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 PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT  

AMONG 

THE ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION, 

AND ARIZONA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

REGARDING THE 

NORTH-SOUTH CORRIDOR STUDY TIER 1 EIS, 

INTERSTATE 10 TO U.S. ROUTE 60, ARIZONA, 

PROJECT NO. STP-999-A(365)X, TRACS NO. 999 PN 000 H7454 01L, 

PINAL AND MARICOPA COUNTIES, ARIZONA 

 

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) provides funding assistance to the 
Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) through the Federal-aid Highway Program 
(hereafter, the Program), which is subject to Section 106 (54 United States Code [USC] 
§ 306108) of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended (54 USC 
§ 300301, et seq.) and its implementing regulations at 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
Part 800; and 

WHEREAS, and in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; 42 United 
States Code [USC] § 4321 et seq.), FHWA is preparing a Tier 1 Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) to evaluate build corridor alternatives for the proposed development of the 
North-South Corridor (NSC) Freeway, connecting communities in central Pinal County with 
U.S. Route 60 (US 60) and Interstate 10 (I-10; see Attachment A, NSC Study [NSCS] Build 
Corridor Alternatives), in Pinal and Maricopa Counties, Arizona, with a planning and 
implementation horizon that extends to the year 2040 (hereafter, the Undertaking); and 

WHEREAS, the Undertaking would include a portion of State Route (SR) 24, a controlled-
access highway, to be used to link SR 202L and the NSC Freeway, thereby providing access to 
the NSC Freeway for the southeastern suburban areas of the greater metropolitan Phoenix area; 
and 

WHEREAS, upon completion of the Tier 1 EIS, ADOT may select a build corridor alternative, 
approximately 2,000 feet wide, for designation and development of the North-South Corridor 
Freeway; and 

WHEREAS, an interim area of potential effects (APE) has been defined, consisting of all build 
corridor alternatives combined (see Attachment A). If one of the build corridor alternatives is 
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selected, the Tier 1 APE would correspond spatially and would be revised during Tier 2 as 
alignment segments were identified, along with the identification of appropriate land 
jurisdictions; and 

WHEREAS, if a build corridor alternative is selected, further planning and construction of the 
NSC Freeway would occur in multiple, separate phases over the planning and implementation 
horizon which extends to the year 2040. Each such phase is hereinafter referred to as a Tier 2 
project, specific to a Tier 2 segment. Each Tier 2 project would individually satisfy the definition 
of an undertaking (sensu 36 CFR § 800.16[y]) but would remain a component of the present 
Undertaking, subject to both Section 106 and the terms of this Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, 23 USC §§ 326 and 327 allow the U.S. Department of Transportation Secretary, 
acting through FHWA, to assign responsibilities for compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA; 42 USC § 4321, et seq.) and other federal environmental laws to a 
state department of transportation through a memorandum of understanding (MOU); and 

WHEREAS, FHWA and ADOT have entered into two MOUs, included in this programmatic 
agreement (hereafter, the Agreement) as Attachments B and C, respectively, as provided for in 
23 USC §§ 326 and 327, respectively, through which FHWA assigned, and ADOT assumed, 
FHWA’s responsibilities for compliance with NEPA and Section 106 for all Program-funded 
transportation projects in the state of Arizona; and 

WHEREAS, FHWA did not assign and ADOT did not assume FHWA’s responsibilities for 
compliance with NEPA and Section 106, pursuant to 23 USC § 327, for portions of three federal 
undertakings (see Attachment D), none of which is the NSC Freeway Tier 1 EIS or subsequent 
Tier 2 projects; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with the 326 and 327 MOUs, ADOT is deemed to be the responsible 
federal agency for the purpose of compliance with 36 CFR Part 800, except for projects not 
assigned under the 23 USC § 327 MOU (see Attachment D), throughout Tier 1, and thus ADOT 
is a Signatory to this Agreement, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(c)(1); and  

WHEREAS, in accordance with the 326 and 327 MOUs, ADOT assumes all statutory 
responsibilities as the lead federal agency for individual Tier 2 projects that would be defined 
during the concomitant NEPA process, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(2), and would consult with 
the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) pursuant to Sections 101 (to wit 54 USC §§ 
302303[b][5], [6], and [9][A]) and 106 of the NHPA, as well as 36 CFR §§ 800.2 (c)(1)(i) and 
800.6(b)(1); and 

WHEREAS, the Programmatic Agreement Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act Regarding Implementation of Federal-Aid Transportation Projects in the State 

of Arizona (hereafter, the Statewide PA) was executed on September 23, 2020, by FHWA, 
ADOT, SHPO, and ACHP; and 

WHEREAS, the Statewide PA was developed pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.14(b)(2) in order to 
establish a programmatic alternative for taking into account the effects of repetitive, recurring, 
and/or minor undertakings funded by the Program and will thus be applicable to some of this 
Undertaking’s Tier 2 projects; and 
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WHEREAS, ADOT has developed this Agreement for the Tier 1 EIS to define and outline how 
individual Tier 2 projects would be carried out, to detail environmental commitments, and to 
satisfy the requirements of Section 106, pursuant to 36 CFR §§ 800.14(b)(1)(i) and (ii); and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to 36 CFR §§ 800.4(b)(2) and 800.5(a)(3), ADOT has implemented, for 
the Tier 1 EIS, a phased approach for identifying historic properties—including archaeological 
resources, historic built environment resources (districts, buildings, and structures), and 
properties of religious and cultural significance to federally recognized Native American tribes—
that are listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and is 
evaluating effects thereupon; and 

WHEREAS, if a build corridor alternative is selected, subsequent phased design, assessment of 
environmental impacts pursuant to NEPA, and construction of specific Tier 2 projects to 
implement the Undertaking during a planning and implementation horizon that extends to the 
year 2040, could involve the use of co-located roadways with or without upgrades, and/or the 
construction of new segments of roadway; and 

WHEREAS, the ADOT Environmental Administrator is the ADOT agency official for Program-
funded transportation projects assigned under the 326 and 327 MOUs, including the Tier 2 
projects described in this Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, ADOT is responsible for compliance with NEPA and Section 106 for all Tier 2 
projects, which would be studied and constructed as multiple, separate undertakings over the 
planning and implementation horizon extending to the year 2040; and 

WHEREAS, all historic properties, including sites, places, or landscapes of religious and 
cultural significance to Native American tribes, that may be affected by this Undertaking have 
not yet been identified, given that portions of the build corridor alternatives have not been 
subjected to intensive pedestrian survey; and 

 WHEREAS, the Undertaking may have an adverse effect on historic properties, pursuant to 
36 CFR § 800.5(a)(2)(i); and 

WHEREAS, ADOT’s participation in and adherence to this Agreement as a Signatory affirms 
and demonstrates compliance with the State Historic Preservation Act (41 Arizona Revised 
Statutes [ARS] §§ 861–864); and 

 WHEREAS, the Arizona SHPO is authorized to enter into this Agreement in order to fulfill its 
role of advising and assisting federal agencies in carrying out their responsibilities pursuant to 
Sections 101 (54 USC §§ 302303[b][5], [6], and [9][A]) and 106 of the NHPA, 
36 CFR §§ 800.2(c)(1)(i), and 800.6(b)(1)(i), and SHPO is a Signatory to this Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, SHPO is authorized to enter into this Agreement to fulfill its role of advising and 
assisting federal and state agencies in carrying out their historic preservation responsibilities and 
cooperate with those agencies in accordance with 41 ARS § 511.04(D)(4), and thus SHPO is a 
Signatory to this Agreement, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(c)(1); and 
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WHEREAS, the effect of the Undertaking on historic properties is not yet knowable and the 
present Undertaking and subsequent Tier 2 projects may have an adverse effect on historic 
properties, as explicated at 36 CFR § 800.5(a); and  

 WHEREAS, ADOT notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of the 
potential for adverse effects resulting from the Undertaking, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(b)(2), 
and invited the ACHP to participate in this Agreement, and the ACHP accepted the invitation on 
March 4, 2019, and is a Signatory to this Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, ADOT must comply with Arizona’s State Historic Preservation Act, and ADOT’s 
participation in this Agreement as a Signatory satisfies compliance with 41 ARS §§ 861—864; 
and 

WHEREAS, ADOT consulted with the following federal agencies: the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
(Western Regional Office and San Carlos Irrigation Project), Bureau of Land Management 
(Hassayampa, Lower Sonoran, Tucson, and state offices), Bureau of Reclamation, Federal 
Railroad Administration, Federal Transit Administration, National Park Service (Casa Grande 
National Monument), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and Western Area Power Administration, 
pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(c)4, and these agencies have been invited to be Concurring Parties to 
this Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, the National Park Service (Casa Grande National Monument), in a letter dated 
May 8, 2019, has requested to be a Concurring Party to this Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Indian Affairs Western Reginal Office has, in an email dated April 
23, 2021, has declined participation in the development of this Agreement and further 
participation in continuing Section 106 consultation, deferring to the San Carlos Irrigation 
Project; and  

WHEREAS, ADOT has consulted with and invited the following Native American tribes 
(hereafter, the Tribes) that may attach religious or cultural importance to affected properties 
(pursuant to 36 CFR §§ 800.2[c][2][ii][A]—[F]) to be Concurring Parties to this Agreement: Ak-
Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Tohono O’odham Nation, 
Tonto Apache Tribe, Yavapai-Apache Nation, and Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe; and 

WHEREAS, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, in a letter dated April 10, 2017, has deferred to 
the Gila River Indian Community for the purpose of Section 106 consultation; and 

WHEREAS, the Hopi Tribe, in a letter dated April 25, 2019, declined participation in the 
development of this Agreement but requested to participate in continuing Section 106 
consultation; and 

WHEREAS, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, in a letter dated February 23, 2011, declined to 
participate in the development of this Agreement and declined to take part in further Section 106 
consultation unless ADOT encounters archaeological deposits with known or suspected Apache 
affiliation; and 
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WHEREAS, the San Carlos Apache Tribe, in a letter dated July 8, 2016, declined further 
participation in Section 106 consultation but, in a letter dated November 7, 2018, requested to 
participate in the development of this Agreement. Most recently, in a letter dated April 30, 2021, 
the Tribe declined further consultation or participation in this Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, in a letter dated April 22, 2019, requested to 
participate in the development of this Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, Tribal participation in this Agreement does not constitute approval of the outcome 
of the Tier 1 EIS; and 

WHEREAS, ADOT will continue to consult with interested Tribes that elect not to participate in 
this Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, no provision of this Agreement shall be construed by any of the Signatories, 
Invited Signatories, or Concurring Parties as abridging or debilitating any sovereign powers of 
individual Tribes, affecting the trustee-beneficiary relationship between the Secretary of Interior 
and the Tribes, or interfere with the government-to-government relationship between the United 
States and the Tribes, and  

WHEREAS, FHWA’s responsibilities for government-to-government consultation with the 
Tribes, as defined at 36 CFR § 800.16(m), are not assigned to or assumed by ADOT under this 
Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, ADOT implemented consultation with all Tribal representatives who expressed 
interest in this Undertaking, and accepted all shared information concerning properties of 
traditional, religious, and cultural importance, and ADOT has employed this information to 
avoid impacts from the Tier 1 review to such properties; and 

WHEREAS, ADOT has consulted, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(3), with the following state 
agencies: Arizona Department of Emergency and Military Affairs/Army National Guard, 
Arizona Game and Fish Department, and Arizona State Land Department; and 

 WHEREAS, the Arizona Game and Fish Department has, in an email dated May 6, 2021, has 
declined participation in the development of this agreement and further participation in 
continuing Section 106 consultation; and  

WHEREAS, ADOT has consulted, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(3), with Pinal County, and 
has invited them to sign this Agreement as a Concurring Party; and 

WHEREAS, ADOT has consulted, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(3), with the following 
municipalities: City of Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, Town of Florence, City 
of Mesa, and Town of Queen Creek, and has invited them to sign this Agreement as Concurring 
Parties; and 
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 WHEREAS, ADOT has consulted, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(5), with Archaeology 
Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona 
Mining Association, Arizona Public Service, ASARCO, Central Arizona Project, Pinal County 
Farm Bureau, San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, Tucson Electric Power (a UNS 
Energy Corporation), and Union Pacific Railroad, and has invited them to sign this Agreement as 
Concurring Parties; and 

WHEREAS, Archaeology Southwest has declined participation in this Agreement but continues 
to be a consulting party; and 

WHEREAS, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, 
ASARCO, the Bureau of Land Management Lower Sonoran Field Office, the Bureau of Land 
Management State Office, and the Pinal County Farm Bureau have been non-responsive to 
consultation and communication, ADOT assumes they are no longer participants in the 
development of this Agreement or further continuing Section 106 consultation; and 

 WHEREAS, ADOT has consulted, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(c)(2)(iii), with the Arizona 
State Museum (ASM), and ASM has been invited to participate because it has mandated 
authority and responsibilities under the Arizona Antiquities Act (AAA;  41 ARS § 841 et seq.) 
that apply to that portion of the Undertaking on municipal, county, and state lands in Arizona and 
mandated authority and responsibilities under 41 ARS § 865 that apply to that portion of the 
Undertaking on private lands, and ADOT has invited ASM to sign this Agreement as a 
Concurring Party; and 

WHEREAS, ADOT has utilized the NEPA public participation requirements to coordinate and 
assist in satisfying the public involvement requirements under Section 106 of the NHPA, 
pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(d)(3), augmenting the NEPA process as necessary to ensure 
compliance with Section 106; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with the phased approach, ADOT completed a series of cultural 
resource inventories for the Tier 1 review, designed to identify cultural resources listed in or 
eligible for listing in NRHP and that could be affected by the Undertaking during subsequent 
Tier 2 projects, as reported in: A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South 
Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Graves 2011), Traditional Cultural Property Overview 

for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Maricopa 
and Pinal Counties, Arizona (Darling 2016), Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey 
and Historical-Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal 

County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017), Results of an Inventory of Architectural Resources for the 
North-South Corridor Study Area, Pinal County, Arizona (Thompson and Gregory 2017), 
Supplemental Class I Cultural Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal 
County, Arizona (Stewart and Brodbeck 2018), and Supplemental Inventory of Historic 
Buildings, Structures, and Districts for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona 
(Brodbeck 2018); and 

WHEREAS, SHPO subsequently concurred with the adequacy of the above reports, which 
identify cultural resources that are listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP, or which have not 
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yet been evaluated for NRHP eligibility, and which could be adversely affected by the 
Undertaking; and 

WHEREAS, ADOT provided the results of the above-referenced inventories to the consulting 
parties to this Undertaking for their review and comment, and ADOT has considered these 
comments in the EIS decision-making process; and 

WHEREAS, the Undertaking may cause adverse effects to archaeological sites that have been or 
may be determined eligible for the NRHP pursuant to 36 CFR § 60.4(d) but which hold 
significance to descendant tribes for reasons other than or in addition to data potential. ADOT 
has acknowledged such significance and agrees that one such site, AZ U:14:73(ASM) deserves 
additional consideration if a western build alternative is selected. Site AZ U:14:73(ASM) is a 
prehistoric Huhugam site considered culturally significant to the Gila River Indian Community, 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, Ak-Chin Indian Community, and Tohono 
O’odham Nation. The site may constitute a traditional cultural property (TCP) pursuant to 
National Register Bulletin 38 (Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Traditional Cultural 

Properties). ADOT has committed to assess and evaluate the site as a potential TCP, in 
association with this Undertaking, if a western build alternative is selected; and 

WHEREAS, ADOT understands and acknowledges that while federal agencies are obligated to 
assess archaeological sites from a purely Western, science-based perspective, ancestral places 
hold additional and non-quantifiable significance, especially for descendant communities; and 

WHEREAS, ADOT understands and acknowledges that while archaeological sites determined 
NRHP-eligible pursuant to 36 CFR § 60.4(d) derive their statutory significance from their data 
potential, and “mitigation” in the Western sense may include data recovery efforts, such efforts 
are not universally interpreted or accepted as wholly or partially mitigating; and 

WHEREAS, definitions in this Agreement conform with those at 36 CFR § 800.16 unless 
otherwise specified; and    

WHEREAS, the term “cultural resources,” as used in this Agreement, means locations, 
landscapes, sites, districts, features, and objects that were made, modified, or used by humans 
over 50 years ago; and 

WHEREAS, ADOT, ACHP, and SHPO are individual signatories and referred to collectively as 
Signatories; and  

NOW, THEREFORE, the Signatories agree that development of the Undertaking shall be 
implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in order to determine effects and 
resolve any adverse effects of the Undertaking on historic properties, and these stipulations will 
govern the Undertaking and all of its phases until the Agreement expires or is terminated. 
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STIPULATIONS 

ADOT shall ensure that the following stipulations are carried out: 

I. ADOT ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

A. The Signatories agree that ADOT is the lead agency for this Undertaking and shall be 
responsible for Section 106 compliance associated with the Tier 1 review and all 
subsequent Tier 2 projects, pursuant to 23 USC §§ 326 and 327 (see Attachments C 
and D). 

B. ADOT shall administer and implement the stipulations of this Agreement throughout 
the Tier 1 review and all subsequent Tier 2 projects. This includes assuring that all 
Signatories carry out their responsibilities pursuant to this Agreement. 

C. Should Tier 2 agreement documents be developed pursuant to Stipulation II.H.1 
(below), no elements thereof shall conflict with this Agreement. 

D. ADOT, following the conditions of the 326 and 327 MOUs, shall conduct Section 
106 consultation with the Tribes on behalf of FHWA. However: 

1. FHWA shall retain all government-to-government responsibilities; and 

2. If a consulting tribe is not satisfied with ADOT’s level of consultation, the tribe 
shall notify FHWA and FHWA shall assume consultation in all or part, as agreed 
to with tribes.  

II. THE TIER 1 PROJECT  

A. ADOT is responsible for implementing those terms of this Agreement which pertain 
to the Tier 1 portion of this Undertaking, including, but not limited to: 

1. Distribution of revised cultural resources reports, if necessary 

2. Coordinating the approval of the Final Tier 1 EIS 

3. Distribution of the Final Tier 1 EIS  

4. Development of the Record of Decision.  

B. Pursuant to 36 CFR §§ 800.4(b)(2) and 800.5(a)(3), the tiered approach to Section 
106 compliance follows a phased strategy for identifying historic properties, 
including archaeological resources, historic built environment resources, and sites of 
religious and cultural significance to the Tribes, listed in or eligible for listing in the 
NRHP, and thereafter evaluating effects upon such resources. The Tier 1 phase of this 
strategy relied largely upon existing data (e.g., prior Class III surveys, Class I 
inventories, archival research, evaluations) and projected findings. The Tier 1 phase 
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did include new pedestrian survey and ethnographic research, but this was not enough 
to ensure complete inventory or assessment throughout all build corridor alternatives. 

C. ADOT shall continue to use the NEPA public participation requirements to 
coordinate and assist in satisfying the public involvement requirements under Section 
106 of the NHPA, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(d)(3), augmenting the NEPA process 
as necessary to ensure compliance with Section 106. 

III. TIER 2 PROJECTS 

All Tier 2 projects shall remain subject to the terms of this Agreement. During Tier 2 
projects, ADOT shall: 

A. Identify and Engage Consulting Parties 

In accordance with 36 CFR §§ 800.2(3)—(5) and 800.3(f), ADOT shall, for all Tier 2 
projects subject to this Agreement, invite and facilitate Section 106 consultation with 
consulting parties.  

1. Such parties may include, but are not limited to, public agencies with historic 
preservation responsibilities or jurisdiction, relevant advocacy groups, or other 
entities with a vested interest in the historic properties within Tier 2 project areas, 
and which may want to review reports and findings for projects within their 
respective jurisdictions.  

2. ADOT shall conduct consultation, on behalf of FHWA, with the appropriate 
Native American tribes. Notwithstanding Stipulation III.A.6, such consultation 
shall be undertaken simultaneously and in identical fashion with Section 106 
consultation between ADOT and other consulting parties. Tribal consultation 
shall include: 

a.    Tribes with jurisdictional authority over all or part of the Tier 2 project area; 
and 

b.   Any tribe not described in Stipulation III.A.2.a that is listed in ADOT’s 
Historic Preservation Team (HPT) Portal database as having previously 
expressed a desire to be consulted with for the project area; and 

c.    Any tribe not described in Stipulations III.A.2.a–b that expresses or has 
expressed interest in the project, project area, or resources within the project 
area; and 

d.   The Tohono O’odham Nation, Gila River Indian Community, Ak-Chin Indian 
Community, and Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (collectively, 
the Four Southern Tribes), should any of the Four Southern Tribes satisfy 
Stipulations III.A.2.a–c; and 
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e.    Any tribe not described in Stipulations III.A.2.a–d that is recommended for 
consultation by another consulting party; and 

f.    Any tribe not described in Stipulations III.A.2.a–e to which a consulting tribe 
defers; and 

g.   Any tribe not described in Stipulations III.A.2.a–f that ADOT feels would be 
appropriate to invite 

3. ADOT’s tribal consultation, on behalf of FHWA, shall continue unless and until 
that tribe informs ADOT, in writing, that: 

a.    They no longer wish to participate in consultation for that particular Tier 2 
project; or 

b.   They wish to defer to another tribe for that particular Tier 2 project; or 

c.    They wish to participate in government-to-government consultation directly 
with FHWA, at which time ADOT will inform FHWA and FHWA will 
conduct further consultation.  

4. ADOT’s efforts to identify the appropriate consulting parties for individual Tier 2 
projects shall be in consultation with SHPO. 

5. ADOT shall submit to ACHP and SHPO a list of consulting parties, a summary of 
preceding consultation, and a summary of any preceding, substantive comments. 
This submission may co-occur or coincide with other elements of Section 106 
consultation. 

a.    SHPO shall provide comments, including recommendations for additional 
parties, to ADOT within 35 calendar days.  

b.   Upon receipt of SHPO’s comments, ADOT shall revise the list of consulting 
parties, as necessary, and resubmit to SHPO.  

6. In accordance with Executive Order (EO) 11593 (Protection and Enhancement of 
Cultural Resources) and EO 13007 (Indian Sacred Sites), and pursuant to the 
terms of the 23 USC §§ 326 and 327 MOUs (Attachments B and C, respectively), 
FHWA shall retain responsibility for conducting formal government-to-
government consultation with federally-recognized Indian Tribes (see Stipulations 
I.C, II.D, and III.A.3.c).  

7. ADOT shall provide all consulting parties with the following for a 35-calendar-
day review and comment period, thus providing an opportunity to give input 
concerning the design and construction of Tier 2 projects, as they relate to cultural 
resources. This submission may co-occur or coincide with other elements of 
Section 106 consultation. 
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a.    Information on existing cultural resource inventories  

b.   Information on known historic properties 

c.    Locations where new cultural surveys are planned 

d.   Information on the assessment of project effects 

e.    Information on the resolution of adverse effects, should such exist 

f.    Plans, related documents, and digital spatial data, as warranted and 
appropriate, pertaining to Tier 2 projects. 

8. In addition, ADOT shall coordinate public involvement as follows: 

a.    ADOT shall satisfy the public involvement requirements under Section 106 of 
the NHPA pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(d)(3) and in coordination with the 
NEPA public participation requirements (40 CFR § 6.203). 

b.   Public involvement in the planning and implementation of Tier 2 projects 
subject to this Agreement shall be governed by ADOT’s environmental 
compliance procedures and, as appropriate, any advice or guidance documents 
offered by consulting parties.  

c.    Consistent with Section 106, the public and consulting parties will have an 
opportunity to comment and voice concerns with regard to resources 
identified during Tier 2 inventories. Such input may be gathered during public 
meetings or by way of ADOT’s project-specific website: 
https://azdot.gov/planning/transportation-studies/north-south-corridor-study-
proposed-new-transportation-route-pinal.  

d.   Public meetings held pursuant to NEPA (to wit 40 CFR § 6.203) shall present, 
in general terms, historic properties within the APE, findings of effect, and 
treatment of historic properties subject to adverse effects, in accordance with 
36 CFR § 800.2(d)(3). Such meetings will be held in communities local to 
each Tier 2 segment. Interested groups and individuals will be invited to 
comment on proposed treatments. Those with demonstrated interest in the 
Undertaking as a whole or Tier 2 project in particular may be invited to 
participate as Section 106 consulting parties and/or Concurring Parties to 
individual Tier 2 agreements developed to resolve adverse effects upon 
historic properties pursuant to 36 CFR §§ 800.6 and 800.14(b). 

e.    ADOT shall consider written requests from individuals and organizations to 
participate as consulting parties in the development of measures to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate adverse effects upon historic properties and unevaluated 
cultural resources.  

https://azdot.gov/planning/transportation-studies/north-south-corridor-study-proposed-new-transportation-route-pinal
https://azdot.gov/planning/transportation-studies/north-south-corridor-study-proposed-new-transportation-route-pinal


Programmatic Agreement for North-South Corridor Study Tier 1 EIS, Interstate 10 to U.S. Route 60 

Project No. STP-999-A(365)X, TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 01L  12 

f.    ADOT shall take into account all comments received from the public. 
Pursuant to 36 CFR §§ 800.11(e)—(g), public comments shall be considered 
in: 

(1) Efforts to identify and evaluate historic properties, and 

(2) Documentation of project effects upon historic properties, and  

(3) Agreement documents developed for individual Tier 2 projects pursuant 
to 36 CFR §§ 800.6 and 800.14(b). 

B. Define the APE 

1. An appropriate APE for each Tier 2 project shall be established by ADOT, in 
consultation with SHPO, as appropriate and other consulting parties. The defining 
of each Tier 2 APE shall take into account direct, indirect, and cumulative effects, 
pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4(1). ADOT shall provide consulting parties a 35 
calendar day review period to comment on the APE for each undertaking. This 
submission may co-occur or coincide with other elements of Section 106 
consultation. 

2. Throughout the Tier 2 design process, ADOT shall determine whether revisions to 
a Tier 2 project or the undertaking as a whole will require modification of the 
APE.  

3. If a Tier 2 APE requires modification, ADOT shall: 

a.    Define an appropriate, revised APE, in consultation with SHPO and relevant 
land-managing agencies. Such consultation may consist of either: 

(1) Informal coordination conducted in accordance with the 
scope change stipulations of the Statewide PA, should such 
be applicable; or 

(2) Formal Section 106 consultation, if none of the Statewide 
PA’s scope change stipulations are applicable. 

b.   Inform all consulting parties of the revised APE within 35 calendar days of its 
establishment. 

C. Identify and Evaluate Historic Properties 

1. ADOT shall take adequate and appropriate measures to identify cultural resources 
within each Tier 2 APE, and to prepare required and appropriate documentation.  

2. TCPs are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP pursuant to 36 CFR § 60.4 and have 
a demonstrable association with the cultural practices, traditions, beliefs, lifeways, 
arts, crafts, or social institutions of a living community. TCPs are rooted in a 
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traditional community’s history and are important in maintaining the continuing 
cultural identity of the community.  

a.    TCPs will be identified through consultation with traditional communities 
having jurisdiction over, an ongoing connection with, or traditional affiliation 
with the APE. 

b.   The identification, documentation, and evaluation of TCPs shall be 
undertaken in accordance with National Register Bulletin 38 (Guidelines for 

Evaluating and Documenting Traditional Cultural Properties). 

c.    All documentation of TCPs shall be protected in accordance with 
Stipulation V, below.  

3. The identification and evaluation of cultural resources shall be completed by 
individuals meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification 
Standards for the disciplines of archaeology, architectural history, or history, as 
appropriate, pursuant to 48 Federal Register (FR) 190:44716—44742, Section 
112(a)(1)(A) (36 CFR § 800.2[a][1]) of the NHPA, and 36 CFR § 61.1(c). 

4. Methods of identification and levels of effort shall be consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior's standards for the identification and evaluation of 
cultural resources, pursuant to 48 FR 190:44720—44726.  

5. Methods of documentation shall be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
standards for archaeological documentation, pursuant to 48 FR 190:44734—
44737 and all applicable standards, guidance, and instructions set forth by ASM, 
SHPO, and ACHP. 

6. For each Tier 2 project, the process, efforts, and results of identifying cultural 
resources shall be documented in one or more technical reports, as follows:  

a.    An “archaeological report,” pertaining to archaeological sites, features, 
objects, and districts (sensu 36 CFR § 800.16[l][1] and National Register 
Bulletin [NRB] 36), including historic, in-use structures (HIS). As defined in 
ASM’s Policy and Procedures Regarding Historical Sites and Features, HIS 
are elements of historic infrastructure that remain in use. Common examples 
include roads, pipelines, telephone lines, and canals that are over 50 years in 
age. The HIS classification does not include historic buildings.  

(1) Archaeological reports may include Class I inventory reports, being 
comprehensive summaries of previously-conducted cultural resource 
surveys and the results thereof, or Class III survey reports, which 
document new pedestrian surveys within the Tier 2 APE and the results 
thereof.  

(2) The identification and recording of archaeological materials shall be 
conducted by a qualified archaeologist who meets or exceeds the 
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standards set forth in Stipulation III.C.3, above, or who is working under 
the direct supervision thereof. 

(3) The recording of HIS shall utilize the SHPO HIS form (HISF), appended 
to the archaeological report. 

(4) The identification and recording of HIS shall be conducted by a qualified 
historic architect or architectural historian (sensu Stipulation III.C.3), a 
qualified archaeologist (sensu Stipulation III.C.3), or an archaeological 
professional working under the direct supervision of a qualified 
archaeologist. 

b.   An “historic built environment report,” pertaining to historic architectural 
properties and historic districts (sensu 36 CFR §§ 800.5 and 36 CFR 
§ 65.3[d]). The identification and recording of historic architectural properties 
and historic districts shall be conducted by a qualified architectural historian 
or historic architect who meets or exceeds the standards set forth in 
Stipulation III.C.3. 

c.    ADOT may compile both archaeological and built-environment data in a 
single report if: 

(1) The single report constitutes a Survey Report Summary Form (SRSF) 
completed in accordance with SHPO’s Guidance Point 10 (Use and 

Submittal of the Survey Report Summary Form); or 

(2) The single report is not an SRSF but describes an inventory wherein: 

i. No cultural resources are encountered; or 

ii. Only isolated occurrences (IOs) are encountered; or 

iii. Only HIS are encountered; or  

iv. Only IOs and HIS are encountered; or 

v. Fewer than five cultural resources are encountered, not including IOs 
and HIS; or 

vi. The inventoried area is 10 acres or less; or 

vii. Upon written but informal concurrence from SHPO or THPO, as 
applicable, land-managing agencies with jurisdiction over the 
inventoried area, and ASM. 

d.   Each report shall identify those cultural resources within the Tier 2 APE that 
have been identified as historic properties, as defined at 36 CFR 
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§ 800.16(l)(1), as well as unevaluated cultural resources (see Stipulations 
III.D.1.c, III.E.2.c[1], and III.G.2, below).  

e.    Draft versions of each report shall be distributed to all consulting parties for a 
35-calendar-day review and comment period. During this period, consulting 
parties may submit questions or comments to ADOT, in writing. This 
submission may co-occur or coincide with other elements of Section 106 
consultation. 

(1) Feedback received during the review and comment period will be 
considered by ADOT and, as appropriate, incorporated into a revised 
version of the report.  

(2) If no comments or questions are received, ADOT will notify all 
consulting parties that the distributed report shall be considered final. 

(3) If only non-substantive comments are received, these will be 
addressed, as appropriate, and the revised report will be forwarded to 
the consulting parties for their records.  

(4) If substantive comments are received, ADOT will address these, as 
appropriate, and thereafter submit the revised report to all consulting 
parties for another 35-calendar-day review and comment period. In the 
accompanying correspondence, ADOT shall summarize the 
substantive comments received and the actions taken. If substantive 
comments did not lead to changes, ADOT shall explain why no 
changes were made. This submission may co-occur or coincide with 
other elements of Section 106 consultation. 

7. As appropriate and necessary, the above methods and criteria may be modified for 
individual Tier 2 projects, in consultation with consulting parties and in 
accordance with current professional standards, applicable statutes, and 
established guidance from SHPO and ACHP. ADOT shall notify consulting 
parties of any such modification. 

