden, and Yuma, and the anticipated future increases in traffic
to and from the San Luis POE Il. Between 2000 and 2010, the population of Yuma County grew by more than 22
percent. Much of this increase occurred in the communities of Yuma (20 percent increase), San Luis (66 percent
increase), and Somerton (97 percent increase). As of 2017, Yuma County had an estimated population of
204,281, with 93,581 residing in the City of Yuma, 31,509 residing in San Luis, and 16,120 residing in Somerton
(U.S. Census Bureau 2017). The population of Yuma County is projected to continue growing at a rate of 1.2 to
1.5 percent per year between 2018 and 2033, with an estimated population of 273,535 in the year 2033 (Arizona
Office of Economic Opportunity 2018). According to the Arizona Department of Commerce, Yuma County
populations are projected to increase by 29 percent between 2020 and 2041. In addition, the study area lacks
suitable ingress and egress to the Rolle Airfield from SR 195 and County 19th Street. A new roadway to the east

of Rolle Airport would be compatible with the direction of air traffic and future expansion plans for the airfield.
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Need Based on Traffic Operations

The following has been updated in Chapter Il. Purpose and Need; Section D. Need Based on Traffic Operations,
on page 8 of the Draft EA (this has been changed to Section “E” in the Final EA).

There are three major roadways that intersect the project area; County 18™ Street, County 19*" Street, and

SR 195 which are all paved, two-lane roads. Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) and peak hour volumes for

SR 195 near Avenue E and County 19th Street near Avenue D were evaluated to determine existing and future
traffic volumes in the project area. In 2019, the AADT on SR 195 was found to be 16,054 vehicles per day, and
the AADT on County 19 Street was found to be 2,054 vehicles per day (Psomas 2020). Table 1 shows the
projected average daily traffic for road segments within the vicinity based on the forecasts included in the YMPO
2018-2041 RTP. Based on the YMPO 2018-2041 RTP, Amendment 1 March 2018, projected traffic associated
with the construction of Avenue E (Selected Alternative) would be 7,200 AADT for the opening year (2027) with

truck traffic being 533 trucks per day. By the design year 2041, projected traffic is expected to increase to 9,100

AADT with truck traffic accounting for 673 trucks per day (Table 2).

The San Luis POE Il is located south of SR 195 on Avenue E (two miles south of the project limits), and the nearest
north-south routes are Avenue J/U.S. Highway 95, a distance of 6 miles to the west, and Avenue B, a distance of
2 miles to the east. The San Luis POE Il serves commercial border-crossing traffic (except buses) in the San Luis
area and truck traffic is expected to grow to 650 trucks per day by the year 2030. The adjacent north-south
corridors (such as Avenue B) would operate at unacceptable levels if a new roadway is not constructed. The

continuing rise in regional and local traffic volumes on the existing north-south roadways within the vicinity
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would continue to increase traffic congestion. As a result, operating efficiency for these roadways would be

lowered to unacceptable levels unless improvements are made to address capacity.
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Summary

The following has been updated in Chapter Il. Purpose and Need; Section E. Summary, on page 9 of the Draft
EA (this has been changed to Section “F” in the Final EA).

The purpose of the project is to provide a new, efficient north-south corridor between San Luis, Gadsden,
Somerton, and Yuma. The proposed project would address the needs in the study area by:
e Accommodating existing and projected local and regional population growth and travel demands; and

e Improving access to SR 195, Rolle Airfield, and the San Luis POE Il;; and

e Reducing the number of vehicle miles travelled.
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Air Quality Analysis

The following has been updated in Chapter IV. Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation Measures; Section F. Air Quality Analysis, on page 45 of the Draft EA.

The Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970 required the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to establish National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), which set maximum allowable concentrations for six criteria pollutants:
carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO3), ozone (0s), particulate matter (PM) less than or equal to 10
microns in diameter (PMyo), particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter (PM,.s) sulfur
dioxide (S0O,), and lead (Pb) (Table 12). Vehicle emissions are major sources of CO, NO,, Os, and lead. Sources of
PM1o and PM;s include the suspension of dust through ground-disturbing activities, road dust from vehicles, and

emissions from internal combustion engines (ERA2819-ADOT 2019a).

The following has been updated in Chapter IV. Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation Measures; Section F. Air Quality Analysis, on page 48 of the Draft EA.

The EPA also regulates air toxics also referred to as hazardous pollutants; most of which originate from human-
made sources, including vehicles, airplanes, dry-cleaning equipment, factories, and refineries. Mobile source air
toxics (MSATSs) are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the CAA that are emitted from mobile sources. In
2007, the EPA issued a final rule to reduce hazardous air pollutants from MSATs (EPA 2019). Federal Highway
Administration guidance groups projects into one of the following three tier categories (FHWA 2816 2020):

The following has been updated in Chapter IV. Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation Measures; Section F. Air Quality Analysis, on page 49 of the Draft EA.

The proposed project is not likely to cause or contribute to the severity or number of violations of the NAAQS in
the project area and meets transportation conformity requirements as documented in the Air Quality Analysis
Technical Report, Avenue E, SR 195 to County 18th Street (ADOT 2020a) (Appendix C-1). Based on guidance in
40 CFR § 93.123(b), given the nature of the project it does not require a quantitative analysis of local particulate
emissions (hot-spots) in nonattainment or maintenance areas. The interagency consultation process was used to

establish concurrence that the project is not a project of air quality concern that does not require quantitative
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hot-spot analysis as listed under 40 CFR § 93.123(b). Interagency consultation on this project occurred between
June 3 to June 18, 2020. Conformity approval was completed by FHWA and is included as part of the Final Air
Quality Technical Report available in Appendix B of this report and on the project website at:

www.yumacountyaz.gov/qovernment/development-services/divisions/engineering/current-cip-projects-

update/avenue-e-avenue-d-state-route-195-to-county-18th-street-corridor-study.
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Noise Analysis

The following has been updated in Chapter IV. Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation Measures; Section G. Noise Analysis, on page 52 of the Draft EA.

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1972 requires FHWA to develop a noise standard for new federal-aid highway
projects. The standard provides national criteria for all highway agencies but also gives state Department of
Transportation’s flexibility in managing highway traffic and construction noise. In addition to defining traffic
noise impacts, the FHWA Noise Standard requires that noise abatement be considered when traffic noise levels

that exceed a defined threshold are identified during noise analysis, planning, and project design (ADOT 2019a).

Noise is generally defined as any loud or undesired sound and levels are expressed in units called decibels (dBA).
Traffic noise associated with roadways is typically a result of vehicle engines, exhaust, and tires and depends
upon pavement type, vehicle type and volume, and speed. The predominant noise sources in vehicles at speeds
less than 30 miles per hour (mph) are engine and exhaust. At speeds greater than 30 mph, tire noise becomes
the dominant noise source (ADOT 2019a). Receptors are any locations that are affected by traffic noise and

include but are not limited to residential areas, recreation areas, and other similar areas.
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Utilities

The following has been updated in Chapter IV. Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation Measures; Section H. Utilities, on page 56 of the Draft EA.

Utilities are facilities that transmit or distribute various commodities such as electrical power, irrigation,
communications, sewer, water, reclaimed water, natural gas, and petroleum. They can be private, public, or

cooperatively owned (ADOT 2019a).
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Visual Resources

The following has been updated in Chapter IV. Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation Measures; Section I. Visual Resources, on page 59 of the Draft EA.

The term “visual resources” refers to the composite of basic terrain, geologic, and hydrologic features;
vegetative patterns; and built features that influence the visual appeal of a landscape. Visual impacts are
defined as the change to the visual environment resulting from the introduction of modifications to the
landscape. For roadway improvement projects, visual resources are considered from two perspectives: (1) the
view from the roadway to motorists and (2) the view of the roadway to the surrounding community. Visual
resources and effects to these resources are defined by identifying key views and considering community goals
and preferences, when applicable. This section describes the existing context of the visual environment and
assesses the potential impacts from the Selected Alternative and the No-Build Alternative within the visual
resource impact analysis area. The visual impacts of the Selected Alternative are qualitatively evaluated based on
expected changes in visual quality, an assessment of the overall change in visual character, and the projected
sensitivity of the viewers to changes in the visual landscape within the study area. The analysis area for potential
expected visual changes is a five-mile radius (foreground distance zone) around the project area, which is the
maximum distance from which a casual observer could distinguish the elements of the proposed roadway from

the surrounding landscape.
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Drainage and Floodplain Considerations

The following has been updated in Chapter IV. Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation Measures; Section J. Drainage and Floodplain Considerations,
on page 66 of the Draft EA.

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, requires that impacts on floodplains be evaluated for all
federal actions, and 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 generally level land subject to periodic flooding from an

adjacent body of water (ADOT 2019a).
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Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

The following has been updated in Chapter IV. Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation Measures; Section K. Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act
and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, on page 69 of the Draft EA.

The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the primary federal statute governing discharge of pollutants into jurisdictional
waters of the United States (Waters), which, in Arizona, include perennial, intermediate, and ephemeral
watercourses and their tributaries and adjacent wetlands. The principal goal of the CWA is to establish water
quality standards to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s Waters

by preventing point (concentrated output) and nonpoint (widely scattered output) pollution sources (ADOT

2019a).
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Biological Resources

The following has been updated in Chapter IV. Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation Measures; Section L. Biological Resources, on page 73 of the Draft EA.

BLM and Reclamation

Potential “edge effects” to flat-tailed horned lizards (FTHLs) may also result from construction of the various
facilities associated with the Selected Alternative. The Selected Alternative would allow more vehicles to access
the project area which would result in an overall increase in vehicle traffic. FTHLs may be drawn to the
pavement for warmth and could be injured or killed while basking or when attempting to move across the new
roadway. Construction of a fiber optic utility line with overhead components would provide potential overhead
perches for predators of FTHLs such as loggerhead shrike and American kestrels which could result in increased

predation of FTHLs in the vicinity of the utility line.
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Hazardous Materials

The following has been updated in Chapter IV. Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation Measures; Section N. Hazardous Materials, on page 93 of the Draft EA.

Hazardous materials may occur where facilities previously or currently generate, store, or dispose of substances
that could be harmful to human health and the environment. Hazardous substances include lead-based paint,
asbestos, heavy metals, dry-cleaning solvents, and petroleum hydrocarbons such as gasoline and diesel fuel
(ADOT 2019a). Hazardous materials and hazardous waste sites pose a threat to any infrastructure project,
beginning with ownership liability concerns and ending with construction safety concerns. Therefore, federally

funded projects must consider the potential impacts to hazardous materials.
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References

The following has been updated in Chapter VI. References, on page 110 of the Draft EA.

Arizona Department of Transportation. 2008. Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction.

Arizona Department of Transportation. 2012. Erosion and Pollutant Control Manual for Highway Design and

Construction

Arizona Department of Transportation. 2016. ADOT Post-Construction Best Management Practices Manual for

Water Quality.

Federal Highway Administration, Accessed in 2020. Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis

in NEPA.

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/policy_and_guidance/agintguidmem.cfm

Final Environmental Assessment Errata Sheet June 2021
Avenue E, SR 195 to County 18th Street 29
CBI YYU-0(204)T; 0000 YU YYU SS976 01C


https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/policy_and_guidance/aqintguidmem.cfm

V. Comments

Public comments received during the comment period (from February 24 to April 1, 2021) along with ADOT and
Yuma County responses can be found in Appendix A. Various public comments were provided by the Yuma
Audubon Society and Center for Biological Diversity in letter format. Based on the comment letter provided, a
public hearing was requested. The letter also provided numerous comments on the NEPA process, alternative
selection, secondary and cumulative impact analysis, and various resources including visual, biological/wildlife,
air quality, and cultural resources. Biological resource concerns particularly pertaining to noxious and invasive
species, FTHL, burrowing owls, migratory birds, and sandfood were mentioned. Lastly, the comment letter also
expressed concern with respect to Reclamation and BLM land management and the use of OHVs within the
vicinity. Based on the number of comments and requests for public hearing received during the public comment

period, ADOT and Yuma County determined that a public hearing was not necessary for this project.
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YUMA AUDUBON SOCIETY
CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

Marshall Hayes

Logan Simpson

51 West Third Street, Suite 450
Tempe, AZ 85281

BY EMAIL to mhayes@logansimpson.com
Dear Mr. Hayes:

The following comments are submitted on behalf of the Yuma Audubon Society and the
Center for Biological Diversity to Yuma County in your care as directed in the Notice of
a Draft Environmental Assessment Available for Public Review and Opportunity for a
Public Hearing (hereafter “The Notice”) for Yuma County Project: Avenue E, State
Route 195 to County 18™ Street. (Arizona Department of Transportation 2021).

First of all, we request a public hearing as provided for in the Notice, and request that it
be held using an online platform like Zoom, WebEXx, Microsoft Teams, or something
similar. This is because of concerns about transmission of coronavirus if the hearing
were held physically in only one place.

Response: Based on the number of comments and requests for public hearing
received during the public comment period, ADOT and Yuma County have determined
that a public hearing is not necessary for this project. ADOT and Yuma County will
work to address all comments received within the comment period of the Draft EA.

Second, we offer our comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment for Avenue E,
State Route 195 to County 18" Street (hereafter “the EA” or “the current EA”).

1. Status of the Proposed Action

The EA is not accompanied by a Finding of No Significant Impact (hereafter “FONSI”),
which is often the case. According to the Council on Environmental Quality
implementing regulations for the National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR 1501-1508)
(hearafter “CEQ NEPA Implementing Regulations”) at 40 CFR 1501.6(a) “An agency
shall prepare a finding of no significant impact if the agency determines, based on the
environmental assessment, not to prepare an environmental impact statement because
the proposed action will not have significant effects.” And at 40 CFR 1501.6(a)(1) “The
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agency shall make the finding of no significant impact available to the public as
specified in § 1506.6(b) of this chapter.” It would appear, then, that the proponent is still
deciding whether the impacts of the proposed action are significant and thus as yet
undecided on whether to prepare an environmental impact statement (hereafter “EIS”).
We will return to this comment later after further evaluation and discussion of the
contents the EA.

Response: ADOT and Yuma County followed the standard NEPA process of a Draft
Environmental Assessment review period for public comment and review prior to
determining the applicability of a FONSI determination as outlined in 23 CFR
771.119. A FONSI is determined by ADOT if appropriate following the publication of
a Draft EA and review of all agency and public comments.

2. Lack of Alternatives

40 CFR 1502.2(g) requires (“shall”) that “Environmental impact statements shall serve
as the means of assessing the environmental impact of proposed agency actions, rather
than justifying decisions already made.” Further, 40 CFR 1501.2(3) requires that “(b)
Each agency shall . . . (3) Study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to
recommended courses of action in any proposal that involves unresolved conflicts
concerning alternative uses of available resources as provided under section 102(2)(E)
of NEPA.”

This EA clearly does not meet this requirement. On p. 11 of the EA, which discusses
alternatives considered but eliminated, there is only one alternative discussed, which is
more of a variation than an alternative in that it would follow a more westerly route
(Avenue E) for part of its distance than the proposed more easterly route (Figure 4, p.
12 of EA). It’s as if the EA were written so that only the Preferred Alternative would be
chosen. In contrast, the Final Environmental Assessment for Yuma Area Service
Highway, Yuma County, Arizona (Arizona Department of Transportation 2005) went
into much more detail about alternatives (pp. 11-40) and evaluated many more
alternatives.

One of these alternatives was the 1988 Recommended ASH Corridor (ADOT 2005:17-
19, includes Figure 11) which is very much like the rejected alternative in the EA in that
part of it would go north from the AZ 195-Avenue D intersection straight to County 18",
This alternative was ultimately rejected, in part because it “. . . could potentially induce
development, encroach onto the MCASY [United States Marine Corps Air Station
Yumal], BMGR [Barry M. Goldwater Range], and Rolle Airfield, and conflict with the
MCASY APZ [Accident Potential Zfone]. (Arizona Department of Transportation
2005:17). The discussion also mentions impacting eight miles of Flat-tailed Horned
Lizard (hereafter “FTHL”) habitat and mountain plover habitat. Other than the FTHL,
none of this was considered in the EA.