D. Evaluate the Significance of Cultural Resources 

1. Upon receipt and review of all relevant data and in consultation with consulting 
parties, ADOT shall assess each identified cultural resource’s eligibility for listing 
in the NRHP pursuant to 36 CFR § 60.4 and NRB 15 (How to Apply the National 

Register Criteria for Evaluation). Available determinations of eligibility are: 

a.    “Eligible,” meaning the resource is eligible for listing in the NRHP pursuant 
to 36 CFR § 60.4 

b.   “Not eligible,” meaning the resource is not eligible for listing in the NRHP 
pursuant to 36 CFR § 60.4 
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c.    “Unevaluated,” meaning the resource has not been evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility or cannot be evaluated based on available data. Unless and until 
adequate evaluation is possible, unevaluated resources shall be treated as 
eligible for the purpose of Section 106 consultation and the implementation of 
this Agreement. 

2. ADOT determinations of NRHP eligibility shall be made by individuals meeting 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for the 
discipline of archaeology, pursuant to 48 FR 190:44716—44742, Section 
112(a)(1)(A) (36 CFR § 800.2[a][1]) of the NHPA, and 36 CFR § 61.1(c). 

3. Disagreement with Determinations of NRHP Eligibility 

a.    Should SHPO object to, disagree with, or fail to concur with ADOT’s 
determination of NRHP eligibility during the review and comment period 
described above: 

(1) ADOT shall notify all consulting parties of the objection or disagreement, 
in writing, outlining the process for seeking resolution (see below). 

(2) ADOT shall take the objection or disagreement into account and make 
good faith efforts to coordinate and consult with the objecting party to 
reach a mutually agreeable determination, in accordance with 
Stipulation VI (Dispute Resolution). This consultation shall last no more 
than 35 calendar days and may co-occur or coincide with other elements 
of Section 106 consultation. ADOT shall document all such consultation 
and forward such documentation, including results, to all consulting 
parties within 14 calendar days of disagreement-specific consultation 
ending. 

(3) If the disagreement cannot be remedied through consultation,  ADOT 
shall forward their determination of eligibility and all relevant 
documentation to the Keeper of the National Register (Keeper) for 
resolution in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.4(c)(2). 

(4) ADOT shall notify all consulting parties that the matter has been 
forwarded to the Keeper for consideration. 

(5) If ADOT receives input from the Keeper within 35 calendar days of 
submitting the appropriate information, ADOT shall consider said input 
prior to making a final decision. 

(6) ADOT shall render a final decision regarding the disputed determination 
of eligibility within 14 calendar days of either (a) receiving input from 
the Keeper, or (b) the end of the 35-calendar-day consideration period 
afforded to the Keeper, if the Keeper does not respond. 
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(7) ADOT shall notify all consulting parties, and the Keeper, of its final 
decision, and thereafter proceed accordingly. 

b.   Should a member of the public or a consulting party other than SHPO object 
to or disagree with ADOT’s determination of NRHP eligibility during the 
review and comment period described above: 

(1) ADOT shall take the objection or disagreement into account and make 
good faith efforts to coordinate and consult with the objecting party to 
discuss and, if appropriate, reassess ADOT’s determination. 

(2) If the disagreement cannot be remedied through good faith coordination, 
and assuming no objection has been received from SHPO, ADOT shall 
make its final determination and proceed accordingly. The disagreement 
and ultimate outcome shall be conveyed to all consulting parties during 
the course of subsequent consultation. 

c.    All determinations of NRHP eligibility made by ADOT during Tier 2 shall not 
be considered final unless and until ADOT receives concurrence from SHPO 
and/or THPO, as appropriate. 

d.   If questions, recommendations, objections, or proposed changes are received 
after the close of the final review period, ADOT shall make good faith efforts 
to respond and address these. However, ADOT shall have no obligation to 
reconsider or alter the determinations of NRHP eligibility. 

E. Provide Documentation 

1. ADOT shall submit drafts of archaeological reports and historic built environment 
reports (see Stipulation III.C.6, above) generated during the course of Tier 2 
projects to all consulting parties for a 35-calendar-day review and comment 
period. This submission may co-occur or coincide with other elements of Section 
106 consultation. 

2. The distribution of reports shall be accompanied by a Section 106 consultation 
letter from ADOT. This letter shall provide or identify, at minimum: 

a.    Historic properties within the Tier 2 APE that are listed in the NRHP. 

b.   Previous determinations of NRHP eligibility and, if available, details 
regarding concurrence from SHPO or THPO.   

c.    References for documents, interviews, studies, or other sources used to assess 
NRHP eligibility for newly-recorded resources or those previously known but 
not previously evaluated.  
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(1) Known archaeological properties that cannot be evaluated prior to 
approval of an undertaking will be presumed and treated as NRHP 
eligible.  

(2) Where archaeological testing to determine NRHP eligibility is feasible 
and deemed necessary, project-specific memoranda of agreement 
(MOAs) or project-specific programmatic agreements (PAs) (hereafter 
collectively referred to as Tier 2 Agreement Documents; see Stipulation 
III.H.1, below) may include a provision for historic property treatment 
plans (HPTPs) that include archaeological testing or the use of a 
combined archaeological testing and data recovery program (i.e., phased 
data recovery). 

d.   Newly-developed determinations of NRHP eligibility or ineligibility (see 
Stipulation III.D), the criteria under which any determinations of eligibility 
were made, pursuant to 36 CFR § 60.4, and justification for any such 
determinations. 

e.    Any statutory exemptions to further Section 106 consideration, if applicable 
(e.g., Section 106 Exemption Regarding Effects to the Interstate Highway 

System, Exemption Regarding Historic Preservation Review Process for 
Projects Involving Historic Natural Gas Pipelines). 

f.    Planned or potential measures to overcome obstacles to assessing eligibility 
(e.g., archaeological testing).  

g.   ADOT’s determination of project effect upon historic properties (see 
Stipulation III.G, below) 

3. Upon receipt of distributed reports and accompanying letter(s), consulting parties 
may pose questions, request changes, provide recommendations, or raise concerns 
within the ensuing 35-calendar-day review period. Such responses shall be made 
in writing. The protocol for addressing such responses shall follow that set forth 
in Stipulation III.D.3, above. 

4. If any consulting party requests additional information or a re-evaluation of a 
resource’s NRHP eligibility, ADOT shall, as appropriate: 

5. Provide requested information 

6. Consider and address concerns 

7. Reconsider or reevaluate determinations of eligibility  

8. Revise the report(s) in question 
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9. If, following the review and comment period, ADOT makes only non-substantive 
revisions to the report(s), the revised report(s) will be sent to all consulting parties 
for their records. 

10. If, following the review and comment period, ADOT makes substantive changes 
to the report(s), the revised report(s) will be sent to all consulting parties for 
another 35-day review and comment period. This submission may co-occur or 
coincide with other elements of Section 106 consultation. 

11. The above-described process of distribution, review, revision, and consultation 
shall repeat, as necessary, until such time as no substantive revisions are 
necessary. 

12. At such time as no objections or requests for substantive revision are received by 
ADOT, within the original or subsequent review period, ADOT shall send the 
final report(s) to all consulting parties for their records. 

13. If questions, recommendations, objections, or proposed changes are received after 
the close of the final review period, ADOT shall make good faith efforts to 
respond and address these. However, ADOT shall have no obligation to 
reconsider or alter the determinations of report adequacy. 

14. If, after the distribution of the final report(s), there are changes to the Tier 2 APE 
or Tier 2 project that introduce additional cultural resources other than those 
previously determined NRHP-ineligible or which are statutorily exempt from 
Section 106 evaluation, or if new information is received that suggests the 
presence or potential presence of additional cultural resources within the APE, 
supplemental reports will be prepared, as necessary, and distributed to all 
consulting parties for a 35-calendar-day review and comment period. The 
consultation process for such supplemental reports shall follow that described 
above in Stipulation III.E.1–8. This submission may co-occur or coincide with 
other elements of Section 106 consultation. 

F. Phased Identification and Unanticipated Discoveries 

1. The phased identification of historic properties, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4(b)(2), 
may involve situations wherein cultural resource inventories cannot identify all 
cultural resources that are present because: 

a.    Buried deposits may have no accompanying  surface manifestation but are 
encountered during construction; or 

b.   Construction proceeds prior to the acquisition of all new rights-of-way or 
easement; or 

c.    Changes in the scope of work, design, or project area introduce the need for 
additional survey; or 
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d.   Cultural resources become greater than 50 years of age subsequent to the last 
inventory 

2. In such cases, subsequent Tier 2 agreement documents developed pursuant to 36 
CFR §§ 800.6 and 800.14(b) will include a provision for the implementation of 
post-review identification and evaluation efforts, as applicable to the particular 
Tier 2 project. 

G. Assessment of Effects 

1. If historic properties (sensu 36 CFR § 800.16[l][1]) are identified within a Tier 2 
APE, ADOT shall apply the criteria of adverse effects in accordance with 36 CFR 
§ 800.5. 

2. For the purpose of this Agreement, the Tier 1 review, and all subsequent Tier 2 
projects, cultural resources that have not been evaluated for NRHP eligibility shall 
be presumed to be and treated as eligible until such time as they can be and have 
been evaluated. 

3. Following the application of these criteria, ADOT shall make a determination of 
project effects upon historic properties. The following findings of effect are 
available: 

a.    “No historic properties affected,” pursuant to 36 CFR §  800.4(d)(1), indicates 
that either: 

(1) The Tier 2 APE has been adequately surveyed and found to contain no 
historic properties, or 

(2) The Tier 2 project’s scope of work is such that completion of the project 
will have no effect on historic properties. 

b.   “No adverse effect,” pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.5(b), indicates that: 

(1) The Tier 2 APE has been adequately surveyed and was found to contain 
historic properties or cultural resources unevaluated for NRHP eligibility; 
and 

(2) The Tier 2 project’s scope of work is such that completion of the project 
would not adversely affect qualifying characteristics of a historic 
property that make it eligible for listing in the NRHP or any 
characteristics of an unevaluated resource that might make it NRHP-
eligible. The absence of adverse effects may be inherent to project design 
or result from changes thereto (e.g., avoidance). 

c.    “Adverse effect,” pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.5(d)(2), indicates that: 
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(1) The Tier 2 APE is known to include an historic property or cultural 
resource unevaluated for NRHP eligibility, and 

(2) The Tier 2 project’s scope of work is such that ADOT knows, or has 
reason to believe, that completion of the project would have or could be 
reasonably anticipated to have an adverse effect on the qualifying 
characteristic of the historic property making it NRHP-eligible. 

4. ADOT shall share its finding of effect for each Tier 2 project through Section 106 
consultation letter, with all consulting parties, including the ACHP. This 
consultation letter shall include, at minimum: 

a.    ADOT’s finding of Tier 2 project effect. 

b.   A descriptive justification for the finding of effect. 

c.    If a finding of “adverse effect” is deemed appropriate for the project, ADOT 
shall: 

(1) Identify all historic properties that would be adversely affected, or 
unevaluated cultural resources that could be adversely affected and 

(2) Propose means through which adverse effects might be avoided, 
minimized, or mitigated 

5. The distribution of ADOT’s finding of project effect will initiate a 35-calendar-
day review and comment period.  

a.    Consultation regarding ADOT’s finding of project effect may occur alongside 
consultation pertaining to the definition of a Tier 2 APE (Stipulation IIIV.B), 
the identification of cultural resources (Stipulation III.C), the evaluation of 
NRHP eligibility (Stipulation III.D), and the distribution of cultural resource 
reports (Stipulation III.E). 

b.   Consultation regarding ADOT’s finding of project effect shall follow the 
process described above, in Stipulations III.E.1–8. 

6. Pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.10 and Section 110(f) of the NHPA, ADOT shall notify 
the Secretary of the Interior (represented by the National Park Service’s [NPS’] 
Intermountain Regional Program Coordinator) when any Tier 2 project may 
adversely affect a National Historic Landmark (NHL), and ADOT shall invite the 
NPS to participate as a consulting party and Concurring Party. 

7. When the effects of a Tier 2 project do not satisfy the Criteria of Adverse Effect 
(36 CFR § 800.5[a][l]), ADOT may determine that there are “no historic 
properties affected” or “no adverse effects” upon historic properties within the 
Tier 2 APE, pursuant to 36 CFR §§ 800.5(b) or 800.4(d)(1). Such determination 
may likewise be appropriate if the project can be modified to avoid adverse 
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effects, or if conditions agreed upon by SHPO are imposed to avoid adverse 
effects, such as rehabilitation consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR Part 68) and 
applicable guidelines.  

8. If questions, recommendations, objections, or proposed changes are received after 
the close of the final review period, ADOT shall make good faith efforts to 
respond and address these. However, ADOT shall have no obligation to 
reconsider or alter the finding of effect. 

9. Any findings of Tier 2 project effect made by ADOT shall not be considered final 
unless and until ADOT receives concurrence from SHPO and/or THPO, as 
appropriate. 

H. Treatment Of Historic Properties 

1. Tier 2 Section 106 Agreement Documents 

a.    In accordance with 36 CFR §§ 800.6 and 800.14(b), ADOT shall develop or 
implement an appropriate Tier 2 Section 106 agreement document for all Tier 
2 projects wherein ADOT determines there may be an adverse effect upon 
historic properties or wherein phased identification (see Stipulation III.F) is 
necessary and adverse effects may be incurred. Such agreement documents 
may consist of a project-specific MOA, project-specific PA, or the use of an 
existing PA (see Stipulation III.H.1.b, below). No Tier 2 agreement document 
shall conflict with this Agreement. 

b.   As applicable and appropriate, ADOT may utilize Attachment 6 (see 
Attachment F to this Agreement) of the Programmatic Agreement Pursuant to 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act Regarding 

Implementation of Federal-Aid Transportation Projects in the State of 
Arizona (hereafter, the statewide PA, executed September 23, 2020 by 
FHWA, SHPO, and ADOT) in lieu of a project-specific MOA or PA. 

(1) The use of Attachment 6 to the statewide PA in lieu of a project-specific 
MOA or PA requires that each of the following agrees to such use: 

i. ADOT 

ii. SHPO 

iii. ACHP (unless ACHP has declined participation for that particular 
project) 

iv. Land-owning or land-managing public agencies with jurisdictional 
authority over the Tier 2 APE or segments thereof. 
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(2) The use of Attachment 6 to the statewide PA in lieu of a project-specific 
MOA or PA must correspond with the development and implementation 
of a project-specific HPTP tailored to the historic properties within the 
Tier 2 APE that are subject to adverse effects. 

(3) For all Tier 2 projects where ADOT has determined, pursuant to 
Stipulation III.G.3.c, that historic properties may be adversely affected, 
ADOT shall notify ACHP in writing of said determination and invite 
ACHP to participate in the development of a project-specific MOA or 
PA, pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(a)(l)(i)(c), or concur with the use of 
Attachment 6 to the statewide PA in lieu of a project-specific MOA or 
PA. 

c.    If a project-specific MOA or PA is developed by ADOT, it shall: 

(1) Identify, consider, and direct measures to ensure, to the extent possible, 
maximum avoidance, minimization, and protective measures for historic 
properties within the Tier 2 APE. Such measures shall include, but are 
not limited to, preservation in place, project design changes, 
archaeological testing, modification of determinations, and response to 
unanticipated discoveries. 

(2) Include or make reference to a project-specific HPTP (see Stipulation 
III.H.2, below). 

(3) Describe reporting standards in relation to the project-specific HPTP. 

d.   For any project-specific MOA or PA developed during Tier 2, all public 
agencies owning or managing lands within the Tier 2 project’s APE and/or 
having permitting jurisdiction or historic property preservation responsibilities 
within the Tier 2 APE shall be Invited Signatories to the applicable Tier 2 
Section 106 agreement document. 

e.    Pursuant to 36 CFR §§ 800.11(e)–(g), views of the public will be considered 
and included in individual Tier 2 MOAs or PAs, as practicable and 
appropriate. 

f.    Upon review, execution, and implementation of the project-specific MOA or 
PA, or the implementation of Attachment 6 to the statewide PA in lieu 
thereof, compliance with Section 106 will be considered concluded for the 
respective Tier 2 project. 

2. Historic Property Treatment Plans (HPTPs) 

a.    For each Tier 2 project wherein ADOT has identified the potential for adverse 
effects upon historic properties, ADOT shall develop an appropriate HPTP in 
consultation with all consulting parties.  
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b.   The HPTP will take into consideration the concerns of all consulting parties in 
determining the measures to be implemented. 

c.    The consulting process through which the HPTP is developed shall indicate 
that the HPTP will be incorporated into the project-specific MOA or project-
specific PA, or used in tandem with Attachment 6 of the Statewide PA, in 
which case Attachment 6 shall be appended. 

d.   The Tier 2 HPTP will provide detailed descriptions of treatment measures for 
historic properties that would or would likely be affected by the project, along 
with measures to be taken to protect historic properties and to avoid further 
adverse effects thereupon. 

e.    The Tier 2 HPTP will provide detailed descriptions of protection measures for 
archaeological resources and resources of importance to the Tribes for reasons 
of religious or cultural affinity, including but not limited to: 

(1) Compliance with the Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 USC § 3001 et seq.) 

(2) Compliance with those portions of the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Act and Arizona Antiquities Act as they pertain to graves 
and human remains (to wit ARS Title 41 §§ 841.A, 844, and 865 

(3) Coordination with the Tribes and affected Native American cultural 
organizations 

f.    The HPTP shall conform to the principles of ACHP’s Treatment of 
Archaeological Properties: A Handbook  (Parts I and II), the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation 
(48 FR 44716—44742), and other relevant guidance. 

g.   The HPTP will include, at minimum, the content outlined in Attachment E 
(HPTP Minimum Elements).  

3. HPTP Review 

a.    Consulting Party Review 

(1) ADOT shall provide a draft HPTP to all consulting parties for a 35-
calendar-day review and comment period. This submission may co-occur 
or coincide with other elements of Section 106 consultation. 

(2) Based on comments received, the HPTP will be revised if necessary and 
resubmitted for a subsequent 14-calendar-day review and comment 
period. 
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(3) If consulting parties fail to provide comments within the above-
referenced periods, ADOT shall contact the non-responsive party and 
confirm that no response is forthcoming. If the non-responsive party 
declines to provide comments or cannot be contacted, ADOT may 
proceed with the finalization and implementation of the HPTP.  

(4) The HPTP can be amended by ADOT without amending the project-
specific MOA, project-specific PA, or Attachment 6 to the statewide PA. 

(5) Disputes concerning the HPTP will be addressed in accordance with the 
terms of Stipulation VI (Dispute Resolution).  

4. HPTP Implementation 

a.    The HPTP shall be implemented after the execution of a project-specific 
MOA, the execution of a project-specific PA, or the above-described 
concurrence to utilize Attachment 6 to the statewide PA. 

b.   The HPTP shall be implemented before the commencement of construction 
activities 

c.    Depending on the nature of the treatment described in the HPTP, the treatment 
may not be completed until after construction is completed.  

d.   Termination of a Tier 2 project after initiation of the HPTP will require 
completion of any work in progress (see Stipulation III.K, below) and the 
HPTP’s amendment, as described below. Amendments to the HPTP will be 
incorporated by written agreement among the Signatories and Invited 
Signatories to the project-specific MOA or project-specific PA or, if 
Attachment 6 of the statewide PA is used in lieu of such instruments, those 
parties described in Stipulation III.H.1.b(1). 

e.    If a western build alternative is selected, all Tier 2 projects shall respect 
ADOT’s commitment to assess and evaluate site AZ U:14:73(ASM) as a 
potential TCP. 

f.    Dispute Resolution 

(1) Those parties involved in the development and implementation of the 
HPTP will seek agreement on the treatment prescribed in the project-
specific MOA or project-specific PA or Attachment 6 of the statewide 
PA, as applicable, and the HPTP. 

(2) If such parties are unable to agree on the appropriate resolution of 
adverse effects, ADOT shall follow those procedures outlined in 
Stipulation VI (Dispute Resolution). 

I. Professional Qualification Standards 
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For each Tier 2 project, ADOT shall ensure that activities carried out under the terms 
and provisions of this Agreement shall be performed by or under the direct 
supervision of persons meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44738-9), Section 112(a)(1)(A) of the NHPA, 36 
CFR § 800.2(a)(1), and terms of any permits issued for archaeological investigations. 

J. Permitting and Curation 

1. Any Tier 2 archaeological investigation on federal lands will be conducted in 
accordance with a permit issued by the applicable federal land managing agency 
in accordance with the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA; 16 USC 
§§ 470aa—mm). 

2. Any Tier 2 archaeological investigations on municipal, county, and state lands 
will be conducted in accordance with an AAA permit issued by ASM pursuant to 
ARS Title 41 § 842. 

3. All materials and records resulting from Tier 2 archaeological investigations shall 
be curated in accordance with 36 CFR Part 79 and any applicable tribal or federal 
land managing agency’s direction or policy. 

K. Suspension or Termination of Tier 2 Projects 

1. If any Tier 2 project is suspended or terminated for any reason: 

a.    ADOT shall notify the consulting parties of the suspension or termination in 
writing. 

b.   In-process mitigation will be completed in conformance with the appropriate 
plan and to the extent applicable, in accordance with Stipulations III.K.2–4, 
below. This includes avoidance, minimization, and mitigation efforts designed 
to reduce or eliminate adverse effects to historic properties.  

(1) ADOT shall ensure that any in-process data recovery fieldwork is 
completed and that all analysis, interpretation, reporting, curation of 
artifacts, and repatriation of remains is completed within one year of 
project suspension or termination.  

(2) For mitigation other than data recovery, ADOT shall, in consultation with 
SHPO and/or THPO, as applicable, and relevant land-managing agencies, 
develop and implement a plan for completion of the mitigation within 
one year of the suspension or termination.  

c.    ADOT shall ensure that completed reports are submitted for review as 
described in Stipulation III.E, above. 

2. ADOT’s obligations under this Agreement are subject to the availability of 
appropriated funds from state and federal sources. ADOT shall make reasonable 
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and good faith efforts to secure the necessary funds to implement all Tier 2 
aspects of this Agreement.  

3. If inadequate funding impairs ADOT’s ability to implement the stipulations of 
this Agreement, the Signatories and Invited Signatories shall consult in 
accordance with Stipulation VI, below, in order to amend this Agreement.  

4. If inadequate funding prevents ADOT from implementing the stipulations of this 
Agreement, ADOT may terminate the Agreement in accordance with Stipulation 
VII.A, below.  

IV. CONFIDENTIALITY 

A. SHPO and federal agencies managing federal lands may withhold information about 
the location, character, or ownership of an historic property provided the 
requirements of Section 304 (54 USC § 307103) of the NHPA and 36 CFR 
§ 800.11(c) are met. 

B. Federal agencies managing federal lands may withhold information about the nature 
and location of archaeological resources pursuant to Section 9(a) (16 USC §§ 
470cc[d] and 470hh) of the ARPA and its implementing regulation (43 CFR § 7.18). 

C. State agencies managing lands owned or controlled by the State of Arizona may 
withhold information related to the location of archaeological discoveries pursuant to 
41 ARS § 841 and 39 ARS § 125, or places or objects included in or which may 
qualify for inclusion in the Arizona Register of Historic Places pursuant to 41 ARS 
§ 511.04.A.9. 

D. Pursuant to this stipulation, the Signatories, Invited Signatories, and Concurring 
Parties agree to appropriately safeguard and control the distribution of any 
confidential information they may receive as a result of their participation in this 
Agreement. Such safeguarded information is exempt from disclosure under the 
Freedom of Information Act (5 USC § 552) as provided by Section 304 of the NHPA 
and Section 9(a) of the ARPA. 

V. AMENDMENTS 

A. In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(c)(7), any Signatory that determines that the 
terms of this Agreement will not or cannot be carried out or that an amendment to its 
terms is needed, that party shall immediately notify ADOT in writing, proposing an 
amendment. ADOT shall thereafter draft an amendment reflecting the proposal and 
forward said draft to the Signatories and Concurring Parties to this Agreement.  

B. The Signatories to this Agreement will consult for a period not to exceed 35 calendar 
days to review and consider the proposed amendment.  

C. If, after taking into account any comments received from each of the Signatories to 
this Agreement, the Signatories unanimously agree that the proposed amendment is 
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appropriate, ADOT shall facilitate the signing of the amendment by the Signatories 
and, should they so choose, the Concurring Parties. 

D. The amendment will be effective on the date a copy is signed by all Signatories. 
ADOT shall file any amendments with the ACHP and provide copies of the 
amendments to the Concurring Parties for their records. 

E. If a proposed amendment is substantive in nature, ADOT shall include all consulting 
parties in the process described above (Stipulations V.A–C). Input from consulting 
parties other than Signatories to this Agreement shall be taken into account during 
consideration of the proposed amendment. Consulting parties other than Signatories 
to this Agreement need not concur with the proposed amendment in order for it to be 
executed. 

F. In the event that a federal agency wishes, at a later date, to use this Agreement in 
order to satisfy their Section 106 responsibilities in association with federal 
undertakings inside the NSC Freeway’s ultimate right-of-way and/or easement, that 
agency may petition ADOT in writing, requesting they be added as an Invited 
Signatory or have their status changed from Concurring Party to Invited Signatory, as 
appropriate and by way of Stipulations V.A–E, above. 

VI. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

A. Should any Signatory, Invited Signatory, or Concurring Party to this Agreement, 
consulting party to this Undertaking, or member of the public object to any action, 
plan, or report provided for review during Tier 1 and pursuant to the terms of this 
Agreement alone, ADOT shall consult with the objecting party to resolve the 
objection.  

1. Such objection must be received within 30 calendar days of the offensive action, 
plan, or receipt of report. 

2. The objection and reasons for an objection must be specifically documented in 
writing.  

3. If the objection cannot be resolved, ADOT shall notify the Signatories and 
Concurring Parties to this Agreement of the objection and shall thereafter: 

a.    Forward all documentation relevant to the dispute to the ACHP in accordance 
with 36 CFR § 800.2(b)(2). Any comment provided by the ACHP, and all 
comments from the consulting parties to this Agreement, will be taken into 
account by ADOT in reaching a final decision regarding the dispute. 

b.   If the ACHP does not provide any comments regarding the dispute within 30 
calendar days of receiving adequate documentation, ADOT may render a 
decision regarding the dispute. In reaching its decision, ADOT will take into 
account all written comments regarding the dispute from the consulting parties 
to the Agreement. 
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c.    ADOT will notify all consulting parties of its decision in writing before 
implementing that portion of the Undertaking subject to dispute under this 
stipulation. ADOT’s decision will be a final agency decision. 

4. It is the responsibility of ADOT to carry out all other actions subject to the terms 
of this Agreement that are not the subject of the dispute. 

VII. TERMINATION 

A. Should ADOT terminate this Agreement due to insufficiency of funds, pursuant to 
Stipulation III.K.4, they shall notify the other Signatories in writing, citing 
Stipulations III.K.4 and VII.A, and providing explanation as to why available funding 
cannot sustain compliance with this Agreement. This Agreement would thereafter be 
terminated in its entirety. 

B. Should any Signatory to this Agreement elect to terminate this Agreement for reasons 
other than insufficiency of funds: 

1. The Signatory proposing termination shall provide written notice to the other 
Signatories and Concurring Parties, providing reason for the proposed 
termination.  

2. The Signatories and Concurring Parties shall consult for a period no less than 35 
calendar days to seek agreement on amendments (see Stipulation V, above) or 
other actions that would avoid termination.  

3. Should such consultation result in an agreement or an alternative to termination, 
the Signatories and Concurring Parties shall proceed in accordance with that 
approach.  

4. If a Signatory individually terminates their participation in the Agreement, the 
Agreement is terminated in its entirety and ADOT shall thereafter comply with 36 
CFR §§ 800.4–6 during Tier 2 projects.  

C. Should this Agreement be terminated for any reason, ADOT shall retain Tier 2 
responsibilities for Section 106 compliance. The subsequent treatment of adverse 
effects to historic properties would proceed in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800 or 
through the development and implementation of a new agreement document pursuant 
to 36 CFR §§ 800.6 and 800.14(b). 

VIII. AGREEMENT REVIEW 

Following the execution of this Agreement and until such time as all stipulations herein 
are implemented or the Agreement expires or is terminated, ADOT shall, no later than 
January 30 of each year, prepare and provide to all Signatories and Concurring Parties a 
synopsis of work undertaken pursuant to the Agreement’s terms during the preceding 12 
months, should such be requested by a Signatory or Consulting Party. Any Signatory to 



Programmatic Agreement for North-South Corridor Study Tier 1 EIS, Interstate 10 to U.S. Route 60 

Project No. STP-999-A(365)X, TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 01L  30 

this Agreement may request a meeting of Signatories and Concurring Parties to review 
the effectiveness and application of this Agreement. 

IX. DURATION OF AGREEMENT 

This Agreement shall be null and void if its terms are not carried out by the end of 2040, 
unless the signatories agree in writing to an extension for carrying out its terms. 

X. COUNTERPART SIGNATURES 

This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an 
original and all of which together shall constitute one and the same instrument.  

The execution of this Agreement by ADOT, ACHP, and SHPO, and its subsequent filing with 
the ACHP, is evidence that ADOT has afforded ACHP an opportunity to comment on the 
Undertaking and its effects on historic properties, and that ADOT has taken into account the 
effects of the Undertaking on historic properties. 

 
 ◊ ◊ ◊ ◊ 
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SIGNATORIES  
 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
Printed Name:   Title:   
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SIGNATORIES 
 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name: Reid J. Nelson  Title: Acting Executive Director 
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SIGNATORIES 
 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name: Kathryn Leonard                                Title: State Historic Preservation Officer 
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Ak-Chin Indian Community 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Arizona Army National Guard/Arizona Department of Emergency and Military Affairs 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Arizona Public Service 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:   
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Arizona State Land Department 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
  
Arizona State Museum 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name: Patrick Lyons                                     Title: Director                                              .  
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, San Carlos Irrigation Project 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Bureau of Land Management (Tucson Field Office) 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Bureau of Land Management (Hassayampa Field Office) 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:   
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Bureau of Reclamation  
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
City of Apache Junction 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
City of Coolidge 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
City of Eloy 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
City of Mesa 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Central Arizona Project 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Federal Railroad Administration 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:   
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Federal Transit Administration 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:       Title:         



Programmatic Agreement for North-South Corridor Study Tier 1 EIS, Interstate 10 to U.S. Route 60 

Project No. STP-999-A(365)X, TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 01L  50 

CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Gila River Indian Community 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Hopi Tribe 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Pinal County 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
National Park Service (Casa Grande National Monument) 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name: _____________________________ Title: ______________________________  
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
National Park Service (Intermountain Region) 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Tohono O’odham Nation 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Tonto Apache Tribe 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Town of Florence 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Town of Queen Creek 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Tucson Electric Power 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Union Pacific Railroad 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Western Area Power Administration 
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Yavapai-Apache Nation  
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:    
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CONCURRING PARTY 
 
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe  
 
 
Signature:   Date:   
 
 
Printed Name:   Title:   



- 1 - 

23 U.S.C. § 326 CE Assignment MOU 
FHWA, Arizona Division and the Arizona Department of Transportation 

  

 

 
FIRST RENEWED MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

between 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division,  

and the 
Arizona Department of Transportation 

 
State Assumption of Responsibility for Categorical Exclusions 

 
 
THIS FIRST RENEWED MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (“MOU”) made and 
entered into on January 4, 2021, by and between the FEDERAL HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATION, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
(“FHWA”) and the STATE of Arizona, acting by and through its DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION (“State”), hereby provides as follows: 
 

WITNESSETH: 
 
Whereas, Section 326 of amended Chapter 3 of Title 23, United States Code (23 U.S.C. § 
326) allows the Secretary of the United States Department of Transportation (“DOT 
Secretary”), to assign, and a State to assume, responsibility for determining whether certain 
designated activities are included within classes of action that are categorically excluded 
from requirements for environmental assessments or environmental impact statements 
pursuant to regulations promulgated by the Council on Environmental Quality under part 
1500 of title 40, Code of Federal Regulations (“CFR”) (as in effect on October 1, 2003); and 
 
Whereas, if a State assumes such responsibility for making categorical exclusion (“CE”) 
determinations under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et 
seq. (“NEPA”), the DOT Secretary also may assign and the State may assume all or part of 
certain Federal responsibilities for environmental review, consultation, or other related 
actions required; and 
 
Whereas, on January 3, 2018, the FHWA and the State executed a MOU assigning 
responsibilities to the State pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 326 for a three-year period, expiring on 
January 3, 2021 (“Original Section 326 MOU”); and 
 
Whereas, on April 16, 2019, the FHWA and the State executed a new MOU assigning 
certain responsibilities to the State under the Surface Transportation Project Delivery 
Program, 23 U.S.C. § 327 (“Section 327 MOU”), which is separate from and does not 
supersede the assignment of authority for CEs under the Section 326 MOU; 
 
Whereas, the Section 327 MOU expressly assigns FHWA’s responsibilities for NEPA and 
certain other environmental laws to ADOT with respect to specified “highway projects,” 
including among others: “highway projects qualifying for CEs within the State of Arizona 
that are proposed to be funded with Title 23 funds or that otherwise require FHWA 
approvals, and that do not qualify for assignment of responsibilities pursuant to the Section 
326 MOU;”  
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Whereas, FHWA and the State seek to extend the existing assignment of responsibilities to 
the State for an additional three-year period, pursuant to a new MOU (“First Renewed 
Section 326 MOU” or “MOU”); 
 
Whereas, on October 28, 2020, the FHWA published a notice of the availability of the 
proposed First Renewed Section 326 MOU in the Federal Register and provided a thirty (30) 
day opportunity for comment in the USDOT Docket Management System FHWA-2020-
0022; and 

 
Whereas, on December 3, 2020, the State published the proposed a notice of availability of 
the First Renewed Section 326 MOU on its website at 
https://azdot.gov/business/environmental-planning/ce-assignment-and-nepa-assignment and 
provided a thirty (30) day opportunity for comment; and 
 
Whereas, the State and the FHWA have considered the comments received on the First 
Renewed Section 326 MOU and the State’s overall performance in the Program evaluated 
through ADOT self-assessments and FHWA monitoring as required by 23 U.S.C. 326(c)(5); 
and 

 
Whereas, the DOT Secretary, acting by and through FHWA, has determined that specific 
designated activities are CEs and that it will assign specific responsibilities with respect to 
CEs to the State in accordance with this MOU; and 

 
Whereas, the State wishes to assume such Federal agency responsibilities in accordance 
with this MOU and applicable law; 

 
Now, therefore, FHWA and the State agree as follows: 
 

STIPULATIONS 
 
I. CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION RESPONSIBILITIES ASSIGNED TO THE 

STATE BY FHWA 
 

A. For the projects covered by this MOU, FHWA hereby assigns, and the State 
hereby assumes, subject to the terms and conditions set forth in 23 U.S.C. § 326 
and this MOU, the responsibility for determining whether a proposed “highway 
project” is within the category of action that has been designated as a CE by the 
DOT Secretary, as specified in Stipulation I(B), and meets the definition of a 
CE as provided in 40 CFR 1508.1(d) (as in effect on September 14, 2020) and 
23 CFR 771.117(a) and (b). “Highway project” means any undertaking that is 
eligible for financial assistance under title 23 U.S.C. and for which the Federal 
Highway Administration has primary responsibility. For further details see 23 
CFR 773.103. For the purposes of this MOU, “highway project” includes 
eligible preventative maintenance activities. This assignment applies only to 
projects for which the Arizona Department of Transportation is the direct 
recipient of Federal-aid highway program funding or is the project sponsor or 
cosponsor for a project requiring approval by the FHWA-Arizona Division 
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Office. This assignment does not apply to responsibilities carried out by other 
modal administrations of the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) or the 
Office of the Secretary. 

 
B. This assignment pertains only to the designated activities described in this 

Stipulation I(B). 
 

1. The assignment includes the following: 
 

a. Activities listed in 23 CFR 771.117(c); 
 

b. The example activities listed in 23 CFR 771.117(d); and 
 

2. Any activities added through FHWA rulemaking to those listed in 23 CFR 
771.117(c) or example activities listed in 23 CFR 771.117(d) after the date 
of the execution of this MOU.  

 
C. This MOU transfers to the State all responsibility for processing the CEs 

designated in Stipulation I(B) of this MOU, including any necessary CE 
approval actions. The State shall process all proposed projects that are CE 
candidates (CE projects), and any required reevaluations of CEs under 23 CFR 
771.129 for CE projects not completed prior to the date of this MOU, in 
accordance with the provisions of this MOU. With respect to matters covered by 
and subject to the terms of this MOU, this MOU supersedes any existing 
programmatic agreement that is solely between the State and FHWA concerning 
CEs in Stipulation I(B).   

 
D. The State, when acting pursuant to 23 U.S.C. § 326 and this MOU, holds 

assigned authority to make environmental decisions and commitments 
pertaining to only the individual proposed projects and activities within the 
scope of 23 U.S.C. § 326 and this MOU. No action by the State shall bind 
FHWA to future action of any kind. No determination or agreement made by 
the State with respect to mitigation or other activities shall constitute a 
precedent for future determinations, agreements, or actions in the Federal-aid 
highway program unless FHWA consents, in writing, to such commitment. 
 

E. Prior to approving any CE determination the State shall ensure and document 
that for any proposed project the design concept, scope, and funding are 
consistent with the current State Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP), Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) as applicable.  

 
II. OTHER FHWA RESPONSIBILITIES ASSIGNED TO THE STATE AND 

RESPONSIBILITIES RESERVED BY FHWA 
 

A. For projects covered by this MOU, FHWA hereby assigns, and the State hereby 
assumes, the following FHWA responsibilities for environmental review, 
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consultation, or other related actions required under Federal laws and Executive 
Orders applicable to CE projects: See Appendix A for a description of the 
environmental responsibilities assigned to the State by the FHWA for proposed 
projects subject to this MOU. This assignment includes the transfer to the State 
of the obligation to fulfill the assigned environmental responsibilities associated 
with any proposed projects meeting the criteria in Stipulation I(B) that were 
determined to be CEs prior to the effective date of this MOU but the project has 
not been completed. Such projects are included in the term “proposed projects” 
in this MOU. 

 
B. The FHWA reserves any responsibility for any environmental review, 

consultation, or other related action that is not expressly assigned under this 
MOU, including: 

 
1. All government-to-government consultation with Indian tribes as defined in 

36 CFR 800.16(m). Notice from the State to an Indian tribe advising the 
Indian tribe of a proposed activity is not considered “government-to- 
government consultation” within the meaning of this MOU. If the State 
adequately resolves any project-specific Indian tribe issues or concerns, then 
FHWA’s role in the environmental process shall be limited to carrying out 
the government-to-government consultation process. FHWA, according to 
the terms of this MOU, shall initiate government-to-government 
consultation for an assigned project with any Indian tribe who directly 
contacts FHWA (via written or oral communication) to make such a request 
and identifies one or more highway projects in that request. If FHWA 
determines through consultation with an Indian tribe, or an Indian tribe 
indicates to FHWA, that the proposed resolution of tribal issues or concerns 
by the State is not adequate, then Stipulation III(C) applies. This MOU is 
not intended to abrogate, or prevent future entry into, any written agreement 
among the State, FHWA, and an Indian tribe under which the tribe agrees to 
permit the State to administer government-to-government consultation 
activities for FHWA. However, such agreements are administrative in 
nature and do not relieve FHWA of its legal responsibility for government-
to-government consultation. 

 
C. The State and FHWA will develop and document procedures for carrying out 

FHWA responsibilities retained by FHWA under Stipulation II(B), including 
how FHWA will communicate any decisions to the State for inclusion in the 
State's decision-making under Stipulations I and II(A). The procedures will 
ensure that: 

 
1. The State provides to FHWA any information necessary in order for FHWA 

to carry out its consultation, evaluation, or decision-making for Stipulation 
II(B) activities; 

 
2. The FHWA provides the State with a documented decision and any related 

information used for Stipulation II(B) decisions and needed by the State in 
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order for the State to evaluate the project and make its decision whether the 
project qualifies as a CE; and 

 
3. As part of any request for FHWA authorization for funding or other 

action, the State will provide to FHWA evidence that the State processed 
the CE and any other environmental responsibilities assigned under this 
agreement in accordance with this MOU. This evidence demonstrates 
that (1) all NEPA review and compliance requirements have been met, 
(2) that the CE determination remains valid, and (3) that the scope of 
work of the project has not changed and that the project incorporates all 
environmental commitments, 23 CFR 771.109(d). 

 
D. The State agrees that its execution of environmental review, reevaluation, 

consultation, and other related responsibilities for CEs assigned under this MOU 
are subject to the same existing and future procedural and substantive 
requirements as if those responsibilities were carried out by FHWA. This 
includes, but is not limited to, the responsibilities of FHWA under interagency 
agreements such as programmatic agreements, memoranda of understanding, 
memoranda of agreement, and other similar documents that relate to the 
environmental review process for CE projects. If such interagency agreements 
are between the State and FHWA only, then the assignment occurs 
automatically upon the signing of this MOU for projects covered by this MOU. 
If the interagency agreement involves signatories other than FHWA and the 
State, then FHWA and the State will work to obtain any necessary consents or 
amendments (see Appendix B). Such actions include: 

 
1. Consulting with the other parties to obtain written consent to the 

continuation of the interagency agreement in its existing form, but with the 
substitution through assignment of the State for FHWA with respect to 
interagency agreement provisions applicable to CE projects; 

 
2. Negotiating with the other parties to amend the interagency agreement as 

needed so that the interagency agreement continues but that the State 
assumes FHWA’s responsibilities with respect to CE projects. 

 
3. If a third party does not agree to the assignment or amendment of the 

interagency agreement, then to the extent permitted by applicable law and 
regulation, the State must carry out the assigned environmental review, 
consultation, or other related activity in accordance with applicable laws and 
regulations but without the benefit of the provisions of the interagency 
agreement. 

 
E. The State shall carry out the assigned consultation, review and coordination 

activities in a timely and proactive manner. The State shall make all reasonable 
and good faith efforts to identify and resolve conflicts with Federal agencies, 
State and local agencies, Indian tribes as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(m), and the 
public during the consultation and review process. 
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III. ACTIONS, CONDITIONS, OR DETERMINATIONS THAT EXCLUDE 
DESIGNATED   ACTIVITIES FROM ASSIGNMENT OF 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

 

A. Notwithstanding any other provision of this MOU, any activity that does not 
satisfy the criteria for the CE categories described in Stipulation I(B) is 
excluded from this assignment. Exclusion also may occur at any time during the 
environmental process if the State determines that the project fails to meet the 
CE criteria. The provisions of Stipulation IV(C) apply to such cases.   

 
B. Because the State assumes responsibility for environmental processing of the 

CEs designated in this MOU, FHWA no longer will be responsible for 
conducting the environmental review, consultation or other related actions 
assigned under this MOU (see Stipulation XI). However, in furtherance of its 
stewardship and oversight responsibilities, FHWA will evaluate the State’s 
environmental processing of any project if FHWA has any reason to believe that 
the State’s performance with respect to the project does not satisfy the terms and 
conditions of this MOU. The scope of the evaluation will be commensurate with 
the potential problem. If FHWA subsequently determines that the State’s 
performance does not satisfy the terms and conditions of this MOU, then  
FHWA will take action to resolve the problem. Such action may include action 
to facilitate the State’s compliance with the MOU, or action to exclude the 
project from assignment under this MOU. The provisions of Stipulation X(A)- 
X(E) apply to such FHWA-initiated exclusion. 

 
C. If a project-related concern or issue is raised in the coordination of project 

review with an Indian tribe, as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(m), and either the 
Indian tribe or FHWA determines that the issue or concern will not be 
satisfactorily resolved by the State, then FHWA may reassume responsibility 
for processing the project or an individual responsibility assumed by the State. 
The FHWA shall notify the State that the project will be excluded from this 
MOU. The provisions of Stipulation X(A)-X(E) apply to such FHWA-initiated 
exclusion. 
 

IV. STATE PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS 
 

A. Compliance with governing laws, regulations and MOU. The State shall make 
all determinations under this MOU in accordance with 23 CFR 771.117(a) and 
(b) and succeeding regulations. All actions by the State in carrying out its 
responsibilities under this MOU shall comply with, and be consistent with, 
the coordination provisions of Stipulation II and all applicable Federal laws, 
regulations, Executive Orders, policies, and formal guidance. The State also 
shall comply with State and local laws to the extent applicable. 
 

1. Failure to meet the requirements of Stipulation IV(A) is grounds for a 
decision by FHWA to terminate this MOU pursuant to Stipulation IX(A) if 
FHWA determines, after good-faith consultation with the State, that there is 
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an irreconcilable material conflict between a provision of State law, 
regulation, policy, or guidance and applicable Federal law, regulation, 
policy, or guidance, and FHWA reasonably determines that such conflict is 
preventing the State from meeting its Stipulation IV(A) obligations. The 
grounds for such decision may include, but are not limited to, the mere 
existence of the conflict (i.e., on its face) and/or the effect of the conflict on 
the State’s decision(s) on proposed CE project(s) (i.e., as applied). 

 
2. FHWA will post official DOT and FHWA guidance and policies relating to 

environmental review matters online at its website, or will send such 
guidance and policies to the State electronically or in hard copy. 

 
3. After the effective date of this MOU, the FHWA will use its best efforts to 

ensure that it communicates to the State any new or revised FHWA policies 
and guidance that are final and applicable to the State’s performance under 
this MOU within ten (10) calendar days of issuance. Delivery may be 
accomplished by e-mail, mail, by publication in the Federal Register, or by 
means of a publicly available online posting including at the sites noted 
above.  If communicated to the State by e-mail or mail, FHWA may send 
such material to the party specified in this MOU to receive notices, or to the 
Arizona Department of Transportation Environmental Planning 
Administrator.  

 
4. In the event that a new or revised FHWA policy or guidance is not made 

available to the State as described in the preceding paragraph, and if the 
State had no actual knowledge of such policy or guidance, then a failure by 
the State to comply with such Federal policy or guidance will not be a basis 
for termination under this MOU. 

 
5. The State will work with all other appropriate Federal agencies concerning 

the laws, guidance, and policies relating to any Federal laws that such other 
agencies administer. 

 
6. In order to minimize the likelihood of a conflict as described in Stipulation 

IV(A)(1) above, after the effective date of this MOU the State will use its 
best efforts to ensure that it communicates to FHWA any proposed new or 
revised State laws, regulations, policies, or guidance that are applicable to 
the State’s performance under this MOU so that FHWA may review and 
comment before they become final. Delivery may be accomplished by e-
mail, mail, or personal delivery.  If communicated to FHWA by e-mail or 
mail, such material may be sent to the party specified in this MOU to receive 
notices for FHWA. 

 
B. Processing projects assigned under the MOU: State identification, 

documentation, and review of effects. For projects and other activities assigned 
under Stipulations I(A)-(B) that the State determines are included in the classes 
of CE assigned to the State under this MOU, the State shall: 
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1. Institute and maintain the process to identify and review the 
environmental effects of the proposed project. 

 
2. Carry out the other environmental responsibilities that are assigned under 

this MOU, as necessary or appropriate for the activity; 
 

3. Document in the project file the CE findings and completion of all 
applicable FHWA responsibilities assigned under Stipulations I and II; 

 
4. For CE’s other than those designated in 23 CFR 771.117(c), carry out a 

review of proposed CE determinations, including consideration of the 
environmental analysis and project file documentation, prior to the States’ 
approval of the CE determination. The process shall include, at a minimum, 
review of the documentation and proposed determination by a competent 
reviewer who is not a preparer of the CE documentation. 

 
5. Document its approval of the determination using, at a minimum, the printed 

name, title, and date of the State official approving the determination;  
 

6. Include the following determination statement when documenting the CE 
findings:  

 
 “The State has determined that this project has no significant impact(s) on 

the environment and that there are no unusual circumstances as described in 
23 CFR 771.117(b). As such, the project is categorically excluded from the 
requirements to prepare an environmental assessment or environmental 
impact statement under NEPA. The State has been assigned, and hereby 
certifies that it has carried out, the responsibility to make this determination 
pursuant to 23 U.S.C. § 326 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated 
January 4, 2021, executed between FHWA and the State.” 

 
7. Document in the project file the specific categorically excluded activity, the 

CE finding, including the determination that the project has no significant 
impact(s) on the environment, there are no unusual circumstances (23 CFR 
771.117(b)), and completion of all applicable FHWA responsibilities 
assigned under Stipulations I and II. 

 
C. Excluded projects and CE activities not assigned: determination and 

documentation. For projects that are candidates for CE classification but 
that the State determines should be excluded from processing under this 
assignment, the State shall: 

 
1. Document the exclusion findings in the project file, including the reason for 

the finding; and 
 

2. Proceed with documentation and review of the project under the appropriate 
NEPA procedures in accordance with the Section 327 MOU.  
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D. Required State resources, qualifications, expertise, standards, and training. The 
State must maintain adequate organizational and staff capability and expertise to 
effectively carry out the responsibilities assigned to it under this MOU. This 
includes, without limitation: 

 
1. Using appropriate technical and managerial expertise to perform the 

functions required under this MOU and applicable laws, regulations, 
policy, and guidance; 

 
a. Devoting adequate financial and staff resources to carry out the 

responsibilities assumed by the State; and 
 

b. Demonstrating, in a consistent manner, the capacity to perform 
the State’s responsibilities under the MOU and applicable 
Federal law. 

 
2. The State agrees that it shall maintain on its staff or through consultant 

services all the environmental and other technical expertise needed to carry 
out its responsibilities under this MOU and 23 U.S.C. § 326. Without 
limiting the foregoing, when carrying out the requirements of Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, the State shall comply 
with 36 CFR 800.2(a)(1). All actions that involve the identification, 
evaluation, analysis, recording, treatment, monitoring, or disposition of 
historic properties, or that involve the reporting or documentation of such 
actions in the form of reports, forms, or other records, shall be carried out by 
or under the direct supervision of a person or persons who meet the Secretary 
of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards (published at 48 FR 
44738-44739). The State shall ensure that a staff member, or a consultant, 
who meets the Professional Qualifications Standards reviews and approves all 
documentation required under 36 CFR 800.11. 

 
E. State quality control. 

 
1. The State agrees to carry out regular quality control activities to ensure that 

its CE determinations are made in accordance with applicable law and this 
MOU. 

 
2. At a minimum, the State shall monitor its processes relating to project 

determinations, environmental analysis, and project file documentation, 
and check for errors and omissions. The State shall take corrective 
action as needed. The State shall document its quality control activities 
and any needed corrective actions taken. 

 
3. If the State implements training to meet the capability requirements of this 

MOU or as a corrective action, the State shall be responsible for the training. 
The State shall provide notice of formal training to FHWA. 
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F. MOU performance monitoring and quality assurance. The FHWA and the State 
shall cooperate in monitoring performance under this MOU and each party shall 
modify its practices as needed to assure quality performance by the State and 
FHWA. Monitoring will include consideration of the technical competency and 
organizational capacity of the State, as well as the State’s performance of its CE 
processing functions. Performance considerations will include, without 
limitation, the quality and consistency of the State’s project determinations, 
adequacy and capability of the resources applied by the State, and the quality 
and consistency of the State’s administration of its responsibilities under this 
MOU. In support of the monitoring efforts: 

 
1. The State shall submit to FHWA a list of the CE determinations and Section 

4(f) determinations that the State approved during the previous 12 months 
(January 1 through December 31), within 15 business days after the end of 
each annual reporting period. Reduction in reporting frequency, and any 
revocation of such reduction by FHWA, shall not be deemed an amendment 
under Stipulation VIII.  
 

2. The State shall develop a self-assessment report summarizing its 
performance under this MOU every 12 months. The report will identify any 
areas where improvement is needed and what measures the State is taking to 
implement those improvements. The report will include actions taken by the 
State as part of its quality control efforts under stipulation IV(E). After the 
State submits the report to the FHWA (electronic or in hard copy), the State 
shall schedule a follow-up meeting with FHWA at which the parties will 
discuss the report, the State’s performance of this MOU, and the FHWA’s 
monitoring activities. 

 
3. The State shall maintain electronic project records and general administrative 

records pertaining to its MOU responsibilities and the projects processed 
hereunder. The records shall be available for inspection by the FHWA at any 
time during normal business hours. The State shall provide the FHWA with 
electronic copies of any documents the FHWA may request within five 
business days. The State shall retain those records, including all letters and 
comments received from governmental agencies, the public, and others about 
the performance of activities assigned under this MOU, for a period of no 
less than three (3) years after completion of project construction. This 3-year 
retention provision does not relieve the State of its project or program 
recordkeeping responsibilities under 2 CFR 200.300 or any other applicable 
laws, regulations, or policies. 

 
4. The State shall ensure that project records are available to the public 

consistent with requirements applicable to Federal agencies under 5 U.S.C. 
§ 552 (the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), as amended in 2002) and 
NEPA. 

 
5. The FHWA periodically shall review the State's records and may interview 
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State staff to evaluate the State's performance under this MOU.  These 
reviews   may be coordinated with the review of the State's report under 
Stipulation IV(F)(2). The FHWA anticipates that, under normal 
circumstances, it will base its evaluation of the State's performance on a 
modified version of a typical FHWA CE process review (to view FHWA 
guidance on how monitoring should occur visit 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/guidance/6004stateassumpt.cfm). 
Modifications to the CE process review will include incorporation of 
measures specific to the responsibilities assigned to the State pursuant to 23 
U.S.C. §326, and will include performance measurements of compliance and 
timeliness. However, the FHWA reserves the right to determine in its sole 
discretion the frequency, scope, and procedures used for monitoring 
activities. The State, by its execution of this MOU acknowledges that it is 
familiar with the FHWA CE Process Review procedures and with the 
expected modifications that will be adopted for the purpose of monitoring the 
State's MOU performance. 
 

6. Nothing in this Stipulation shall prevent FHWA from undertaking other 
monitoring actions, including audits, with respect to the State’s performance 
of the MOU. The FHWA, in its sole discretion, may require the State to 
perform such other quality assurance activities, including other types of 
monitoring, as may be reasonably required to ensure compliance with this 
MOU, 23 U.S.C. § 326, and other applicable Federal laws and regulations. 
Such requirement shall not be deemed an amendment under Stipulation 
VIII. 

 
7. The State agrees to cooperate with FHWA in all quality assurance activities. 

 
G. State liability. The State agrees that it is solely responsible and solely liable for 

complying with and carrying out this MOU, for the performance of all assigned 
responsibilities as provided by applicable law and for any decisions, actions, or 
approvals by the State, per 23 U.S.C. § 326(b)(2). The FHWA shall have no 
responsibility or liability for the performance of responsibilities assigned to the 
State, including without limitation any decision or approval made by the State. 
Where the State exercises any assigned authority on a proposed project which 
FHWA determined to be a CE prior to the January 3, 2018 execution of the 
Original Section 326 MOU, the State assumes sole environmental review 
responsibility and liability for any subsequent substantive environmental review 
action it takes on that project. 

 
H. Litigation.  

1. Nothing in this MOU affects the United States Department of Justice’s 
(hereinafter “USDOJ”) authority to litigate claims, including the authority to 
approve a settlement on behalf of the United States if either FHWA or 
another agency of the United States is named in such litigation, or if the 
United States intervenes. In the event FHWA or any other Federal agency is 
named in litigation related to matters under this MOU, or the United States 
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intervenes in the litigation, the State agrees to coordinate with FHWA and 
any USDOJ or Federal agency attorneys in the defense of that action. 

 
2. The State shall defend all claims brought against the State in connection with 

its discharge of any responsibility assumed under this MOU.  In the event of 
litigation, the State shall provide qualified and competent legal counsel, 
including outside counsel if necessary. The State shall provide the defense at 
its own expense, subject to 23 U.S.C. 326(f) concerning Federal-aid 
participation in attorney’s fees for outside counsel hired by the State. The 
State shall be responsible for opposing party’s attorney’s fees and court costs 
if a court awards those costs to an opposing party, or in the event those costs 
are part of a settlement agreement.  

3. The State will notify the FHWA's Arizona Division Office and USDOJ’s 
Assistant Attorney General for the Environment and Natural Resources 
Division, within seven (7) calendar days of the State’s Legal Division’s 
receipt of service of process of any complaint, concerning discharge of any 
responsibility assumed under this MOU. The State shall notify FHWA and 
USDOJ prior to its response to the complaint. In addition, the State shall 
notify FHWA’s Arizona Division Office within seven (7) calendar days of 
receipt of any notice of intent to sue concerning its discharge of any 
responsibility assumed under this MOU.  

 
4. The State will provide FHWA’s Arizona Division Office and USDOJ copies 

of any motions, pleadings briefs, or other such documents filed in any case 
concerning its discharge of any responsibility assumed under this MOU. The 
State will provide such copies to the FHWA and DOJ within seven (7) 
calendar days of service of any document, or in the case of any documents 
filed by or on behalf of the State, within seven (7) calendar days of the date 
of filing.   

 
5. The State will notify the FHWA’s Arizona Division Office and USDOJ prior 

to settling any lawsuit, in whole or in part, and shall provide the FHWA and 
USDOJ with a reasonable amount of time of at least ten (10) calendar days, 
to be extended, if feasible based on the context of the lawsuit, up to a 
maximum of thirty (30) total calendar days, to review and comment on the 
proposed settlement. The State will not execute any settlement agreement 
until: (1) FHWA and USDOJ have provided comments on the proposed 
settlement; (2) FHWA and USDOJ have indicated that they will not provide 
comments on the proposed settlement; or (3) the review period has expired, 
whichever occurs first.  

 
6. Within seven (7) calendar days of receipt by the State, the State will provide 

notice to FHWA’s Arizona Division Office and USDOJ of any court decision 
on the merits, judgment, and notice of appeal arising out of or relating to the 
responsibilities the State has assumed under this MOU. The State shall notify 
FHWA’s Arizona Division Office and USDOJ within five (5) days of filing a 
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notice of appeal of a court decision. The State shall confer with FHWA and 
USDOJ regarding the appeal at least forty-five (45) calendar days before 
filing an appeal brief in the case.  

 
7. The State hereby consents to intervention by FHWA in any action or 

proceeding arising out of, or relating to, the State’s discharge of any 
responsibility assigned to the State under this MOU.  

 
8. The State’s notification to FHWA and USDOJ in subparts IV(H)(3)-(6) shall 

be made by electronic mail to FHWA_assignment_lit@dot.gov and 
NRSDOT.enrd@doj.gov, unless otherwise specified by FHWA and USDOJ. 
For copies of motions, pleadings, briefs, and other documents filed in a case, 
as identified in subpart IV(H)(4), the State may opt to either send the 
materials to the email addresses identified above, send hardcopies to the mail 
address below, or add to the distribution list in the court’s electronic filing 
system (e.g., PACER) the following two email addresses: 
FHWA_assignment_lit@dot.gov and efile_nrs.enrd@usdoj.gov. FHWA and 
USDOJ’s comments under subparts IV(H)(5)-(6) shall be made by electronic 
mail to FHWA.Arizona@dot.gov unless otherwise specified by the State.  In 
the event that regular mail is determined necessary, mail should be sent by 
overnight mail service to:  

 
For USDOJ: Assistant Attorney General for the Environment and Natural 
Resources Division at 950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Room 2143, 
Washington, DC 20530.   

 
For FHWA: Division Administrator, FHWA Arizona Division, 4000 N. 
Central Avenue, Suite 1500, Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
 
For ADOT:  Environmental Planning Administrator, Arizona Department 
of Transportation, 1611 W. Jackson St., MD EM02, Phoenix, AZ 85007  
 

I. Federal Register.  While the MOU is in effect, if any CE project or program 
documents are required to be published in the Federal Register, such as a notice 
of final agency action under 23 U.S.C. § 139(l), the State shall transmit such 
document to the FHWA’s Division Office and the FHWA will publish such 
document in the Federal Register on behalf of the State. The State is 
responsible for the expenses associated with the publishing of such documents 
in the Federal Register, in accordance with guidance issued by the FHWA. 

 
J. Participation in Resource Agency Reports. The State agrees to provide data and 

information requested by the FHWA Office of Project Development and 
Environmental Review and resource agencies, with a cc to the FHWA Arizona 
Division, for the preparation of national reports to the extent that the 
information relates to determinations, findings, and proceedings associated with 
projects processed under this MOU. Such reports include but are not limited to: 
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1. Archeology Report requested by the National Park Service; 
 

2. Endangered Species Act Expenditure Reports requested by the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service; 

 
3. NEPA Litigation Reports requested by the Council on Environmental 

Quality; and 
 

4. Environmental Conflict Resolution reports requested by the Council on 
Environmental Quality. 

 
V. STATE CERTIFICATIONS AND ACCEPTANCE OF JURISDICTION 

 
A. The State hereby certifies that it has the necessary legal authority and the 

capacity to: 
 

1. Accept the assignment under this MOU; 
 

2. Carry out all the responsibilities assigned to the State; and 
 

3. Agree to and perform all terms and conditions of the assignment as 
contained in this MOU and in 23 U.S.C. § 326. 

 
B. The State consents to and accepts the jurisdiction of the Federal courts for the 

compliance, discharge, and enforcement of any responsibility of the USDOT 
Secretary that the State assumes under this MOU and 23 U.S.C. § 326. The 
State understands and agrees that this consent constitutes a waiver of the State’s 
immunity under the Eleventh Amendment to the U.S. Constitution for the 
limited purposes of addressing the compliance, discharge, and enforcement of 
matters arising out of this MOU and carrying out the USDOT Secretary’s 
responsibilities that that State assumes pursuant to this MOU and 23 U.S.C. § 
326. This consent to Federal court jurisdiction shall remain valid after 
termination of the MOU, or re-assumption of the USDOT Secretary’s 
responsibilities by the FHWA, for any act or omission by the State relating to its 
compliance, discharge, or enforcement of any responsibility under this MOU or 
23 U.S.C. § 326.  A valid, binding, and sufficient waiver of the State's sovereign 
immunity must be in effect at all times that the State acts under the authority of 
this MOU. 

 
As provided by Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 28-334, Arizona waives its 
immunity under the Eleventh Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. If this 
waiver is withdrawn, then the State’s authority to participate in this MOU will 
end and this MOU will terminate automatically subject to applicable survival 
and transitional provisions of this MOU. 

 
C. In accordance with 23 U.S.C. § 326(e), the State agrees that it shall be deemed 

to be a Federal agency for the purposes of the Federal law(s) under which the 
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State exercises any responsibilities pursuant to this MOU and 23 U.S.C. § 326. 
 

D. The State may not assign or delegate its rights or responsibilities under this 
MOU to any other agency, political subdivision, or entity, or to any private 
individual or entity. Without limiting the foregoing, the State understands and 
agrees that it must retain the environmental decision-making responsibilities 
assigned to it under this MOU and may not assign or delegate such decision- 
making responsibilities to consultants or others. 

 
E. With respect to the public availability of any document or record under the 

terms of this MOU or the State’s open records law, A.R.S. § 39-101 et seq., the 
State certifies that the laws of the State provide that any decision regarding the 
release or public availability of a document or record may be legally challenged 
or reviewed in the courts of the State. 

 
F. The State certifies that the persons signing this MOU and providing 

certifications are duly authorized to do so and have the legal authority to: 
 

1. Enter into this MOU on behalf of the State; 
 

2. Make the certifications set forth in this MOU; and 
 

3. Bind the State to the terms and conditions contained in this MOU. 
 

G. The State further certifies that, in enacting the Arizona Revised Statutes, 
Chapter 2, Article 2, Section 28-334, the State has waived the State’s Eleventh 
Amendment rights and consented to Federal court jurisdiction with regard to the 
compliance, discharge and enforcement of any responsibility of the USDOT 
Secretary that the State assumes under this MOU and 23 U.S.C 326.  
 

H. The State's Attorney General, by issuing an opinion letter that is addressed to 
the FHWA Administrator and attached to this MOU, has made the requisite 
certifications as the State’s Chief Legal Officer. A copy of the opinion letter is 
attached to this MOU as Appendix C. 