Another alternative in the Yuma Area Service Highway Final Environmental Assessment
(Arizona Department of Transportation 2005:34-37, includes Figure 21) was considered
and rejected after the issuance of the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Yuma
Area Service Highway, Yuma County, Arizona (Arizona Department of Transportation
2003). This was named the 2003 ASH Western Corridor. In spite of it being the
“shortest and most direct route from the new International [sic] commercial POE [i.e.,
POE I1] to I-8” (Arizona Department of Transportation 2005:34). It would have followed
virtually the same route as the current Preferred Alternative: “This corridor would run
north from the new POE [i.e., the currently named POE Il] along Avenue E, shift to just
west of Avenue near County 23" Street, continue north parallel to Avenue D to the
Colorado River, . . .[.]" The proposed route currently under consideration in the EA
“would begin at the Avenue E and SR 195 intersection, traveling northeast and passing
to the east of Rolle Airfield tying into the Avenue D alignment, and then extending north
terminating approximately 0.50 mile north of County 18" Street.” (Arizona Department
of Transportation 2021). Yet this alternative was rejected in the Yuma Area Service
Highway Final EA (Arizona Department of Transportation 2005:34-37) on several
grounds relevant to the portion of the route included in the current Avenue E EA
(Arizona Department of Transportation 2021): “crossings of two known historic canals”
(Arizona Department of Transportation 2005:36) (the East Main Canal is the relevant
one here) and “the desired separation . . . of commercial truck traffic from local traffic
would not occur” (Arizona Department of Transportation 2005:36). The purposes of the
Yuma Area Service Highway are:

= facilitating existing and future travel and movement of goods between the
U.S./Mexico border crossing and |-8

= removing commercial traffic and hazardous cargo from populated and congested
areas

= relieving existing and anticipated future congestion on US 95 through San Luis,
Gadsden, Somerton, and the city of Yuma

= reducing the potential for increased traffic accidents in populated areas (Arizona
Department of Transportation 2005:8).

Building the road proposed in the current EA would undermine the purposes for which
the Yuma Area Service Highway was built. By extending north across State Route 195
on Avenue E, the proposed road would attract truck traffic going north and create
denser truck traffic in more populated areas of Yuma. The current EA mentions that
“The existing road infrastructure is inadequate to accommodate . . . the anticipated
future increases in traffic to and from the San Luis POE Il (Arizona Department of
Transportation 2021:7). Is State Route 195 nearing capacity? It’s as if State Route 195
has become an orphan in the transportation infrastructure of Yuma County. There is
virtually no mention of the role of State Route 195 in the current EA and this needs to be
remedied. It's hard to believe that this multimillion-dollar high-speed
highway/expressway is near capacity and obsolescence. Indeed, the current EA notes
that at present only truck traffic is using POE Il (Arizona Department of Transportation
2021:8). So the only traffic coming through POE Il that would benefit from using the
proposed highway would be truck traffic. The current EA mentions that POE Il may be
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opened to auto traffic in the future, but there is no source given, not even personal
communication, to back up this assertion (Arizona Department of Transportation
2021:8). The existence of State Route 195 argues strongly that the proposed highway in
the current EA should not be built because of adverse effects on transportation in Yuma
County that State Route 195 was claimed to remedy.

Another remedy needed in the current EA is more alternatives. We feel that especially
in the absence of a FONSI and the possibility of an environmental impact statement
being prepared it is required that the proponents “provide full and fair discussion of
significant environmental impacts and shall inform decision makers and the public of
reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the
quality of the human environment.” (40 CFR 1502.1). “Reasonable alternatives” are
those which “provide full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts and
shall inform decision makers and the public of reasonable alternatives that would avoid
or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.” (40
CFR 1508.1(z)). The Preferred Alternative of the current EA and its rejected variant
clearly leave “unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources”
which require the proponent to “[S]tudy, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives
to recommended courses of action in any proposal” (40 CFR 1501.2(b)(3). These focus
in particular, but not exclusively, on the Flat-tailed Horned Lizard (hereafter “FTHL”) and
sandfood (Pholisma sonorae), as we shall show below. Our raising the issue of the
FTHL and sandfood, among others, is in itself evidence of unresolved conflicts.

We offer three alternatives to be considered as part of the NEPA compliance for this
project:

1) A route which would begin at the current Avenue E and State Route 195
intersection, running east along the existing State Route 195 and turn north at
the existing Avenue B highway and join US 95 just north of the Cocopah Casino,
with upgrades to handle a greater volume of traffic

2) A route which would run west along State Route 195 and turn north at US 95
running through or adjacent to Somerton and on to Yuma including upgrading the
current US 95 to handle a greater volume of traffic and reduce the accident rate.
Traffic on US 95 between San Luis and Yuma may well increase over time and
upgrades will likely be required anyway.

3) Use of the existing State Route 195 (this is different from the No Action
Alternative as it would evaluate how State Route 195 could meet the proponent’s
purpose and need and resolve conflicts that remain under the Preferred
Alternative, even if mitigation is carried out; for example, what mitigation would
be required under this State Route 195 alternative? How would the costs of
mitigation for the various alternatives compare)?



We recognize that these routes will have benefits and disadvantages in relation to the
Preferred Action. But they should receive a full and fair evaluation equal to that of the
Preferred Action. Further, the proponent should seek out other alternatives that would
reduce the native wildlife and plant conflicts that are part of the Preferred Alternative.
We are not advocating adoption of any of these alternatives (and this includes the
Preferred Alternative) but feel that a greater number of reasonable alternatives are
required by NEPA and could change the recommendation for a Preferred Alternative.

Response: Only a Preferred Alternative and No-Build Alternative (No Action) are
required to be analyzed in an Environmental Assessment as outlined in CFR 1501.5
and also stated within Section 4.1.2 of ADOT’s 2019 NEPA EA and EIS Guidance.
The purpose of the project is to improve traffic operations within the vicinity by
providing a new corridor which would improve access to SR 195, San Luis POE Il
and Rolle Airfield. The Avenue E alignment was chosen as the Selected Alternative
due to the location in relation to other existing and adjacent roadways such as
Avenues B and J; none of the suggested alternatives would address the purpose
and need by constructing a roadway in between Avenues B and J to accommodate
future development within the vicinity such as Rolle Airfield expansion and increased
traffic associated with the San Luis POE Il. The Draft EA was prepared based on the
Draft Design Concept Report that was prepared in March of 2015 which considered
the No Build Alternative and two alignments for Avenue E (eastern and western)
which are discussed on page 11 of the Draft EA. The eastern alignment was
preferred by the local communities and Rolle Airfield. Therefore, the western
alignment was not carried forward in the Draft EA for analysis because it would not
meet the purpose and need of the project.

SR 195 is discussed within the Draft EA, Chapter Il. Purpose and Need, Section D.
Need Based on Traffic Operations. Additionally, Table 1 shows projected average
daily traffic for roadway segments within the vicinity, including SR 195.

Lastly, the Draft EA language regarding the San Luis Port of Entry Il expanding to
accommodate service to vehicular traffic in the future has been removed as any
future expansion dates and details are unknown at this time.

3. Connected Actions

Is the fiber optic line part of the Preferred Alternative (Arizona Department of
Transportation 2021:14)? This is unclear from the EA. If it is, its effects on the
environment should be evaluated more fully, especially in relation to the FTHL (see
section 5, “The Flat-tailed Horned Lizard,” below).



Response: The Selected Alternative would involve installation of conduit, fiber, and
pull boxes via trenching or installing utility line above-ground via utility poles.
Discussion of potential impacts to flat-tailed horned lizards is documented in the Final
EA Errata to discuss the potential for increased avian predation as a result of the
installation of overhead utilities. Please refer to Chapter IV. Affected Environmental,
Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation Measures; Section L. Biological
Resources of the Final EA Errata.

4. Wildlife

A surprising diversity of animal species occur in this area, especially when it is so often
described as flat, sparsely vegetated, and impacted by OHV use (Arizona Department
of Transportation 2021:74).

We do have some questions as regards the wildlife that inhabits the proposed impacted
area.

To what kind of habitat will burrowing owls be relocated (Arizona Department of
Transportation 2021:86)? We are interested not in the specific location, but rather the
type of environment into which they will be placed. What has the survival rate been in
the places where they will be relocated? Will they be able to continue living outside
captivity/supervision or eventually be able to?

Response: Relocation of burrowing owls is identified as a suitable management
option in the Arizona Burrowing Owl Working Group’s (2009) Burrowing Owl Project
Clearance Guidance for Landowners. Burrowing owls would be released in suitable
habitat according to the requirements of a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service relocation
permit. Habitats at approved release sites must include food sources and
appropriate shelter, which typically consists of constructed artificial burrows.

Regarding the mitigation measure to avoid birds’ nests during the breeding season
(Arizona Department of Transportation 2021:xi), which species of birds nest in the area
proposed to be impacted? It's important to remember in this regard that some species
of birds are very faithful to their nest sites, returning to a previously built nest or nest
tree. How would removal of the nest outside the breeding season affect breeding
success? The effect of this should be assessed as part of the EA.



Response: Common species such as the black-tailed gnatcatcher (Polioptila
melanura), greater roadrunner (Geococcyx californianus), and mourning dove
(Zenaidia macroura) may nest in the project area, though the majority of the
vegetation present is creosotebush which is not frequently used for nesting. No raptor
nests were observed in the project area during the biological survey. Removing
nesting material for any bird species outside of the breeding season would prevent
active nesting within the project area during construction. There is readily available,
comparable habitat adjacent to the project area, so removing nests outside of the
breeding season is not anticipated to affect the breeding success of any species.

How will the contractor ensure mitigation protocols are followed for affected wildlife,
such as Flat-tailed Horned Lizards, burrowing owls, and migratory birds (Arizona
Department of Transportation 2021:x-xiii)? Will there be any supervision or monitoring
that mitigation protocols are being followed? What will be done if the mitigation
protocols are not followed?

Response: Implementation of biological resource mitigation measures (on-site
surveys and monitoring) would be conducted by one or more qualified biologists
that are approved by ADOT to conduct the work. The project mitigation measures
and species-specific survey/handling protocols that are identified in the FTHL RMS
would be included in the special provisions which the contractor must follow. The
contractor hired for the proposed project would understand that the environmental
considerations and mitigation protocols are mandatory and must be implemented.
Yuma County, as the project sponsor, is responsible for the project and ADOT
Southwest District would administer project design and construction.

5. The Flat-tailed Horned Lizard

The EA states that most of the land in the proposed project area is undeveloped
(Arizona Department of Transportation 2021:19). It is important to remember this in
terms of the benefits it is providing now for Flat-tailed Horned Lizards and the benéefits,
including remediation, that it could provide in the future. This should be reflected in the
EA.

Response: The purpose of the EA is to disclose the impacts of the proposed
project on the physical and natural environment. The Draft EA recognizes that
Suitable habitat is present for the FTHL and provides a focused discussion of
existing conditions for the FTHL in the project area for the purpose of disclosing
potential impacts to the species and its habitat.




How was the estimate of Flat-tailed Horned Lizard habitat affected permanently and
temporarily) determined? We believe that the estimate of 27 acres of permanent
disturbance of FTHL habitat (Arizona Department of Transportation 2021:79)
underestimates the effects of the Preferred Alternative. Studies cited in the Flat-tailed
Horned Lizard Rangewide Management Study, 2003 Revision (hereafter “the RMS”)
have found that FTHL populations are reduced because of roads up to 0.45 miles from
the road surface (Flat-tailed Horned Lizard Interagency Coordinating Committee
2003:14). This is ascribed to road edge effects. The EA should include this information
in determining how much FTHL habitat would be permanently removed for both
assessing impacts and for mitigation purposes.

Response: The ground disturbance calculations were generated by overlaying the
design files on aerial imagery. The 27 acres of permanent ground disturbance refers
to ground surface that would be converted to a non-permeable surface or built
structure, i.e., concrete, pavement, etc. However, the 27 acre estimate does not
include potential indirect impacts that may be assessed by the FTHL ICC during final
design.

ADOT and Yuma County would coordinate with Reclamation and the FTHL ICC to
reevaluate project impacts to FTHL habitat during final design to determine the final
acreage of permanent impacts and any indirect impacts. Compensatory mitigation
would be paid according to the FTHL ICC Rangeland Mitigation Strategy (refer to
mitigation at the bottom of Page 83 within the Draft EA).

Why is the temporary disturbed area of FTHL habitat so large (161 acres) (Arizona
Department of Transportation 2021:79)? As a mitigation strategy, the RMS (Measure 4)
states that “the area of disturbance of vegetation and soils shall be the minimum
required for the project” (Flat-tailed Horned Lizard Interagency Coordinating Committee
2003:60). Can this area be reduced any further?



Response: The 161 acre estimate for temporary disturbance is a conservative
estimate of the area that may be disturbed, and includes the portion of the project
area where FTHL habitat is present (the total project area was defined as 212.29
acres, which includes areas that are not suitable FTHL habitat). The area estimated
as temporary disturbance would allow the contractor to complete the scope items
that are not necessatrily on or within the roadway area such as irrigation ditches,
right-of-way fence installation, utility relocations, and fiber optic installation.

The following mitigation measures from the FTHL RMS are included on page 85 of
the Draft EA/Final EA: Clearing of vegetation and grading shall be minimized to the
extent possible. Wherever possible, equipment and vehicles shall use existing
surfaces or previously disturbed areas. Where grading is necessary, surface soils
shall be stockpiled and replaced following construction to facilitate habitat

Is the Bureau of Land Management-administered land south of the East Main Canal and
north of County 19" considered FTHL habitat (Arizona Department of Transportation
2021:4 [Figure 2])? Does BLM have any administrative responsibility for the Bureau of
Reclamation withdrawn lands?

Response: Yes the BLM lands south of the East Main Canal and north of County 19th
Street are considered to be FTHL habitat and this portion of the project is included in
the discussion of FTHL habitat (page 76 of the Draft EA). The BLM declined to be a
cooperating agency for the project; Reclamation, which is a cooperating agency, has
the responsibility for administering BLM withdrawn lands in the project area.

Has the Flat-tailed Horned Lizard Interagency Coordinating Committee or Management
Oversight Group been contacted about this proposed project?

Response: As required by the FTHL RMS, the FTHL ICC would make the final
determination on the amount of FTHL habitat for which compensatory mitigation is
required. This coordination would occur during final design to account for any
modifications that may occur during that phase of the project.

Restricting consideration of cumulative impacts on FTHL habitat only since 2011
(Arizona Department of Transportation 2021:100-101) is not sufficient to fully and
adequately assess impacts to the FTHL over time. The following projects have greatly
impacted FTHL habitat in the past:

= the Yuma Area Service Highway (State Route 195)
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* the construction of a large prison complex southeast of County 23 and Avenue
B

the Yuma Desalination Plant brine/sludge disposal site

the new port of entry (POE II)

OHV use, often illegal and uncontrolled

Unauthorized border crossing and border enforcement activities

Response: For cumulative impact analysis within the Draft EA, a cumulative effects
study area (CESA) was identified and consisted of a 1 mile buffer around the project
area. The timeframe for cumulative impacts analysis is 30 years (2011 to 2041).
There were no past actions identified within the CESA since 2011. State Route 195
was constructed prior to the cumulative impact analysis timeframe that was
determined to be appropriate for this project. The Arizona State Prison Complex is
approximately 2.7 mile east of the project. The Yuma Desalinization Plant is also not
located within the CESA. The US/Mexico border and POE Il (located over 2 miles
south) are not located within the CESA.

Please see the below response on page 12 of the comment responses regarding
OHVs.

In addition the boundary of the Yuma Desert Management Area for the FTHL was not
drawn for the benefit of the species, but rather to accommodate the Yuma Area Service
Highway: “the ASH was considered in the development of the Yuma Desert
Management Area, which allowed for the Yuma Desert Management boundary to be
adjusted corresponding to the ASH right-of-way where the ASH is constructed along the
Yuma Desert Management Area boundary” (Arizona Department of Transportation
2005:23). The current EA proposes yet another action that will adversely impact FTHL
habitat, and more are on the way, such as proposed development of the Rolle Airfield
(Armstrong Consultants, Inc. 2017). Thus, over this period of past, present, and future
time a series of actions have been authorized which in themselves are limited in area or
scope, but which in sum have had a major and significant adverse effect on the Flat-
tailed Horned Lizard. This cumulative series of actions and the adverse effects that
have been experienced by the FTHL population in the Yuma-San Luis area as a result
should be part of the description, analysis, and assessment of this EA.
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Response: The development of Rolle Airfield is not part of the Selected Alternative,
but this is a planned development and thus was analyzed in the Draft EA as part of
the cumulative analysis. Impacts to the FTHL as a result of the project are discussed
on page 79-80 of the Draft EA. Mitigation measures to minimize impacts to the FTHL
are discussed on page 83-85 of the Draft EA. Additionally, the Biological Evaluation
determined that the Selected Alternative may impact individuals of FTHL, but is not
likely to result in a trend toward federal listing or loss of viability. Cumulative impacts
to the FTHL are discussed on page 104 of the Draft EA.