 
VI. PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

 
A. The execution of this MOU, and of any amendment or renewal, requires prior 

public notice and an opportunity for comment. 
 

B. The State shall publish notice of the availability of this MOU, and any 
proposed amendment or renewal, for public review and comment and 
information regarding access to the USDOT Docket Management System on its 
website. 

 
C. The FHWA Arizona Division Office shall publish in the Federal Register a 

notice of availability of this MOU and any proposed amendment or renewal of 
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this MOU, for public review and a thirty (30) calendar day comment period. 
This notice will expressly request comments on any types of activities proposed 
for assignment under Stipulation I(B), will include a statement of the public 
availability of supporting documentation for any assignment under Stipulation 
I(B), and advise the public about how to learn about FHWA’s final decision on 
the proposed MOU, including how to obtain a copy of any resulting final MOU. 
The FHWA will establish a docket in the USDOT Docket Management System 
to receive comments. 

 
D. The State and the FHWA shall consider comments provided by the respondents 

to the public notices before finalizing the MOU, or any proposed amendment 
or renewal agreement. Upon completion of the decision-making process, the 
FHWA shall publish a notice in the Federal Register that announces the 
agency’s decision and the execution of the MOU. The notice also will inform 
the public of the availability in the USDOT Docket Management System of a 
brief summary of the results of the decision-making process and a copy of any 
final MOU executed by the State and the FHWA, whether initial, amended, or 
renewed. The notice also will advise where the final MOU is available on the 
State’s website. 

 
E. The State agrees that at all times that this MOU is in effect, the State will post 

on its website (https://azdot.gov/business/environmental-planning/ce-
assignment-and-nepa-assignment) a notice of the availability to the public, 
upon request, of copies of the State’s biannual reports of CE determinations 
prepared pursuant to Stipulation IV(F)(1), the State’s performance reports 
prepared pursuant to Stipulation IV(F)(2), and the FHWA performance 
monitoring reports prepared pursuant to Stipulation IV(F)(5).  The FHWA will 
arrange for the posting of a similar notice on the FHWA’s website or create a 
link from the FHWA’s site to the State’s site. 

 
VII. INITIAL TERM AND RENEWAL 

 
A. This MOU shall have a term of three (3) years, beginning on the date of the 

last signature. 
 

B. This MOU is renewable for additional terms of three (3) years each if the State 
requests renewal and the FHWA determines that the State has satisfactorily 
carried out the provisions of this MOU. In considering any renewal of this 
MOU, the FHWA will evaluate the effectiveness of the MOU and its overall 
impact on the environmental review process. The FHWA may decide not to 
renew the MOU if the FHWA determines that the operation of the MOU has 
substantial adverse effects on the environmental review process. Such 
evaluation may include consideration of any effects from the assumption by 
the State of only some, but less than all, of the FHWA’s environmental 
review, consultation, or other related responsibilities as listed in Stipulation II. 

 
C. At least six (6) months prior to the end of the initial term and of any renewed 
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term of this MOU, the State and the FHWA shall meet to discuss the results of 
the monitoring and consider any amendments to this MOU. This meeting may 
be combined with a meeting to discuss performance under the monitoring 
provisions in Stipulation IV(F)(2) and (F)(5) of this MOU. 

 
D. If the parties do not renew the MOU, then it shall expire at the end of the term 

then in effect. The provisions of Stipulation X(A)(4), and X(C)-(E) shall apply. 
 
VIII. AMENDMENTS 

 
A. Any party to this MOU may request that it be amended, or administratively 

modified to reflect non-substantive changes, whereupon the parties shall consult 
to consider such an amendment.  Public notice and comment is not required for 
the parties to agree to a technical non-substantive change. 

 
B. If, after the required public notice and comment, the parties agree to amend the 

MOU, then the FHWA and the State may execute an amendment with new 
signatures and dates of the signatures. The term of the MOU shall remain 
unchanged unless otherwise expressly stated in the amended MOU. Any 
amendment that extends the term of the MOU shall be treated as a renewal and 
the FHWA must make the determinations required for a renewal under 
Stipulation VII. 

 
IX. TERMINATION 

 
A. Termination by the FHWA 

1. As provided at 23 U.S.C. 326(d)(1), FHWA may terminate the State’s 
participation in the Program, in whole or in part, at any time subject to the 
procedural requirements in 23 U.S.C. 326 and subpart IX(A)(2) below, if: 

a. FHWA determines that the State is not adequately carrying out the 
responsibilities assigned to the State under this MOU;  

b. FHWA provides to the State a written notification of its determination; 

c. FHWA provides the State a period of at least one-hundred twenty (120) 
calendar days to take corrective action to comply with this MOU;  

d. If requested by the Governor of the State, FHWA provides a detailed 
description of each responsibility in need of corrective action regarding 
any inadequacy identified by FHWA; and 

e. After the notification and after the expiration of the 120-day period 
provided under this provision, the State fails to take satisfactory 
corrective action as determined by FHWA. 

2. Failure to adequately carry out the responsibilities may include, but not be 
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limited to: 

a. Persistent neglect of, or noncompliance with, any Federal laws, 
regulations, and policies; 

b. Failure to cooperate with FHWA in conducting an audit or any oversight 
or monitoring activity;  

c. Failure to secure or maintain adequate personnel and financial resources 
to carry out the responsibilities assumed;  

d. Substantial noncompliance with this MOU; or 

e. Persistent failure to adequately consult, coordinate, and/or take the 
concerns of other Federal agencies, as well as SHPOs/THPOs, into 
account in carrying out the responsibilities assumed.  

3. If FHWA terminates one or more of the State’s responsibilities under this 
MOU in accordance with 23 U.S.C. 326, FHWA shall provide written notice 
of that termination to the State, and such notice that specify the date on which 
the termination becomes effective.  Upon that effective date, any 
responsibilities identified to be terminated in the notice that have been 
assumed by the State of this MOU will transfer to FHWA.  

B. Termination by the State 

1. The State may terminate its participation in the Program, in whole or in part, 
at any time by providing to FHWA a notice at least ninety (90) calendar days 
prior to the date that the State seeks to terminate its participation in this 
Program, and subject to such terms and conditions as FHWA may provide.  

2. The Arizona Legislature and Governor may, at any time, terminate the 
State’s authority granted to participate in this Program. In the event, FHWA 
and the State will develop a plan to transition the responsibilities that the 
State has assumed back to FHWA so as to minimize disruption to projects, 
minimize confusion to the public, and minimize burdens to other affected 
Federal, State, and local agencies. The plan will be approved by both FHWA 
and the State.  

3. Any such withdrawal of assignment which FHWA and the State have agreed 
to under a transition plan will not be subject to the procedures or limitations 
provided for in subpart IX of this MOU and will be valid as agreed to in the 
transition plan.  

C. Validity of the State Actions 

1. Any environmental approvals made by the State pursuant to the 
responsibilities the State has assumed under this MOU will remain valid after 
termination of the State’s participation in the MOU or withdrawal of 



- 19 - 

23 U.S.C. § 326 CE Assignment MOU 
FHWA, Arizona Division and the Arizona Department of Transportation 

  

 

assignment by FHWA. As among the USDOT Secretary, FHWA and the 
State, the State will remain solely liable and solely responsible for any 
environmental approvals it makes pursuant to any of the responsibilities it 
has assumed while participating in the Program.  

 
X. PROCEDURES FOR TERMINATION AND FHWA-INITIATED PROJECT 

EXCLUSIONS 
 

A. Except as provided in Stipulation X(B) below, the process for termination under 
Stipulation IX(A)-IX(B), and for exclusion of a project from the MOU 
assignment by the FHWA under Stipulation III(B)-III(C), is as follows: 

 
1. The party wishing to initiate the termination or exclusion shall provide to 

the other party a written notice of intent. The notice should identify the 
proposed action and explain the reason(s) for the proposed action. 

 
2. Following the notice, the parties shall have a thirty (30) calendar-day period 

during which the FHWA and the State shall consult on amendments or other 
actions that would avoid termination or exclusion. By agreement, the parties 
may extend this consultation period, provided that such extension may not 
exceed the term of the MOU. 

 
3. Following the consultation period, any termination or exclusion by FHWA 

shall be effective as of a date thirty (30) calendar days after the date of 
either a post- consultation agreement between the State and FHWA or the 
date of the State’s receipt of a FHWA notice of final determination of 
termination or exclusion. In the event of termination initiated by the State, 
the termination shall be effective ninety (90) calendar days after the date 
of FHWA's receipt of the State's termination notice. All responsibilities 
covered by the termination or exclusion shall revert to the FHWA as of 
that effective date. 

 
4. In the event of termination or exclusion, the State and the FHWA agree to 

cooperate to make the transfer of responsibilities back to the FHWA 
effective in as orderly and administratively efficient manner as possible. The 
State will promptly provide FHWA any documents, records and other 
project-related material needed for FHWA to proceed with processing any 
affected project. Appropriate NEPA procedures, including those under any 
applicable programmatic CE agreement, shall apply to the subsequent 
processing of projects. 

 
B. The FHWA, in its sole discretion, may exclude a project from this MOU 

pursuant to Stipulation III(B)-III(C), without the thirty (30) calendar day 
consultation or final notice periods, if the FHWA determines that: 
 
1. The State is not performing in accordance with this assignment; and 
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2. Extreme conditions exist that justify immediate exclusion or termination and 
transfer back to the FHWA of the responsibilities covered by the exclusion 
or termination. 

 
3. In such cases, the FHWA shall notify the State in writing of its 

determination and action, and specify the reason for the action. 
 

C. The State’s liability for its acts and omissions under this MOU, and the 
provisions of Stipulation V, shall survive the MOU. This survival clause 
includes, without limitation, the provisions of Stipulations IV (G)-IV(H) 
relating to liability and litigation. 
 

D. Exclusion actions, and any decision not to renew, do not require public notice 
and comment. 

 
E. Termination or other action by the FHWA in accordance with the provisions of 

this MOU does not limit or otherwise affect the FHWA’s ability to seek any 
other remedy or to take action under other provisions of applicable law, 
including without limitation any appropriate remedies as provided in 23 CFR 
1.36. 

 
XI. STATE EXECUTION OF ASSIGNED RESPONSIBILITIES WITHOUT 

FHWA INVOLVEMENT 
 

A. The FHWA will not provide any project-level assistance to the State in carrying 
out any of the responsibilities assigned under this MOU. “Project-level 
assistance” includes advice, consultation, or document review with respect to 
the discharge of such responsibility for a particular highway project. However, 
“project-level assistance” does not include discussions concerning issues 
addressed in prior projects, legal interpretations of any applicable law contained 
in titles 23 or 49 of the United States Code, legal interpretations of any FHWA 
or USDOT regulation, or interpretations of FHWA or USDOT policies or 
guidance. If a need for project-level assistance is identified as a result of the 
government-to-government consultation process described in Stipulation 
II(B)(1), then the FHWA shall reassume responsibility for the project as 
provided in Stipulation III(C). 

 

B. The FHWA will not intervene, broker, act as intermediary, or be otherwise 
involved in any issue involving the State’s consultation or coordination with 
another Federal, State, or local agency with respect to the State’s discharge of 
any of the responsibilities the State has assumed under this MOU for any 
particular highway project.  However, the FHWA holds both monitoring and 
quality assurance obligations under this MOU and general oversight and 
stewardship obligations under the Federal-aid Highway Program. In furtherance 
of those obligations, the FHWA may elect to attend meetings between the State 
and other Federal agencies. Prior to attending such meetings, the FHWA will 
make a reasonable and diligent effort to give the State notice.  
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In rare or extreme circumstances and based on its observations, the FHWA may 
submit comments to the State and the other Federal agency if the FHWA 
determines such comment is necessary and in the Federal interest because: 

 
1. The FHWA reasonably believes that the State is not in compliance with this 

MOU; or 
 

2. The FHWA determines that an issue between the State and the other Federal 
agency has broad or unique policy implications for the administration of the 
national Federal-aid Highway Program. 

 
XII. NOTICES 

 
Any notice to either party may be given electronically so long as a paper original of the 
notice also is delivered to the party. The effective date of the notice shall be the date of 
delivery of the paper original. Paper notices shall be delivered as follows: 

 
State of Arizona: 
ADOT Director 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
206 S. 17th Ave 
Mail Drop 100A  
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
 
Federal Highway Administration: 
Division Administrator 
4000 North Central Avenue,  
Suite 1500 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 

 
U.S. Department of Justice: 
Office of the Assistant Attorney General 
Environment and Natural Resources Division 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Room 2143 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
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Execution of this MOU and implementation of its terms by the State formally evidence that the 
parties have reviewed this MOU and determined that it complies with the laws, regulations and 
policies applicable to the FHWA and the State. Accordingly, this MOU is approved and is 
effective upon the date of the last signature below.

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

Karla S. Petty, Date
Division Administrator,
Arizona Division Office

STATE OF ARIZONA

Dallas Hammit,
Deputy Director for Transportation/State Engineer,
Arizona Department of Transportation 

Date
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Appendix A 
 

List of FHWA Responsibilities Assigned 
 
 
Air Quality 
Clean Air Act (CAA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 7401–7671q. Including determinations for project-level 
conformity if required for the project. 

 
Noise 
Noise Control Act of 1972, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4901-4918 
Compliance with the noise regulations in 23 CFR part 772 (except approval of the State 
noise requirements in accordance with 23 CFR 772.7) 

 
Wildlife 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531–1544, and 1536  
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 661–667d 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 703–712 
 
Historic and Cultural Resources 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, 54 U.S.C. 
§  306108  
Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, 16 U.S.C. 470aa, et seq. 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, 23 U.S.C. § 138 and 49 
U.S.C. § 303; 23 CFR part 774 
Title 54, Chapter 3125—Preservation of Historical and Archeological Data, 54 U.S.C. §§ 
312501-312508 
Native American Grave Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), 25 U.S.C. §§ 3001–
3013; 18 U.S.C. § 1170 

 
Social and Economic Impacts 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act, 42 U.S.C. § 19961 

Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), 7 U.S.C. §§ 4201–
4209 

 
Water Resources and Wetlands 
Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. §§ 1251–1377. 
Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 300f–300j–6  
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, 33 U.S.C. § 403 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1271–1287  
Emergency Wetlands Resources Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 3921, 3931 
Flood Disaster Protection Act, 42 U.S.C. 4001–4128 
FHWA wetland and natural habitat mitigation regulations, 23 CFR part 777 
 
Parklands 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, 23 U.S.C. § 138 and 49 
U.S.C. 303; and 23 CFR part 774 
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Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), Pub. L. 88-578, 78 Stat. 897 (known as 
Section 6(f)) 

 
Hazardous Materials 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 
U.S.C. §§ 9601–9675 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 9671 – 
9675 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 6901–6992k 

 
Land 
Landscaping and Scenic Enhancement (Wildflowers), 23 U.S.C. § 319  
 
Executive Orders Relating to Highway Projects 
E.O. 11990, Protection of Wetlands 
E.O. 11988, Floodplain Management (except approving design standards and determinations 
that a significant encroachment is the only practicable alternative under 23 C.F.R.  sections 
650.113 and 650.115) 
E.O. 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low Income Populations 
E.O. 11593, Protection and Enhancement of Cultural Resources1

 

E.O. 13007, Indian Sacred Sites1
 

E.O. 13112, Invasive Species 
 
FHWA-Specific 
Planning and Environmental Linkages, 23 U.S.C. § 168, except for those FHWA 
responsibilities associated with 23 U.S.C. §§ 134 and 135 
Programmatic Mitigation Plans, 23 U.S.C. § 169 except for those FHWA responsibilities 
associated with 23 U.S.C. §§ 134 and 135 

 
Note: 
1Under these laws and Executive Orders, FHWA will retain responsibility for conducting 
formal government-to-government consultations with federally recognized Indian tribes. 
The State will continue to handle routine consultations with the tribes and understands that 
a tribe has the right to direct consultation with FHWA upon request. The State may also 
assist FHWA with formal consultations, with the consent of a tribe, but FHWA remains 
responsible that this consultation occurs.
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Appendix B 

 
List of ADOT Programmatic Agreements/Memoranda of Understanding 

Statewide Agreements 
 
Programmatic Agreement between the Arizona Department of Transportation, Federal 
Highway Administration, the Arizona State Historic Preservation  Officer, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of Reclamation, the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers, the United States Forest Service, the Arizona State Land 
Department, Arizona State Parks, the Arizona State Museum, the Gila River Indian 
Community, the Hualapai Tribe and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. 
Signatories: ADOT, FHWA, SHPO, BIA, BLM, BOR, USACE, USFS, ASLD, ASP, ASM, 
ACHP 
Effective Date:  September 23, 2020 
 
Memorandum of Agreement between the Arizona Department of Transportation, Federal 
Highway Administration, Arizona Division, and the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Los Angeles District Concerning Funding for the Department if the Army Corps Permit 
Process on Priority Federal-Aid Highway Projects 
Signatories: ADOT, FHWA, CORPS 
Effective Date: September 20, 2017 
 
Memorandum of Agreement between the Arizona Department of Transportation, the Federal 
Highway Administration, Arizona Division, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Signatories: ADOT, FHWA, USFWS 
Effective Date: June 10, 2020 
 

Memorandum of Understanding between the Arizona Department of Transportation, the 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division, and the Bureau of Land Management, 
Arizona 
Signatories: ADOT, FHWA, BLM 
Effective Date: September 2, 2008 
 
Memorandum of Understanding Among the Arizona Department of Transportation, the 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division, and the USDA Forest Service, 
Southwestern Region Regarding the Construction, Operation and Maintenance of Highways 
in Arizona Crossing National Forest System Lands 
Signatories: ADOT, USFS, FHWA 
Effective Date: February 24, 2020 
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Appendix C 
 

Arizona Attorney General Letter of Opinion  
Dated November 7, 2017   
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Attachment D: 
Undertakings Not Assigned to ADOT Pursuant to the ADOT and FHWA 23 USC §§ 326 and 327 MOUs 
(see 327 MOU § 3.3.2) 
 
 
Project:   Interstate 11 Tier 1 EIS 
Federal Project No.: 999-M(161) 
ADOT TRACS No.: 999 SW 0 M5180 01P 
 
Project:   South Mountain Freeway 
Federal Project No.: NH-202-D(ADY) 
ADOT TRACS No.: 202L MA 054 H5764 01C 
 
Project:   Sonoran Corridor Tier 1 EIS 
Federal Project No.: 410-A(BFI) 
ADOT TRACS No.: 410 PM 0.0 P9100 05P 



Attachment E: Historic Property Treatment Plan Minimum Elements 
 
 
Pursuant to Stipulation III.H.2.g of this Agreement, all Tier 2 historic property treatment plans (HPTPs) 
shall include, but not be limited to, the following elements: 
 

1. The establishment of environmentally sensitive use areas. 
2. The implementation of preconstruction archaeological excavation. 
3. Preservation-in-place, avoidance, minimization efforts. 

4. Specification of all historic properties (sensu 36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 800.16[l][1]) 
to be affected by the project, including: 

a. The criterion or criteria under which said properties have been listed in or deemed 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), pursuant to 36 CFR 
§ 60.4; and 

b. The scale and nature of anticipated effects upon said properties, taking into account 
direct, indirect, and cumulative aspects; and 

c. A summary of past recordings, research, evaluation, and treatment of said properties. 
5. Specification of all cultural resources to be affected by the project that have not been evaluated 

for their NRHP eligibility, including: 
a. The scale and nature of anticipated effects upon said resources, taking into account 

direct, indirect, and cumulative aspects; and 
b. A summary of past recordings, research, evaluative efforts, and treatment of said 

resources. 
6. A detailed description of: 

a. The treatment(s) proposed to resolve adverse effects to historic properties, portions of 
historic properties, unevaluated cultural resources, or portions thereof; and 

b. The rationale for the choice of proposed treatment(s); and  
c. Consideration given to the property or resource’s setting, including but not limited to: 

i. Viewshed; and 
ii. Ambient noise; and 

iii. Atmospheric conditions; and 
iv. Vibration; and 
v. Ambiance created by, contributed to, or associated with the property or 

resource; and 
vi. Any and all qualities or characteristics that contribute to the property or 

resource’s significance in general or NRHP eligibility in particular. 
7. A statement of ADOT’s intent to recover a reasonable sample of intact archaeological deposits 

from NRHP-eligible sites (or those which have not been evaluated for their NRHP eligibility) that 
the agency determines, through the process set forth in Stipulation III.G of this Agreement 
(Assessment of Effects), may be adversely affected by the implementation of the Tier 2 project. 

8. Provisions for the creation and dissemination, to the professional community and general 
public, of informative materials based on the results of the proposed treatment. 

a. All such materials shall conform to the terms and conditions of the: 
i. Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA; 16 U.S. Code [USC] §§ 470aa—

mm) 
ii. Executive Order 13007, “Sacred Sites” (61 Federal Register 26771) 

iii. Freedom of Information Act (5 USC § 552) 



b. Notwithstanding the provisions of: 
i. Section 304 (54 USC § 307103) of the NHPA (54 USC 300301, et seq.) 

ii. Section 9(a) of ARPA (16 USC §§ 470cc[d] and 470hh) and its implementing 
regulation (43 CFR § 7.18) 

iii. 36 CFR § 800.11(c) 
iv. Arizona Revised Statutes Title 39 § 125 
v. Stipulation III.K of this Agreement 

9. A monitoring and discovery plan (MDP) which shall include procedures for: 
a. Monitoring construction activities; and 
b. Evaluating unanticipated archaeological discoveries; and 
c. Treating unanticipated archaeological discoveries or newly-identified historic properties; 

and  
d. Communication between ADOT, the Arizona State Museum (ASM), State Historic 

Preservation Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), and/or public 
agencies with jurisdiction over the discovery location, as appropriate; and 

e. Consultation with consulting parties in general and consulting tribes in particular, 
pursuant to such discoveries. 

10. Permits and authorizations that either have been obtained, will be necessary, or may be 
necessary in order to implement the HPTP and Stipulation III.H of this Agreement. This list shall 
indicate: 

a. The statutes mandating such permits or authorizations; and 
b. The conditions or circumstances under which such permit or authorization is or may be 

required; and 
c. The issuing agency, identifying number, date of issuance, and duration of authority; and 
d. The current status of application or procurement; and 
e. The schedule for procurement of permits or authorizations to be sought; and 

11. Appropriate research issues and questions to be addressed through the recovery of data, 
accompanied by: 

i. The rationale for the consideration of such issues and questions 
ii. Past research efforts bearing upon these issues and questions 

iii. An historic context, or contexts to guide the focus of the research 
iv. An explanation of why it is in the public interest to address those research 

issues 
v. The data needed to adequately approach the issues and answer the questions 

vi. How collected data will be used to address the issues and questions 
vii. The process whereby the research issues and questions may be refined to 

reflect the information gathered during the implementation of Stipulation III.H 
of this Agreement (Treatment of Historic Properties).  

12. The methods to be used in fieldwork and analyses, including an explanation of why such 
methods are feasible, appropriate, and relevant to the research issues and questions. 

13. The methods to be used for data management, security, and dissemination. 
14. The procedures by which recovered materials and records will be curated, taking into account 

the expressed wishes of consulting Tribes, the Secretary of the Interior’s standards for curation 
(36 CFR Part 79), and policies and guidance from ASM and the agencies or tribes having 
jurisdiction of the site’s location. 

15. A schedule for providing consulting parties with periodic updates on the implementation of the 
HPTP. 



16. A protocol for the treatment of human remains, in the event that such remains are discovered, 
describing methods and procedures for the recovery, analysis, treatment, and disposition of 
human remains, associated funerary objects, and objects of cultural patrimony.  This protocol 
will: 

a. Reflect concerns and/or conditions identified as a result of consultations among parties 
to this Agreement, including Native American tribes; and  

b. Will be consistent with the ASM burial agreement for state lands; and  
c. Will be consistent with the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

(NAGPRA; 25 USC § 3001 et seq.) for federal or tribal lands 
17. A proposed schedule for project tasks, including a schedule for the submission of preliminary 

and final archaeological reports, including draft and revised editions, to all consulting parties. 
18. A consultation protocol relative to phased data recovery, if necessary. 
19. A public involvement plan that includes benefits to the public. 
20. Minimum qualifications for all persons implementing the HPTP (e.g., excavators, monitors, 

historic architects, architectural historians, laboratory analysts, report preparers) and 
supervisory personnel. 

21. Opportunities for members of consulting Native American tribes and representatives from 
consulting agencies to visit the site prior to, during, and/or after data collection efforts. 

22. Protocols for the development and implementation, in coordination with consulting Native 
American tribes, of cultural sensitivity training, including a comprehensive list of occupational 
categories subject to attendance. 

23. A curation agreement which ensures that: 
i. All materials (other than Native American human remains and grave-associated 

objects) and records collected or produced during the implementation of the HPTP 
on public or Tribal lands will be maintained in accordance with 36 CFR Part 79.  

ii. All materials (other than Native American human remains and grave-associated 
objects) recovered during the implementation of the HPTP on privately owned lands  
will be maintained in accordance with 36 CFR 79 until their analysis is completed, 
and thereafter returned to their owners. 

iii. Native American human remains and grave-associated objects encountered during 
the implementation of the HPTP will be: 

1. Treated with respect and in accordance with the expressed wishes of 
consulting Native American tribes 

2. Cared for in accordance with 36 CFR Part 79, notwithstanding any 
reasonable departures requested by consulting Native American tribes 

3. Repatriated, as efficiently as possible, in accordance with NAGPRA. 
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US. Deportment 
of Trcnsportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

February 17,201 I 

Mt. Paul Bonavia, Chairman and President in Chief 
Tucson Electric Power Company 
P.O. Box 711 
Tucson, Arizona 85702-071 J 

Dear Mr. Bonavia: 

4000 Nonh Central A venue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/indcx.ht111 

In Reply Refor To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 I 17454 0 lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
tnit.ial Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Depariment of Transpo1tatioo (ADOT) 
arc proposing Lo construct a new north-south trending transportation facil ity linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate l 0 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in P inal Co1.1nty. Because this project is being administered by FHWA, it qualifies as a federal 
unde1taking subject to review under Section l 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined. 
Land ownership is unknown, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (wh.ich owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Mi lita1y Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCTDD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately 
owned land. 

FHWA would like to propose the following consulting parties for this project: FHWA, ADOT, the State 
H istoric Preservation Office (SHPO), Arizona Anny National Guard (AANG), APS, Arizona Game and 
F ish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, C ity of Coolidge, FNGMR, 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River (ndian Community 
(GRlC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Comm unity (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WMAT), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope ofthe project would involve constTuction of a new north-south trend ing transportation faci lity 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to l-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 



in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
t ransp01tatio n facility would provide: ( 1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from antic ipated congestion along 1- 1 0; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion oftbe Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

ln conjunction with the preparatioh of an E nvironmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Envirot1mental Po licy ./\ct (NEPA), a corridor o ppo1tunity area (COA) has been identified. As project 
studies progress, a sma ller "corridor" will be identified, w ithin which multiple al ignment alternaLives may 
be proposed. The preferred alternative wi ll be selected after completion of the alternatives analysis and 
the EIS. Currently, at this fo itial stage of project development, the project area of potential effects (APE) 
for w hich impacts cou ld potentially affect historic properties is defined as the COA (refer lo appended 
figure). 

;\t this time, FHWA would like to initiate Section l 06 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, FHW A is not cune ntly making any detenn inations 
of project effect. As additional in formation regarding project scope and historic properties becomes 
available, it will be provided to the SHT'O through continued Section 106 consultation. 

The project is like ly to adversely affect historic prope1ties, however. Consequently; FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (P/\) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FHW /\ a lso would like to ask if you are aware of any other paities not identified on the list who 
should be contacted to determine thejr interest in the project. 

P lease review the information provided in this letter. If you agree that a PA should be developed to 
address potential impacts to h istoric properties, please indkate your concurrence by sign ing below. 

1f you have any questions or concerns, please fee l free to contact John Lindly at 602-712-8640 or email 
jlindly@azdot.gov. 

Signature for TEP Concurrence 
STP-999-A(B13M) 

Sincerely yours, 

'--nlot 4 
h,.r1a S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 
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U.S. Department 
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Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma 
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P.O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, Arizona 86039 

Dear Mr. Kuwanwisiwma: 

ARfZONA DIVlSlON 

February 17, 20 l 1 

4000 North Central Avenue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http://www.tl1wa.dot.gov/azdiv/i11dex .htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0 IL 

North-South Corridor Study 
lnitia) Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate IO (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Because this project is being administered by FHWA, it qualifies as a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined. 
Land ownership is unknown, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation ( Reclamation), El Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and ptivately 
owned land. 

FHWA would like to propose the following consulting parties for this project; FHWA, ADOT, the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), APS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, FNGMR, 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SCJDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community 
(GRIC), Hopi Tdbe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community (SRPMJC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WMA T), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that wou Id extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to T-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 



2 

in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-1 0; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

In conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor opportunity area (COA) has been identified (refer to 
appended figure). As project studies progress, a smaller ,tcorridor" will be identified, within which 
multiple alignment alternatives may be proposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after 
completion of the alternatives analysis and the E1S. Currently, at this initial stage of project development, 
the project area of potential effects (APE) for which impacts could potentially affect historic properties is 
defined as the COA. 

At this lime, FHWA would like to initiate Section l 06 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, FHW A is not currently making any detenninations 
of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope and hjstoric properties becomes 
available, it will be provided to the SHPO through continued Section 106 consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however, Consequently, FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FHWA also would like lo ask if you are aware of any other parties not identified on the list who 
should be contacted to determine their interest in the project. 

Because areas of traditional cultural significance are not always identified through archaeological 
surveys, FHWA wou ld like to request your paiticipation in discussions regarding lhc potential effects to 
such resources that could result from the proposed project. 

At this time, FIIWA is inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties of 
traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance to your community within the APE. Any information 
you might provide within 30 days of receipt of this letter will be considered in the project planning. If 
your office opts lo participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good 
faith effort to address your concerns. 

Please review the information provided in this letter. If you agree that a PA should be developed to 
address potential impacts to historic properties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact John Lindly at 602-712-8640 or email 
jlindly@azdot.gov. 

Signature for lfopi Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Sincerely yours, 

'-7.lf~ttA(-
tr1a S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 
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US. Department 
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federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Peter Yucupicio, Chairman 
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 
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Tucson, Arizona 85746 

Dear Chairman Yucupicio: 

ARl ZONA DIVISION 

February l 7, 2011 

4000 N011h Central A venue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Ari.7,ona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http://www. fnwa. dot.gov/azdiv/ index. htrn 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
[nitial Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate l O ([-10) between the 
Ttowns of Picacho and Eloy, in Pina l County. Because this project is being administered by FHWA, it 
qualifies as a federal undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NI.IPA). This project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project 
boundary has not yet been defined. Land O\.Vnersbip is unknown, although it may include lands 
administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), B1u·eau of Land Management (BLM), Bttreau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), Florenco National Guard Military Range 
(FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), 
Tucson 8 lectric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR.), Western Arca Power 
Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

FHW A would like to propose the following consulting parties for this project: FHWA, A.DOT, the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SI-IPO), Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), APS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, FNGMR, 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SCJDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPR.R, United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community 
(GRJC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O 'odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WM.AT), and Yavapai-Apache Nati.on (YAN). 

The. scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transpnrtation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The pr~jcct is located 
in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 



growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along I-10; and (3) a more direct connec6on to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix men·opolitan area. 

2 

In conjunction with the preparatioh ofan Environmental hnpact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor opportunity area (COA) has been identified (refer to 
appended figure). As project studies progress, a smaller "corridor'' will be identified, within which 
multiple alignment alternatives may be proposed. The preferred altemative will be selected after 
completion of the alternatives analysis and the EIS. Currently, at this initial stage of project development, 
the project area of potential effects (APE) for which impacts could potentially affect historic properties is 
defined as the COA. 

At this time, FHWA would like to initiate Section 106 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, FHWA is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope and historic properties becomes 
available, it will be provided to the SHPO through continued Section 106 consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however, Consequently, FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FHWA also would like to ask if you are aware of any other parties not identified on the list who 
should be contacted to determine their interest in the project. 

Because areas of traditional cultural significance are not always identified through archaeological 
surveys, FHW A would like to request your participation in discussions regarding the potential effects to 
soch resources that could result from the proposed project. 

At this time, FHWA is inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties of 
traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance to your community within the APE. Any information 
you might provide within 30 days of receipt. of this letter will be considered in the project planning. If 
your office opts to participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date. FHWA would make a good 
faith effott to address your concerns. 

Please review the information provided in Ibis letter. If you agree that a PA should be developed to 
address potential impacts to historic properties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. 

[f you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact John Lindly at 602-712-8640 or emai1 
jlindly(a.lazdot.gov, 

Sincerely yours, 

'-M0Eiy--
'fttar1a S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Signature for Pascua Yaqui Tribe Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(BBM) 
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Dear Mr. Ilansen: 

4000 N011h Central A venue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http://www.thwa.dot.gov/azdiv/ index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No, SW PN 999 H7454 0lL 

Nm1h-South Corridor Study 
Initial Sectfo11 l 06 Consultation 

Tho Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department ofTransporlation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new t1orth-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to fnterstate 10 (l-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Because this project is being administered by FllWA, it qualifies as a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This 
pr~ject is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined. 
Land ownership is unknown, although it may include lands admfoislcted hy Arizona Public Service 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Dureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos lrrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately 

owned land. 

fllWA would like to propose the following consulting parties for this project FHWA, ADOT, the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), APS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State M useum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, FNGMR, 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community 
(GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community (SRPM IC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohot10 O' odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WM AT), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 



The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transpo1iation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to I-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 
in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility wou]d provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion a long I- l 0; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
pottion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

fn conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental hnpact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Environmenta l Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor opp01tunity area (COA) has been identified. As project 
studies progress, a smaller " corridor" will be identified, within which multiple al ignment alternatives may 
be proposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after completion of the alternatives analysis and 
the ElS. Currently, at this initial stage of project development, the project area of potential effects (APE) 
for which impacts could potentially affect historic properties is defined as the COA (refer to appended 
figure), 

At this time, FHWA would like to initiate Section l 06 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, FHWA is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope and historic properties becomes 
available, it will be provided to the SHPO through continued Section l 06 consultati on. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however. Conseque ntly, FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address tho effects of the project as they become 
known. FHWA also would like to ask if you are aware of a ny other parties not identified on the list w ho 
should be contacted to detennine their interest in the project. 

Please review the information provided in this letter. If you agree that a PA s hould be deve loped to 
address potential impacts to historic properties, please indicate your concurrence by signing be low. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact John Lindly at 602-712-8640 or email 
jlindly@azdot.gov. 

S ignature for Pinal County Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Sincerely yours, 

fe.r1a S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 



0 
US.Deportment 
of Trcnsportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Beau Goldstein 
San Carlos Jrrigatioo Project 
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Dear Mr. Goldstein: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

February 17, 20 11 
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Phoenix, Arizona 850 l2-3500 
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Fax: 602-382-8998 
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In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 II7454 0 IL 

North-South Co1Tidor Study 
lnitial Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Adm inistration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of T ransportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new nmth-south trending transportation facility link:itig United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Jm1ction to Interstate 10 (f- l 0) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Because this project is being administered by FHW A, it qualifies as a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined. 
Land ownership is unknown, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Serv ice 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Florence NationaJ Gual'd Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately 
owned land. 

FHWA would like to propose the fo l lowing consulting parties for this project: FHW A, ADOT, the St.ate 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), APS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, FNGMR, 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SCTDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR., United States Anny Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila R iver lndian Community 
(GRJC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt R iver Pima-Maricopa 
lndian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WMAT), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transpo1iation facil ity 
tltat would extend for approximate)y 45 miles from US 60 to 1-1 0 in Pinal County. The project is located 
in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transportation facility would provide: (l) relief from local traffic congestion due to prqjected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion a long I-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

In conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (ELS)--pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor opportunity area (COA) has been identified. As project 
studies progress, a smaller "corridor" will be identified, within which multiple alignment alternatives may 
be proposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after completion of the alternatives analysis and 
the BIS. Currently, al this initial stage of project development, the project area of potential effects (APR) 
for which impacts could potentially affect historic properties is defined as the COA (refer to appended 
figure). 

At this time, FHW A would like to initiate Section 106 consultation. Because a cultw-al resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, FHW A is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope and historic properties becomes 
available, it will be provided to ihe SHPO through continued Section 106 consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FHWA also would like to ask if you are aware of any other parties not identified on the I ist who 
should be contacted to determine their interest in t he project. 

Please review the infonnation provided in this letter. If you agree that a PA should be developed lo 
address potential impacts to historic properties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact John Lindly at 602-712-8640 or email 
j I ind I y@azdot.gov. 

Signature for SCIP Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

cc: 

S incerely yours, 

'tnoc~ 
~rla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 

Chad Wegley, Chief Engineer, San Catlos Irrigation and Drafoage District, 120 S 3
rd 

St., 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128-4722 



0 
US. Department 
of Trrnsportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Wendsler Nosie, Chairman 
San Carlos Apache Nation 
P.O. Box 0 
San Carlos, Arizona 85550 

Dear Chair Nosie: 

ARIZONA DIVlSION 

February 17, 2011 

4000 North Central A venue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http://www. lhwa.dol .gov/azdiv/i ndex.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0JL 

North-South Corridor Stu<ly 
Initial Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
l-fighway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate IO (l-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Because this project is being administered by FHWA, it qualifies as a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined. 
Land ownership is unknown, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service 
(/\PS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Florence Nationa.I Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCTDD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific RaiJroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately 
owned land. 

FHWA wou ld like to propose tho following consulting parties for this project: FHWA, ADOT, the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), APS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, FNGMR, 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Cbin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), G iJ a River lndian Community 
(GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Natio11 (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community (SRPMJC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WMA T), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would invo lve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extond for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to f-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 
in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



2 

transportation facility wou ld provide: ( 1) relief from local traffic congestion dt1e to prqjected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congest ion along I-1 0; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
po1t ion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

In co1tj unction w ith the preparation of an Environmeotal Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor opportunity area (COA) has been identified (refer to 
appended figure). As project s tudies p rogress, a sma ller "cord dor" will be identified, within which 
multiple a lignment alternatives may be proposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after 
completion of the alternatives analysis and the EIS. Currently, at tl1is initial stage o f project development, 
the project area of potential effects (APE) for which impacts could potentially affect historic properties is 
defined as the COA. 

At this time, FHWA would like to initiate Section 106 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventoty has not yet been performed for t his project, FHWA is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect. As addit ional information regarding project scope and hi storic properties becomes 
available, it will be provided to the SHJ>O through continued Section 106 consultation. 

The pmject is likely to adversely affect historic propc1ties, however. Consequently, FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FIIW A also would like to ask if you are aware of a ny other parties not identified on the list who 
should be contacted to determine their interest in the project 

Because areas of traditional cultmal significance are not always identified through archaeological 
surveys, FHWA would like to request your participation in d iscussions regarding the potential effects to 
such resources that could result from the proposed project. 

At th is ti me, FIIW A is inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding historic propert ies of 
traditfona l, religio us, cultural, o r h istoric importance to your community within the APE. Any information 
you might provide within 30 days o f receipt of this 1et1er will be considered in the project pla1ming. 1f 

your office opts to participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FIIWA would make a good 
fa ith effort to address your concerns. 

Please review the information provided in this letter. If you agree that a PA should be developed to 
address potential impacts to historic properties, p lease iJ1dicate·yourconcurre nce by sign ing below. 

If you have any quest ions or concerns, please feel free to contactJohn Lind ly at 602-712-8640 or email 
jlindly@azdot.gov. 

S ignature for SCAN Concurrence 
ST P-999-A(BBM) 
cc: 

Since.rely yours, 

~0E-f-At-
k ar1a S. Petty 

Divisfon Administrator 

Date 

Vernelda Grant, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (w/enc losure) 



U.S. Department 
of lransportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Arizona State Parks 
1300 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

ARIZONA 0JVISlON 

February 17, 2011 

4000 North Central A vcn ue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http://www. fhwr1 .dot,gov/azdi v/ index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BAM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRJ\CS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Initial Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation fac ility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate IO (1- I 0) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Because this project is being administered by FHWA, it qualifies as a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National ~Ustoric Preservation Act (NHPA), This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined. 
Land ownership is unknown, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Depa1tment 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (RecJamation), El Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC)1 Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), WestemArea Power Admin istration (Western), and privately 
owned land. 

FHW A would like to propose the fo llowing consulting parties for this project: FHWA, ADOT, the State 
l listoric Prese-rvation Office (Sl-lPO), Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), APS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, FNGMR, 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community 
(GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqtd Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WMAT), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 



Tile scope of the project would involve construction of a new north~south. trending transp01tation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 
in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: (I) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-10; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion oft.he Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

ln conjuhction with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a co1Tidor opportunity area (COA) has bee11 identified. As project 
studies progress, a smaller "conidor" will be identified, within which multiple alignment alternatives ma.y 
be proposed. The prefert·ed alternative will be selected after completion of the alternatives analysis and 
the EIS. Currently, a{ this initial stage of project development, the project area of potential effects (APE) 
for which impacts could potentially affect historic. properties is defined as the COA (refer to appended 
figure). 

At this time, FHW A would like to initiate Section I 06 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed fot this prqjcct, FIIW A is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope and historic properties becomes 
available, it will be provided {o the SHPO through continued Section I 06 consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, PH WA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FHWA also would J ike to ask if you are aware of any other parties not identified on the list who 
should be contacted to determine their interest in the project. 

Please review the information provided in this letter. If you agree that a PA should be developed to 
address potential impacts to historic properties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. 

If you have any questions ot· concerns, please feel free to contact Jolrn Lindly at 602-712-8640 or email 
jlindly@azdot.gov. 

Signature for SHPO Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Sincerely yours. 

~laS. Petty 
· Division Administrator 

Date 



0 
U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Hlgt,way 
Administration 

Mr. Rick Aoduze, Archaeologist 
Salt River Project 
M.S. P/\B 355 
P.O. Box 5625 
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-2025 

Dear Mr. Anduze: 

ARIZONA DJVlSION 

February 17, 2011 

4000 North. Central A venue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http://www.lhwa.dot.gov/azcHv/ index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 01 L 

North-South Corridor Study 
lnitial Section I 06 Consultation 

T he Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation faci lity linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate l O (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Because this project is being administered by FHWA, it qualifies as a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined. 
Land ownership is unknown, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Rajlway), Arizona State Land De-pa1iment 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Managctnent (BLM), Blll'eau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage D istrict (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately 
owned Land. 

FHWA would like to propose the fo llowing consulting parties for this project: FHWA, ADOT, the Slate 
Historic Preservalion Office (SHPO), Atizona Army National Guard (AANG), APS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, FNGMR, 
P inal County, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Jndian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Tndian Community 
(GRlC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WMAT), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 



The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-sou th trending transportation faci lity 
that would extend for approx imately 45 m iles from US 60 to I-10 in Pinal Coun ty. The project is located 
in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation fac ility would provide: ( 1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-10; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion ofthe Phoen ix metropo litan area. 

2 

1n conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental Impact State ment (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Env ironmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor opportunity area (COA) has been ideutified . As project 
studies progress, a smaller " corridor'' will be identified, within which multiple alignment alternatives 1nay 
be proposed. The preferred alternative w ill be selected after completion of Lhe alternatives analysis and 
the ErS. Currently, at this initial stage of project development, the project area of potential effects (APE) 
for which impacts could potehtially affect h istoric properties is de fined as the COA (refer to appended 
figure). 

At this time, FHW A would like to in it iate Section 106 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, FHWA is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect. As add itional infonnation regarding project scope and historic properties becomes 
avai lable, it w ill be provided to the SHPO through conti nued Section 106 consultation. 

The prqject is likely lo adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreeme nt (PA) be. developed to address the eff ecls of the project as lhcy become 
known. FHW A also woul.d like to ask if you are aware of any other parties not identified on the list w ho 
should be contacted to determine their interest in the project. 

Please review the information provided in this letter. If you agree that a PA should be developed to 
address potential impacts lo historic properties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. 

lf you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact John Lindly at 602-712-8640 or email 
jlindly@azdot.gov. 

Signature lo r SR.P Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

S incerely yours, 

~atty_ 
~rla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 
US. Department 
of Trmsportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Diane Enos, President 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

February 17, 2011 

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
10005 E. Osborn Rd. 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85256 

Dear President Enos: 

4000 North Central A venue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http://www. lhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index-.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0 IL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Initial Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Depaitment of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation faci lity linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (T-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Because this project is being adm inistered by FHWA, it quaJi:fies as a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defmed. 
Land ownership is unknown, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), PinaJ County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCfDD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR)~ Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately 
owned land. 

FHW A would like to propose the fo llowing consulting pa11ies for this project: FHW A, ADOT, the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), APS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, FNGMR, 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Anny Corps of 
Er\gineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community 
(GRJC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui T ribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River P ima-Maricopa 
Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Toho no O' odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WMA T), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation faci lity 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to I-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 
in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the nex.140 years. The proposed 



transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along l-1 O; and (3) a tnorc direct connection to the eastern 
po1tion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

fn conjunction with the preparation of an Envirnnrnental fmpact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Envitonrnental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor opportunity area (COA) has been identified (refer to 
appended figu re). As project studies progress, a smaller "corridor" will be identified, within which 
multiple alignment alternatives may be proposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after 
completion of the alternatives analysis and the EIS. Currently, at this initial stage of project development, 
the project area of potential effects (APE) for which impacts could potentially affect historic properties is 
defined as the COA. 

At tbis time, FHWA would like to initiate Section 106 consultation . Because a cu ltural resources 
inventory bas not yet been perfonned for th is project, FHW A is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope and historic properties becomes 
available, it wi ll be provided to the SHPO through continued Section 106 consultation. 

Tbc project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FHW A also would I ike to ask if you are aware of any other parties not identified on the I isl who 
should be contacted to determine their interest in the project. 

Because areas of traditional cultural significance arc not always identified through archaeological 
surveys, FI-IW A would like to request your paiticipation in discussions regarding the potential effects to 
such resources that could result from the proposed project. 

At this time, FHW A is inquiring whetber you have any concerns regarding historic properties of 
traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance to your community within the APE. Any info1n1ation 
you might provide within 30 days of receipt of this letter will be considered in the project planning. ff 
your office opts to participate in cu ltural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good 
faith effort to address your concerns. 

Please review the information provided in this letter. Tfyou agree that a PA should be developed to 
address potential impacts f.o historic properties, please indicate your concurrence by sign ing below. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free 10 contact John Lindly at 602-712-8640 or email 
j lindly@azdol.gov. 

Signature for SRPM fC Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 
cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

~oE.ty__ 
~laS. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 

Angela Garcia-Lewis, NAGPRA Coordinator, Cultural Preservation Program, I 0005 E. Osborn 
Rd., Scottsdale, Arizona 85256 (w/enclosure) 



0 
U.S. Deportment 
of TrCJ1SPQITation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Ivan Smlth, Chairman 
Tonto Apache Tribe 
Tonto Apache Reservation #30 
Payson, Arizona 8554 l 

Dear Chairman Smith: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

February 17, 2011 

4000 North Central A venue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Ari:zona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http:/Jwww.ll1wa.clot.gov/azcl iv/index .htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Initial Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FH WA) and the J\sizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facil ity linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate l O (1-1 O) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County . Because this project is being administered by FHW A, it qualifies as a federal 
undettaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined. 
Land ownership is unknown, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Depa,tment 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Mjlitary Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(rEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately 
owned land. 

FHWA would like to propose the following consulting parties for tllis project: FHWA, ADOT, the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), APS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, PNGMR 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SClDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USA CE), Westem, Ak-Chin Ind ian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community 
(GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WMA T), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve constmction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approx imately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 
in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the nex1: 40 years. The proposed 
transpo1tation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 



2 

growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along I-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the casteri, 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

In conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental Jmpact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor oppo1tunity area (COA) has been identified (refer to 
appended figure). As project studies progress, a smaller "corridor" will be identified, within which 
multiple alignment a lte-rnatives may be proposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after 
completio n oft.he a lternatives analysis and the EIS. Currently, at this initial stage of project development, 
the project area of potential effects (APE) for which impacts could potentially affect historic properties is 
defined as the COA , 

At this time, FHW A would like to initiate Section 106 consultation. Because a cu ltural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for tl1is project, FHW A is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope and historic properties becomes 
available, it will be provided to 1.he S HPO through continued Section 106 consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect his toric properties, however. Consequently, FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FHWA also would like to ask if you are aware of any other parties not idenlified o n the list who 
should be contacted to detenninc their interest in the project. 

Because areas of traditional cultural significance are nol always identified through archaeological 
surveys, FHW A would like to request your partic ipation in discussions regarding the potential effects to 
suc h resotu·ces that could result from the proposed project. 

A t this time, FHWA is inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding histo ric properties of 
traditional, re ligious, cultural, or historic importance to your community within the APE. Any information 
you might provide within 30 days of receipt of this letter will be considered in the project planning. ff 
your office opts to participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHWA would make a good 
faith effort to address your concerns. 

Please review the i.nformation provided in tbis letter . If you agree that a PA should be developed to 
address potential impacts to historic properties, please indicate your concurrence by s igning below. 

ff you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact John Lindly at 602-712-8640 or email 
j linclly@azdot.gov. 

Signature for TAT Concurrence 
STP-999-A(B BM) 

Sincerely yours, 

~°c) t :/Ar 
~aS. Petty 

D ivision Administrator 

Date 
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US. Department 
of Transportatioo 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARfZONA DTVfSION 

February 17, 2011 

4000 Nortb Central A venue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Pax: 602-382-8998 
htLp://www.J]1wa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
rnitial Section 106 Consultation 

Mr, Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Mr. Joe Joaquin 
Cultural Affairs Office 
Tohono O'odham Nation 
P. 0. Box 837 
Sells, Arizona 85634 

Dear Messrs. Steere and Joaquin: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the J\t·izona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
arc proposing to construct a new noi-ch-south trending transportation facility linking United Stat~s 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate l O (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Because this project is being administered by FHWA, it qualifies as a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined. 
Land ownership is unknown, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (wb.ich owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), E l Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), PinaJ County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson E lectric Power Company 
(TEPC), Ullion Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area. Power Admioistration (Western), and privately 
owned land. 

FHWA wou ld like to propose the fo llowing consulting parties for this project: FHWA, /\DOT, the State 
Historic Preservation Office (S HPO), Arizona Anny National Guard (AANG), A.PS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, J\SLD, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, FNGMR, 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Anny Co.rps of 
Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River (ndian Community 
(GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community (SRPMTC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WMA T), and Yavapaj-Apache Nation (YAN), 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation faci lity 
ihat would eA1:end for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to [-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 



in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide:(!) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along I- IO; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
po rtion oftbe Phoenix metropolitan area. 
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In conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental Po licy Act (NEPA), a corridor opportunity area (COA) has been identified (refer lo 
appended figure). As project studies progress, a smaller "corridor" will be identified, within which 
multiple a lignment alternatives may be proposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after 
completion of the alternatives analysis and the EIS. Currently, at this initial stage of project development, 
the project area of potential effects (APE) for which impacts could potentially affect historic properties is 
defined as the COA. 

At this time, FHWA would like to init iate Section 106 consultat ion. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, FHWA is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope and historic properties becomes 
available, it will be provided to the SHPO tlu·ougb continued Section 106 consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FHW A also would like to ask if you ate aware of any other parties not identified on the list who 
should be contacted to determine their interest in the project. 

Because a reas of tradit ional cultura l significance are not always identified through archaeological 
surveys, FHWA wou ld like to request your participation in discussions regarding the potential effects to 
such resources that could result from the proposed project. 

At this time, FHWA is inq11iring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties of 
traditional, religious, cultural, or h istoric importance to your community within the APE. Any information 
you might provide within 30 days of receipt of this 1etter will be considered in the project planning. If 
your office opts to participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW /\ would make a good 
faith effort to address your concerns. 

P lease review tbe information provided in this letter. [f you agree that a PA should be developed to 
address potential impacts to historic properties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. 

Jfyou have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact John Lindly at 602-712-8640 0 1· email 
j lindly@azdot.gov. 

Signature for TON Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Sincerely yours, 

"-»?~£. fA{-
kr1a S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 
US. Department 
of lransportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Dino Orbiso 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

February 17, 2011 

Manager Env ironmental Field Operations 
Union Pacific Railroad 
2401 East Sepu lveda Boulevard 
Long Beach, California908 l0 

Dear Mr. Orbiso: 

4000 North Central Avenue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Ariwna 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http://www. fl1w11.dot. gov/azdiv/i11dex.htrn 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0 IL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Lnitial Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administrati011 (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transpottation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new n011h-sout.h trending transportation faci lity linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate IO (1- 10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Because th is project is being administered by FJ-{W A, it qualifies as a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined. 
Land ownership is unknown, a lthough it may include lands adtninistered by Arizona Public Service 
(APS), ASA'R.CO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard M ilitary Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railt'oad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately 
owned land. 

FHWA would like to propose the following consulting parties for this project: FIIW A, ADOT, the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), APS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, FNGMR, 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States A rmy Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Cbin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community 
(GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
lndian Community (SRPMLC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O ' odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain J\.pache Tribe (WMAT), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transpo1tation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to [-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 



2 

in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportatio n facility would provide: ( 1) relief from local traffic congestion due to p rojected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipaled congestion along 1-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

Jn conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (ELS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor oppmtunity area (COA) has been identified. As project 
studies progress, a smaller " corridor" w ill be identified, within which multiple alignment a lternatives may 
be proposed. The preferred alternative w ill be selected after compJetion of the alternatives analysis and 
the EIS. Currently, at this initial stage of project development, the project area of potential effects (APE) 
for which impacts could potentially affect historic prope1ties is defined as the COA (refer lo appended 
figure). 

At this time, PHWA would like to initiate Section 106 consultation. E3ecause a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been perfonncd for tJ,is project, rHW A is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope and historic properties beco1nes 
available, it w ill be provided to the SHPO through continued Section I 06 consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, FHW A recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FHWA a lso would like to ask if you arc aware of any other parties not identified o n the list who 
should be contacted to determine their interest in the project. 

Please review the information provided in this letter. If you agree that a PA should be developed to 
address potential impacts to historic propert ies, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. 

ff you have any questions or concerns, please fee l free to contact John Lindly at 602-7 I 2-8640 or email 
jlindly@ azdot.gov. 

Signature for UPRR Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

S incerely yours, 

~art~ 
2}Gr1a S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 
US. Department 
of Traisportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Chief Regulatory, Arizona Section 
U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers 
Regulatory Division 
3636 North Central Avenue, Suite 900 
PhoenLx, Arizona 85013-1939 
A ITENTION: KaLhleen Tucker 

Dear Ms. Tucker; 

ARlZONA DIVISION 

February 17, 2011 

4000 North CentJ'al A venue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http ://wwvv. (h W!L. <l ut. gov/azd iv/ index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 01 L 

North-South Corridor Study 
fn itial Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to constTuct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate IO (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Because this project is being administered by FHWA, it qualifies as a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section l 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined. 
Land ownership is unknown, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (B LM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Flot'ence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), T ucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately 
owned land. 

FHWA would like to propose the fol lowing consulting parties for th is project: FHWA, ADOT, the State 
Historic 'Preservation Office (SHPO), Arizona Army National Guard (AA.NG), APS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Museum, ASARCO (LC, ASLO, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, FNGMR, 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of F lorence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Ind ian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community 
(GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Tndiru1 Community(SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WMA T), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 
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The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 
in a region expected to undergo a substantial populatlon increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along I-1 0; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion oftbc Phoenix metropolitan area. 

In conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor opportunity area (COA) has been identified. As project 
studies progress, a smaller "corridor" will be identified, wit)lin which multiple alignment alternatives may 
be proposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after completion of the alternatives analysis and 
the EIS. Cmrcntly, at this initial stage of project development, the project area of potential effects (APE) 
for which impacts could potentially affect historic properties is defined as the CO.A (refer to appended 
figure). 

At this time, FHWA would like to initiate Section l 06 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been petfonned for this project, FHW A is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope and historic properties becomes 
available, it will be provided lo the SIIPO through continued Section 106 consultation. 

The project is likely lo adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects oftbe project as they become 
known. FHWA also would like to ask if you are aware of any other parties not identified on the list who 
should be contacted to determine their interest in the project. 

Please review the information provided in this letter. If you agree that a PA should be developed to 
address potential impacts to historic properties, please indicate your concun-ence by signing below. 

If you have any questions or concerns. please feel free to contact John Lindly at 602~ 712-8640 or email 
jlindly@azdot.gov. 

Signature for USACE Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BOM) 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

?a S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Amy Holmes, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Los Angeles District, P.O. Box 532711, Los 
Angeles, California 90053 (with enclosures) 



0 
us. Department 
of Trcnsportation 
Federal Highwa y 
Administration 

ARIZONA DTVISlON 

February 17, 2011 

Mr. John Holt1 NEPA Compliance Officer 
Western Area Power Administration 
Southwest Region 
PO Box 645 7 G 0400 
Phoe.nix, Arizona 85005-6457 

Dear Mr. Holt: 

4000 Nmth Central Avenue, 
Suite l500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-3 82-8998 
http://www. tllwa. dot. gov/azdiy/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0LL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Initial Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation faci lity linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Because this project is being administered by FHW A, it qualifies as a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined . 
Land ownership is unknown, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western /\rea Power Administration (Western), and privately 
owned land. 

FHWA would like to propose the fo llowing consu lting parties for this project: FHWA, /\DOT, the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), APS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, /\SLD, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, FNGMR, 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SCIDO, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USA CE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community 
(GR[C), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN). Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WMAT), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 



The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transpo1tation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to T-10 io Pinal County. The project is located 
in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facil ity would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along I-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 
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In conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental PoJicy Act (NEPA), a corridor opportunity area (COA) has been identified. As project 
studies progress, a smaller "corridor" will be identified, within which multiple alignment alternatives may 
be r,roposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after completion of the alternatives analysis and 
the EIS. Currently, at this initial stage of project development, the project area of potential effects (APE) 
for wbich impacts could r,otentially affect historic properties is defined as the COA (refer to appended 
figure). 

At this time, FHWA would like to initiate Section 106 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, FHW A is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect As additiona l information regarding project scope and historic prope1ties becomes 
available, it w ill be provided to the SHPO through continued Section 106 consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FHWA also would like to ask if you are aware of a ny other parties not identified on the list who 
should be contacted to determine their interest in the project. 

Please review the information provided in this letter. If you agree that a PA should be developed to 
address potential impacts to historic propctties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact John Lindly at 602-712-8640 or email 

jlindly@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Western Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

~°"'1 f'.'ty-
tr&ria S. Petty 

Divis ion Administrator 

Date 

Matthew B ilsba1TOw, Compliance Specialist (w/enclosure) 



0 
us. Department 
of Trcnsportalion 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Ronnie Lupe, Chairman 
White Mountain Apache Tribe 
P. 0. Box 700 
W hiteriver, Arizona 85941 

Dear Chairman Lupe: 

ARIZONA DMSfON 

February 17,2011 

4000 North Central A venue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http://www.tl1wa.dol.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0 IL 

North-South Conidor Study 
Initial Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(i\DOT) arc proposing to ·construct a new north-south trending transportation facility 1inking 
United States Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the 
Towns of Picacho and Eloy, in Pinal County. Because this project is being administered by 
FHW A, it qualifies as a federal undertaking subject to review under Section l 06 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the 
ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined. Land ownership is unknown, although it may 
jnclude lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the 
Copper Basin Rai lway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), Florence 
National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union 
Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Arca Power Administration (Western), and privately owned 
land. 

FHWA would like to propose the following consulting parties for th.is project: FHW A, AOOT, 
the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), APS, 
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Arizona Game and Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, 
City of Coolidge, FNGMR, Pinal County, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, 
UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community 
(Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos 
Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), White Mountain Apache Tribe 
(WMA T), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation 
facility that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to I-10 in Pinal County. The 
project is located in a i-egion expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 
40 years. The proposed transportation facility would provide: (l) relief from local traffic 
congestion due to projected regional growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along I-10; 
and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

In conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor opportunity area (COA) has been 
identified (refer to appended figure). As project studies progress, a smaller "con-idor" will be 
identified, within which multiple alignment alternatives may be proposed. The prefen-ed 
alternative will be selected after completion of the alternatives analysis and the EIS. Cw-rently, at 
this initial stage of project development, the project area of potential effects (APE) for which 
impacts could potentially affect historic properties is defined as the COA. 

At this time, FHW A would like to initiate Section 106 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, FHWA is not currently making any 
detenninations of project effect. As additional infonnation regarding project scope and historic 
properties becomes available, it will be provided to the SHPO through continued Section 106 
consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, FHW A 
recommends that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the 
project as they become known. FHWA also would like to ask if you are aware of any other 
parties not identified on the list who should be contacted to detennine the.ir interest in the project. 

Because areas of traditional cultural significance are not always identified through 
archaeological surveys, FHWA would like to request your participation in discussions regarding 
the potential effects to such resources that could result from the proposed project. 

At this time, FHW A is inqu.iring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties of 
traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance to your community within the APE. Any 
infonnation you might provide within 30 days of receipt of this letter will be considered in the 
project planning. ff yow- office opts to participate io cultural resource consultation at a latei- date, 
FHWA would make a good faith effort to address your concerns. 

Please review the infom1ation provided in this letter. If you agree that a PA should be developed 
to address potential impacts to historic properties, please indicate yom concun-ence by signing 
below. 
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If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact John Lindly at 602-712-8640 or 
email ilindly@azdot.gov, 

Signature for WMA T Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

cc: 

Sincerely yow-s, 

'--nl~t by--
~la S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 

Mark Altaha, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Historic Preservation Office, P.O. Box 507, 
Fort Apache, AZ 85926 (w/cnclosme) 
Ramon Riley, Cultural Resource Dfrector, Historic Preservation Office, P.O. Box 507, Fort 
Apache, AZ 85926 



0 
us. Department 
of Tra,sportatioo 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. David Kwail, Chairman 
Yavapai-Apache Nation 
2400 West Datsi Street 
Camp Verde, Arizona 86322 

Dear Chairman Kwail: 

ARIZONA DlVlSION 

February 17, 2011 

4000 North Central Avenue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http://www.01wa.dot.gov/azdiv/index .htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corrldor Study 
Initial Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transpmtation (ADOT) 
arc proposing to construct a new no1tb-south trending trnnsportation facility linking United States 
1-1 ighway 60 (VS 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Blay, in Pinal County. Because this pi-oject is being administered by FHW A, it qualifies as a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined. 
Land ownership is unknown, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), RI Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos lrrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately 
owned land. 

FHWA would like to propose the fo llowing consulting pat1ics for this project~ FHWA, ADO'f, the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), APS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F), A rizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, FNGMR, 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community 
(GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe., San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
fnd ian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WMA T), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the pwject would involve construction of a new no1th---south trending transpo11ation faci lity 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 
in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: (I) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 



growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1- 1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan are~. 
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fn conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor opportunity area (COA) has been identified (refer to 
appended figure). /\s project studies progress, a smaller "corridor" will be identified, within which 
multiple alignment a lternatives may be proposed. The prefcn-ed alternative will be selected after 
completion of the alternatives ana lysis and the EIS. Currently, at this initial stage of project development, 
the project area of potentia l effects (APE) for w hich impacts could potentially affect historic prope1tics is 
defined as the OOA 

At this time, FHWA would like to initiate Section l 06 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, PIIWA is not c urrently making any detenuinations 
of project effecl As addit ional information regarding project scope fmd historic properties becomes 
available, it will be provided to the SHPO through continued Section 106 consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FHWA also would like to ask if you are aware of any other pa,ties not idenLified on the list who 
should be contacted to determine their interest in lhe project. 

Because areas oflraditional cultural significance are not always identified through archaeolog ical 
s urveys, Fl-[W A would like to request your participation in discussions regarding the potential effects to 
s uch resources that could result from the proposed project. 