Even in 2003, the FTHL Rangeland Management Strategy reported that “Off-road
activity has increased dramatically over the last decade in the Yuma Desert, Yuha
Desert, and West Mesa MAs [Management Areas]’ (Flat-tailed Horned Lizard
Interagency Coordinating Committee 2003:14). The current EA states that “In the
undeveloped portions of the project area (i.e. SR 195 to 0.3 mile north of County 19t
Street), the project area is highly disturbed with very little vegetative cover as a result of
frequent off-road vehicle use” (Arizona Department of Transportation 2021:73). Much of
the habitat that would be affected by the Preferred Alternative is either the
administrative responsibility of the Bureau of Reclamation (in the 5-Mile Zone) (U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation 2004:11-1), which is a cooperating agency on this EA, or, unless
the situation has changed, the Bureau of Land Management (hereafter “BLM”) (Bureau
of Reclamation 2004:11-9), which makes it all the more incomprehensible why the BLM
declined to become a cooperating agency. The BLM is responsible for managing
Bureau of Reclamation withdrawn lands outside the 5-Mile Zone within the scope of the
current EA. The 5-Mile Zone Resource Management Plan (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
2004:V-54, V-56) also notes damage to habitat, particularly that of the FTHL, in the 5-
Mile Zone and beyond: “the area is criss-crossed with two-track routes, although some
of the visible OHV impacts may be attributable to Border Patrol activities” (p. V-54) and
“Off-road vehicle use within the area has potentially adverse effects on the flat-tailed
horned lizard, whose habitat is found extensively throughout the 5-mile zone” (p. V-56).
Although OHV driving is stated to be the most popular activity within the 5-Mile Zone
(but no data are cited for this statement), nature study and birding are next in popularity
(U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 2004:V-54). The Bureau of Reclamation 5-Mile Zone
Resource Management Plan (hereafter “RMP”) and EA goes on to praise the beauty
and rarity of the habitat found in the 5-Mile Zone:

The relatively undisturbed nature of the Sonoran Desert within the study area
offers the opportunity to explore and experience this “oasis” of desert land. The
sandy, creosote-bush-type Sonoran Desert ecosystem, found in abundance
within the 5-mile zone has largely disappeared from the region and has been
classified as a “Unique Natural Area and Feature” by the Bureau of Land
Management (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 2004:V-54).
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The 5-Mile-Zone RMP and EA also states “Unless officially designated, Reclamation
lands are closed to off-road vehicles use” unless “specifically opened to use of off-
highway vehicles” citing 43 CFR Part 420 as authority (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
2004:11-3).

Given all of the above, why was unauthorized OHV use allowed to adversely impact the
land’s habitat and scenic value, and why is this continuing to happen? Reclamation, and
presumably BLM, have a clear responsibility to protect the lands under their
management from such degradation. What is being done to prevent it? Whatever it may
be, it appears that it is not working. As part of their management responsibility,
Reclamation (and presumably BLM) need to develop and implement a more effective
plan and action to prevent future unauthorized OHV use of the lands that would be
affected by the Preferred Alternative specifically and all lands under their management
in the Reclamation 5-Mile Zone withdrawal and under their jurisdiction to the north of the
5-Mile Zone, and we ask that this be done. At a minimum, Reclamation and BLM should
address how they will prevent unauthorized OHV use in the area under consideration in
the Avenue E EA and consider the impacts of doing and not doing so in these areas
under their management.

Response: The Draft EA does not analyze impacts to public lands as a result of
OHV'’s as the Selected Alternative is not expected to result in an increase of OHV
use within the vicinity. OHV use on Reclamation and BLM lands is regulated by
Reclamation and BLM respectively. OHV use is also currently requlated by Arizona
state law under Arizona Revised Statute Title 28 (ARS 28-1174) and provides
restrictions regarding the use of OHVs. Specifically, a person is prohibited from
driving OHVs off of an existing road, trail or route in a manner that causes damage to
wildlife habitat, riparian areas, cultural or natural resources or property or
improvements. Additionally, per Arizona state law, a person is prohibited from driving
an OHV on roads, trails, routes or areas closed as indicated in rules or regulations of
a federal agency, this state, a county or a municipality or by proper posting if the land
is private land.

As part of the final design process, the project team would coordinate with
Reclamation and BLM regarding adjacent land use impacts and access restrictions.

An important consideration and obligation in the EA for the highway project is what will
be done for mitigation for the FTHL. As far as it goes, the proposed FTHL mitigation
seems to generally follow that offered as remedies by the FTHL Interagency
Coordinating Committee. We urge the proponent carefully follow the mitigation
procedures offered by the FTHL RMS 2003 Revision, including compensation (Flat-
tailed Horned Lizard Interagency Coordinating Committee 2003:60-70).
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Response: Mitigation measures to address potential impacts to the FTHL and its
habitat were developed based on the requirements of the FTHL RMS. Monetary
compensation for unavoidable adverse impacts is discussed in the mitigation
measures on pages 83-85 of the Draft EA.

Roads create hazards, barriers, mortality, and secondary and cumulative effects for
wildlife, including the FTHL. This is generally recognized in the EA and included in the
FTHL ICC RMS (Arizona Department of Transportation 2021:79-80; Flat-tailed Horned
Lizard Interagency Coordinating Committee 2003:64). However, we believe that the
amount of land for which compensation will be provided needs to be increased. It is not
clear whether the 27 acres of land for which compensation is required includes road
edge effects. FTHL populations can be reduced up to 0.45 miles from road edges for a
variety of reasons (Flat-tailed Horned Lizard Interagency Coordinating Council 2003:
14). This area would also need to be included in determining amount of land for which
compensation is required (Flat-tailed Horned Lizard Interagency Coordinating Council
2003:64):

ROW grants for aboveground structures such as roads, pipelines, towers, or
similar facilities can have adverse impacts to FTHLs beyond the areas that are
proposed to be disturbed. First, such disturbances have been shown to attract
FTHL predators. For example, roads may attract round-tailed ground squirrels . .
. and towers can provide perching areas for loggerhead shrikes and American
kestrels. . . . If these and other adverse indirect effects (e.g. habitat
fragmentation, decreased FTHL density near roads) cannot be mitigated (with
FTHL barriers, for e.g.), compensation for indirect effects will be required.

The compensation to replace FTHL habitat lost should be acre for acre in this case,
which means that it must be enough to purchase the replacement land (if that is decided
on as mitigation) (Flat-tailed Horned Lizard Interagency Coordinating Committee
2003:64), not just the “fair market value of the impacted property, as proposed (Arizona
Department of Transportation 2021:83). If the cost of the replacement land is higher
than the impacted land, in order to mitigate on an acre-for-acre basis, the amount must
be sufficient to purchase the replacement land, as the FTHL ICC RMS requires.

FTHL habitat compensation for the Yuma Area Service Highway/State Route 195
resulted in purchase of FTHL habitat in California. The California populations are no
longer connected to the Yuma Desert population in Arizona, and mitigation should first
attempt to benefit the affected population. This is essentially the position of the FTHL
ICC: “There are several approved uses of compensation funds, but the top priority shall
be acquisition of inholdings within the nearest MA” [Management Area; in this case, the
Yuma Desert MA] (Flat-tailed Horned Lizard Interagency Consulting Committee
2003:65). We understand that the compensatory habitat purchased in California
because of State Highway 195 was because it was stated that no suitable FTHL habitat
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was available for purchase in Arizona. However, other mitigation procedures listed by
the FTHL ICC could be pursued in compensation for building the present proposed road
which would benefit the Yuma Desert population, within and outside the Yuma Desert
MA. We urge the proponent to consult early and frequently with the FTHL ICC and
MOG about how any monetary compensation would be used for the benefit of the
FTHL.

Response: The 27 acres of land for which compensation is anticipated to be
required is related to the direct impacts to FTHL habitat from construction of the
proposed roadway and other built features associated with the Selected
Alternative. With regard to compensation for potential indirect impact, as noted in
the FTHL RMS (pp. 61-62), “The FTHL ICC will make the determination of FTHL
population viability based on the size, configuration, and habitat condition of the
isolated parcel, threats from adjacent lands, and existing scientific evidence of
edge effects on FTHL.” Also per the FTHL RMS (pp. 65-66), “...the MOG, in
consultation with the ICC, will ultimately decide how to use compensation funds.”

During final design, ADOT and Yuma County would reevaluate the total impacts to
FTHL habitat and would coordinate with Reclamation and the FTHL ICC to
determine the amount of affected habitat and monetary compensation.

The current EA proposes to require the presence of biological monitors during
construction from April 1-September 30. They would not be present from October 1-
March 31 (Arizona Department of Transportation 2021:viii, 83). However, FTHL are
known to be active outside what the EA defines as their “active period.” They may be
active “for several weeks at a time during the winter” and juveniles may also be active
during winter in order to feed and replenish fat reserves (Flat-tailed Horned Lizard
Interagency Coordinating Committee 2003:9). In addition, temperature increases that
have already occurred as a result of climate change may affect when FTHLs are active.
FTHLs cannot survive on the ground above a certain temperature, probably somewhere
in the forty degree Celsius range. Because of all these factors, biological monitors
should be present throughout the year as well as the biologist qualified to handle and
relocate FTHLs.

Response: Per coordination with Reclamation on November 22, 2019 (Page 106 of
Draft EA), a biological monitor would only be required to be present to monitor for
FTHLs during the active season, which is defined by the FTHL RMS.
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It is unclear whether the biological monitors will be qualified biologists. We recommend
that they be.

Response: Biological monitors hired for the project would be qualified and working
under a valid Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) Scientific Collecting
License. Additionally, they would need to be approved by ADOT. The ADOT
Environmental Planning webpage (https://azdot.qov/business/environmental-
planning) identifies biologist qualification requirements and this information would
also be included in the project’s Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E)
package that is provided to the contractor.

The road route should be walked by a qualified biologist right before construction in a
specific area, not just so she or he can locate FTHL on the surface but also to look for
their burrows, which are quite shallow, and to look for scat to see if FTHL have been
present in the area. Any FTHL located in this way should be relocated from harm.

Response: It is anticipated that every morning prior to construction the monitor
would inspect the area currently under construction (i.e., trenches, cut/fill piles,
equipment), for individuals, scat, and burrows as well as any new areas that are
expected to be impacted that day. Relocations would be conducted according to the
specifications and requirements of an AGFD Scientific Collecting License.

This brings up another question. How will the relocation during the construction process
work? Where will the FTHLs be relocated? How far away from the construction zone?
How will this affect their survival? Will their new location be able to provide enough food
for them to remain healthy or survive and will introducing them to a different location
create crowding because of overlapping home ranges, resulting in reduced health or
survival?

Response: It is anticipated that FTHLs would be relocated to suitable habitats in
the project vicinity and that relocations would occur according to the specifications
and requirements of an AGFD Scientific Collecting License. As with any wildlife
relocation effort, there may be adverse impacts to individuals as a result of
relocation efforts; however, this is the methodology that is identified in the FTHL
RMS for the purpose of minimizing potential impacts to FTHLSs.

As for the fiber optic line project, although digging a trench for it would create ground
disturbance and would impact FTHLs, monitoring for FTHL should be part of the

15


https://azdot.gov/business/environmental-planning
https://azdot.gov/business/environmental-planning

process and it would be much better if digging would occur at the same time as road
construction. We are concerned that an aboveground fiber optic line on poles would
attract predators on FTHLs, such as loggerhead shrikes and American kestrels (Flat-
tailed Horned Lizard Interagency Consultation Committee 2003:16).

Response: If the fiber optic line is constructed during the active period of the
FTHL, a biological monitor would be present to monitor this activity and inspect
trenches every morning prior to construction. Escape ramps would be placed in
any trenches that are left open overnight to allow wildlife to escape. It is
undetermined at this time if the fiber optic line would be above-ground or below-
ground. Discussion of potential impacts to flat-tailed horned lizards is
documented in the Final EA Errata to discuss the potential for increased avian
predation as a result of the installation of overhead utilities. Please refer to
Chapter IV. Affected Environmental, Environmental Consequences, and
Mitigation Measures; Section L. Biological Resources of the Final EA Errata.

Seeding temporarily disturbed areas as mitigation (Arizona Department of
Transportation 2021:80) may very well not result in success, particularly for perennials.
We agree that seeds should be of native plants and stress the importance of using
species and genetic lines that occur in the Yuma Desert. The seeds should be certified
weed-free. In temporarily disturbed areas, it would probably be beneficial to run over
vegetation rather than excavating or bulldozing it and disposing of it or piling it up.
Creosote bush, other shrubs, and perennial grasses will often resprout from rootstock
remaining after being run over.

Response: Seeding would be done with a native seed mix that is certified weed
free. Excavating or bulldozing would be minimized as much as possible as part of
the mitigation effort (refer to mitigation on page 85 of the Draft EA). Some grading
would be required in order to construct the roadway.

6. Native Plants

Sandfood (Pholisma sonorae), which was formerly placed in the genus Ammobroma, is
not only protected by the Arizona Native Plant Law (Arizona Revised Statutes [hereafter
“‘ARS”] Title 3, Article 7) (Arizona Department of Transportation 2021:77) and the
Arizona Administrative Code [hereafter “AAC”] (Title 3, Chapter 3, Article 11); it has
received the highest level of protection as a Highly Safeguarded Native Plant (AAC Title
3, Chapter 3, Article 11, Appendix A, LENNOACEAE). The proponent should not wait
until the last minute to work with the Arizona Department of Agriculture, which enforces
this law and its implementing regulations, to plan for the likely presence of sandfood, as
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appears to be the case (Arizona Department of Transportation 2021:80, 81): “If it is
determined that sandfood would be impacted during final design, the Arizona
Department of Agriculture would be notified.” Elsewhere (Arizona Department of
Transportation 2021:82) the EA states: “If notification [of the Arizona Department of
Agriculture] is needed, the Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside
Development Section will send the notification at least 60 (sixty) calendar days prior to
the start or construction.” This could also well be too late to develop an effective
mitigation plan for sandfood. Sandfood is an unusual plant that lives most of the time
underground, as will be explained in more detail below.

Response: A minimum of 60-calendar days is the standard timeframe ADOT uses to
coordinate with the Arizona Department of Agriculture (ADA) as specified by ADA
regulations.

Although the EA states that “individuals could be present in the area given the presence
of suitable habitat (Arizona Department of Transportation 2021:76), the time to locate
sandfood is not November 2012 for two reasons: 1) November 2012 was over eight
years ago and decisions should be made on the present-day environment as well as
trends, not a static observation over eight years ago, and 2) it is highly unlikely that
sandfood would be visible on the land surface in November because flowering normally
occurs from early March to late May, according to Nabhan (1980:193) or early March,
when the inflorescence appears, until July and August, when fruit sets (Hodgson
2001:205). The same article by Nabhan (1980:193) cites a report of sandfood “growth in
November in an artificially watered sand field near the border town of San Luis,” but it
was not growing under the natural moisture conditions as it would in the area potentially
impacted by the Preferred Alternative. In general, “[the] timing of stem extension and
flowering is largely keyed to the occurrence of winter rains . . .” (Nabhan 1980:193).

Since sandfood occurs aboveground for only a minimum three-month to absolute
maximal six-month period and only in response to occurrence of winter rains, now
(March) through April would be an ideal time to carry out a survey of the proposed
impacted area for sandfood, rather than waiting until sixty calendar days prior to
construction. This would give sufficient time to work out a mitigation plan with the
Arizona Department of Agriculture.
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Response: Sandfood, a BLM sensitive plant species and protected species under
the Arizona Native Plant Law, could not be verified due to the timing of the 2012
site visit, and thus sandfood was assumed to be present due to its known
distribution and the presence of suitable habitat. The Draft EA recognizes and
discloses that there may be impacts to sandfood under the Selected Alternative.
The BLM was contacted for species concerns and did not identify any concerns
related to sandfood. Additional coordination is expected to occur with federal land
managing agencies during final design.