At this time, FI-TWA is inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties of 
traditional, religious, cultural, or historic impo1tance lo your community within the APE. Any information 
you might provide within 30 days of receipt of this letter will be considered io the project planning. If 
yout· office opts to pa1ticipate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHWA would make a good 
faith eff ott to address your concerns. 

Please review the information provided in this letter. If you agree that a PA should be developed to 
address potential impacts to historic propetiies, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact John Liodly at 602-712-8640 or email 

ilindly@azdoq~ov. 

Signature for YAN Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BOM) 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

½J;°ott~ 
~rla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 

Christopher Coder, Tribal Archaeologist (w/cnc losure) 



Environmental Planning Group 

To: Rebecca Swiecki, ADOT EPG 
Deil Lundin, HDR

Date:  April 4, 2011

From: John Lindly, ADOT EPG 
             Historic Preservation Specialist 

Subject: Project No. STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PM 999 H7454 01L 
North-South Corridor Study
Initial Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) initiated 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), Florence 
National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation 
Project  (SCIP), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area 
Power Administration (Western), Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Game and Fish (AZ G&F), 
Arizona State Museum,  Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Coolidge, Town of Florence, United States 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community 
(GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O’odham Nation (TON), White Mountain Apache 
Tribe (WMAT), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN) for concurrence that a Programmatic Agreement be 
developed  to address the potential effects of the project on historic properties. 

Concurrences were received on February 22, 2011 (Pinal County), February 23, 2011 (WMAT), February 24, 
2011 (SCIP), March 7, 2011 (TON), March 9, 2011 (Hopi), and March 30, 2011 (SHPO).  WMAT has 
indicated that further consultation with them is not required unless Apache sites are found in the APE.  SHPO 
has recommended that FHWA add official associations representing the historic land use of the area, including 
those related to mining, farming and feed lots, to the list of interested parties.  In addition, Pinal County has 
suggested that the City of Apache Junction, City of Eloy and Town of Queen Creek be added to the list of 
interested parties.  Finally, SCIP has asked that all reference to San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD) be removed from any future consultation as SCIDD is only a local irrigation district that operates and 
maintains portions of the irrigation system owned by the federal government (SCIP). 

At this time, FHWA has determined that this project proceed with development of a PA.  If you have any 
questions about this clearance, please feel free to contact me at (602) 712-8640 or by e-mail at 
jlindly@azdot.gov.

Sincerely,

John M. Lindly, Ph.D. 
Historic Preservation Specialist 

tfA Arizona Department of Transportation 

A.DOT MEMORANDUM 

._______ __ I L----1 __ 



THE 

March I, 2011 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Ave., Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: Noith-South Corridor Study 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

LeRoy N. Shingoitewa 
CHAIRMAN 

Herman G. Honanie 
VICE ·CHAIRMAN 

Thank you for your correspondence dated February 17, 2011, regarding the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Arizona Department ofTranspmtation (ADOT) proposing to construct a 
new 45 mile north-south route linking US 60 near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 between Picachp and 
Eloy. , 

The Hopi Tribe claims cultural affiliation to prehistoric cultural groups throughout Arizona. The 
Hopi Cultural Preservation Office suppot1s the identification and avoidance of prehistoric archaeological 
sites and Traditional Cultural Properties, and we consider the archaeological sites of our ancestors to be 
"footprints" and Traditional Cultural Propeities. Therefore, we appreciate the FHWA and ADOT's 
continuing solicitation of our input and your efforts to address our concerns. 

The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office understands the project is likely to adversely affect historic 
prope1ties and that FHWA is proposing a Programmatic Agreement. We request consultation on any 
proposal with the potential to adversely affect prehistoric cultural resources in Arizona. Therefore, we 
request continuing consultation on this proposal including being provided with copies the cultural 
resources survey of the area of potential effect and any proposed treatment plans for review and comment. 

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Terry Margart at 

the Hop; Culturnl Prnsen,at;on Office. Thank you •:'~5~:: consideration. 

R:el'pe. ct;~[.,, 1 v'I ,,..,r.-~1 
··/;?¥~ 0/ r/ergt1 J. 'r/u'wanwisiwma, Director 

,;.Hopi Cultural Preservation Office 

xc: John Lindly, Arizona Depai1ment of Transportation 
Arizona State Histnric Preservation Office 

P.O. BOX 123 KYKOTSMOVI, AZ 86039 (928) 734-3000 
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US.Deportment 
of Ti'mspo(tcfla, 

Federal Highway 
Admlnbtratfon 

ARJZONA DLVJSTON 

February 17, 2011 

Mr. Doug Hansen, Planning Section Chief 
Public Works P lanning 
Pinal County 
P.O. Box 727 
Florence, Arizona 85232 

Dear Mr. Hausen: 

4000 }Jonh Central Avenue, 
Suite 1500 

f'tioenix, Ariw na 85012-3500 
602-3 79-3 646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 