The following mitigation measure is included on page 82 of the Draft EA/Final EA:
Protected native plants within the project limits will be impacted by this project;
therefore, the Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside Development
Section will determine if Arizona Department of Agriculture notification is needed. If
notification is needed, the Arizona Department of Transportation Roadside
Development Section will send the notification at least 60 (sixty) calendar days
prior to the start of construction.

All of the ingredients for sandfood to occur in the proposed project area are there. As
sandfood is a parasite, it needs a suitable host species. Nabhan (1980:191) enumerates
six species on which it has been found growing: white bursage (Ambrosia dumosa),
Dune Buckwheat (Eriogonum deserticola), dyeweed (Psorothanmus emoryi),
arrowweed (Tessaria sericea), Palmer coldenia (Tiquilia palmeri), and plicate coldenia
(Tiquilia plicata). Two of these species (dyeweed and white bursage) were found as
dominant species in the project area (Arizona Department of Transportation 2021:74).
T. plicata has been collected north, east, south, and west of the project area (SEINet
2021a), as has T. plicata (SEINet 2021b). Dune buckwheat has been collected 23 miles
east of San Luis on the Barry M. Goldwater Range and in Baja California on the
southern margin of the Algodones Dunes, so it could possibly occur in the project area.
A plant survey could clear up whether these three other hosts for sandfood occur in the
project area. Arrowweed would be unlikely to occur in the project area under natural
conditions because it is a riparian plant.

It is apparent from reading the Arizona Native Plant Law and its implementing
regulations that the project proponent has not just an obligation to notify the Arizona
Department of Agriculture concerning sandfood and ajo lily (Hesperocallis undulata) as
Arizona protected native plants (3 AAC 3 R3-3-1103), but has an affirmative duty to
follow the requirements of the Arizona Native Plant Law and its implementing
regulations. This includes providing the Arizona Department of Agriculture with required
information, paying any fees, keeping required records, and getting any required
permits (3 AAC 3 R-3-1103 through R-3-1108). The proponent is also required to
propose a method of disposal of the protected plants in five or six (the latter for highly
safeguarded native plants) ways (3 ACC 3 R-3-1103). Highly safeguarded plants, such
as sandfood, must first be offered to someone who holds a scientific permit or a
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noncommercial salvage permit (3 AAC 3 R-3-1103(A). After that, highly safeguarded
plants may be disposed of by one of the five ways that plants with a lesser level of
protection, like ajo lily, may be disposed of (3 AAC 3 R3-3-1103(A).

The EA states that

The BLM and Reclamation were sent a letter on December 9, 2019 to solicit
comments and concerns for special status species as well as invite the agencies
to be cooperating agencies for this project. The BLM responded in an email on
January 6, 2020 with no species concerns and declined the opportunity to be a
cooperating agency. The BLM maintains a list of Bureau Sensitive Species for
Arizona, but due to a lack of concerns, the Bureau Sensitive Species List was not
evaluated in detail as part of this project. However, the species identified on the
Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) on-line environmental review tool
are Bureau Sensitive Species and are discussed in detail below. (Arizona
Department of Transportation 2021:75).

Since both the proponent and BLM are aware that sandfood is a Bureau [BLM]
Sensitive Species, it is incumbent upon the proponent and BLM to cooperate in
identifying Bureau Sensitive Species. BLM should be providing this information to the
project proponent, and if they don’t, the project proponent should take action to require
them to fulfill their responsibility rather than just to say that BLM wasn’t concerned about
the issue so they didn’t provide any information about BLM Sensitive Species. This
should be resolved immediately and should have been before the appearance of the
Draft EA.

Response: Potential impacts to sandfood are recognized and disclosed in the Draft
EA. If the project is approved, ADOT would provide notification to the ADA in
accordance with the Arizona Native Plant Law. Additional coordination with BLM
would occur during final design regarding impacts to sandfood.

It also appears that sandfood played a role, and perhaps an important one, in the
cultures of Native Americans who utilized the area of the proposed project, and may still
do so. Only members of these groups can speak for themselves, but the literature on
sandfood and Native American cultures suggests that the O’odham (Akimel O’odham
and Tohono O’odham), Pee Posh/Piipash (“Maricopa”), Kwapa (“Cocopah”), and
Kwatsaan (“Quechan”) may have utilized sandfood. Sandfood appears to have been of
particular importance to the Hia C-ed O’odham (“Sand Papago”) (Nabhan 1980:193-
195, Hodgson 2001:204-207). Castetter and Bell (1951:208-209) quoted in Kelly
(1977:39) report that the Kwapa may also have utilized sandfood as a source of food.
The Kwatsaan may also have utilized sandfood, although it is unclear in the literature.
Forde (1931:115) mentions a plant called atal’k, which he describes as “a small potato-
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like tuber.” The project’s proponents may well receive authoritative and definitive
information about sandfood if the groups mentioned above are contacted. It appears
from the draft EA that the various O’odham peoples were not contacted (Arizona
Department of Transportation 2021:105-106).

Response: For all ADOT projects, standard protocol is for the ADOT Historic
Preservation Team (HPT) staff to review the ADOT HPT portal as well as the SHPO
government to government consultation map. These resources provide a list of Tribes
that claim cultural affiliations based on the geographic region of Arizona and those
Tribes are the ones that are then included in Section 106 Consultation. All
appropriate Tribes were contacted for this project as part of Section 106 compliance.
Section 106 was initiated with ASLD, ASM, Reclamation, BLM Yuma Field Office, the
Cocopah Indian Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe,
the Fort Yuma-Quechan Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, SHPO, the Yavapai-Apache Nation,
Yuma County, and the Yuma County Water Users' Association on a finding of "no
adverse effect” on June 30, 2020. No concerns were expressed regarding native
plants.

From a botanical point of view, several botanists who are familiar with southwestern
Arizona flora have spoken to me of their concerns for the survival of sandfood. Several
have expressed these concerns in print. Of course, the species is already listed as a
Highly Safeguarded Native Plant under the Arizona Native Plant Law. Nabhan
(1980:195-196) discusses whether sandfood is an endangered plant. He states that it
“rightly deserves status as an endangered species” (Nabhan 1980:196). He further
states that “Regardless of official designation, botanists are concerned because A. [P.]
sonorae is rarely encountered today. Hodgson (2001:107) recalls botanizing in 1990 in
search of sandfood with several other eminent botanists to locate sandfood near Yuma.
They found no sandfood, but did find sandfood habitat converted to asparagus fields.
She states: “Sandfood population and reproductive biological information is sorely
needed.” She continues “Pholisma sonorae is rare and deserves greater protection than
what it receives.” Nabhan (1980:195-196) enumerates the threats to sandfood:
destruction of habitat, including bulldozing or clearing of habitat, especially of host
plants; center-pivot and canal-irrigated fields in southwestern Yuma County where the
plant has been collected, OHVs which destroy host plants and compact the soil,
especially in Arizona and Sonora, and location of much of the habitat in Arizona on the
Barry M. Goldwater, where vegetation can be destroyed in military exercises. He even
mentions a movie company that wanted vegetation cleared from sandfood habitat so
that it looked more like their preconception of the Sahara Desert. All of this indicates
that one should tread very carefully when sandfood is involved and that it would be
prudent to avoid disturbing its habitat entirely, a habitat that is constantly shrinking (and
this should be included as a cumulative effect in relation to the proposed action). This is
an important part of why more alternatives are needed so as to weight the relative
merits of them as they affect sandfood.
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Two friends of mine have mentioned that a forthcoming issue of Arizona Highways will
have an article on sandfood with remarkable photos, possibly in April this year. It is
more than ironic that the Arizona Department of Transportation, for which Arizona
Highways is a house organ and a highly esteemed magazine for its photographic
excellence, is showcasing sandfood while at the same time may well destroy it if the
Preferred Alternative is implemented.

How, then, does the project proponent propose to mitigate for loss of sandfood or at
least meet the requirements of the Arizona Native Plant Law and its implementing
regulations? How does the project proponent propose to determine whether sandfood is
present in the proposed impact area? Will surveys be carried out during the appropriate
time of the year? This would best be done in a year following a rainy winter but should
be done regardless. Will the project proponent start working on mitigation procedures
now, rather than waiting until only sixty days before the project begins when it will be
much more difficult to develop them? How will the amount of loss of sandfood and its
habitat be determined? How would a monetary value be applied to that? All of these
questions need to be answered and procedures need to be put into place sooner rather
than later, lest sandfood suffer even greater impacts than without such answers and
procedures.

Response: There is the potential for Sandfood to be present within the project
area and thus potential impacts to the species are disclosed in the Draft EA. If the
project is approved, ADOT would provide notification to the Arizona Department
of Agriculture in accordance with the Arizona Native Plant Law. There is no
compensatory mitigation requirement for sandfood or any other protected native
plant under the Arizona Native Plant Law.

Any ajo lilies encountered also deserve an appropriate level of compliance with the
Arizona Native Plant Law and this, too, should be planned for in advance, rather than
waiting until sixty days before construction would begin.

Response: Potential impacts to the Ajo lily are disclosed in the Draft EA. If the
project is approved, ADOT would provide notification to the Arizona Department of
Agriculture in accordance with the Arizona Native Plant Law.

We also stress the importance of including a qualified botanist who is familiar with
sandfood and ajo lily in particular and the plants of southwestern Arizona in general in
any discussions of procedures and plans developed and their implementation
concerning the plant issues mentioned above, as well as the importance of including
Native Americans whose cultural heritage includes these two plants at all stages of the
process.
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Response: Ajo lily is assumed to be potentially present based on their known
distribution and habitat requirements. Potential impacts to the Ajo lily are disclosed in
the Draft EA. ADOT would provide notification to the Arizona Department of
Agriculture in accordance with the Arizona Native Plant Law.

7. Invasive and Noxious Plants

We support the measures to be taken to prevent the introduction and spread of invasive
and noxious plants during the construction process and appreciate their inclusion.
However, it will be helpful to include more information about how the spread of invasive
and noxious plants will be controlled if they appear, or if they are already established.

Response: Russian thistle and Sahara mustard were observed in the proposed
project area (page 77 of Draft EA). Per page 86 of the Draft EA, the contractor will
develop Noxious and Invasive Plant Species Treatment and Control Plan to
mitigate for invasive and noxious plant species.

We also urge that the EA include an assessment of the effects of vehicle traffic and
potential greater OHV use subsequent to road construction in that these activities may
promote the introduction and spread of invasive and noxious plants to the detriment of
sandfood and ajo lily and other native plants, along with greater risk of wildland fires, as
well as any other detrimental effects from these vehicle-induced causes.

Response: Please refer to the previous response regarding OHVs on page 12 of the
comment responses.

8. Cultural Resources and Traditional Cultural Properties/Places

The EA dismisses “seven isolated occurrences” as not worthy of further consideration
because they have been deemed ineligible for inclusion on the National Register of
Historic Places (Arizona Department of Transportation 2021: 37). It would be helpful to
know the nature and contents of these “isolated occurrences” if that would not reveal
their location or divulge information desired to be kept concealed by Native American
communities.

However, cultural resources, and indeed, places must be evaluated as to whether they
are a Traditional Cultural Property, regardless of the ethnicity which claims the objects
or place as a Traditional Cultural Property (Parker and King 1998). Were the “seven
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isolated occurrences” and the “modern memorial” evaluated as Traditional Cultural
Properties? Were the communities or was the community that claims them or their
location contacted for their input on them? What can be divulged of the contents of the
“consultation” with the entities mentioned in the EA in relation to the seven isolated
cultural resources occurrences (Arizona Department of Transportation 2021:39)? It also
seems advisable to contact the O’dham (Tohono O’odham, Gila River Indian
Community, Salt River Indian Community, Ak Chin Indian Community) and in particular
the Hia-Ced O’odham (“Sand Papago”) who were the westernmost of the Tohono
O’odham and in what is now the Yuma area. It also seems that the Pee Posh/Piipash
(“Maricopa”) who are part of the Gila River and Salt River Indian Communities should
be contacted since they include peoples who lived on the Colorado and Gila Rivers who
appear to have moved farther east to reside with the Akimel O’odham (“Pima”) (Spier
1970). There may be cultural memory of places and objects in the area which would be
impacted by the highway. If the “seven isolated occurrences” are Traditional Cultural
Properties, or the place which would be impacted by the highway is, there could well be
an adverse effect from proceeding with the Preferred Alternative. In addition, there
would likely be secondary effects resulting from greater OHV incursion of areas
adjacent to the road as the road makes access to these areas easier because of the
road. Among other things this could include vehicles with trailers hauling in multiple
OHVs, which would then be unloaded and be ridden in areas spreading out from the
road. The section of the EA on Secondary Impacts (Arizona Department of
Transportation 2021:98) to cultural resources should be expanded to reflect this
likelihood.
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Response: The 7 isolated occurrences consisted of 6 historic-age items (glass bottle
pieces, Reclamation and GLO markers, beverage can, and tobacco tin). One was an
isolated marine shell fragment. Recordation has exhausted their information potential
and no additional work is necessary. The items are not Traditional Cultural
Propetrties.

For all ADOT projects, standard protocol is for the ADOT Historic Preservation Team
(HPT) staff to review the ADOT HPT portal as well as the SHPO government to
government consultation map. These resources provide a list of Tribes that claim
cultural affiliations based on the geographic region of Arizona and those Tribes are
the ones that are then included in Section 106 Consultation. All appropriate Tribes
were contacted for this project as part of Section 106 compliance. Section 106 was
initiated with ASLD, ASM, Reclamation, BLM Yuma Field Office, the Cocopah Indian
Tribe, the Colorado River Indian Tribes, the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe, the Fort Yuma-
Quechan Tribe, the Hopi Tribe, SHPO, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, Yuma County,
and the Yuma County Water Users' Association on a finding of "no adverse effect” on
June 30, 2020. Therefore, Tribes claiming cultural affiliation for this area were
consulted and asked if they had any cultural or Traditional Cultural Property concerns
within the project area. Those who responded did not have any concerns.

Please refer to the previous response regarding Arizona state law for OHVs on page
12 of the comment responses.

The EA lays out a protocol in case “previously unidentified cultural resources are
encountered during construction” (Arizona Department of Transportation 2021:41).
We’re not sure what steps are followed after contacting the ADOT Historic Preservation
Team. We appreciate that work in the area will cease until appropriate action can be
determined. However, work in the area of the previously unidentified cultural resource
should not proceed until the group for whom the object or feature has cultural
significance can be contacted and advise ADOT so that treatment of the cultural
property is in accordance with the practices of the cultural group involved.
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Response: The Final EA contains the following mitigation for protection of cultural
resources: If previously unidentified cultural resources are encountered during activity
related to the construction of the project, the contractor shall stop work immediately at
that location and shall take all reasonable steps to secure the preservation of those
resources. The Engineer will contact the ADOT Environmental Planning, Historic
Preservation Team at 602-712-7767, immediately and make arrangements for the
proper treatment of those resources.

Regarding the above mitigation, if cultural resources were to be discovered during
construction, the ADOT Historic Preservation Team would be notified and would then
contact the appropriate Tribes regarding the discovery.

In another direction, 40 CFR 1501.2(b)(2) requires agencies involved in the NEPA
process to “identify environmental effects and values [emphasis added] in adequate
detail so the decision maker can appropriately consider such effects and values
alongside economic and technical analyses [emphasis added]. Cultural values are
important in the NEPA process, including those toward the environment and the EA
should more fully reflect this. There is very little information about or discussion of
values about the environment, be they Native American or of others.
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Response: The Draft EA document and associated cultural resources section
does not contain this level of detail with respect to cultural resources. Two
cultural resources survey efforts and associated reports were completed for this
project: (1). A Cultural Resources Survey of 161.3 Acres for a Proposed
Extension of Avenue E from State Route 195 Milepost 3 to County 18th Street
and Historic Documentation of the Tobias Lateral and its Associated Features,
Southeast of Somerton, Yuma County, Arizona (Fahrni 2015); and (2). A Cultural
Resources Supplemental Survey of 137.22 Acres for a Proposed Extension of
Avenue E from State Route 195, Milepost 3 to County 18th Street, Southeast of
Somerton, Yuma County, Arizona (Russell 2020).

These previously completed cultural reports include detailed language on the
physical and cultural setting of the project area and discuss cultural values in
much more detail. If the public would like to review the cultural resource reports,
copies of them can be provided at request, but all sensitive locational information
would need to be redacted such as text describing locations of resources, figures,
maps, etc. Please let us know if you would like to receive copies of the cultural
resource reports and we can make arrangements to have sensitive materials
within the reports redacted prior to the reports being made available.

9. Air Quality

While the EA assesses the effects of construction and subsequent use of the new
roadway in stating that effects on air quality would be minor, localized, and beneficial in
their impact, the EA should also take into consideration and assess the effect of
potential greater OHV use of the area adjacent to the roadway when the level of access
which now exists is made easier by a paved roadway. This is important because the
project is located in the nonattainment area for PM+o.

Response: Please refer to the previous response regarding Arizona state law for
OHVs on page 12 of the comment responses.
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10. Visual Resources

The EA underestimates the impact of the Preferred Alternative on visual resources
(Arizona Department of Transportation 2021:64). First of all, a contrasting-color road
(presumably asphalt) would stand out greatly with the light colored soil and subtle
greens and browns of the vegetation in an area that has no other roads nearby. And, as
a secondary effect, over time the highway, shoulder, and adjacent area will accumulate
trash. Does the proponent have plans to pick up trash along the roadway? Otherwise
the impacts will be greater than the EA currently foresees.

Response: Visual impacts were identified within the Draft EA (page 63-65 of the
Draft EA) and it was determined that the project would result in minor impacts
(accounting for the new roadway and also overhead fiber utilities). Additionally, the
Selected Alternative would be in conformance with the BLM VRM Class il
objectives. Yuma County would be responsible for highway maintenance including
trash removal. It is not anticipated that trash accumulation would be significant as
to result in visual impacts. The project would also comply with ADOT Guidelines
for Highways on Bureau of Land Management and U.S. Forest Service Lands
(ADOT 2008).

11. Secondary Impacts and Cumulative Impacts

We are concerned that secondary and cumulative impacts may or will result from
building this new road. The area is currently being managed as open space which the
Bureau of Reclamation offers as a reason to keep it for sensitive species habitat, visual
qualities, and low-impact recreation like hiking, nature study, and birding. Building the
road will increase pressure for development of the area. Since the Bureau of
Reclamation has withdrawn the land to ensure a supply of groundwater to be delivered
to Mexico under treaty and subsequent minute obligations, perhaps the land will remain
in federal ownership. But over time, and with a sympathetic federal administration,
perhaps advocating that the land be removed from the public domain would be
successful. More likely, Reclamation looked at a number of requests for making some of
the 5-Mile Zone available under Recreation and Public Purposes Act leases. These
could include recreational and public purposes such as expansion of Rolle Airfield, golf
courses, parks, and OHV use areas. Just as the 5-Mile Zone Resource Management
Plan included analysis of the effects of these proposed future uses of the land (U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation 2004:V-16-V-17), this current EA should include possible future
uses of the land that have been proposed which will be secondary and cumulative
impacts of the proposed road.
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Response: Please refer to the previous response regarding Arizona state law for
OHVs on page 12 of the comment responses. The Draft EA includes secondary
analysis (pages 97-99) and cumulative analysis (pages 102-104) which discusses
the potential for future development. Cumulative impact analysis for the EA
preparation consisted of a review of known and planned future projects such as the
San Luis Avenue E Rural Collector Roadway and Rolle Airfield projects. It was
determined that adverse cumulative impacts would be minor in severity (pages 102-
104 of the Draft EA).

12. Need for an Environmental Impact Statement

It is not clear which federal agency’s NEPA procedures apply here, since the proponent
is Yuma County and/or the Arizona Department of Transportation, which are not federal
agencies. The Bureau of Reclamation is a cooperating agency and a federal agency.
Do the NEPA procedures of the U.S. Department of the Interior and the Bureau of
Reclamation apply? Or is it the NEPA procedures adopted by the U.S. Department of
Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration? Or is it both?

Response: This is federally funded project that would use funds administered by
the Federal Highway Administration. Therefore, compliance with National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] §§
4321 et seq.), and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations that
implement NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] §§ 1500 to 1508), is
necessary. The Arizona Department of Transportation is acting as the lead federal
agency and carrying out the environmental review pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and
a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) dated April 16, 2019 between the FHWA
and ADOT. Yuma County is the project proponent and Reclamation is a federal
agency acting as a cooperating agency in this case. As part of the Draft EA
process, the document was provided to Reclamation for review and revisions were
made at the request of Reclamation. Although this is essentially an FHWA/ADOT
environmental document, early coordination occurred with Reclamation to ensure
that the environmental documentation being produced (an EA in this case) is
anticipated to be satisfactory for Reclamation requirements and meets their
environmental standards. Upon completion of the EA, impacts of the project would
be considered and if appropriate, a FONSI would be prepared.
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Given that there is no FONSI for this EA and given we have asked certain questions
and raised certain points about the project, which show that the proposed project will
have more significant and larger impacts than the draft EA indicates, we can only
recommend that the proponent proceed to prepare a draft environmental impact
statement as a major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment (40 CFR 1502.3). Along with the nature of the questions, points,
recommendations, and proposed additional alternatives we have raised and made, the
necessary expansion of the information and discussion needed to adequately
encompass all of this will well exceed the maximum length of 75 pages for an
environmental assessment (40 CFR 1501.5(f).

Response: The appropriate level of environmental documentation was determined to
be an EA at the time of initial project development based on the project scope. Based
on the Draft EA document identifying only moderate and minor impacts, an
Environmental Impact Statement is not anticipated to be necessary. Additionally, this
Draft EA was in progress prior to the recent CEQ and NEPA guidance which specifies
the 75 page limit standard.

13. Missing and Ambiguous Citations

Throughout the EA, there are places where citations to the Reference sources are
ambiguous or the source is not in the Reference section.

Examples of ambiguous references are:

ADOT 2019 is cited numerous times on pp. 52, 56, 66, 69, and 93 in the EA but it is not
clear whether this is a different source from ADOT 2019a through ADOT 2019e or
whether all five sources are being cited.

Response: The above occurrences of ADOT 2019 have been corrected in the
Final EA Errata.

Both ADOT 2019 in text citations on page 52 were revised to read: ADOT 2019a
ADOT 2019 in text citation on page 56 was revised to read: ADOT 2019a.
ADOT 2019 in text citation on page 66 was revised to read: ADOT 2019a.
ADOT 2019 in text citation on page 69 was revised to read: ADOT 2019a.
ADOT 2019 in text citation on page 93 was revised to read: ADOT 2019a.

Examples of missing sources are:
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ADOT 2008, cited on p. 54 of the EA, is not in the Reference section

Response: The following reference has been added to the references section and
is documented in the Final EA Errata.

Arizona Department of Transportation. 2008. Standard Specifications for Road and
Bridge Construction.

ADOT 2012 and ADOT 2016, cited on p. 72 of the EA, are not in the Reference section

Response: The following references have been added to the references section
and is documented in the Final EA Errata.

Arizona Department of Transportation. 2012. Erosion and Pollutant Control Manual
for Highway Design and Construction

Arizona Department of Transportation. 2016. ADOT Post-Construction Best
Management Practices Manual for Water Quality.

EPA 2019, cited on p. 45 of the EA, is not in the Reference section

Response: The EPA 2019 in text citation on page 45 was revised to read: ADOT
2019a and is documented in the Final EA Errata.

FHWA 2016, cited on p. 48 of the EA, is not in the Reference section

Response: The FHWA 2016 in text citation on page 48 was revised to read: FHWA
2020.

Additionally, the following reference was added to the references section:

Federal Highway Administration, Accessed in 2020. Interim Guidance Update on
Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA.
https://www.fhwa.dot.qov/environment/air quality/air toxics/policy and quidance/aqi

ntquidmem.cfm

These changes are documented in the Final EA Errata.
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There is no place of publication for Fahrni 2015 or, if a manuscript, no indication where
the manuscript is housed. The same is true of Russell 2020. Both are cited at page 37
of the EA.

Response: The in text citations for both Fahrni 2015 and Russell 2020 both have
associated references in the references section of the EA. These are cultural
resources reports and are considered confidential due to the sensitive nature of
cultural resources. Appendix A-1 contains Cultural Resources Consultation
documents associated with the project that are required to be include as part of the
public review items.

If the public would like to review the cultural resource reports, copies of them can
be provided at request, but all sensitive locational information would need to be
redacted such as text describing locations of resources, figures, maps, etc. Please
let us know if you would like to receive copies of the cultural resource reports and
we can make arrangements to have sensitive materials within the reports redacted
prior to the reports being made available.

Please note that 40 CFR 1501.12 requires that “Agencies may not incorporate material
by reference unless it is reasonably available for inspection by potentially interested
persons within the time allowed for comment. Agencies shall not incorporate by
reference material that is based on proprietary data that is not available for review and
comment.”

Someone wanting to consult these sources would not know how to find them or have a
hard time doing so. It would be helpful if these ambiguities and omissions could be
cleared up.

Response: It is assumed that this comment is referring to the cultural resources
reports referenced in the Draft EA document. Both cultural resources reports are
considered confidential due to the sensitive nature of cultural resources and are
generally not to be made publicly available. Appendix A-1 contains cultural resources
Section 106 Consultation documents associated with the project.

The cultural resource reports prepared for this project include a significant buffer and
thus may also include discussion of cultural resources that are within the vicinity, but
not at all within the project area which makes confidentiality important. If the public
would like to review the cultural resource reports, copies of them can be provided at
request, but all sensitive locational information would need to be redacted such as
text describing locations of resources, figures, maps, etc. Please let us know if you
would like to receive copies of the cultural resource reports and we can make
arrangements to have sensitive materials within the reports redacted prior to the
reports being made available.
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We thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal and look forward to
talking further with you at the public hearing we have requested.

Sincerely,

Cary W. Meister
Conservation Chair

Yuma Audubon Society

P.O. Box 6395

Yuma, Arizona 85366-6395
yasconservation@yahoo.com

W S0 D

lleene Anderson

Senior Scientist/Public Lands Desert Director
Center for Biological Diversity

660 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 1000

Los Angeles,CA 90017
ianderson@biologicaldiversity.org
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Yuma County, in coordination with the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), is planning a
roadway construction project that would provide an approximately 6.10 mile-long connection
between State Route (SR) 195 and County 18" Street within and adjacent to the city of San Luis,
Yuma County, Arizona. The proposed roadway would begin at the Avenue E and SR 195 intersection,
travel northeast and pass to the east of Rolle Airfield, and then extend north to tie into to the
existing Avenue D roadway approximately 0.50 mile north of County 18" Street.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and the Clean Air Act (CAA) Amendments of
1990 require the air quality impacts be addressed in the preparation of environmental documents
for federal projects. The level of effort utilized to evaluate these impacts may vary from a qualitative
description of potential impacts to a detailed, quantitative modeling analysis. The project is located
in the nonattainment area for PMyq (particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter) for Yuma
County. PMyq is one of the six criteria pollutants that were established in the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) in 1970 under the CAA. ADOT is presenting this project for interagency
consultation in accordance with 40 CFR 93.105 as a Project that is NOT of Air Quality Concern and
therefore will not require a PM hot-spot analysis. The project is not likely to cause or contribute to
the severity or number of violations of the NAAQS.

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATSs) are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the CAA, and seven of
these 21 MSATSs are defined by the FHWA as priority MSATs. There is no EPA approved methodology
currently available for quantifying future potential impacts to ambient levels of MSATs from
vehicular emissions. A qualitative MSAT evaluation was conducted for the proposed project because
of low potential MSAT effects.

Section 176c¢ of the CAA requires that transportation projects conform to the approved air quality
State Implementation Plan (SIP) for meeting the federal air quality standards. Conformity
requirements were made substantially more rigorous in the CAA Amendments. The conformity
determinations for federal actions related to transportation projects must meet the requirements
of 40 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) Parts 51 and 93. The project is listed in the Yuma
Metropolitan Planning Organization (YMPO) 2020-2024 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP),
adopted on October 31, 2019. The project is also included in the YMPO 2018-2041 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) as a recommended project in years 2023-2027 and in the ADOT Arizona-
Sonora Border Master Plan, 2013. The project is listed in the YMPO 2018-2041 Regional
Transportation Plan, Amendment 1 dated March 2018. The project is currently listed in the State of
Arizona’s State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) for fiscal year 2023.

Based on the evaluations discussed in this report and discussed below, the proposed project meets
the transportation conformity requirements established by the CAA.

YYU-SS976 01C Avenue E, SR 195 to County 18th Street
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1. INTRODUCTION

Yuma County, in coordination with the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) is planning a
roadway construction project that would provide an approximately 6.10 mile-long connection
between State Route (SR) 195 and County 18" Street within and adjacent to the city of San Luis,
Yuma County, Arizona. The location of the project site is shown in Figure 1. The project area is
depicted in the project vicinity map (Figure 2). Lands adjacent to the proposed project are privately
owned or managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation),
and the State of Arizona.

The portion of the project area between SR 195 and 0.30 mile north of the County 19" Street
alignment is currently undeveloped. The portion of the project area from 0.30 mile north of the
County 19" Street alignment to County 18" Street consists of an unpaved roadway (i.e., Avenue D)
with gravel shoulders. North of County 18" Street, Avenue D is an asphalt-paved, two-lane roadway
with gravel shoulders. The nearest north-south corridors in the vicinity of the project area include
Avenue B located 2 miles to the east and Avenue J/US Highway 95 located 6 miles to the west. Future
regional growth is anticipated within the communities of San Luis, Somerton, and Yuma, and the
existing north-south corridors would not support projected traffic volumes or provide sufficient
access between the local communities and the Rolle Airfield and the San Luis Port of Entry Il. The
purpose of the project is to improve regional mobility and traffic operations by providing a new
north-south corridor between San Luis, Somerton and Yuma.

The proposed roadway would include two 12-foot-wide travel lanes (one in each direction) and eight-
foot-wide asphalt-paved shoulders throughout the project limits. Southbound left and right-turn
lanes and a narrow-curbed median would be constructed at the SR 195 and Avenue E intersection.
Northbound and southbound left-turn lanes at the Avenue D and County 19th Street intersection and
at the Avenue D and County 18" Street intersection would also be constructed.

Additionally, the project scope of work includes:

e Installing riprap for approximately 750 feet along both shoulders between County 19" Street
and the East Main Canal to stabilize slopes

e Widening the Avenue D crossing over the East Main Canal to accommodate the new roadway
alignment, including relocating an existing pump and extending or replacing the existing
reinforced concrete pipe at the canal

e Adding a westbound right-turn lane and an eastbound left-turn lane along SR 195 at the
intersection with Avenue E

e Modifying the existing traffic signal at the Avenue E and SR 195 intersection to accommodate
the project improvements

e Adding westbound and eastbound left-turn lanes along County 19" Street at the intersection
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with Avenue D

¢ Installing stop signs to implement four-way stop control and installing four-way overhead
flashing red beacons at the Avenue D and County 19" Street intersection

e Installing stop signs along County 18" Street to implement two way stop control at the
Avenue D and County 18" Street intersection

e Relocating irrigation ditches and/or installing pipelines to replace irrigation ditches to
accommodate project improvements

e Installing new or replacing existing signs to meet ADOT standards
e Striping/marking the new roadway and intersections
¢ Installing fencing along the new ROW/permanent easement boundaries

e Utility relocations as needed to accommodate project improvements
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Figure 1. Project Location Map
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Figure 2. Project Vicinity Map
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2. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

2.1 Regional Climatology

The project is located within and adjacent to the city of San Luis in Yuma County, Arizona. The project

area is situated at an average elevation of 131 feet above sea level and lies within a portion of the

Sonoran Desert, with a climate characterized by hot summers, mild winters, and low precipitation.

Average maximum temperatures during summer months range between 100 and 107 degrees

Fahrenheit (°F). Average minimum temperatures in the winter months range between 46 °F and 56

OF. Annual precipitation averages approximately two inches as rain during the summer and winter

months. A summary of average temperature and precipitation recorded in Yuma between 1996 and

2008 is presented in Table 1. The relative humidity in Yuma is in Table 2.