In Reply Refer To; 
STP-999-A(BBM} 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999~A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Stildy 
Initial Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Admin1stration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department ofTransportatiolll (APOT) 
are proposing to construct a new nortlMouth trending transportation facility linking United Stat~s 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to hltersLate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Because this project is being administered by PHWA, it qualifies aB a federal 
undertaking subject to rcvi ew under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NI-IPA). Th is 
project (s in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet beet1 defined. 
Land ownership ls unknown, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural 
Ga:; Company (EPNG), vloreace National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCJDD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administr&tion (Western), an r.l privately 
~~~- l 

FHWA would like to propose the following consulting parties for this project: FHW A, ADOT_, the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Arizona Army National Guard (AA.i'fG), APS , Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F). Arizona St.ate Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, F'NGMR, 
Pinal Cow1ty, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Anny Corps of 
Eng ineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community 
(GRTC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Tndlan Community (SRPMlC), TontQ Apac;he Tribe (TAT), Tohooo O'odhnm Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WMAT), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 
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The ~cope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation faoi lity 
that would extend for approximately 45 mile:, from US 60 to 1- l 0 iu Pinal County. The project is located 
in a region eiq1ectod to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transport11tion facility would prov1de: (1) relief frotn local l'faffic congestion due to projected regional 
groWth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along l-10; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

P. 02 
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1n conjunction with U1e preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor opportunity 11rea (COA) has been identified. As project 
studies progress, a smaller ''corridor" will be identified, within whicb multiple alignment alternatives may 
be proposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after completion of the alternatives analysis and 
the EIS. Currently, at this initial stage of project development, the project area of potential effi~cts (APB) 
for wh.ich impacts could potentially affect historic properties is defined as the COA (refer to appended 
figure). 

At this time, FHWA would like to initinte Section 106 consullation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, F'HWA is 11ot currently n1aki11g nny determinations 
of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope a.nd historic properties becomes 
available, it will be provided to the SHPO throu~h continued Section 106 consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, FHW A recommeads 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FHWA also would like lo ask if you arc aware of any ocher parties not identified 011 tbe list who 
should be contacted to detenninc their interest in the project. 

Please review the information provided in this letter. lfyou agree tllat a PA should be developed co 
address potent(al impacts to historic properties, please indicate your concurret1ce by signing b,:low. 

If you have any questions or conc1:ms, please feel free to contact John Lindly at 602-712-8640 or email 
jlindly@azdot.µov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~laS.Petty 
Division Administrator 

Concurrence Date 

7l~o..se... .::.-d d. ~ C.i-~7 ,;,~ f.\?r--<:.-h.~ ~1...H,c...Jq o ✓•-
C--Lty oC e=-Lcif 

----row r, o~ Q(?), ~<-A. C.. r ~e.l_ 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

IN REPLY REFER To: 

Off~c of rlu, Ptojed Manogir 
(S21!) ?:ti 620~ 

Ms. Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

SAN CARLOS IRRIGATION PROJECT 
13805 N ortb Arizona Boulevard 

Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

FEB 2 4 2011 

U.S. Department of Transportatlon - Federal Highway Administration 
4000 North Central Avenue - Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: STP-999-A(BBM); HOP-AZ 

Dear Ms. Petty: 

IF'E B 2 5 2011 

Thank you for including the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP) in early outreach for National 
Environment Policy Act (NEPA) and National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) compliance 
activities. 

I am most interested in the aforementioned project in regard to its potential effects on power 
and irrigation facilities under SC!P's jurisdiction. As you may know, many of SCIP's power and 
irrigation facilities are more than 50 years of age, and the Irrigation Division has been 
determlned eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

As a federal entity, SCIP must comply with numerous environmental laws (including NEPA 
and NHPA) when facilities that are of historic age are altered. Alterations to irrigation facilities 
require SCIP to issue an encroachment permit, which allows applicants ta cross, realign, or 
pipe SCIP irrigation facilities. In order for SCIP to issue an encroachment permit, the applicant 
must prepare and submit an Environmental Assessment (EA) for compliance with NEPA and 
a Class Ill Cultural Resources Survey report for NHPA compliance. In addition to these 
requirements, crossings/alterations of our power and irrigation facilities requires SC!P to 
approve engineering plans in order to determine if the planned crossings/alterations meet 
SCIP's safety and operating standards. In addition to these facilities, SCIP owns land in fee 
and manages withdrawn land in the region where access is determined by a different 
process, 

Specifically, in regard to your !etter, there seems to be some confusion between SCIP and the 
San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD). SCIP is a federal agency, organized 
within the Bureau of lndlan Affairs (BIA), whereas SCIDD is a local irrigation district that 
performs some operations and maintenance on parts of our irrigation system. Ta clarify, 
irrigation facilities that may be operated or maintained by SClDD are owned by the fedaral 
government (SClP). SC!P should be consulted regarding ADOT's ongoing effort on this 
project, and when the time comes, offered Cooperating Agency status for the NEPA and 
Section 106 processes. 



Page 2 

In order to facilitate timely progression of your project, 1 suggest that you contact Mr. Clarence 
Begay',· Supervisory Civil Engineer for the Irrigation Division, at (520) 723-6203, and Beau J. 
Goldstein, Acting Environmental Coordinator, at (520) 723-6234. 

Per your request regarding Section 106 consultation initiation, I have signed the enclosed 
page indicating that a Programmatic Agreement should be developed for this project. 

Sincerely, 

c_--h~/ 
Acting Project Manag,~ 

Enclosure 



transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional ., 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along I-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

In conjunction with the preparation of Rn Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor opportunity area (COA) has been identified. As project 
studies progress, a smaller ''con·idor'' will be identified, within which multiple alignment alternatives may 
be proposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after completion of the alternatives analysis and 
the EIS. Currently, at this initial stage of project development, the project area of potential effects (APE) 
for which impacts could potentially affect historic properties is defined as the COA (refer to appended 
figure). 

At this time, FHWA would like to initiate Section 106 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory ha<; not yet been performed for this project, FHWA is not currently making any determinations 
of pr(?ject effect. As additional information regarding project scope and historic properties becomes 
avaihtble;·kwi·J] ·be·provided· to the SHPO through· continued ·Section I 06 consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known, FHWA also would like to ask if you are aware of any other parties not identified on the list who 
should be contacted to determine their interest in the project. 

Please review the information provided in this letter. If you agree that a PA should be developed to 
address potential impaets to historic properties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact John Lind!y at 602-712-8640 or email 
j1indly@azdol.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

'---lno c. ~ 
h'r1a S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

C~- t2 
Sigaature for sc~@ 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

cc: 
Chad Wegley, Chief Engineer, San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, 120 S 3rd St., 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128-4722 

rr·a 
· t .. · -~ 2 s 2a11 



0 
US. Department 
of Tra,sportatton 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

February 17, 2011 

Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Arizona State Parks 
1300 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

4000 North Central Avenue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http://www.fl1wa.dot.gov/azdiv/index .htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Initial Section 106 Consultation 

.RF( i~ I \If! D 
FEB 2 3 2011 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Depattment of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new n01th-south trending transpo1tation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Because this project is being administered by FHWA, it qualifies as a federal Z unde1taking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Pr~servation Act (NHPA). This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundaty has not yet been defined. 
Land ownership is unknown, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigatio1~nd Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (U~), Western Ar:a Power Administration (Western), an~ privately 
owned land. -0 -!'----7 n . , _ l.. "'~.nQ o;n • f~J1/\'YJut'---\(,t)Y, / l t",, 

FHWA would like to ~!:Q120se_the.folrfyi_ngsonsulting p_attie_s fQr this pr9jei: FHWA, ADOT, the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Arizona Arm_ y Nationa_ I Guard (AANG), ~S. Arizona Game an_d \Y~\J 
Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Mujeum, ASARCO_~~c;, J\SLD, B_LM, CAP, City of Coolidge, J:NQMR, 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SCJDD, Town of Flot~ence, TEPC, UPRR, Unit~d States ;\rmy ~orps of 
Engineers (USACE), Westen1;K-'Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community 
(GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WMAT), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

- "\-1&,r "~~ ·-:s<v ~,ks o 

t~ 
~~ 



The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to I-10 in Pinal County, The project is located 
in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: (I) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along I-1 0; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

In conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor oppottunity area (COA) has been identified. As project 
studies progress, a smaller "corridor" will be identified, within which multiple alignment alternatives may 
be proposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after completion of the alternatives analysis and 
the EIS. Currently, at this initial stage of project development, the project area of potential effects (APE) 
for which impacts could potentially affect historic properties is defined as the COA (refer to appended 
figure), 

At this time, FHW A would like to initiate Section l 06 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, FHW A is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope and historic properties becomes 
available, it will be provided to the SHPO through continued Section 106 consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic prope1ties, however. Consequently, FHW A recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FHWA also would like t_g asklf_xou are a~v_an: ofa.ny_Qther_p~utiy_SJJ.ot identified on the list who " · 
sh~uld be contacted to determine their interest in the project. ~C,.l\\ -a._1;,sc:-,~Q\:.\-t,'\:J~~ -rt~S~. ,~1h:~~ -t~ 

h\,\1ti1C.. ~¢'1\0 \)_~ \ I VN;i -~✓-
Please review the information provided in this letter. If you agree that a PA should be developed"to Q1l,\ 1w ' c 
address potential impacts to historic propetties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. '\°2 \: :<n,~~ 

-8,tt'_. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact John Lindly at 602-712-8640 or email 
jlindly@azdot.gov. 

Signature for HPO Concurrence 
STP-999-A(B M) 

Sincerely yours, 

~Ha S.Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 



0 
US. Department 
of Trrnsportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Rick Anduze, Archaeologist 
Salt River Project 
M.S. PAB 355 
P.O. Box 5625 
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-2025 

Dear Mr. Anduze: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

February 17, 20 11 

FEB 2 8 2011 
1 r 

4000 North Central Avcm1c, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3 500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http://www. fhwa, dot.gov/azdjv/ index. httn 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP~AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Co1Tidor Study 
lnitial Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal llighway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending t ransportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to lnterstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Because this project is being administered by FHW A, it qualifies as a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, U1crefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined. 
Land ownership is unknown, although it inay include lands administered by Arizona Public Service 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (wh ich owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Dra inage District {SC[DD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Unjon Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately 
owned land. 

FHWA would like to propose the fo llowing consulting parties for this project: FHWA, ADOT, the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Ari:.wha Army Nationa I G uard (AANG), APS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F); Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, C ity of Coolidge, FNGMR, 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SCTDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Co.rps of 
Engineers (USA CE), Western, Ak-Chin lndian Communi ty (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community 
(GRlC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
India11 Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (T AT), Tohono O' odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WMAT), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 



The scope of the project would in vol vc constTuction of a new north-south t rending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 
in a region expected to w,dergo a substantial popu lation increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation fac ility would provide: (I) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1- l 0; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

fn conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (ETS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor oppo1tunity area (COA) l1as been identified. As project 
studies progress, a smaller " corridor" will be identified, within which multip le alignment alternatives may 
be proposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after completion of the a lternatives analysis and 
the ETS. Current ly, at this initial stage of project development, the project area of potent ial effects (APE) 
fot which impacts could potentially affect historic properties is defined as the COA (refer to appended 
figure). 

At this time, FHWA would like to in itiate Section 106 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, FHW A is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope and historic properties becomes 
available, it will be provided to the SHPO through continued Section I 06 consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic prope1ties, however. Conseque ntly, FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. PHWA also would 1 ike to ask if you are aware of any othet parties not identified on the list who 
should be contacted to determine their interest i11 the project. 

Please review the information provided in this letter. 1f you agree that a PA should be developed to 
address potential impacts to h istoric properties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact John Lindly at 602-712-8640 ot email 
jlindly@ azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ot'k;y-
fkarla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

APR 11 2011 

Signature for SRP Concurr c Date 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

C o y-i 'i1cler ad~ nJ f he.- San Cav/os I rr1_Ya-/2on /Jrojee-f 



0 
US. Deportment 
of Trcnsportation 
federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVTSION 

February 17, 2011 

Mr. Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Mr. Joe Joaquin 
Cultural Affairs Office 
Tohono O'odham Nation 
P. 0. Box 837 
Sells, Arizona 85634 

Dear Messrs. Steere and Joaquin: 

4000 North Central Avemie, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix. Arizona 85012-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http://www.lhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/ index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 117454 0 IL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Initial Section J 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Depaitment ofTransportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation faci lity linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Because this project is being administered by FHWA, it qualifies as a federal 
unde1taking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore. the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined. 
Land ownership is unknown, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Plorence National Guard Mil itary Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Arca Power Adm inistration (Western), and privately 
owned land. 

FlIWA would like to propose the following consulting parties for this project: FHWA, ADOT, the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Arizona Anny National Guard (AANG), APS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, PNGMR. 
Pinal County, Reclamation. SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community 
(GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community (SRPMlC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe (WMAT), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project wou ld involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-1 0 in Pinal County. The project is located 



in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: (1 ) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-1 0; and (3) a more direct connection to lhe eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

In conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental lmpact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy /\ct (NEPA), a corridor opportunity area (COA) has been identified (refer to 
appended figure), As project studies progress, a smaller «corridor" will be identified, within which 
multiple alignment alternatives may be proposed. The preferred aJtcrnativc will be selected after 
completion of the alternatives analysis and the ElS. CmTently, at this initial stage of project development, 
the project area of potential effects (APE) for wl1ich impacts could potentially affect historic properties is 
defined as the COA. 

At this time, FHWA would like to initiate Section I 06 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, FHWA is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope and historic properties becomes 
avai lable, it will be provided to the SHPO through continued Section l 06 consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FHW A also would like to ask if you are aware of any other parties not identified on the list who 
should be contacted to determine their interest in the project. 

Because areas of traditional cultural s ignificance are not always identified through archaeological 
surveys, FHW A would like to request your participation in discussions regarding the potential effects to 
such resources that could result from the proposed project. 

At this time, FHWA is inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding historic prope1ties of 
traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance to your community within the J\PE. Any infonnation 
you might provide within 30 days of receipt of this letter wiJI be considered in the project planning. If 
your office opts to participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHWA would make a good 
faith effort to address your concerns. 

Please review the information provided in this letter. If you agree that a PJ\ should be developed to 
address potentiaJ impacts to historic properties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Jolm Lindly at 602-712-8640 or email 
i I ind lyf@azdol.gov. 

Signature for TON Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Sincerely yours, 

'7r!~ £./A/-
karla S. Petty 

MAR7 
Division Administrator 

J-Z-t l 
Date 

2011 
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US. Department 
of Trcnsportalim 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

February 17, 2011 

Mr. Paul Bonavia, Chairman and President in Chief 
Tucson Electric Power Company 
P.O. Box 711 
Tucson, Arizona 85702-0711 

Dear Mr. Bonavia: 

4000 Nmth Central Avenue, 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 850!2-3500 
602-379-3646 

Fax: 602-382-8998 
http:/ iwww.!hwa.dot.gov/azdi viindcx. htrn 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Co1Tidor Study 
Initial Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new noith-south trending transpo1tation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-! 0) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Bec.iuse th is project is being administered by FHW A, it qualifies as a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section l 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NI.--IPA). This 
project is in the pre-design phase and, therefore, the ultimate project boundary has not yet been defined. 
Land ownership is unknown, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Se1vice 
(APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department 
(ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural 
Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (fNGMR), Pina! County, Salt River 
Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad {UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), .ind privately 
owned land. 

Fl !WA would like to propose the following consulting parties for this project: FHWA, ADOT, the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SH.PO), Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), APS, Arizona Game and 
Fish (AZ G&F), Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, CAP, City of Coolidge, FNGMR, 
Pinal County, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Anny Corps of 
Engineers (US ACE), Western, Ak-Chin lndian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Communily 
(GRIC), Hopi Trihe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
lnd ian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Toho no O 'odham Nation (TON), White 
Mountain Apache Tribe {WMAT), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transp01tation facility 
that would extend for .ipproximatcly 45 miles from US GO to 1- l O in Pinal County. The project is located 



in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transpoitation facility wou!d provide: (]) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along [-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

In conj unction with the preparntion of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor oppot1unity area (COA) has been identified. As project 
studies progress, a smaller "cotTido r" will be identified, within which multiple alignment alternatives may 
be proposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after completion of the alternatives analysis and 
the EfS. Currently, at this initial stage of project dcve lopment, the project area of potential effects (APE) 
for which impacts cou Id potentially affect historic prope1iies is defined as the COA (refer to appended 
figure). 

At this time, FHW A would like to initiate Section I 06 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, HIW A is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect. As additional information regarding project C'Copt:: and historic rropcrtics becomes 
available, il will be provided to the SHPO through continued Section 106 consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic prope11ies, however. Consequently, FHWA recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FI-IWA also would like to ask if you are aware of any other parties not identified on the list who 
should be contacted to determine their interest in the project. 

Please review the information provided in this letter. If you agree that a PA should be developed to 
address potential impacts to historic properties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact John Lindly at 602-712-8640 or email 
jlindlv(0azdou.wv. 

Sincerely yours, 

'-»lr/ ~ 
b.r1a S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date , 'J 



White Mountain Apache Tribe 
Office of Historic Preservation 

PO Box 507 
Fort Apache, AZ 85926 

Ph: (928) 338-3033 Fax: (928) 338-6055 

To: John Lindly, Arizona Department of Transportation 

Date: February 23, 2011 

Project: STP-999HA(BBM) TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0 l L North-South Corridore Study 

The White Mountain Apache Tribe Historic Preservation Office appreciates receiving 
infonnation on the proposed project, February 17, 2011 . In regards to this, please attend to the 
following checked items below. 

► There is 110 need to send additional information unless project planning or implementation 
results in the discovery of sites a11d/or items having known or suspected Apache Cultural 
affiliation. 

NIA - The proposed project is located within an area of probable cultural or historical 
importance to the White Mountain Apache tribe (WMAT). As part of the effort o identify 
historical properties that maybe affected by tbe project we recommend an ethno-historic study 
and interviews with Apache Elders. The tribe's Cultural Heritage Resource Director Mr. 
Ramon Riley may be contacted at (928) 338-3033 for further infonnation should this become 
necessary. 

► Please refer to the attached additional notes in regards to the proposed project: 

We have received and reviewed information regarding ADOT's proposal to construct a new 
north-south trending transportation facility linking US 60 and 1-10, and we have determined that 
the proposed action will not have an effect on the White Mountain Apache tribe's (WMA T) 
cultural heritage resources and/or traditional cultural prope1ties. Furthermore, at this time we do 
not feel it is necessary for tbe WMA T to paiticipate in the development of a PA. Regardless, 
any/all ground disturbing activities should be monitored if there are reasons to believe that there 
are human remains and/or funerary objects are present, and if sucb remains and/or objects are 
encountered all project activities should cease and the proper authorities and/or affiliated tribe(s) 
be notified to evaluate the situation. 

Thank you. We look forward to continued collaborations in the protection and preservation of 
place of cultural and historical significance. 

Sincerely, 

Mark T. Alta/ta 

White Mountain Apache Tribe 

Historic Preservation Office 



0 ARIZONA DlVISION 

us. Department 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

d Trmsportaticn 

Federal Highway 
Administra tion 

Mr. Jon Schumaker 

June 28, 2011 

Natural Resources Department, Archaeological Services 
Arizona Public Service 
P.O. Box 53933, M.S. 3872 
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-3933 

Dear Mr. Schumaker: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FIIWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
I Iigbway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I- I 0) between the Towns of Pfoacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project w ill employ federal-aid _fonds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the Nati.onalilistoric Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Prnject (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SClDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), U nion Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Arca Power Administration (Westem), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and F ish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Al·izona State 
Museum, ASA RCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), C ity of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of E loy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, PinaJ County, Pinal County Farm Bureau~ Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Westem; 
Ak-Chin lndian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRlC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to I- l O in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transportation facility would provide: (]) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along l-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
po1tion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportw1ity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a ~corridor, '~ w ithin 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class T overview for the 
''corridor" or ''study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for c ultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic prope1t ies. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRRP). The results of the Class T 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Jnvento,y qf the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County. Arizona" (Graves 2011), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 arc historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Post01h Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
el igibility. The remainit1g 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been s urveyed for cultural resources, FHW A is not making 
a detennination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, altematives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. [f you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by sign ing 
below. lfyou have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 
email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Signature for APS Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincere.ly yours, 

'tY!o r i-~ 
~-la S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



US.Deportment 
of Tra-isportatioo 
Federal Highway 
Admtnbtratlon 

Mr. Brian Munson 
Corporate Permitting Manager 
AsarcoLLC 
P.O.Box 8 
Hayden, Arizona 8523 5 

Dear Mr. Munson: 

ARIZONA DIVJSION 

June 28, 2011 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602.) 379-3646 

Fax: (602.) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dotqov/azdiv/index. htm 

1n Reply Refer T o: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 011 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation faci lity linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project w ill employ federal-a id fonds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(whic h owns the Copper Basi.n Railway), A rizona State Land Department (ASLD), BureatL of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
F lorence Natio11al Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River PrQject. (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Arca Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land . 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, /\DOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 
APS, Arizona A rmy National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and F ish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona P roject (CAP), City of Apache Jw1ction, C ity of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, C ity of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Westcm, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, 'Pasqua Yaqui 
T ribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TA 1), Tohono O' odha1n Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapa i
Apache Nation (YAN), 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trend ing transportation faci lity 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over th.e next 40 years. The proposed 



transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the easten, 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a ·•corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research. Inc . prepared a Class I overview for the 
"cotTidori> or "study area" to identify (l) areas that have been surveyed for cultui-al resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources arc defined as 
nistoric or prehistoric districts, s ites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultura l 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRIIP). The results of the Class l 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal Cou11ty, Arizona" (Graves 2011 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area bas been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources pteviously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one- Adamsville Ruin- is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed it1 the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of97 cultural resom·ces have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
e ligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been reeom1nended not eligible for listing in the 

NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area bas not been surveyed for cultura l resources, FH WA is nol making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, a lternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to yotJr agency through continued Section I 06 consultation1 as it 

becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your conct.ttTence by signing 
below. Ifyou have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 

email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Asarco LLC Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 
cc: 

S incerely yours, 

'7>?o c 1~ 
~rla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 

Bobby Blake, Copper Basin Railway, PO Drawer I, Hayden, Arizona, 85135 



0 ARIZONA DJVISION 

US. Department 
of Trrnsportation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http:/ /www, fhwa. dot gov/azdiv/index. htm 

Federal Hlghwoy 
Administration 

June 28, 2011 

Mr. Steven K. Ross, Cultural Resources Manager 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 West Adams Road 
Phoetli'<, Arizona 85007 

Dear Mr. Ross: 

fn Rep1y Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section 106 COllsultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new n0tth-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near A pache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns ofPicacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section l06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Nl IPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include la11ds administered by Arizona Pub I ic Service (A PS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Redamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
lrrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (T EPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and private-ly owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project inc lude FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), C ity of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge) C ity of Eloy, C ity of Mesa, PNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SClDD, Town of Flore11ce, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
J\k-Chin Indian Community (J\k-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua YaqtLi 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O ' odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transportation facility would provide: (1) re lie r from local trarfic congestion due to p rojected regional 
growth; (2) relief from a nticipated congestion along 1-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
po1tion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defrned in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc . prepared a C lass 1 overview for the 
"con-idor' or "study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented c ultural resources, inc ludi11g historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, s ites, buildings, structures, or objecl-;; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the Natio nal Register of H isto ric Places (N RHP). The results of the Class [ 
overview are repo1ted in ".A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the Notth-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011 ), w hich is enclosed for your review and comment. 

App roximately 24 percent of the s tudy area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented w ithin the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
prope1ties, one- Adamsville Ruin- is lis ted in the N RHP and another, Poston 's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
e ligib ility. The rema ining 61 cultura l resources have been recomme nded not e ligible for listing i_n the 

N RHP. 

Because the majority o r the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties w ill he provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the repo1t and recommendations, p lease indicate your concurrence by s igning below. If you 
have any q uestions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or emai l 
ldavis@azdL'lt.gov. 

S ignature (or ASLD Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

IJ16 l.1~ 
~ tla S. Petty 

Divis ion Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Deportment 
of li'rnsportaticn 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index,htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Oeth Grindell, Director 
Arizona St.ate Museum 
University of Arizona 
P.O. Box 210026 
Tucson, Arizona 8572 1-0026 

Dear Ms. Grindell: 

June 28. 201 J 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Adm inistration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportat ion (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (l-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review w1der Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Oureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamat ion), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the St.ate (listoric Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG). Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona M ining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak~Chin), G ila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apacbe Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O 'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apacbe Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-soulb trending transp011ation facility 
tl1at would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 



region expected to undergo a substant ia l popu lation increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: ( l) relief from local traffic congestion due to proj ected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1- 1 O; and (3) a more d irect connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridot opportuoity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corr idor," within 
which corridor a lternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, lnc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor" o r "study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including h isto ric properties. Cultural resources al'c defined as 
historic or preh istoric d istricts, sites, buildings, structures, or o bjects; historic pro perties are cultural 
resources e ligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview are repotted in "A Class I Cultural Resources I.nventmy of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 201 1 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources prev iously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one- Adamsville R uin- is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston 's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of97 c1.1ltural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not elig ible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cu ltural resources, FH:WA is not making 
a determination of project effect at this t ime. Additional u1formatio11 regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and' historic p roperties will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultatiot1, as it 
becotnes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree w ith the 
adequacy of the repo11 and recommendations, p lease indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, p lease fee l free to contact Linda D avis at 602-712-8636 or 
email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Signature for ASM Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

½r?D r 1 ~ 
~rla S. Petty 

Divisio n Admin istrator 

D ate 



US. Department 
of lra,sportottoo 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Sydney Hay. President 
Arizona Mining Association 
5150 North 161

h Street, Suite Bl 34 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-3900 

Dear Mr. Hay; 

ARIZONA DJVTSJON 

June 28,201 t 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot.gov/azdiv/index. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0 IL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (Fl-lW A) and tJ1e Ai-izona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new no rth-south trending transportation fac ility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (T-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Th is project will employ federa l-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaki11g subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau o f Land 
Management (BLM), Bureall of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
frrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western A rea Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting pruties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Associat ion, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona M ining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC. ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, C ity of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, P inal County, Pinal County Fann Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCJDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hop i Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa fndian Community (SRPMlC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 mi les from US 60 to I-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substant ial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
t:ranspmtation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 



growth; (2) re lief from anticipated congestion a long I-10; and (3) a more direct connection to tbe eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined it1 prior consultation. has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a C lass I overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify ( l ) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, inc luding historic prope11ies. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric clistricts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of H istoric Places (NRHP). The results of the C lass l 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Ari:zona11 (Graves 201 1), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 a t·e historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one- Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston 's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remain ing 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been stirveyed for ctiltural resources, FHWA is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency throLLgh continued Section l 06 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please indicate in your response ifyou do ootwish to participate in Section 106 consultation. If you 
would like to participate in Section l 06 consultation, please review the enclosed report and the 
infonnation provided i.n this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the report and recommendations, 
please indicate your concurrence by signing below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free 
to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or email ldavis(a),azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

',y] 6 t ~ 
ft.aria S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Signature for Arizona Mining Association Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 



0 ARIZONA DIVISJON 
US. Deparlment 
of Tn::nsportolion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Admfnlstratlon 

June 28, 2011 

Major John Ladd, Environmental Program Manager 
Arizona Army National Guard 
5636 East McDowell Road 
Phoenix, Arizona 85008 

Dear Major Ladd: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H,7454 0 LL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class J Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation faci lity linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate l O (1-1 0) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-a id funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative aligntnents have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may inc lude lands administered by Arizona PubLic Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Adzona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt ruver Project (SRP), San Cados 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FBWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SRPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, C ity of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, 
Ak-Chin lndian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima~Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMlC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O' odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substanHal population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along T-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area, 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consu ltation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class r overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona'' (Graves 2011 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approx imately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic propclties, Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin- is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston' s Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing iJ1 the 
NRIIP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHW A is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the informal ion provided in tl1is letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the repott and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. ff you 
have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or email 
ldavis@azdot.go v. 

Signature for AANG Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

'-m~li~ 
'/irarla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

us. Deportment 
of Trcnsportation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Steve Brophy, President 
Arizona Catile Growers Association 
1402 N 01th 24th Str:eet, Suite 4 
Phoenix, Arizona 85008 

Dear Mr. Brophy: 

June 28, 201 1 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-Al 

STP-999-J\(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 B7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class l Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FIIW A) and the Arizona Department ofTransportaLion (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking Un ited States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apacbe Junction to Interstate IO (I-10) belween the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undettaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NJIPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(wl1ich owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Admjnistration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting pruties for tb.is project include FIIW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGPD), Arizona M ining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central A rizona Project(CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, PNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
scroo, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRTC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa lnd ia.n Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'()dham Nation (TON), Town of Q ueen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would invo lve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would ex.tend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transportation facility would provide: ( L) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) rel ief from anticipated congestion along 1-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, lnc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor" or ''study area" to identify ( 1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources. including historic propc11ies. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties arc cultural 
resources el igible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRRP). The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in 11A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the s tudy area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of lhe 3 13 cu ltural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, oner-Adamsville Ruin- is listed in the NR I IP and another, Poston 's Butte, is listed in lhe 
Arizona Register of I Iistoric Places. A total of97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRlfP 
eligibility. The rema ining 61 cultural resources have been recomn1ended not cHgible for listing in tJ1e 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FJIW A is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please ind icatc in your response if you do not w ish to participate in Section I 06 consu I tat ion. If you 
would like to participate in Section 106 consultation, please review the enclosed report and the 
information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the report and recommendations, 
please indicate your concurrence by signing below. lf you have any questions or concerns, ple~e feel free 
to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 o r emaiJ ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

'-JrJo [ . 1---Y-
~rl.r S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Signature for AZ Cattle Growers Assoc. Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DJVISION 
us. Deportment 
of TRTISpOrtatia, 

4000 North Central AVenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa.dot. gov/azdl v/index. htm 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlst ration 

Mr. Rick Lavis, Executive Director 
Arizona Cotton Growers Association 
4139 East Broadway 
Phoenix, Ariwna 85040 

Dear Mr. Lavis: 

June 28, 201 l 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-/\(BBM) 

HOP-A7, 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 117454 0 IL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class l Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The FederaJ Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NI-IPA), 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), U11io11 Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Ari1,ona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGJ7D), Arizona Mining Association, Ari:z,ona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project(CAP), Cityof Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Jndian Community (GRJC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Commw1ity (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono 0' odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: ( 1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 



growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1- 10; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
po1tion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," w ithin 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Researcb, Inc. prepared a Class l overview for the 
''corridor" or "study area', to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County. Arizona'' (Graves 201 1 ), which is enclosed for yom· review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cu ltural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
propetties, one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Plac.es. A total of 97 cuJturaJ resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
elLgibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a detennioation of project effect at th is time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please indicate in your response if you do not wish to participate in Section 106 consultation. If you 
would like to participate in Section 106 consultation, please review the enclosed report and the 
info1mation provided i.n this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the report and recommendations, 
please indicate your concurrence by signing below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free 
to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or email ldavis@azdot.gov .. 

Sincerely yours, 

'711°7) E. 'I~ 
E:1a S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Signature for AZ Cotton Growers Assoc. Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVlSION 
us. Department 
d Trmsportaticn 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlstratlon 

Ms. Laura Canaca 
Project Evaluation Program Supervisor 
Arizona Grune and Fish Department 
WMHB - Project Evaluation Program 
5000 West Carefree Highway 
Phoenix, Ariwna 85086 

Dear Ms. Canaca: 

June 28,201 l 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0 IL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class l Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The ~ederal (lighway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department ofTranspmtat ion (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
H ighway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate IO (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Th is project will employ federa l-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
unde1taking subject to review under Section 106 of the National IIistoric Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative a lignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, alt.hough it may include lands adm inistered by Arizona Publ ic Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which 0 \'111S the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (/\SLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Plorence National G uard MiUtary Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Projecl(SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land . 

Consulting parties fo r this project inc lude Fl fW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (S l IPO), 
/\PS, Arizona A rmy National Guard (A/\NG), /\riwna Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, A ri zona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, OLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junctio n, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCTDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Eng ineers (USACE), WesLem _. 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (/\k-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRJC), Hop i Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Ind ian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O 'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (Y /\N). 

T he scope of the project would involve co nstruction of a new north-south trending transportat ion facility 
that would exte nd fo r approx imately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project ism a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. T he proposed 



transportation facility wou ld provide: ( l) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion a long T-1 0; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor oppo1tunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a C lass I overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify (l) areas that have been surveye-d for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cu ltural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic prope1ties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class J 
overview arc reported in "A Class J Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 201 l), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic propetties. Of those historic 
properties, one--Adamsville Ruin- is listed i11 the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed iu the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not e ligible for listing in the 

NRHP. 

Because lhe majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, flIW A is not making 
a determination of project effect at th is time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic prope1tics will be provided to your agency through continued Section I 06 consultation, as it 
becomes avai lable. 

Please review the enclosed rep01t and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have-any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 
email Jdavis@azdot.gov. 

Signature for AZGFD Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

'-»?"er[. by--
~da S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Dale 



0 ARfZONA DfVISJON 

US. Department 
of Trcr,sportaticn 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fh wa. dot. goV/azd iv/index,htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Che1y l Blanchard, Archaeologist 
Lower Sonoran Fie ld Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
21 60 5 North 7111 A venue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85027 

Dear Ms. B lanchard: 

June 28, 2011 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 f 17454 0 IL 

North-Soutl1 Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Pederal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation faci lity linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apacbe Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project w iJI employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitu tes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). 
Because alternative aJ ignments have not yet been developed, land ownersh ip for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), B ureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Jrrjgation and Drainage District (SCrDD), Tucson E lectric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State ffistoric Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National G uard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project(CAP), City of Apache Junction, C ity of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County1 Pinal County Farm Bureat1, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRJC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqoi 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Q ueen C reek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to I-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 



region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over tho next 40 years. The proposed 
t ransportat ion faciJity would provide: (I) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along T-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity a rea, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, [nc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented culturaJ resources, including historic properties. Cult11ral resoutces are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic prope1iies are cultural 
resources eligible fo r listing iu the National Register of Historic Plac,es (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Jnventmy of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 20 l l ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 3 I 3 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic propetiies. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total o f 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cu ltura l resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHW A is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Addit ional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties w ill be provided to your agency through continued Section I 06 consultation, as ii 
becomes ava_ilable. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in tllis letter. If you agree with Lhe 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 
email Jdavis@azdot.gov. 

S ignature for BLM Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yow·s, 

'-rrJc/ 1 ~ 
~laS. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DlVlSlON 

US. Department 
of Tra,sportation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Amy Sobiech, Archaeologist 
Tucson Field Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
12661 East Broad way 
Tucson, Arizona 85748-7208 

Dear Ms. Sobiech: 

June 28, 2011 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(SBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 l 17454 01 L 

No1th-South Corridor Sn1dy 
Class 1 Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation fac.ility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SClDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPR.R), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservatioh Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Alizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila.River Indian Community (GRlC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe., San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to T-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



2 

transportation faci lity would provide: ( l ) relief from local traffic congestion due to proje<:ted regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along J-1 O; and (3) a more-direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultatio n, has been modified into a "corridor/' w ithin 
which corridor alternatives wi ll be proposed. Statistical Research, lnc. prepared a C lass T overview for the 
"cotTidor'' or "study area'' to identify (l) areas that have been surveyed for cul tural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultura l resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic prope1tics are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register ofllistoric Places (NRIIP). The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Jnvento,y oft he North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona'' (Graves 20 11 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for c ultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented w ithin the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one----Adamsvi lle Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated fo r NRHP 
e ligibility. The remaining 6 L cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cu lturaJ re-sources, FHW A is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding pr~ject scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section L06 consul tatlon, as lt 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. ff you agree with the 
adequacy of the repo1t and recomme ndations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. 1fyou have any questions or concerns, p lease feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 
email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Signature for BLM Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

~oE'I-~ 
~rla S, Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



us. Deportment 
of Trcnsportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Jon Czaplicki, Archaeologist 
Bureau of Reclamation 
6150 West Thunderbird Road 
Glendale, Arizona 85306-400 l 

Dear Mr. Czaplicki: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

Tune 28, 20 11 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dol gov/azdiv/index. htm 

h1 Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0 lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Admjnistralion (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds a11d, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may inc lude lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns t he Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Depattmcnt (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bure.au of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
FJoret1ce National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Rai lroad (UPRR), Western Arca Power Administration (Western), and privately owned lai1d. 

Consulting pa1ties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Natjon (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Ind ian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transpo1tation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to r-I 0 in Pinal County. The project is in a 



region expected to unde rgo a substantial po pulation increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: ( 1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) re lief from ant icipated congestion a long l-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "con idor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistica l Research, Jnc . prepared a C lass J overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, inc luding histoi-ic propett ies. Cultural resources are defi ned as 
historic or prehistoric d istricts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic propert ies are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class 1 
overview are repo1ted in "A Class T Cultural Resou,·ces lnvenfo1y of the North-South Con·idor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 201 1), which is enclosed for youi- review and comment. 

Approxjmately 24 percent o f the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within tl1e study area, I 55 are historic propc1t ies. Of those historic 
properties, one--Adamsville Ruin- is listed in the NRlIP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for N RHP 
e lig ibility. The remai11ing 61 cultura l resources have been recommended not e lig ible for listing in the 

N RHP. 

Because the majority of tl1e study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FI:-IW A is not making 
a determination o f project effect at this time. Addit ional information regard ing project scope, alternatives, 
and h istoric prope1t ies will be provided to your agency throngh continued Section l 06 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report a nd the information provided in this lettei-. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by s igning below. lf you 
have any questions or concerns, please fee l free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or email 

ldavis@azdot.gov. 

S ignature for Reclamation Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

S incerely yours, 

7l1o t .1--y-
fr.r1a S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

D ate 
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US. Department 
d Trc:nsportation 

4000 Nortl, Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
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Federal Highway 
Admlnlsfraflon 

June 28, 2011 

Mr. Tom Fitzgerald, Lands Administrator 
Lands and Records Section 
Central Arizona Project 
23636 Nmth 7th StTeet 
Phoenix, Arizona 85024 

Dear Mr. Fitzgerald: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999,A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TilACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0 IL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Depa1tmcnt ofTranspo1tation (A DOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
I-fighway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project w ill employ federal-aid fonds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review undet Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP /\ ). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natura] Gas Company (EPNG), 
Plorence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration ( Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
.Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, C ity of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, U PRR, United States Army Corps o r Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Ch in), Gila River Indian Commun ity (GR1C), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tri he (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nat.ion (Y /\N). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new 1101th-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantia l population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transportation facility would provide: ( l) relief from local t raffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) re lief from anticipated congestion along I-1 0; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be propose,d, Statistical R.esearch, Inc. prepared a C lass I overview for the 
"cotTidor" or ••study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously docwnented cultw·al resources, including histmic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the Nationa l Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview a re reported in "A Class l Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona'' (Graves 20 I 1 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in tbe 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
e ligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majmity of the study area has not been snrveyed for cultural resources, FJ IWA is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Add itional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the informatiotl provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concw·rence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 
emai l ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Signature for CAP Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BB M) 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Cal Pepper 

Sincerely yours, 

'-»?c/-by--
...kn .. La S. Petty 
J ~~ision Administrator 

Pate 



0 ARIZONA DlV(SlON 

US. Deportment 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htrn 

of Trcnsportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr, Fred Baker, Planning Manager 
Planning Department 
City of Apache Junction 
300 East Superstition Boulevard 
Apache Junction, A1·izona 85119 

Dear Mr. Baker~ 

.June 28, 2011 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TR ACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0 IL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Admi11istration (FHW J\) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (/\DOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility link ing United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of Lhe National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative al ignments have not yet been developed, land ownership fo r this undertakfog is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Oasin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Rec lamatioo (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railtoad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and F ish (AZGFD); Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, B LM, Centra l Arizona Project (CAP), C ity of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCJDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, U PRR, Un ited States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRlC), Hopi T ribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
.Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from VS 60 to I-10 in PinaJ County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substa.ntial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-1 O; and (3) a tnore direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan atca 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives wi ll be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural Tesources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing i11 the National Register of J--ljstoric Places (NRHP). The resu lts of the Class l 
overview are repo1ted in "A Class f Cultural Resources lnvento,y of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultrnal resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin- is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
/\rizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 6 J cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NR.HP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties wi II be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please indicate in your response if you c1o not wish to pa1iicipate in Section I 06 consultation. ff you 
would like to participate in Section 106 consultation, please review the enclosed report and the 
information provided in this letter. lf you agree with the adequacy of the report and 
recommendations, please indicate yOLtr concurrence by signing below. If you have any questions or 
concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

'n/0 f -1--y--
:rrfar,a S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Signature for City of Apache Junction Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Date 



Us. Deportment 
of Trcnsportation 
Federal Highway 
Admtnlstrotlon 

ARIZONA DIVlSlON 

June 28, 2011 

Mr. Alton Bruce, Growth Management Director 
Growth Management Department 
City of Coolidge 
131 West Pinkley Avenue 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

Dear Mr. Bruce: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot gov/azdiv/index. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class l Overview 

Continuing Section l 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADO1) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
w1dertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, a ltJ10ugh it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owos the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Depattment(ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), Sao Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Admirustration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting paities for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotto11 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of F lorence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRTC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transpmtation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 



regio n expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transpmtation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along I-1 O; and (3) a more direct conoec.tion to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class f overview for the 
''corridor" or " study area'' to identify (1) ai-eas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for l isting in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in ''A Class J Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011 ), which is enclosed for your rev iew and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been sw-veyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented with.in the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, ohe-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston ' s Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not elig ible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of tho study area has not been surveyed for cult11ral resources, FHWA is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alte.rnatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. ff you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-71 2-8636 or 
email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Signature for City of Coolidge Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

'-mdf 'hz-
~rla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA D.IVISTON 

us. Deportment 
of ltmsportatioo 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Admlnbtrotton 

Mr. Rick Miller 
Community Development Director 
C ity of Eloy 
1137 West IIouser Road 
E loy, Arizona 85131 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

June 28, 201 l 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 l-!7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FIIWA) and the Arizona Department ofTranspo1tation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new nmth-south trending transportation fac ility tin king United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. Th_is project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
unde1taking subject to review under Section I 06 of the National] Iistoric Preservation Act (NI-IPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), T ucson Electric Power Company (T EPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Westem Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting paiiies for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Uistoric Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Pr~ject (CAP), City of Apache Junction, C ity of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County. Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chiu Indian Community (Ale-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRJC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa lndian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Trihe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to l-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transportation facility would provide: (1) rel ief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) rel i_ef from anticipated congestion a long 1-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
po1tion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

T he corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," witbi11 
which corridor alternatives will be p roposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class 1 overview for tl1e 
"corridor" o r "study area" to identify(]) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
p reviously documented cultural resources, including historic propetiies. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic o r prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class r 
overview are reported in "A Class J Cultural Resources lnventOIJ' of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal Co1.1nty, Arizona'' (Graves 2011 ), w hich is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within tbe study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin- is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register o f Historic Places. A tota I of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NR HP 
eligibil ity. The rema ining 61 c ultural resources have been recommended not e ligible for lis6ng in the 
N RHP. 

Because the maj ority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a detennination of project effect at th is time. Addit ional information regard ing project scope, a lternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section I 06 const1ltation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please ind icate in your response if you do not wish to patticipate in Section I 06 consultation. If you 
would like to participate in Section 106 consultation, please review the enclosed report and the 
information provided in this letter. [f you agree with the adequacy of the report and recommendations, 
please indicate yow· concurrence by s igning below. If you have any questions or concerns, please foe] free 
to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or einarl ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Signature for City of Eloy Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

'-»?°6 £.~ 
h.arta S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 AlUZONA DlVTSION 
US. Deportment 
of Trcnsportaficn 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

federol Highway 
Admlnl,tratlon 

June 28, 20 11 

Mr. John Wesley, Historic Preservation Officer 
City of Mesa 
33 North Center Street 
Mesa, Arizona 8521 1 

Dear Mr. Wesley: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 01L 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FIIWA) and the Arizona Department ofTranspo1tation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (l-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid fw1ds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National JTistoric Preservation Act (NI IP A). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
lrrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Arca Power Adminjstration (Western), and privately owned land, 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, A DOT, tl1e State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD). Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR. Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SClDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USJ\CE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRJC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPM IC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
th.at would extend for approx.imately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. T he project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial popqlation increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transportation facility would provide: ( l) relief from local traffic congestion due to ptojectcd regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-10; and (3) a more direct com1cction to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity a rea, as defined tn prior consnltation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives wi ll be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a C lass I overview for the 
i'corridot" o r "study atea" to identify (I) areas that have beeh surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, inc luding historic properties. Cul.tu.ral resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties arc cultural 
resources eligible for listing io the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) . T he results of the Class J 
overv iew are reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 201 1), which is enclosed for your review aod comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
prope1tics, 0 1117---Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston' s Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic P laces. A total of 97 oulturnl resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
N RHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FH WA is not making 
a determination of project effect at th is time. Additional info rmation regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic prope1ties wi ll be provided to your agency through conti1rned Section I 06 consultatioi,, as it 
becomes available. 

Please indicate in your response if you do not w ish to part icipate in Section 106 consultation. If you 
would l ike to participate in Section l 06 consu ltation, please review the enclosed report and the 
information provided in this letter. If you agree with tho adequacy of the report and recommendations, 
please indicate your concurrence by signing below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free 
to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or email ldavis@ azdot. gov. 

Signature for City of Mesa Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

'--»1o £.i~ 
~la S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

US. Department 
of Trmsportation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlstratlon 

Mr. William R. Rhodes, Governor 
Gila Rivet Indian Community 
P.O. Box 97 
Sacaton, Arizona 8524 7 

Dear Governor Rhodes: 

June 28, 2011 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to lnterstate JO (I-10) between tJ1e Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-a id funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undettaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson E lectric Power Company (TBPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulti11g parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and F ish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR., Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SClDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, 
Ak-Cbin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new 11011h-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles frotn US 60 to I- IO in Pinal County. The project is it) a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along T-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor oppo1tunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corrido1· alternatives are proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor" or ''study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic prope1ties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic propetties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in "A Class l Cultw·al Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
prope1ties, one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Registet o f Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 6 l cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a detennination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Secti011 106 consultatfon, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed repmt and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. ff you 
have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or email 
Ida vi s(@.azdot.gov. 

S ignature for GRIC Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

cc: 

S incerely yours, 

'-1?1~£.1~ 
~laS. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 

Barnaby Lewis, Tribal Historic Preser;vation Officer, P.O. Box 24 10 (w/cnclosure) 
J. Andrew Darling, Coordinator. Cultural Resource Management Program, P.O. Box 2410 (w/enclosure) 



ARIZONA DIVISION 

US. Deportment 
of Tra,sportalion 
federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma 
Director, Cultural Preservation Office 
Hopi Tribe 
P.O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, Arizona 86039 

Dear Mr. Kuwanwisiwma: 

June 28, 2011 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
httg://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdlv/index.htm 

ln Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A( BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 l-17454 0lL 

North-Soutb Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section l 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Admihistration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facil ity linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
EJoy, in Pinal County. This project wil l employ federal-aid funds and) as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section l 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, a lthough it may inc lude lands adm inistered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), A rizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SC1DD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Bloy, City of Mesa. FNGMR Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps ofEngineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMlC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O' odha01 Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation faci lity 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to I-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 