Table 1
Summary of Climatology Data, Yuma AZ (1996 - 2008)
Temperature (°F) Precipitation (inches)
Month Average Avg. Maximum Avg. Minimum Average Daily Max
January 57.4 68.3 46.4 0.16 0.30
February 62.1 74.8 49.4 0.04 0.13
March 70.2 84.9 55.6 0.01 0.04
April 74.0 88.1 59.8 0.04 0.10
May 82.9 97.0 68.9 0.02 0.03
June 89.5 104.2 74.8 0.03 0.06
July 94.5 106.8 82.3 0.23 0.74
August 94.8 106.2 83.3 0.23 0.25
September 88.3 100.0 76.6 0.06 0.16
October 77.8 91.6 64.0 0.03 0.05
November 68.3 80.5 56.2 0.74 2.22
December 57.9 68.7 47.0 0.16 0.44
Annual 76.5 89.3 63.7 1.75 2.22
Source: Western Regional Climate Center, 2020
Station: YUMA MCAS (KNYL), AZ
Table 2
Relative Humidity (%), Yuma AZ (1996 - 2010)
Month Jan. Feb. Mar. | Apr. May | Jun. Jul. Aug. | Sep. Oct. | Nov. | Dec. | Ann.
Relative 56 | 55 54 46 44 45 50 58 57 54 58 | 60 53
Humidity 289 | 24 21 17 15 13 22 24 24 23 27 | 32 23
Notes:
M relative humidity in the morning
@ relative humidity in the afternoon
Source: Western Regional Climate Center, 2020
Station: YUMA MCAS (KNYL), AZ

YYU-S5976 01C

Avenue E, SR 195 to County 18th Street



2.2 Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990

The Clean Air Act (CAA) Amendments of 1990 direct the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to
develop and implement environmental policies and regulations that will ensure cleaner air quality.
According to Title |, Section 101, Paragraph F of the Amendments, “No federal agency may approve,
accept or fund any transportation plan, program or project unless such plan, program, or project has
been found to conform to any applicable (State) implementation plans (SIP) in effect under this act.”
Title | of the Amendments defines conformity as follows:

e Conformity to an implementation plan’s purpose of eliminating or reducing the severity and
number of violations of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and achieving
expeditious attainment of such standards.

e Such activities will not:
a. Cause or contribute to any new violation of any NAAQS in any area.
b. Increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any NAAQS in any area.

c. Delay timely attainment of any NAAQS or any required interim emission reductions or
other milestones in any area.

2.3 National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

EPA has established NAAQS (40 [Code of Federal Regulations] CFR Part 50) for pollutants considered
harmful to public health and the environment. Six principal pollutants (carbon monoxide, nitrogen
dioxide, ozone, particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, and lead), referred to as the criteria pollutants, were
established as NAAQS and limits placed on acceptable ambient concentrations. The six pollutants were
chosen based on two criteria:

e Emissions that cause or contribute to air pollution that may reasonably be anticipated to
endanger public health or welfare.

e Presence in the ambient air results from numerous or diverse mobile or stationary sources.

The CAA of 1970 established two types of national air quality standards for most of the criteria
pollutants. Primary standards set limits to protect public health, including the health of “sensitive”
populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly. Secondary standards set limits to protect
public welfare, including protection against decreased visibility, damage to animals, crops, vegetation,
and buildings. The promulgation of these standards, however, does not prohibit any state from
establishing air quality standards that are more stringent. Arizona has adopted the federal NAAQS. The
NAAQS for the six criteria pollutants are shown in Table 3.
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Table 3

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Average Time Primary Standard Secondary Standard
. 1-hour 35 ppm No standard
Carbon monoxide (CO)
8-hour 9 ppm No standard
. o 1-hour 0.100 ppm No standard
Nitrogen dioxide (NO,)
Annual 0.053 ppm 0.053 ppm
1-hour® 0.12 ppm 0.12 ppm
Ozone (03) PP 5 PP
8-hour 0.070 ppm 0.070 ppm
Particulate matter (PMy) 24-hour 150 pg/m’ 150 pg/m’
24-hour 35 pg/m’ 35 pg/m’
Fine particulate matter (PM,s) a 3 He 3
Annual 12 pg/m 15 pg/m
o 1-hour 0.075 ppm None
Sulfur dioxide (SO,)
3-hour No standard 0.5 ppm
Rolling 3-month 3 3
Lead 0.15 0.15
ea average hg/m hg/m

mg/ms— milligrams per cubic meter

ug/m3 — micrograms per cubic meter

ppm — parts per million

Notes:

®1-hour standard revoked June 15, 2005 in Arizona

®based on a 3-year average of the 4" highest concentration
Source: EPA, 2020

Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless gas that interferes with the transfer of oxygen to the
brain. CO is emitted from the incomplete combustion of carbon-based fuels, including petroleum
products. In most areas, vehicle emissions are the primary source of carbon monoxide. CO levels are
generally highest in the colder months of the year when inversion condition (when warmer air traps
colder air near the ground) are more frequent. CO concentrations can vary greatly over relatively
short distances. Relatively high concentrations of CO are typically found near congested
intersections, along heavily used roadways carrying slow-moving traffic.

Nitrogen dioxide (NO;) is a brownish gas that irritates the lungs. It can cause breathing difficulties at
high concentrations. Diesel vehicles and power plants are major sources of nitrogen dioxide.

Ozone (03) is a colorless toxic gas. It is produced through a complex chemical reaction in which
precursor compounds, such as hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides, are transformed by sunlight into
ozone molecules, which consist of three oxygen atoms. The primary sources for ozone precursors are

vehicle and industrial emissions.

Particulate matter (PM1g and PM,s) consists of suspended dust, fibers, combustion ash, and other
fine particles. The major source is industrial emissions, but it also results from diesel vehicle
emissions, vehicle travel on unpaved roadways, agricultural activity, and mechanical resuspension on
paved roads from vehicle activity. PMq refers to particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter,
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about one-seventh the thickness of a human hair. PM, 5 refers to particulate matter less than 2.5
microns in diameter.

Sulfur dioxide (SO,) is a colorless gas with a rotten egg odor that results from the combustion of fuels
containing sulfur. Primary sources are coal-fired power plants, industrial plants, and metals smelters,
with some emissions from diesel vehicles burning low-grade fuels. SO, is an irritant gas that attacks
the throat and lungs.

Lead in the atmosphere results primarily from the burning of leaded fuels. Its principal effects in
humans are on the blood-forming, nervous, and renal systems. Lead pollution has been drastically
reduced in the United States since the banning of leaded automobile fuels.

2.4 Federal Attainment Status

The CAA Amendments require that the EPA publish a list of all geographic areas in compliance with
the NAAQS, as well as those areas not in attainment of the NAAQS. Areas in compliance with the
NAAQS are termed attainment areas and areas not in compliance with the NAAQS are termed
nonattainment areas. Areas once classified as nonattainment but have since demonstrated
attainment of the NAAQS are designated as maintenance areas. The designation of an area is made
on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis. The project area lies within Yuma nonattainment area for PMy. A
map of the approximate Yuma nonattainment area for PMyq is provided in Figure 3.

2.5 Ambient Pollutant Levels

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) is the agency responsible for air quality
monitoring in the state. ADEQ’s primary monitoring objective is to measure criteria pollutants
regulated under the CAA for compliance with the NAAQS. The monitoring site nearest the project
area is the Yuma Supersite, which is on the southeast corner of the Rural Metro Administration
Facility property in Yuma, as shown in Figure 3. This site is used for ozone, PM, 5, and PMyq
monitoring. This monitoring site was selected for presentation due to pollutants monitored and/or
their relative proximity to the project area. As shown in Figure 3, the proposed project is
approximately 6 miles south of the Yuma Supersite monitor. Concentrations obtained at this location
in 2019 are summarized in Table 4.

In 2019, the maximum 1-hour and 8-hour ozone concentrations were below the NAAQS. The 24-hour
and annual average PM, 5 concentration were also below the NAAQS. The maximum 24-hour PMg
concentration was above the NAAQS and there were four exceedances in 2019.
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Table 4
Air Quality Monitoring Data (2019) Maximum Ambient Concentration of NAAQS Criteria Pollutants

Site Name Pollutant Average Time Concentration No. of Exceedance
1-hour 0.075 ppm 0
Ozone
8-hour 0.069 ppm 0
1. Yuma Supersite 3
(approx. 13 miles to project area) PMuo 24-hour 211 pg/m 4
M 24-hour 25.7 pg/m’ 0
23 Annual average 7.9 ug/m3 0

},tg/m3 — micrograms per cubic meter
ppm — parts per million
Source: EPA, accessed in 2020, https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data/monitor-values-report
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Figure 3. Yuma PMyg and Ozone Nonattainment Areas
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2.6 Mobile Source Air Toxics

In addition to the criteria air pollutants for which there are NAAQS, EPA also regulates air toxics.
Most air toxics originate from human-made sources, including on-road mobile sources, non-road
mobile sources (e.g., airplanes), and stationary sources (e.g., factories or refineries).

MSATSs are a subset of 21 of the 188 air toxics defined by the CAA. The MSATSs are compounds that
are emitted not only from stationary sources such as power plants, factories, oil refineries, dry
cleaners and gas stations, but also from highway vehicles and nonroad equipment. A subset of the 21
MSATSs have been labeled by the FHWA as the seven priority MSATs. These are acrolein, benzene, 1,3
butadiene, diesel particulate matter plus diesel exhaust organic gases, formaldehyde, naphthalene
and polycyclic organic matter. These seven are currently considered the priority transportation
toxics, but the list may be modified in the future.

Acrolein is a nearly clear to yellow liquid that burns easily, is easily volatized, and has a disagreeable
odor. Acrolein can be formed from the breakdown of certain pollutants found in outdoor air, from
tobacco burning, or from burning gasoline. Exposure to acrolein causes upper respiratory tract
irritation and congestion in low concentrations and may cause death in high concentrations. Not
enough information is available on acrolein to evaluate its carcinogenicity.

Benzene is a volatile, colorless, highly flammable liquid that dissolves easily in water and has a sweet
odor. Benzene is found in emissions from burning coal and oil, motor vehicle exhaust, evaporation
from gasoline service stations, and in industrial solvents. Tobacco smoke contains benzene and
accounts for nearly half the national exposure to benzene. Benzene exposure causes drowsiness,
dizziness, headaches, unconsciousness, vomiting, convulsions, and irritation to the eyes, skin, and
upper respiratory tract. Benzene is a known human carcinogen. Chronic exposure to benzene causes
blood disorders and chromosomal aberrations.

1,3-butadiene is a colorless gas with a mild, gasoline-like odor. Sources of 1,3-butadiene in the air
include motor vehicle exhaust, manufacturing and processing facilities, forest fires or other
combustion, and cigarette smoke. Exposure to 1,3-butadiene causes irritation of the eyes, nasal
passages, throat, and lungs in low concentrations and blurred vision, fatigue, headache, and vertigo
in higher concentrations. 1,3-butadiene has recently been reclassified from a probable human
carcinogen to a known human carcinogen.

Diesel particulate matter is a collection of various-sized particles emitted from diesel-powered
vehicles, including primarily elemental carbon, organic carbon, and sulfate particles, with trace
amounts of nitrate, metals, and other particles. Diesel particulate matter of concern for MSAT
analyses are those particles sized 10 microns or smaller. Although particulate matter may be derived
from a number of sources, diesel particulate matter by definition is derived exclusively from diesel
vehicle exhaust. Exposure to diesel particulate matter results in irritation to the eyes, nose, throat,
and lungs, and may exacerbate asthma. Diesel particulate matter is considered a probable human
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carcinogen.

Formaldehyde is a colorless gas with a pungent, suffocating odor that is readily soluble in water. High
levels of formaldehyde have been detected in indoor air, where it is released from various consumer
products such as building materials and home furnishings. Major sources of outdoor concentrations
of formaldehyde include power plants, manufacturing facilities, incinerators, and automobile exhaust
emissions. Exposure to formaldehyde results in irritation to the eyes, nose, and throat; coughing;
chest pains; and bronchitis. Formaldehyde is classified as a probable human carcinogen.

Polycyclic organic matter (POM) is a class of compounds that includes all organic structures having
two or more fused aromatic rings, that have a boiling point greater than that of water, and that are
extremely insoluble in water. There are eight major categories of POM, the most common being
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon compounds (PAHs). POM compounds are formed primarily from
combustion and are present in the atmosphere in particulate form. Major sources of POM include
cigarette smoke, vehicle exhaust, and wood burning, among others. No information is available on
the effects of short-term exposure to POM and PAHs. However, the EPA has classified several PAHs
as probable human carcinogens, and evidence suggests possible reproductive toxicity, chronic blood
and liver effects, and chronic respiratory effects from POM.

Naphthalene is a white solid or powder that is insoluble in water and has a strong, mothball-like
odor. Primary sources of naphthalene in the air include the burning of coal and oil, the use of
mothballs, and from cigarette smoke. Exposure to naphthalene results in headache, nausea,
vomiting, liver damage, cataracts, neurological damage in infants, and chronic inflammation of the
lungs and nasal passages. Naphthalene is classified as a possible human carcinogen.

EPA regulations for vehicle engines and fuels will cause overall MSAT emissions to decline
significantly over the next several decades. Based on an FHWA analysis using EPA’s MOVES2014b
model, even if vehicle miles traveled (VMT) increases by 102 percent from 2010 to 2050 as forecast, a
combined reduction of 83 percent in the total annual emissions for the priority MSATSs is projected
for the same time period (Figure 4).

YYU-SS976 01C Avenue E, SR 195 to County 18th Street
12



Figure 4. FHWA Projected National MSAT Emission Trends 1999 — 2050 for Vehicles Operating on
Roadways Using EPA’s MOVES2014b Model
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Trends for specific locations may be different, depending on locally derived information representing VMT,
vehicle speeds, vehicle mix, fuels, emission control programs, meteorology, and other factors.

Source: EPA MOVES2010b model runs conducted during May — June 2012 by FHWA
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

3.1 PMyo Impacts

Based on the Project Level PM Quantitative Hot-Spot Analysis — Project of Air Quality Concern
Questionnaire (See Appendix A), the project is not anticipated to have a significant number of diesel
vehicles; the diesel truck volumes are low (approximately 7.4%). The project does not impact LOS D
or worse intersections that have a significant number of operating diesel vehicles. Since the project
would involve the construction of newly paved roadway, it would result in reduced traffic wait times
allowing a higher regional LOS and reduced PM, emissions in conformance with the Reasonable
Available Control Measures (RACMs) identified in the Yuma PM 1o Maintenance Plan (August 2006). ,
ADOT presented Appendix A to the following consultation parties, EPA, FHWA, YMPO, and the
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) for interagency consultation between June 3 —
June 18, 2020 interagency consultation in accordance with 40 CFR 93.105 as a Project that is NOT of
Air Quality Concern and that will not require a PM hot-spot analysis. There were no objections to the
project determination and on June 18, 2020 ADOT concluded Interagency Consultation by notifying
interested parties that this project will proceed as a project that does not require a quantitative
PM10 hot-spot analysis under 40CFR 93.123(b).

3.2 Mobile Source Air Toxics

The VMT along Avenue E alone would increase (Table 5) because it is a new alignment with no
existing traffic. However, the VMT estimated for the Build Alternatives would be likely lower than
that for the No Build Alternative on a regional scale because the additional capacity increases the
efficiency of the roadway and attracts rerouted trips from elsewhere in the transportation network.
The vehicle emissions for the Action Alternative is reduced somewhat by lower MSAT emission rates
due to increased speeds; according to EPA’s MOVES2014b model, emissions of all of the priority
MSATSs will decrease as speed increase. Regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will likely be
significantly lower than existing levels in the design year as a result of EPA’s national control
programs that are projected to reduce annual MSAT emissions by 83 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, EPA’s projected reductions are so great
(even after accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be lower
in the future.

Construction activity may cause temporary increases in MSAT emissions near the construction site.
Project-level assessments that result in a decision to pursue construction emission mitigation will
benefit from a number of technologies and operational practices that would lower short-term
MSATs. In addition, the SAFETEA-LU has emphasized a host of diesel retrofit technologies in the
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law’s CMAQ provisions - technologies that are designed to lessen a number of MSATs."

Construction mitigation includes strategies that reduce engine activity or reduce emissions per unit
of operating time. Operational agreements that reduce or redirect work or shift times to avoid
community exposures can have positive benefits when sites are near vulnerable populations. For
example, agreements that stress work activity outside normal hours of an adjacent school campus
would be considered operations-oriented mitigation. Also, for construction emissions, technological
adjustments to equipment, such as off-road dump trucks and bulldozers, could be used to reduce
emissions. These measures could include particulate matter traps, oxidation catalysts, and other
devices that provide an after-treatment of exhaust emissions. The use of clean fuels, such as ultra-
low sulfur diesel, also can be a very cost-beneficial strategy.

The EPA has listed a number of approved diesel retrofit technologies; many of these can be deployed
as emissions mitigation measures for equipment used in construction. This listing can be found at:
http://www.epa.gov/otag/retrofit/verif-list.htm

Table 5
VMT by Action Alternative along Avenue E
Measure 2041 2041
of Distance Existing Condition No-Action Alternative Action Alternative
vMT? 0 0 55,510
% vehicle miles traveled per day

Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project MSAT Health Impacts Analysis

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 a proposed set of highway
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. They are the lead authority for administering the CAA and its amendments
and have specific statutory obligations with respect to hazardous air pollutants and MSAT. The EPA is
in the continual process of assessing human health effects, exposures, and risks posed by air
pollutants. They maintain the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), which is “a compilation of
electronic reports on specific substances found in the environment and their potential to cause
human health effect” (EPA, http://www.epa.gov/iris/). Each report contains assessments of non-
cancerous and cancerous effects for individual compounds and quantitative estimates of risk levels

! SAFETEA-LU, Public Law 109-59, August 10, 2005
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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 MSAT,
including the Health Effects Institute (HEI). Two HEI studies are summarized in Appendix D of FHWA’s
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 methodologies 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.

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 PM. 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 PM 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
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from a source, which a 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 with predicting the impacts. Consequently, the results of such assessments
would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weight this information against project
benefits, such as reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, and fatalities, in addition to improved
access for emergency response, that are better suited for a quantitative analysis.

MSAT Conclusions

What we know about mobile source air toxics is still evolving. Information is currently incomplete or
unavailable to credibly predict the project-specific health impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions
associated with each of the project Alternatives. Under the build alternative, there may be slightly
lower MSAT emissions on a regional scale in the design year relative to the No Build Alternative due
to speed increase. In addition, EPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations are expected to result in
significantly lower MSAT levels in the future than exist today due to cleaner engine standards
coupled with fleet turnover. 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 significantly lower
in the future than they are today, regardless of the preferred alternative.
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4. CONFORMITY

Section 176c¢ of the CAA requires that transportation projects conform to the approved air quality SIP
for meeting the federal air quality standards. Conformity requirements were made substantially
more rigorous in the CAA Amendments. The conformity determinations for federal actions related to
transportation projects must meet the requirements of 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93. This project is
currently listed in the State of Arizona’s State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) for fiscal
year 2023. This project is listed in the Yuma Metropolitan Planning Organization (YMPO) 2020-2024
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), adopted on October 31, 2019. The project is also
included in the YMPO 2018-2041 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) as a recommended project in
years 2023-2027 and in the ADOT Arizona-Sonora Border Master Plan, 2013. The project received a
finding of conformity by FHWA on November 14, 2019.

The project-level PM10 impacts are described in Appendix A, on June 18, 2020 ADOT concluded
Interagency Consultation as a project that does not require a quantitative PM10 hot-spot analysis
under 40CFR 93.123(b) and thereby demonstrated under 40 CFR 93.116, that the project does not
cause or contribute to any new localized PM10, increase the frequency or severity of any existing
PM10 violations, or delay timely attainment of any NAAQS or any required interim emission
reductions or other milestones in the PM10 nonattainment area. FHWA issued a final conformity
determination June 15, 2021.
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Project Name: Avenue E, State Route 195 to County 18th Street
Federal Project No.: CBI-YYU-0(204)T
ADOT Project No.: 0000 YU YYU 55976 03D

Project Level PM Quantitative Hot-Spot Analysis -
Project of Air Quality Concern Questionnaire

Project Setting and Description

Yuma County, in coordination with the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) is
planning a roadway construction project that would provide an approximately 6.10 mile-
long connection between State Route (SR) 195 and County 18th Street within and adjacent to
the city of San Luis, Yuma County, Arizona (Figure 1). The proposed roadway would begin
at the Avenue E and SR 195 intersection, travel northeast and pass to the east of Rolle
Airfield, and then extend north to tie into to the existing Avenue D roadway approximately
0.50 mile north of County 18th Street.

The portion of the project area between SR 195 and 0.30 mile north of the County 19th Street
alignment is currently undeveloped. The portion of the project area from 0.30 mile north of
the County 19th Street alignment to County 18th Street consists of an unpaved roadway (i.e.,
Avenue D) with gravel shoulders. North of County 18th Street, Avenue D is an asphalt-
paved, two-lane roadway with gravel shoulders. The closest existing north south corridors in
the vicinity of the project area include Avenue B located 2 miles to the east and Avenue J/US
Highway 95 located 6 miles to the west. Future regional growth is anticipated within the
communities of San Luis, Somerton, and Yuma, and the existing north-south corridors
would not support projected traffic volumes or provide sufficient access between the local
communities and the Rolle Airfield and the San Luis Port of Entry 1l. The purpose of the
project is to improve regional mobility and traffic operations by providing a new north-south
corridor between San Luis, Somerton and Yuma.

The roadway would include two 12-foot-wide travel lanes (one in each direction) and eight-
foot-wide asphalt-paved shoulders throughout the project limits. Southbound left and right-
turn lanes and a narrow curbed median would be constructed at the SR 195 and Avenue E
intersection. Northbound and southbound left-turn lanes at the Avenue D and County 19th
Street intersection and at the Avenue D and County 18th Street intersection would also be
constructed.

Additionally, the project scope of work includes:

e Installing riprap for approximately 750 feet along both shoulders between County
19th Street and the East Main Canal to stabilize slopes

e Widening the Avenue D crossing over the East Main Canal to accommodate the new
roadway alignment, including relocating an existing pump and extending or
replacing the existing reinforced concrete pipe at the canal

e Adding a westbound right-turn lane and an eastbound left-turn lane along SR 195 at
the intersection with Avenue E

e Moditying the existing traffic signal at the Avenue E and SR 195 intersection to
accommodate the project improvements

¢ Adding westbound and eastbound left-turn lanes along County 19th Street at the
intersection with Avenue D

e Installing stop signs to implement four way stop control and installing four-way
overhead flashing red beacons at the Avenue D and County 19th Street intersection
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Project Name: Avenue E, State Route 195 to County 18th Street
Federal Project No.: CBI-YYU-0(204)T
ADOT Project No.: 0000 YU YYU 55976 03D

e Installing stop signs along County 18th Street to implement two way stop control at
the Avenue D and County 18th Street intersection

e Relocating irrigation ditches and/or installing pipelines to replace irrigation ditches
to accommodate project improvements

e Installing new or replacing existing signs to meet ADOT standards

e Striping/marking the new roadway and intersections

¢ Installing fencing along the new ROW/permanent easement boundaries

e Utility relocations as needed to accommodate project improvements

The project limits include existing County ROW and lands owned and/or managed by the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), State of Arizona,
and private landowners. The project area consists of 212.29 total acres and would require
approximately 81 acres of new ROW consisting of 68.27 acres of new permanent easement
from the BLM and Reclamation and approximately 12.29 acres of new ROW from ASLD and
private landowners. The new ROW /permanent easement corridor would be 150 feet wide
between SR 195 and the East Main Canal, and 100 feet wide between the East Main Canal
and the northern limits of the project (0.50 mile north of County 18th Street). Temporary
construction easements may be needed for the project for access and staging. Traffic along
existing roadways and access to adjacent properties would be maintained throughout
construction, and no detours would be needed. Construction is anticipated to begin as early
as 2023 and last approximately 1 year. The Preferred Alternative is expected to have 7,200
vehicles per day in 2027 and would continue to increase to 9,100 vehicles per day by the year
2041.

The project is listed in the Yuma Metropolitan Planning Organization (YMPO) 2020-2024
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), adopted on October 31, 2019. The project is also
included in the YMPO 2018-2041 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) as a recommended
project in years 2023-2027 and in the ADOT Arizona-Sonora Border Master Plan, 2013. The
project is listed in the YMPO 2018-2041 Regional Transportation Plan, Amendment 1 dated
March 2018. The project is currently listed in the State of Arizona’s State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) for fiscal year 2023. The project is located within a non-
attainment area for particulates 10-microns in diameter or less (PMio) for Yuma County.
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Project Name: Avenue E, State Route 195 to County 18th Street
Federal Project No.: CBI-YYU-0(204) T
ADOT Project No.: 0000 YU YYU 55976 03D

Figure 1. Project Location Map
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Project Name: Avenue E, State Route 195 to County 18th Street

Federal Project No.: CBI-YYU-0(204)T

ADOT Project No.: 0000 YU YYU 55976 03D

Project Assessment

The following questionnaire is used to compare the proposed project to a list of project types
in 40 CFR 93.123(b) requiring a quantitative analysis of local particulate emissions (Hot-
spots) in non-attainment or maintenance areas, which include:

i) New highway projects that have a significant number of diesel vehicles, and
expanded highway projects that have a significant increase in the number of
diesel vehicles;

ii) Projects affecting intersections that are at Level-of-Service D, E, or F with a
significant number of diesel vehicles, or those that will change to Level-of-Service
D, E, or F because of an increase in traffic volumes from a significant number of
diesel vehicles related to the project;

iii) New bus and rail terminals and transfer points that have a significant number of
diesel vehicles congregating at a single location;

iv) Expanded bus and rail terminals and transfer points that significantly increase the
number of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location; and

V) Projects in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of sites which are identified

in the PMip or PMzs applicable implementation plan or implementation plan
submission, as appropriate, as sites of violation or possible violation.

If the project matches one of the listed project types in 40 CFR 123(b)(1) above, it is
considered a project of local air quality concern and the hot-spot demonstration must be
based on quantitative analysis methods in accordance to 40 CFR 93.116(a) and the
consultation requirements of 40 CFR 93.105(c)(1)(i). If the project does not require a PM hot-
spot analysis, a qualitative assessment will be developed that demonstrates that the project
will not contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency of severity of any
existing violations, or delay the timely attainment of any NAAQS or any required emission
reductions or milestones in any nonattainment or maintenance area.

On March 10, 2006, EPA published PM2.5 and PM10 Hot-Spot Analyses in Project-Level
Transportation Conformity Determinations for the New PM2.5 and Existing PM10 National
Ambient Air Quality Standards; Final Rule describing the types of projects that would be
considered a project of air quality concern and that require a hot-spot analysis (71 FR 12468-
12511). Specifically on page 12491, EPA provides the following clarification: “Some examples
of projects of air quality concern that would be covered by § 93.123(b)(1)(i) and (ii) are: 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% or more of such AADT is diesel truck traffic;” ..” 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;” These examples will be used as
the baseline for determining if the project is a project of air quality concern.
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Project Name: Avenue E, State Route 195 to County 18th Street

Federal Project No.: CBI-YYU-0(204)T

ADOT Project No.: 0000 YU YYU S5976 03D

New Highway Capacity

Is this a New highway project that has a significant number of diesel vehicles?

Example: total traffic volumes >125,000 annual average daily traffic (AADT) and truck volumes >10,000 diesel trucks per
day (8% of total traffic).

NO - Although this is a new highway project, projected traffic is estimated to be

similar to that of SR 195 with very low traffic volumes and very low truck volumes,
therefore would not have a significant number of diesel vehicles.

Table 1. Projected Traffic Growth Along the Proposed Avenue E

AADT 7,200 9,100
Truck AADT 533 673
Truck % 7.4% 7.4%

Source: YMPO 2018-2041 Regional Transportation Plan, Amendment 1 - March 2018

Expanded Highway Capacity
Is this an expanded highway projects that have a significant increase in the number of diesel

vehicles? Example: the build scenario of the expanded highway or expressway causes a significant increase in the number
of diesel trucks compared with the no-build scenario, truck volumes > 8% of the total traffic.

NO - This is not an expanded highway project that has a significant number of diesel
vehicles; the project involves an entirely new roadway.

Projects with Congested Intersections

Is this a project that affects a congested intersection (LOS D or greater) that has a significant
number of diesel trucks, OR will change LOS to D or greater because of increase traffic
volumes for significant number of diesel trucks related to the project?

NO - The project involves an entirely new roadway. It would not affect a congested
intersection (LOS D or greater) that has a significant number of diesel truck, nor will
this project change LOS to D or greater at any intersection because of a significant
increase in diesel truck volume.

New Bus and Rail Terminals
Does the project involve construction of a new bus or intermodal terminal that
accommodates a significant number of diesel vehicles?

NO - This project does not involve new bus or rail terminals; therefore, this project
type is not in the project area nor addressed in the project assessment.

Expanded Bus and Rail Terminals

Does the project involve an existing bus or intermodal terminal that has a large vehicle fleet
where the number of diesel buses (or trains) increases by 50% or more, as measured by
arrivals?
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Project Name: Avenue E, State Route 195 to County 18th Street
Federal Project No.: CBI-YYU-0(204)T
ADOT Project No.: 0000 YU YYU 55976 03D

NO - This project does not involve an expansion of an existing bus or rail terminals;
therefore, this project type is not in the project area nor addressed in the project
assessment.

Projects Affecting PM Sites of Violation or Possible Violation

Does the project affect locations, areas or categories of sites that are identified in the PMio or
PM, 5 applicable plan or implementation plan submissions, as appropriate, as sites of
violation or potential violation?

NO - The PMy State Implementation Plans (SIPs) did not identify any specific sites or
potential sites of violation. The project does not impact a monitor that is identified in
the Yuma County PMio non-attainment area and will not create a possible violation of
the PM standard.

POAQC Determination

The project is not anticipated to have a significant number of diesel vehicles; the diesel truck
volumes are low at max projected of 673 truck AADT in 2041. The project does not impact
LOS D or worse intersections with a significant number of diesel vehicles. Since the project
would involve the construction of newly paved roadway, it would result in reduced traffic
wait times and reduced PMjy emissions from the paving of an unpaved surface from the
existing unused agricultural land.

Therefore, ADOT is presenting this project for interagency consultation in accordance with
40 CFR 93.105 as a Project that is NOT of Air Quality Concern and thereby will not require a
PM hot-spot analysis.

Interagency Consultation Results

ADOT presented this questionnaire to the following consultation parties, EPA, FHWA,
YMPO, and the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) for interagency
consultation between June 3 - June 18, 2020 interagency consultation in accordance with 40
CFR 93.105 as a Project that is NOT of Air Quality Concern and that will not require a PM
hot-spot analysis. There were no objections to the project determination and on June 18,
2020 ADOT concluded Interagency Consultation by notifying interested parties that this
project will proceed as a project that does not require a quantitative PM10 hot-spot analysis
under 40CFR 93.123(b).
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M Gma i | Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov>

Re: Interagency Consultation: Determining Project of Air Quality Concern in YMPO Region
1 message

Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov> Thu, Jun 18, 2020 at 9:16 AM
To: Paul Ward <pward@ympo.org>, Transportationconformity <transportationconformity@azdeq.gov>, "Wamsley.Jerry"
<wamsley.jerry@epa.gov>, "Hansen, Alan (FHWA)" <Alan.Hansen@dot.gov>

Cc: Francisco Sanchez <francisco.sanchez@yumacountyaz.gov>, Charles Gutierrez <cgutierrez@ympo.org>, Paul O'brien
<POBrien@azdot.gov>, "Jennifer (FHWA)" <jennifer.elsken@dot.gov>, Patricia Hunter <phunter@azdot.gov>, Karina O'Conner
<oconnor.karina@epa.gov>, Clifton Meek <meek.clifton@epa.gov>, Mark Hoffman <mhoffman@azdot.gov>, ADOTAIirNoise - ADOT
<adotairnoise@azdot.gov>, Olivier Mirza <omirza@azdot.gov>

As there are no objections to the project determination presented, interagency consultation is complete with the project identified as a
project that does not require a quantave hot-spot analysis as listed under 40 CFR 93.123(b). Details on the associated environmental
document review period for this project will be provided when available.

Beverly T. Chenausky

Air & Noise Program Manager
MD EMO02, Room 41

1611 W. Jackson St.

Phoenix, AZ 85007
602.712.6269

azdot.gov

ADOT

Environmental Flanning

On Wed, Jun 3, 2020 at 2:08 PM Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov> wrote:
ADQOT, in coordination with Yuma County, is presenting the following local project, Avenue E, State Route 195 to
County 18th Street, for interagency consultation per 40 CFR 93.105 as a potential project that is not a project of Air
Quality Concern and thereby will not require a PM10 hot-spot analysis. If through interagency consultation it is
determined that this project will not require a hot-spot analysis, other conformity provisions apply and will be addressed
in the air quality section of the environmental clearance. ADOT is requesting responses to the attached PM questionnaire
within 10 business days; a non-response will be interpreted as concurrence that the project is not a project of air
quality concern and does not require a hot-spot analysis. If any consulted party believes this project should be treated as
a project of air quality concern that requires a Quantitative PM hot-spot analysis, please document the appropriate
section under 40 CFR 93.123 (b) that applies to the project and describe why the project should be treated as a project
of air quality concern. Additional information on the County's Traffic Analysis and Design Concept Report will be provided
through a seperate ShareFile notification. If you have any questions or need assistance using ShareFile or additional
time to review the materials please let me know.

Beverly T. Chenausky

Air & Noise Program Manager
MD EMO02, Room 41

1611 W. Jackson St.

Phoenix, AZ 85007
602.712.6269

azdot.gov

ADOT

Environmental Flanning

bk S$8976_Avenue E to SR195 POAQC_06032020.pdf
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M Gma i | Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov>

RE: Interagency Consultation: Determining Project of Air Quality Concern in YMPO Region
1 message

Wamsley, Jerry <Wamsley.Jerry@epa.gov> Tue, Jun 16, 2020 at 11:14 AM
To: Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov>
Cc: "OConnor, Karina" <OConnor.Karina@epa.gov>, "Meek, Clifton" <meek.cliffon@epa.gov>, "Lee, Anita" <Lee.Anita@epa.gov>

Hello Beverly,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Project of Air Quality Concern Questionnaire for the Avenue E, State Route 195
to County 18" Street project in Yuma County. We have no comments or suggestions for your review.

Sincerely,

Jerry Wamsley

From: Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 2:09 PM

To: Paul Ward <pward@ympo.org>; Transportationconformity <transportationconformity@azdeq.gov>; Wamsley, Jerry
<Wamsley.Jerry@epa.gov>; Hansen, Alan (FHWA) <Alan.Hansen@dot.gov>

Cc: francisco.sanchez@yumacountyaz.gov; Charles Gutierrez <cgutierrez@ympo.org>; Paul O'brien <POBrien@azdot.gov>; Jennifer
(FHWA) <jennifer.elsken@dot.gov>; Patricia Hunter <phunter@azdot.gov>; OConnor, Karina <OConnor.Karina@epa.gov>; Meek, Clifton
<meek.clifton@epa.gov>; Mark Hoffman <mhoffman@azdot.gov>; ADOTAIirNoise - ADOT <adotairnoise@azdot.gov>; Olivier Mirza
<omirza@azdot.gov>

Subject: Interagency Consultation: Determining Project of Air Quality Concern in YMPO Region

ADOT, in coordination with Yuma County, is presenting the following local project, Avenue E, State Route 195 to
County 18th Street, for interagency consultation per 40 CFR 93.105 as a potential project that is not a project of Air
Quality Concern and thereby will not require a PM10 hot-spot analysis. If through interagency consultation it is determined
that this project will not require a hot-spot analysis, other conformity provisions apply and will be addressed in the air
quality section of the environmental clearance. ADOT is requesting responses to the attached PM questionnaire within 10
business days; a non-response will be interpreted as concurrence that the project is not a project of air quality concern
and does not require a hot-spot analysis. If any consulted party believes this project should be treated as a project of air
quality concern that requires a Quantitative PM hot-spot analysis, please document the appropriate section under 40 CFR
93.123 (b) that applies to the project and describe why the project should be treated as a project of air quality concern.
Additional information on the County's Traffic Analysis and Design Concept Report will be provided through a seperate
ShareFile notification. If you have any questions or need assistance using ShareFile or additional time to review the
materials please let me know.

Beverly T. Chenausky

Air & Noise Program Manager
MD EMO02, Room 41

1611 W. Jackson St.
Phoenix, AZ 85007
602.712.6269

azdot.gov
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M Gma i | Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov>

RE: Interagency Consultation: Determining Project of Air Quality Concern in YMPO Region
1 message

Elsken, Jennifer (FHWA) <jennifer.elsken@dot.gov> Mon, Jun 8, 2020 at 4:09 PM
To: "bchenausky azdot.gov" <bchenausky@azdot.gov>

Cc: "francisco.sanchez@yumacountyaz.gov" <francisco.sanchez@yumacountyaz.gov>, Charles Gutierrez <cgutierrez@ympo.org>, Paul O'brien
<POBrien@azdot.gov>, Patricia Hunter <phunter@azdot.gov>, Karina O'Conner <oconnor.karina@epa.gov>, "Wamsley.Jerry"
<wamsley.jerry@epa.gov>, Clifton Meek <meek.clifton@epa.gov>, Mark Hoffman <mhoffman@azdot.gov>, Paul Ward <pward@ympo.org>,
ADOTAIrNoise - ADOT <adotairnoise@azdot.gov>, Olivier Mirza <omirza@azdot.gov>, "Hansen, Alan (FHWA)" <Alan.Hansen@dot.gov>,
Transportationconformity <transportationconformity@azdeq.gov>

Hi Beverly,

Thanks for providing the air quality informa on for the Avenue E, State Route 195 to County 18th Street Project for review.

Based on the informa on provided, FHWA agrees with ADOT’s assessment that the Avenue E, State Route 195 to County 18th Street
Project is not a project of Air Quality Concern and will not require a PM10 hot-spot analysis. Any changes to the project scope (including
changes to projected traffic volumes) will warrant addi onal review by FHWA to determine if this assessment is s |l appropriate.

Please let me know if you need anything else.

Thanks, Jennifer.

Jenwnifer Elsken
Environmental Program Manager
FHWA, Arizona Division

Office: 602-382-8974

Cell: 801-644-0322

jennifer.elsken@dot.gov

From: Beverly Chenausky [mailto:bchenausky@azdot.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 2:09 PM

To: Paul Ward <pward@ympo.org>; Transporta onconformity <transportationconformity@azdeq.gov>; Wamsley.Jerry
<wamsley.jerry@epa.gov>; Hansen, Alan (FHWA) <Alan.Hansen@dot.gov>

Cc: francisco.sanchez@yumacountyaz.gov; Charles Gu errez <cgutierrez@ympo.org>; Paul O'brien <POBrien@azdot.gov>;
Elsken, Jennifer (FHWA) <jennifer.elsken@dot.gov>; Patricia Hunter <phunter@azdot.gov>; Karina O'Conner
<oconnor.karina@epa.gov>; Cli. on Meek <meek.clifton@epa.gov>; Mark Hoffman <mhoffman@azdot.gov>; ADOTAirNoise -
ADOT <adotairnoise@azdot.gov>; Olivier Mirza <omirza@azdot.gov>

Subject: Interagency Consultalbn: Determining Project of Air Quality Concern in YMPO Region

ADOQT, in coordination with Yuma County, is presenting the following local project, Avenue E, State Route 195 to
County 18th Street, for interagency consultation per 40 CFR 93.105 as a potential project that is not a project of Air
Quality Concern and thereby will not require a PM10 hot-spot analysis. If through interagency consultation it is determined
that this project will not require a hot-spot analysis, other conformity provisions apply and will be addressed in the air
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quality section of the environmental clearance. ADOT is requesting responses to the attached PM questionnaire within 10
business days; a non-response will be interpreted as concurrence that the project is not a project of air quality concern
and does not require a hot-spot analysis. If any consulted party believes this project should be treated as a project of air
quality concern that requires a Quantitative PM hot-spot analysis, please document the appropriate section under 40 CFR
93.123 (b) that applies to the project and describe why the project should be treated as a project of air quality concern.
Additional information on the County's Traffic Analysis and Design Concept Report will be provided through a seperate
ShareFile notification. If you have any questions or need assistance using ShareFile or additional time to review the
materials please let me know.

Beverly T. Chenausky

Air & Noise Program Manager
MD EMO02, Room 41

1611 W. Jackson St.

Phoenix, AZ 85007
602.712.6269

azdot.gov

ADOT

Environmental Flanning
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M Gma i | Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov>

Re: Interagency Consultation: Determining Project of Air Quality Concern in YMPO Region
1 message

Paul Ward <pward@ympo.org> Wed, Jun 3, 2020 at 3:25 PM
To: Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov>

Beverly:

YMPO will respond very early next week after we check just how well the most recent Air Quality Conformity
Analysis covered this project.

Paul

From: Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 2:38 PM

To: Paul Ward <pward@ympo.org>

Cc: CGu errez <cgutierrez@ympo.org>

Subject: Re: Interagency Consulta on: Determining Project of Air Quality Concern in YMPO Region

Unless a meeting is requested we generally do not hold a meeting, this project has very very low traffic volumes it shouldn't rise to a level of
a quantitative assessment, if modeling was needed we would likely facilitate further meetings. A concurrence this project is not a project of
air quality concern via email or non-response is sufficient, | guess it would be similar to an administrative action on a TIP amendment. Now
with that explanation, it has been a while since YMPO has held a interagency consultation meeting so if YMPO wanted to have a

recurring agenda item for ADOT to update the group on upcoming projects needing a project level conformity assessment, or environmental
studies in the work, we will be more than willing to do that, with COVID however we are virtual as are most agencies. ADEQ has been pretty
quiet on the Ozone work as well; it may be worth an update.

In terms of the environmental study phase for NEPA, there will be a small air quality report for the overall Environmental Assessment the
County may be holding a meeting as the sponsoring agency. | will forward that information to the consultation group when | have the details.
As this is a county project we defer to the county on how they want to facilitate the public comment portion. Also, this project is a little odd in
that from the transportation side of things it could have been a CE but the BOR requested an EA to get the land clearance, we will see if the
BOR recommends a General Conformity Assessment as well as the BOR requirements are different from FHWA in terms of the overall
NEPA process.

Beverly T. Chenausky

Air & Noise Program Manager
MD EMO02, Room 41

1611 W. Jackson St.

Phoenix, AZ 85007
602.712.6269

azdot.gov

ADOT

Environmental Flanning

On Wed, Jun 3, 2020 at 2:19 PM Paul Ward <pward@ympo.org> wrote:
Beverly:

Will you be sending out an electronic invitation to an Outlook/Google meeting for this proposed consultation, or
should the YMPO staff simply enter a meeting on our own.

Paul Ward, YMPO
Office Phone:  (928) 783-0911
Mobile Phone: (928) 615-0205

From: Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 2:08 PM

To: Paul Ward <pward@ympo.org>; Transporta onconformity <transportationconformity@azdeq.gov>; Wamsley.Jerry
<wamsley.jerry@epa.gov>; Hansen, Alan (FHWA) <Alan.Hansen@dot.gov>

Cc: francisco.sanchez@yumacountyaz.gov <francisco.sanchez@yumacountvaz.gov>; CGu errez <cqutierrez@ympo.org>;
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Paul O'brien <POBrien@ézdot.gov>;Jenr:ifer (FHWA) <jennifer.els?én@dot.goﬁ; P;tricié Hunter <phur?ter@azd;tﬂ.go'v>; Kz;riha
O'Conner <oconnor.karina@epa.gov>; Cli. on Meek <meek.cliffton@epa.gov>; Mark Hoffman <mhoffman@azdot.gov>;

ADOTAIirNoise - ADOT <adotairnoise@azdot.gov>; Olivier Mirza <omirza@azdot.gov>
Subject: Interagency Consultalon: Determining Project of Air Quality Concern in YMPO Region

ADOQT, in coordination with Yuma County, is presenting the following local project, Avenue E, State Route 195 to
County 18th Street, for interagency consultation per 40 CFR 93.105 as a potential project that is not a project of Air
Quality Concern and thereby will not require a PM10 hot-spot analysis. If through interagency consultation it is
determined that this project will not require a hot-spot analysis, other conformity provisions apply and will be addressed
in the air quality section of the environmental clearance. ADOT is requesting responses to the attached PM questionnaire
within 10 business days; a non-response will be interpreted as concurrence that the project is not a project of air
quality concern and does not require a hot-spot analysis. If any consulted party believes this project should be treated as
a project of air quality concern that requires a Quantitative PM hot-spot analysis, please document the appropriate
section under 40 CFR 93.123 (b) that applies to the project and describe why the project should be treated as a project
of air quality concern. Additional information on the County's Traffic Analysis and Design Concept Report will be provided
through a seperate ShareFile notification. If you have any questions or need assistance using ShareFile or additional
time to review the materials please let me know.

Beverly T. Chenausky

Air & Noise Program Manager
MD EMO02, Room 41

1611 W. Jackson St.

Phoenix, AZ 85007
602.712.6269

azdot.gov

ADOT

Environmental Flanning
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M Gma i I Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov>

ShareFile Activity Notification

1 message

ShareFile Notifications (No Reply) <noreply@sf-notifications.com> Mon, Jun 8, 2020 at 3:56 PM
Reply-To: noreply@sf-notifications.com
To: BChenausky@azdot.gov

Notification Summary

Below is a summary of upload and download activity on folders for which you've chosen to be
notified.

Uploads

There is no upload activity to report.

Downloads

ShareFileGEN@azdot.gov > BChenausky > Interagency Consultation > SS976
Avemue E

Name: Project_Area_Poly.kmz

Size: 30.99 KB~ Downloaded: 6/8/20 6:56p
User: J. Elsken

Dates are displayed in UTC -5

Click here to change how often ShareFile sends emails

Powered By Citrix ShareFile 2020


https://adot.sharefile.com/f/foa65e8a-e0d1-401b-a3ea-a9fc5fc060ac
https://adot.sharefile.com/notifications
http://www.sharefile.com/?src=emailfooter

M Gma i I Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov>

ShareFile Activity Notification

1 message

ShareFile Notifications (No Reply) <noreply@sf-notifications.com> Thu, Jun 4, 2020 at 2:38 PM
Reply-To: noreply@sf-notifications.com
To: BChenausky@azdot.gov

Notification Summary

Below is a summary of upload and download activity on folders for which you've chosen to be
notified.

Uploads

There is no upload activity to report.

Downloads

ShareFileGEN@azdot.gov > BChenausky > Interagency Consultation > SS976
Avemue E

Name: Project_Area_Poly.kmz

Size: 30.99 KB~ Downloaded: 6/4/20 5:37p
User: t. ADEQ

Name: Rpt-FinalDCR032315.pdf

Size: 30.43 MB "~ Downloaded: 6/4/20 5:37p
User: t. ADEQ

Name: Avenue E Traffic Addendum 2020-04.pdf

Size: 1.66 MB "~ Downloaded: 6/4/20 5:37p
User: t. ADEQ

Dates are displayed in UTC -5

Click here to change how often ShareFile sends emails

Powered By Citrix ShareFile 2020


https://adot.sharefile.com/f/foa65e8a-e0d1-401b-a3ea-a9fc5fc060ac
https://adot.sharefile.com/notifications
http://www.sharefile.com/?src=emailfooter

M Gma i I Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov>

ShareFile Activity Notification

1 message

ShareFile Notifications (No Reply) <noreply@sf-notifications.com> Wed, Jun 3, 2020 at 12:59 PM
Reply-To: noreply@sf-notifications.com
To: BChenausky@azdot.gov

Notification Summary

Below is a summary of upload and download activity on folders for which you've chosen to be
notified.

Uploads

There is no upload activity to report.

Downloads

ShareFileGEN@azdot.gov > BChenausky > Interagency Consultation > SS976
Avemue E

Name: Project_Area_Poly.kmz

Size: 30.99 KB~ Downloaded: 6/3/20 3:58p
User: J. Joo

Name: Avenue E Traffic Addendum 2020-04.pdf

Size: 1.66 MB~ Downloaded: 6/3/20 3:58p
User: J. Joo

Name: Rpt-FinalDCR032315.pdf

Size: 30.43 MB "~ Downloaded: 6/3/20 3:58p
User: J. Joo

Dates are displayed in UTC -5

Click here to change how often ShareFile sends emails

Powered By Citrix ShareFile 2020
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