region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over Lhc next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along J-1 0; and (3) a more direct connection to lhc ea.c:;tern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "co1Tidor," within 
which corridor alternatives are proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor" or ''study area'' to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented culturnl resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources a.re defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, s ites, buildings, stn1ctures, or objects; historic propetiies are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Invent01y of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultul'al resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin- is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic PlaceS. J\ total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
el igibility. The remaining 6 I cultural resources have been recommended not el igible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHW A is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic prope1iies will be provided to your agency through continued Section I 06 consultation, a.-: it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter . ff you agree with the 
adequacy of the repo1t and recommendations, please fodicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please foe! free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 

email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Hopi Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

'--»?o £ 1 ~ 
~laS.Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



US.Department 
of Trmsportation 
Federal Highway 
.Administration 

Mr. Peter Yucupicio, Chainnan 
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 
7474 South Camino de Oestc 
Tucson, Arizona 85746 

Dear Chair Yucupicio: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

June 28, 2011 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax; (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FIIW A) and the Arizona Dcpruiment of Transportation (ADOT) 
arc proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate lO (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
unde11aklng subject to review w1der Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NllP A). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for thjs undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Rall way), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclruuation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), Sa11 Carlos 
1rrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting patties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGM R, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SOOD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), West.em, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O' odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve constrnction of a new north-south trending transpo1tation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the ne>..1 40 years. The proposed 



transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion alon_g 1-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area, 

2 

The corridor oppo1tunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives are proposed . Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class 1 overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic prope,ties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listjng in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview are repoited in "A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona'' (Graves 2011 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic propert ies, Of those historic 
properties, one- Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston 's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
N RHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHW A is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional infoimation regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be -provided to your agency through continued Section I 06 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with tJ1e 
adequacy of the repott and recommendations, please indicate your cohcutrence by signing below. If you 
have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-7 I 2-8636 or email 
ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Pascua Yaqui Concun-ence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosuxe 

S incerely yours, 

~a.•o £.1~ 
~rla S. Petty 

Division Adlninistrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

us. Departmoot 
of TrCJlSPOrtation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdfvlindex.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Mike Norris, President 
Pinal County Fann Bureau 
P.O. Box 10008 
Casa Grande, Arizona 85232 

Dear Mr. Norris 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0 IL 

North-South Con-idor Study 
Class [ Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and lhe Arizona Department ofTra.nsportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy, 
in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as sucl1, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lru1ds administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(wbicb owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLO), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR)1 Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), alld privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FH WA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona A1my National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Ariwna Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States A1my Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Jndian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRfC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O' odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new n01th-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to l-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation fac ility would provide! (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 



growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion a long 1-1 0; and (3) a tnore direct connection to the casterr, 
portion of the. Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a ''corridor," w ithin 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, lnc. prepared a Class I overview for t he 
''corridor" or "study area" to identify ( 1) areas that have been surveyed for cultura l resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, s ites, buildings, structures, or objects; h istoric properties arc cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview arc reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Inventmy of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 201 1 ), which is enclosed for your review and comme nt. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston 's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
e ligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for c ultural resources, FH WA is not making 
a determination of project effect at th is time, Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section l06 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please indicate in your response if you do not wish to participate in Section 106 consultation. If you 
would like to participate in Section 106 consultation, please review the enclosed report and the 
information provided in this letter. lfyou agree with the adequacy of the report and recommendations, 
please indicate your concurrence by s igning below, ff you have any questions or concerns, please feel free 
to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

'--»?°"I r 1-"Y 
~rla S. Petty 

Division Adm inistrator 

Signature for Pinal County Fann Bureau Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Date 



0 ARlZONA DIVISION 

us. Department 
d Trcnsportalion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa.dot. gov/azdiv/lndex. htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Doug Hansen 
Planning Section Chief 
Public Works Planning 
Pinal County 
P.O. Box 727 
Florence, Arizona 85232 

Dear Mr. Hansen: 

lune 28, 2011 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SWPN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new uo1tb-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Higllway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Naturaf Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Wcstem Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (MNG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States A1my Cmps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Cbin Todian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima~Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to [-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 



region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation faci lity would provide: (I) relier from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth: (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1- 1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to tJ1e eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opp0ttunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modi fled into a "corridor;· within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistica l Research, Inc. prepared a Class 1 overview for the 
''corridor" or "study area" to identify (l) areas that have been surveyed for cultu ral resources; and (2) 
previously documented culhiral resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources arc defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class 1 
overview are reported in 1'A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 20 11), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approx.imately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, I 55 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a determination or project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties wi U be provided to your agency tJ1rough continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes avai lable. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. Tf you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-7 l 2-8636 or 
email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Pinal County Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

'-17?0 l. i-~ 
~rla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVJSION 

us. Deparlment 
d lrCT\SPOrtaliOO 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot. gov/azdtv/t ndex.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

M r. Beau Goldstein 
San Carlos Irrigation Project 
13805 No1th Arizona Boulevard 
Coolidge, Arizona 85228 

Dear Mr. Goldstein: 

June 28, 20 11 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW "PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South CotTidor Study 
Class 1 Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Tho Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending h'anspottation facil ity linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to rnterstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Bloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
unde1taking subject to review under Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Nl-lP A). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Westcm Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FLIW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and F ish (AZGl< D), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, J\SLD, BLM, Centra l Arizona Project (CA P), C ity of Apache Junction, City or 
Coolidge, City of Bloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pina l County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SClDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River lndian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa lndian Community (SRPMlC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Toho no O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Quee11 Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south t1·endingtransp01tation faci lity 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to f-10 in PinaJ County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population Lncrease over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transportat ion facility would pl'Ovide: ( 1) relief from local t raffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) re lief from anticipated congestion along I- 1 O; and (3) a mo re direct connect ion lo the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor o pportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "cotTidor," within 
which corridor altctoatives w ill be proposed . Statistical Research, Inc. pre pared a C lass I overview for the 
"corridor" o r ''study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for culturaJ resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or preh is toric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties arc cultural 
resources eligible for list ing in the Natiohal Register of H istoric Places (NRHP). T he resu lts oflhe Class r 
o verview are reported in ''A Class I Cultural Resources Invento1y of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 201 1 ), wh.ich is enclosed for your review and comment 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 3 13 cu.lttu-al 
resom ces previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, ono--Adamsville Ruin- ls listed in the NRHP and another, Posto n's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of H istoric Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for N RIJP 
el igibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed fo r cultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a detennination of project effect at th is time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the in formation provided in th is letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, p lease indicate your concurrence by s igning below. Jfyou 
have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or email 
lclavis@ azdot.gov. 

Signature for SCIP Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosul·e 

Sincerely yours, 

'tr,]() f. -1~ 
~ fa S. Petty 

Division Adm inistrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

US. Department 
of Trcnsportatim 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiV/index.htm 

federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Terry Rambler, Chairman 
San Carlos Apache Nation 
P.O. Box 0 
San Carlos, Arizona 85550 

Dear Chairman Rambler: 

June 28, 2011 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SWPN 999 JI74540IL 

North-South Corridor- Study 
Class l Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportat ion (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation fac ility linking Uni led Stales 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate IO (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in PinaJ County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 o f the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands admin istered by A(izona Public Service (APS). ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Ra ilway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (f<'NGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage D istrict (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), U nion Pacific 
Railroad (UP RR), Western Area Power Administration (Wester□), aod privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation O ffice (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG}, Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona M ining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SClDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, 
Ak~Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odharn Natio n (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new nmth-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to J-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transportation facility would provide: (1) rel ief from local t raffic congestion due to projected regiona l 
growth; (2) relief from antic ipated congestion along l- 1 0; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix meU-opolitan a rea. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as de fined in prio r consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives arc proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor" or ' 'study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic propert ies. Cultural resources arc defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cllltural 
resources e ligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview arc reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 201 l), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the st11dy area bas been surveyed for c ultural resources. Of the 313 cultura l 
resources previously documented withjn the study area, 155 are llistoric properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin- is listed in the NRHP a nd another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be eva luated for N RHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing u1 the 

NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resomces, FilWA is not making 
a determination o f project effect at th is time. Additiona l information regarding project scope, altematives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section l 06 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in th is letter, lfyou agree w ith the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Jfyou 
have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-71'2-8636 or email 

ldav i.s@azdot.w. 

Signature for SCAN Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosllre 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

'-1Yl7 r i-~ 
~rla S. Petty 

Divis ion Administrator 

Date 

Vornelda Grant, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (w/enclosure) 
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Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
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Fax: (602) 382-8998 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

June 28, 2011 

Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Arizona State Parks 
1300 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN999 Tl7454 OJL 

Nmth-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOl) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility I inking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 ([-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
unde1taking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this unde1taking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Depa,tment (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
[rrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Ariwna Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Fann Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Anny Corps of Engineers (1JSACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O' odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to I- IO in Pinal County. The project is in a 



region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over tile next 40 years. The proposed 
h·a.nsportation facil·ity would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along I-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Plioenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor oppottunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, lnc. prepared a Class 1 overview for the 
"con-idor" or "study area" to identify (I) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of H.istoric Places (NRHP), The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Jnvemo,y of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 3 l 3 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, J 55 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not e ligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study ai•ca has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Adqitional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic prope1ties will be provided to your agency through continued Section l 06 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this Jetter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. lf you 
have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-7 t 2-8636 or email 
ldavis@azdot.gov. 

S ignature for SHPO Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

½no f. ~ 
~laS. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARJZONA DIVISION 

US. Department 
of Trcnsportatia, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arfzona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dolqov/azdiv/index. htm 

Federa l Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Rick Anduze, Archaeologist 
Salt River Project 
M.S. PAB 355 
P.O. Box 5625 
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-2025 

Dear Mr. Anduze: 

June 28, 2011 

1n Reply Refei- To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0 l L 

No1th-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility lin king United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking su~rcct to review under Section 106 oftbe National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this unde1taking is not 
know~ although it may include lands administered by Arizona PLLblic Service (J\PS), ASARCO LLC 
{which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), P inal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
[rrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (lJPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting pa1ties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Grune and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (lJSACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin lndian Commm,ity (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GR[C), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to I-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 



region expected lo undergo a substantial population increase over the nex1 40 years. The proposed 
transportation faci lity would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-1 0; and (3) a more dire.ct connection to the eastetn 
po;tion of tbe Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity a rea, as defined in prior consu ltation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify (I) areas that have been s urveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultura l resources, includ ing historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; h istoric propeities are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results ofthc Class I 
overv iew are repo1i ed in "A Class I Cultural Resources Invento,y of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (GTaves 201 1), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cult ural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsyil]e Ruin- is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston' s Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
elig ibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study a rea has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a detem,ination of project effect at this time. Additional infom,ation regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties w i II be prov ided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in th is Jetter. lf you agree with the 
adequacy of the repo1t and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 
email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Signature for SR.P Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

~ 0 c.iy 
*8'r1a S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



us. Department 
of Trcnsportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Diane Enos, President 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

June 28, 201 1 

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Commun ity 
10005 East Osborn Road 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85256 

Dear President Enos: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot. gov/azdiv/i ndex. h tm 

1n Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 B7454 OJL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arfzona Department ofTranspmtatioo (Anon 
arc proposit\g to construct a new north-soutl1 trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate IO (l-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-a id funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review wider Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, altl1ough it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), A1·izona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SClDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UP.RR), Western Arca Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SClDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, U PRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa lndian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tobono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new nmih-south trending transpo11ation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transportation facility would provide: (l) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along I- IO; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area, 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives are proposed. Statistical Research, lnc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources arc defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic prope1iies are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, ono--Adamsville Ruin- is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remainihg 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHW A is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 
email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Signature for SRPMIC Concurrence 
STP-999-A(B BM) 

Enclosure 
cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

'-mo t· fxr 
~rla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 

Angela Garcia-Lewis, NAGPRA Coordinator, Cultural Preservation Program, 10005 E. Osborn Rel, 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85256 (w/enclosure) 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

us. Department 
of Trcr\5POOation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Ivan Smith, Chairman 
Tonto Apache Tribe 
Tonto Apache Reservation #30 
Payson, Arizona 85541 

Dear Chai1man Smith: 

June 28, 2011 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 .H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class l Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transp011ation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation faci lity l inking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to rntcrstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. T his project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NtCPA). 
Because a lternative alignments have not yet been developed, land owt1ership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCTDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
J\PS, Arizona Anny National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of' 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, 
Ak-Ch in lndian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMlC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to r-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substaotiaJ. population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transpmtation faci lity would provide: (!) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) re l ieC from anticipated congestion a long 1- 1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan atea. 

2 

The corridor oppottunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives are proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to ide ntify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic prope1tics. Cultural resources a re defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic prope1ties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NIU-JP), The results of the Class 1 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cullural Resources lnvento,y of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resow-ces. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin- is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston' s Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cul tura l resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 

NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHW A is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided lo your agency through continued Section l 06 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the informat ion provided in this letter, lfyou agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate yom concurrence by signing below. Lf you 
have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or email 
ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Signature for TAT Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

-P,ta S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 



0 AlUZONA DIVISION 

US.Department 
of Trcnsportatia, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http:/ /www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/lndex. htm 

Federal Highway 
Admlnl1trotlon 

June 28. 2011 

Mr. Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Mr. Joe Joaquin 
Cultural Affairs Office 
Tohono O'odham Nation 
P. 0. Box 837 
Sells, Arizona 85634 

Dear Messrs. Steere ru1d Joaquin: 

ln Reply Refer To~ 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-/\(BBM) 
TRACS No, SW PN 999 117454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway .Administration (FHWA) and the .Arizona Department ofTransp01tation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
E loy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federa l-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). 
Because alternative aJjgnments have not yet been de¥eloped, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), AS.ARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Floreoce National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SClDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (U'PRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers .Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Pish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, .Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of .Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Tndian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Mru·icopa Ind ian Co111J1rnnity (SRPMIC), 
Tonto .Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 



The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation fac ility would provide: ( I) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-1 0: and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified i11to a ''corridor," within 
w hich corridor a lternatives are proposed. Statistical Research, lnc. prepared a Class [ overview for the 
"corridor" o r "study area'' to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, inc luding historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class l 
overview are repo1ted in "A Class I C ultural Resources Jnventmy of the North-South Corridor Study. 
Pinal Cow1ty, Arizona'' (Graves 2011), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 3 l3 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsvi lle Ruin- is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston' s Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total o f 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
e ligibility. T he remaining 61 cultura l resources have been recommended not e lig ible for listing in the 
NRHP, 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHW A is not making 
a determination of project effect at this t ime. Additional information regarding project scope, aJtematives, 
and historic propetiies will be provided to your agency through continued Section I 06 consultation, as it 
becomes avaiJable. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this Jetter. tf you agree w ith the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns. p lease feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 

email Idavis@azdot.gov. 

Signature for TON Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enc losure 

S incere ly yours, 

~£.1-xr-
~laS.Petty 

Divisio n Administrator 

Date 



us. Department 
of lrcr,sportatico 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Gilbert Olgin, Town Planner 

ARIZONA DJVlSION 

Jw1e 28, 2011 

Mr. Mark Eckhoff, Community Development Director 
Community Development Department 
Town ofFlorence 
P.O. Box 2670 
Florence, Arizona 85132 

Dear Messrs. Olgin and Eckhoff: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoen1x, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot.gov/azdlV/index. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Higl1way 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate IO (l-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
F'lorence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting patties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project(CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town ofFlorence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Jndian Community (Ak-C11 in), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa lndiat1 Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 



The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation faci lity 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation faci lity would provide: ( I) relief from locaJ traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-l 0; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, lnc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify (l) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cult.ura/ Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor SfJ.tL~V. 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, l55 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin- is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been re-commended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area bas not been surveyed for cu ltural resources, FH WA is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. Jf you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 
email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

'-m(J£.iy 
~ laS. Petty 

Signature for Town of Florence Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

US.Department 
cf ira,sportalion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiV/index.htm 

federal Highway 
Admf,1Jstrotlon 

Mr. Tom Condit, Town Engineer, 
Development Services Director 
Public Works Department 
Town of Queen Creek 
22350 South Ellsworth Road 
Queen Creek, Arizona 85142 

Dear Mr, Condit: 

June 28, 2011 

l1l Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 01 L 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class T Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The federal Highway Administration (FIIWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOn 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-IO) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
unde1taking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamatfon), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCJDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FTTWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Prqject (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GR[C), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima~Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMTC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation CV AN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 



region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-10; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metl·opolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor,'' witl1in 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, s ites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic prope1ties are cultural 
resources eLigible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in ''A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona'' (Graves 2011), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one,-Adamsville Ruin- is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic PJaces. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not e ligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because tbc majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding projec.t scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please indicate in your response if you do not wish to participate in Section l 06 consultation. lf you 
would like to participate in Section 106 consultation, please review the enclosed report and the 
information provided in this letter. ff you agree with the adequacy of the report and recommendations. 
please indicate your concurrence by signing below. lf you have any questions or concerns, please feel free 
to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~"or~ 
-J!f 1a S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Signature for Pinal County Farm Bureau Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 
cc; 
Wayne Balmer, Community Development Division Manager 



0 ARlZONA DIVISION 
us. Deportment 
of Trcnsportation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot. aov/azdiv/index. htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Dino Orbiso 

June 28, 20 11 

Manager Environmenta l Field Operations 
Union Pacific Railroad 
2401 East Sepulveda Boulevard 
Long Beach, California 908 10 

Dear Mr. Orbiso: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0 1 L 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Depa1tment of Transpmtation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to lnterstate IO (l-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-a id funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NIIPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include Lands administered by Arizona PubJic Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Unio n Pacffic 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Admin istration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Associat ion, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, C ity of 
Coolidge, C ity of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak~Chin), Gila River lndian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt ruver Pima-Maricopa Indian Commun ity (SRPMlC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new uo1tb-south trending transportation faci lity 
that wouJd extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to I-10 in Pinal COlmty. The project is in a 



region expected to undergo a substantial popuJation increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along I-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
port.ion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which con-idor alternatives wil l be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously docurne11ted cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011), which is enclosed fot· your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultw·al resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one--Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP ru1d another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 c ultutal resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultura l resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for c ultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional .information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation. as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in th.is letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the repmt and recommendations, please indicate your conclll'rence by signing 
below. Tf you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-7 l 2r8636 or 
emai l Jdavfs@azdot.gov. 

Signature for UPRR Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

'7Ylo E. by 
71<if'.ta S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARlZONA DIVISION 
US. Deportmerl 
of Trcnsportatia, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http.//www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

June 28, 2011 

Mr. John Holt, NEPA Compliance Officer 
Westem Area Power Administration 
Southwest Region 
PO Box 6457 G 0400 
Phoenix, Arizona 85005-6457 

Dear Mr. Holt: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-J\(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 01 L 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class l Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FJfW A) and the Arizona Department of Transpo1tation lADOT) 
arc proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation faci lity linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to lnterstatc l O (I-I 0) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is tJOt 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), E l Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt R iver Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), ru1d privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for Lhis project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Atizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
scroo, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin )J1dian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMJC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tobono O'odham Nat-ion (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new n01th-south trending transportation facility 
that wou ld extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 



region expected to undergo a substantia l population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along r-10; and (3) a tnore du·cct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area, 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "co1Tidor," within 
which corridor alternatives w ill be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"con-idor" or "study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or o~jects; historic properties are cu ltural 
resources el igible for listing in tbe National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Invent01y of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one--Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston 's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 6 1 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 

NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a determination of project effect at th is time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section I 06 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please fee l free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 
email Idavis@,azdot.gov. 

Signature for Western Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 
cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

~ laS. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Matthew Bilsbarrow, Compliance Specialist (w/enclosure) 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

US.Deportment 
of lrcnsportation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiV/index.htm 

federal Highway 
Ad mints I ration 

Mr. David Kwail, Cl1airman 
Yavapai-Apache Nation 
2400 West Oatsi Street 
P.O. Box 1188 
Camp Verde, AJizona 86322 

Dear Chairman Kwail: 

June 28, 2011 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 Tl7454 0 ]L 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking Un ited States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate IO (l-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, a lthough it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El .Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
lrrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Admin istration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SITTO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Ariwna State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCTDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Westein, 
Al(-Chin Tndian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Commw1ity (GRTC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima~Maricopa lndian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new nmth-south trending transpottation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to l-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 



region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: ( I ) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along l- 1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastem 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor oppmiunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
whjch corridor alternatives are proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class l overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The resu lts of the Class l 
overview are reported in ''A Class I Cultural Resources Jnvento1J1 of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011). which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 culturaJ 
resources previously documented within Ule study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsvme Ruin- is listed in the NRifP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total. of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area bas not been surveyed for culturaJ resources, FHWA is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, altematives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section I 06 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. lf you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please fee l free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 
email ldav is@azdot.uov. 

Signature for YAN Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 
cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

'7?;~9. 1,y-
~ rla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 

Christopher Coder, Tribal Archaeologist (w/cnclosure) 
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US. Deportment 
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4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot. gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Lows Manuel, Jr., Chairman 
Ak-Chin Indian Communjty 
42507 West Peters and Nall Road 
Maricopa, Arizona 85239 

Dear Chairman Manuel: 

October 18, 2011 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0 l L 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking 
United States Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate l O (J-10) between the 
Towns of Picacho and Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as 
such, constitutes a federal w1dertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, 
land ownership for this undertaking is not known, although it may include lands administered by 
Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona 
State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range 
(FNGMR), Pinal Collilty, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCLDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western 
Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, 
Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining 
Association, Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project 
(CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal 
County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, Ak-Chin b1dian Community (Ak
Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRlC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos 
Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 



2 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transp01iation 
facility that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to I-10 in Pinal County, The 
project is in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 
years. The proposed transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion 
due to projected regional growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along T-1 0; and (3) a 
more direct connection to the eastern portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, bas been modified into a 
('corridor," within which corridor alternatives are proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a 
Class I overview for the "con-idor" or "study area" to identify (1) areas tbat have been surveyed 
for cultural resources; and (2) previously documented cultural rcsotirces, including historic 
properties. Cultural resources are defined as historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, 
structures, or objects; historic pi-operties are cultural resources eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I overview are rep01ted in "A Class 
f Cultural Resources lnventcny of the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona1

' 

(Graves 2011 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 
cultural resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic prope1ties. Of 
those historic properties, one- Adamsville Ruin- is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's 
Butte, is listed in the Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 culn.u·al resources have 
yet to be evaluated for NRHP eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been 
recommended not eligible for listing in the NRHP. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, FHWA 
recommends that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the 
project as they become known. 

Because areas of traditional cultural significance are not always identified through 
archaeological surveys, FIIW A would like to request your participation in discussions Tegarding 
the potential effects to such resources that could result from the proposed project. 

At this time, FHWA is inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties of 
traditional, teHgious, cultural, or historic importance to your community within the APE. Any 
infonnation you might provide within 30 days of receipt of this letter will be considered in the 
project planning. If your office opts to pruticipate in cultural resource consultation at a later date. 
FHW A would make a good faith effmt to address your concerns. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHW A is 
not making a detennination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through 
continued Section I 06 consuJtation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with 
the adequacy of the report, the report's recommendations, and agree that a PA should be 
developed to address potential impacts to historic prope1ties, please indicate yow· concunence by 



signing below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine at 
602-712-8640 or email ebodine(li),azdot.gov. 

Signature for Ak-Chin Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

v(V!11A1)JQ~ 
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Caroline Antone, Cultural Resource Manager, Ak Chin Indian Community, 47685 N. Eco 
Museum Road, Maricopa, Arizona 85239 (w/enclosure) 

3 
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4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

US.Deportment 
of Trmsportaticn 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlstratton 

RECEIVED 
USOl·•BIA .. SCIP 

JUN 3 0 ?.01\ 

BFtANCH OF AOMINISTHATlON 

Mr. Beau Goldstein 
San Carlos Lrrigation Project 
13805 No1th Arizona Boulevard 
Coolidge. Arizona 85228 

Dear Mr. Goldstein: 

June 28, 2011 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://wwwfhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRAC$ No. SW 1lN 999 JI7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class 1 Overview 

Continuing Sect.ion 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (A.DOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (l-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project w ill employ federal-a id funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NH.PA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may inc.lude lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Deparlment(ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
hTigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Arca Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land . 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AA.NG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction. City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGM R., Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (US/\CE), Weste1i1, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRlC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Conummity (SRPMJC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O 'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-L0 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



.. 

transportation faci lity would provide: (1) re lief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) re lief from anticipated congestion along [-1 O; and (3) ~ more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix. metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defmed in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc . prepared a C lass l overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cu ltural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultura l resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class r 
overview are reported in 1'A Class J Cultural Resources Invento1y of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 3 13 cultural 
resources previously docutneoted within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remain ing 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not be.en surveyed for cultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section I 06 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. ff you agree with the 
adequacy of the repo1t and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. If you 
have any questions or concerns, please foci free to contact Linda Davis at 602~ 7 12-8636 or email 
ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, AUG 5 ,, ?011' 

'--»10 r -1~ 
~laS. Petty 

Division Administrator 

1--· ~ -~ 
Signature for SCfP Concurr?n~ 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Date 

Enclosure 



GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 
POST OFFICE Box 2140. SACATON, AZ 85147 

TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

October 10, 2011 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona rnvision 
4000 North Central A venue. Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

(520) 562-7162 
Fax: (520) 562-5083 

RE: STP-999-A(BBM) HOP-AZ TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL North-South 
CotTidor Study Class l Overview Continuing I 06 Consultation 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

The Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) bas 
received the Class J overview of the North-South Corridor titled A Class I Cultural 
Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (ed. 
William M. Greaves). The report documents a proposed undertaking of the Arizona 
Department of Transportation (ADOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FW A) 
to construct a multi-lane highway between Apache Junction, Arizona and Picacho, 
Arizona. The class I inventory is a literature review of reports, records, hfatoric 
documents, site records, and site forms and compiJed into this large planning document. 
The proposed corridor will not be located on Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) 
lands, but will be close on the eastern edge of tbe GRJC. The corridor was divided into 9 
zones or corridors for management purposes. A preferred corridor has not yet been 
determined by ADOT and the FHW A. The area of potential effect (APE) is 95,253 acres 
in size. 

The report is a descriptive report and primarily addresses previously documented sites 
and previous archaeological research. Future documents and cuJturaJ resource work need 
to emphasize identification of O' Odham traditional cuJtural properties (TCPs) and sacred 
places. The corridor passes through the heart of our ancjent homeland and a highway of 
this type will have significant adverse impacts upon our cultural landscape. In addition, 
the cultural-historic background section of the report primarily emphasizes euro
American colonization and accomplishments. There is a lack of O'Odham, Pee Posh, 
and other Native histories in this section. The GRIC-THPO trusts that this section will be 
corrected and expanded to include O'Odham histories in future volumes. Accepting the 
affront to our O'Odham TCPs and history. the report appears to be a typical and 
acceptable cultural resource document. 



Because the document is a class I inventory and because the project is still in the planning 
stage, the GRIC-THPO chooses to refrain from concurring on any aspects of this project 
at this time. We look forward to reviewing future documents with modified and improved 
TCP research designs and an improved cultural-historical background section. 

Thank you for the continued consultation with our office and the GRIC-THPO looks 
forward to working with you in the future. If you have any questions please do not 
hesitate to contact me or Archaeological Compliance Specialist Larry Benallie, Jr. at 520-
562-7162. 

RespectfuJly, 

Barnaby V. Lewis 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Gila River Indian Community 

2 ( I 111 '" l I ' I I ' I' 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Deportment 
of li'rnsportaticn 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index,htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Oeth Grindell, Director 
Arizona St.ate Museum 
University of Arizona 
P.O. Box 210026 
Tucson, Arizona 8572 1-0026 

Dear Ms. Grindell: 

June 28. 201 J 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Adm inistration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportat ion (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (l-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review w1der Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Oureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamat ion), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the St.ate (listoric Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG). Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona M ining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak~Chin), G ila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apacbe Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O 'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apacbe Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-soulb trending transp011ation facility 
tl1at would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 



region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along I-1 0; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify ( 1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic prope1ties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic prope1ties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 3 I 3 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concutTence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 
email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ ~ 2 '1 A(-
'ft!!r1a S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

/' Signature for A Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 



US.Deportment 
drcnsportcfioo 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Jon Czaplicki, Archaeologist 
Bureau of Reclamation 
6150 West Thunderbird Road 
Glendale, Arizona 85306-4001 

Dear Mr. Czaplicki: 

AR[ZONA DIVISlON 

June 28, 2011 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa.dot. gov/azdiv/index, htm 

/' In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstat~ 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertakirlg subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alfornative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may ii1clude lands administered by Al'izona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
IITigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company {TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting pat1ies for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Al'irona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction. City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa. FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Sa.It River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Natiou (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. 'fhe project is in a 



region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: ( I) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-10; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, lnc. prepared a C!ass I overview for the 
"'corridor" or "study area" to identify (l) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic prope11ies. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cu I tural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility, The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a dete1mination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the repo1t and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. If you 
have any questions or conc~ms, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or email 
ldavis@azdot.gov. 

~ 
Signature for Rec amation Concurrence 
STP-999-A{BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

'-»Jor. 'I~ 
jt-'arta S. Petty · 

Division Administrator 

7/t'-1 (ZOl( 
Date 



THE 
OPI TRIBE 

July 8, 20 l 1 
Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Ave., Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: North-South Corridor Study 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

LeRoy N. Shingoitewa 
CHAIRMAN 

Herman G. Honanie 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

Thank you for your correspondence dated June 28, 2011, with an enclosed Class I Cultural 
Resources Inventory, for the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Arizona Depaitment of 
Transportation (ADOT) proposed new 45 mile long north-south highway from US 60 near Apache 
Junction to [nterstate IO between Picacbo and Eloy. The Hopi Tribe claims cultural affiliation to 
prehistoric cultural groups throughout Arizona, including the Hohokam prehistoric cultural group in 
southern Arizona. The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office supports the identification and avoidance of 
prehistoric archaeological sites and Traditional Cultural Properties, and we consider the archaeological 
sites of our ancestors to be ''footprints" and Traditional Cultural Properties. Therefore, we appreciate the 
FHWA and ADOT's continuing solicitation of our input and your effo1ts to address our concerns. 

The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office has reviewed the enclosed Class I Cultural Resources 
Inventory report and we understand that 313 cultural resources have been identified in the 24% of the 
study area has been previous! y surveyed. We further under stand that FHW A is not rnaki ng a 
determination of project effect at this time because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed 
for cultural resources. However, upon review of the Class I Inventory, we have determined that this 
proposal is likely to adversely affect cultural resources significant to the l-loP,i Tribe. Therefore, we look 
forward to receiving for review and comment additional information regardi~g project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties, as it becomes available. · 

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Terry Margart at 
the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thank you again fop ~onsideration. -v~-·r 

xc: Linda Davis, Arimna Deparimenl ofTranspor1atio 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 

P.O. BOX 123 

I 
I 

I, \ 

KYKOTSMOVI, AZ 86039 

a, Director 
reservation Office 

(928) 734-3000 



0 20,., • \ "\ ~ ~ (~ ~CJ l ~ ) 4000 North Central Avenue 

ARJZONA OTVlSION 
US. Deportment 
cl Tra,sportatia, 

Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

(602) 379-3646 
Fax: (602) 382-8998 

h ttp://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/i ndex. htm 
Federal Hlghway 
Administration 

June 28, 2011 

Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Special ist 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Arizona State Parks 
1300 Wesl Washington 
Phoenix, Ai-izona 85007 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class l Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Er 
JUL O 5 Zll1t 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transpor.!fil.!2_n facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to lnterstate-l'(f"(f-1U)'beiween the Towns of Picacho and 
E loy, in Pinal County. This project w ill emploifuderal-aid funds a.9d, is such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106'of-t-he-National T-listoric Preservation Act (NHP A). 
Because alternative aligt1ments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC \ 
(wh ich owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (J\SLD), Bureau of Land } /) 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natu.-al Gas Company (EPNG), ~ry~~ 
Plorence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for Lhis project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CJ\P), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge

1 
C ity of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pina.I County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 

SCJDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States J\rmy Corps of Engineers (USACE), Westem, 
Ak-Chin lndian Community (Ak-Ch i11), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), H opi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMfC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transpo1iation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to T- 10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 



region expected to undergo a substantia l population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transpmt ation facility would provide: ( 1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief-from anticipated congestion along I-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corr idor," within 
which corrido r alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify (l ) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including histo ric properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible fo r listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cultural .Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 20 11 ) , which is e nclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 3 13 cultural 
resources previous ly documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. O f those historic 
prope1t ies, one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
A rizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
e ligibility . The remaining 6 1 cultura l resources have been recommended not eligible for Listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for c ultural resources, FHWA i~ •!..<?~aking 
a determination of project effect at this t ime. Addit ional information regard ing project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recomme ndations, please ind icate your concurrence by signing below. Tf you 
have any questions o r concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or email 
ldavis@azdot.gov. 

SHPO ConcwTe nce 
BM) 

Sincerely yours, 

'-me/-~ 
~ laS. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 

AUG S- 2011 



US.Deparfment 
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Ms. Amy Sobiech, Archaeologist 
Tucson Field Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
12661 East Broadway 
T ucson, Arizona 85748-7208 

Dear Ms. Sobiech: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http:f /www. fhwa. dot gov/azdiv/1 ndex. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACSNo. SW PN 999 J-17454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class J Overview 

Continuing Section. 106 Consultati.on 

The FederaJ Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation fac ility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Jw1ction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in PinaJ County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review onder Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, laud ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may inc lude lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCTDD), Tucson E lectric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Mltseum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, C ity of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal Cow1ty Fam1 Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMTG), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O 'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new nmth-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximate ly 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transportatio n fac ility would provide: (I) re lief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along I-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, bas been modified into a "corridor," within 
which corr idor a lternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor'' or "study area" to identify (l) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible fo r listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), The results of the Class l 
overview ato reported in 11A Class 1 Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 201 1) , which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, l 5S are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one--Adamsville Ruin- is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of97 cul tural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible fo r listing in the 
NRl-lP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and tho information provided in this letter. lfyou agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 
email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

'v?oE.~ 
~ rla S. Petty 

Div ision Administrator 

NOV 14 2011 

Date r I 

Enclosure 



US.Department 
ct litnsportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Rick Anduze, Archaeologist 
Salt River Project 
M.S. PAB 355 
P.O. Box ~ S20.:Z.5 
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-2025 

Dear Mr. Anduze: 

LI 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

F 

June 28, 20 11 

JU ... 5 201\ 
al Services 

ral Compliance 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot. gov/azdiv/i ndex. him 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0 IL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate IO (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federa l-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SR.P), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCTDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPR.R), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties fo r this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gi la River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa lndian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction ofa new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to l-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 



region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: ( I) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," w ithin 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor" or "study area" to identify (I) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cu ltural 
resources elig ible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the C lass I 
overview are reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Jnvento,y of the North-South Corridor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 3 13 cultural 
resources previously documented w ithin the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsvil le Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston' s Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not e ligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultura l resources, FHW A is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties wi II be provided to your agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. If you have any questions or concerns, please fee l free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 
email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

/2 ~ d"/4~ 2 
Signature for SRP Concurren 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

S incerely yours, 

~f.i-,y--
~ rla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 



us. Deporlment 
of Tra,sportation 
Federal Highway 
Admlnlst ration 

ARlZONA DTV[SlON 

June 28, 20 11 

Mr. Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Mr. Joe Joaquin 
Cultural Affairs Office 
Tohono O'odharn Nation 
P. 0. Box 837 
Sells, Arizona 85634 

Dear Messrs. Steere and Joaquin: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 01 L 

North-South Corridor Study 
Class I Overview 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department ofTransportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (l-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
unde1taking subject to review under Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NI-IPA). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may inc lude lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (E'.PNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TE.PC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Westem./\rea Power Administration(Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Jw1ction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, Cily of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GR[C), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPM1C), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT); Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 



The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: (!) relief from local t raffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-1 0; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor,'' within 
which corridor alternatives are proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"corridor' ' or "study area" to identify ( 1) areas that have been surveyed for cultw:al resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, bu}ldi.ngs, structures, or objects; historic prope11ies are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class 1 
overview a re reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Cortidor Study, 
Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 20 I 1 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 arc historic properties. Of those historic 
prope11ies, one-Adamsville Ruin- is listed i.n the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
e ligibility. The remaining 6 I cultural resources have been recommended not e ligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area bas not been surveyed for cultw·al resources, FHW A is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties wi ll be provided to yow· agency through continued Section 106 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this Jetter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing 
below. lf you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 
email ldavis@azdot.gov. 

Signature for TON Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 

~ti-~ 
l!fr1a S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

AUG 22 2011 

Date 



us. Department 
of Trmsportoticn 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlstratlon 

Mr. Brian Munson 
Corporate Permitting Manager 
Asarco LLC 
P.O. Box 8 
Hayden, Arizona 85235 

Dear Mr. Munson: 

ARIZONA Dl V lSION 

June 28, 2011 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot. gov/azdiv/lndex. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South C01Tidor Study 
Class 1 Overview 

Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
arc proposing to construct a new no11h-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate l O (r-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
unde1taking subject to review under Section l 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). 
Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it rnay include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Ari7.-0na Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of 
Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal Cow1ty Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 
SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, 
Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GR[C), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), 
Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation {TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai
Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project wou Id involve construction of a new north-south trending transpo1tatio11 facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is in a 
region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 



t:ranspo1tation facil ity would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-1 0; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

The corridor opportunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "con·idor," within 
which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, tnc. prepared a Class I overview for the 
"conidor" or ''study area'' to identify ( I) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) 
previously documented cultural resources, -including historic prope1ties. Cultural resources are defined as 
historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic prope1ties a.re cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NR.HP). The results of the Class [ 
overview arc reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources lnvento,y of the North~South Corridor Study, 
Pinal Cozmty, Arizonan (Graves 2011 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
prope1ties, one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is Listed i11 the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NR.HP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cu ltural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHWA is not making 
a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, 
and historic prope1ties will be provided to your agency through continued Section I 06 consultation, as it 
becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report and the information provided in this letter, If you agree with the 
adequacy of the report and recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by sign ing 
below. Jf you have any questions or concerns, please fee l free to contact Linda Davis at 602-712-8636 or 
email ldavis@.azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

'-»Jo r 14-' 
~rla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

-Signature for Asarco LLC Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(BBM) 
,om t-tw~itA+. VH...c ~G5fvea77;-Ell>vtl',l0Nrnt{ll"T,4L f'PF111~ 
Enclosure 
cc: 
Bobby Blake, Copper Basin Railway, PO Drawer I, Hayden, Arizona, 8513 5 



Arizona Department of Transportation 
lntermodal Transportation Division 

206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007-3213 

Janice K. Brewer 
Governor 

John S. Halikowski 
Director 

Andy Laurenzi 
Center for Desert Archaeology 
3 00 N. Ash Alley 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 

RE: STP-999-A(BBM) 

September 9, 2011 

TRACS No. SW PN 999 l-17454 01L 
North-South Co1Tidor Study 
Section 106 Consultation 
Class I Overview 

Dear Mr. Laurenzi: 

Floyd Roehrich Jr. 
State Engineer 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transpm1ation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transp01tation facility linking 
United States Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to h1terstate l O (I-10) between the 
towns of Picacho and Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as 
such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). Because alternative alignments have not yet been developed, 
land ownership for this undertaking is not known, although it may include lands administered by 
Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona 
State Land Depa1tment (ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Gm1rd Military Range 
(FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western 
Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), APS, Arizona Anny National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, 
Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Gmne and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining 
Association, Arizona State Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Center for Desert 
Archaeology (CDA), Central Arizona Project (CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, 
City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, 



Laurenzi 
Project No. SW PN 999 H7454 0lL 
September 9, 2011 

SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Anny Corps of Engineers (USACE), 
Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi 
Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), 
Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

2 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation 
facility that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The 
project is in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 
years. The proposed transpo1iation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion 
due to projected regional growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-10; and (3) a 
more direct connection to the eastern po1iion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

A c01Tidor oppmtunity area, as defined in prior consultation, has been modified into a "corridor," 
within which corridor alternatives will be proposed. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I 
overview for the "conidor" or "study area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for 
cultural resources; and (2) previously documented cultural resources, including historic 
properties. Cultural resources are defined as historic or prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, 
strnctures, or objects; historic properties are cultural resources eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRI-IP). The results of the Class I overview me reported in "A Class 
I Cultural Resources Inventmy of the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal Counly, Arizona" 
(Graves 2011 ), which is enclosed for your review and comment. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study m-ea has heen surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 
cultural resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of 
those historic properties, one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's 
Butte, is listed in the Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have 
yet to be evaluated for NRHP eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been 
recommended not eligible for listing in the NRHP. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic prope1tics. Consequently, FHWA has 
recommended that a Progranunatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the 
project as they become known. 

Because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed for cultural resources, FHWA is 
not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic prope1ties will be provided to you through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed report, maps, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree 
with the information provided in this letter and the adequacy of the report, please indicate your 
concutTence by signing below. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact 
Erin Bodine at 602-712-8640 or email ebodine@azdot.gov. 



Laurcnzi 
Project No. S\V PN 999 H7454 0lL 
September 9, 2011 

Sincerely, 

Erin Bodine 
Historic Preservation Team Specialist 
Environmental Planning Group 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
1611 W. Jackson Street, MD EM02 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Signature for CDA Concurrence 
STP-999-A (1313M) 

Enclosures 

cc: MOtani 
DJacobs (SHPO) 

3 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISJON 

US.Deportment 
of Tra,sportaticn 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htrn 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Manuel Louis Jr., Chairman 
Ak-Chin Indian Community 
42507 West Peters & Nall Road 
Maricopa, Arizona 85239 

Dear Chairman Louis: 

November 16, 2011 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BB M) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Conidor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transpo1tation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to £nterstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project wi ll employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaki11g subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Alternative alignments are in the process of being developed, At this time, land ownership for this 
undertaking has not been officially determined, however, it may inc lude lands administered by Arizona 
Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basio Railway), Arizona State Land 
Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land Manageme nt (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), EJ 
Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, 
Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power 
Company (TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and 
privately owned land. 

Consult ing parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Associa6on, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona M ining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Center for Desert Archaeology (CDA), Central Arizona Project 
(CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, 
Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florei1ce1 TEPC, UPRR. United States Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Commlmity (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian 
Comm1.1nity (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River 
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation 
(TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction ofa new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would ex.tend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to f-10 in Pinal Cow,ty. The project is located 
in a region expected to undergo substantial population growth over the next 40 years . The proposed 



transpottation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected 1·egional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-l0j and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

Previous consultatfon described the need of preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (ETS) pursuant 
to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and identified a corridor opportunity area (COA). As 
the project studies progressed, a smaller "corridor" was identified, which will possess the multiple 
alignmeut alternatives. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the "corridor" or "study 
area" to identify (1) areas tbat have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) previously documented 
cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as historic or prehistoric 
districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural resources eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class [ overview are reported in "A 
Class I Cullural Resow·ces lnvent01y of the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 
2011 ), which was sent out for consultation on June 28~ 2011. 

Alignment alternatives are being developed for this project, and FHWA is soliciting your input in the 
alternative development and selection process. Project vicinity maps showing the current alignment 
alternatives are enclosed to assist in your review, FHW A is inquiring whether you have any concerns 
regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance to your community 
within any of the proposed alignment alternatives shown in the enclosed maps. FHWA will make a good 
faith effort to address your concerns as the project team moves forward with the selection of alternatives 
to carry forward for more detailed stud):'., 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. lf have any comments or 
concerns with any of the current]y proposed alternatives, or have recommetidations for the alignment 
altemative selection process, please reply with a response letter, email, or phone call. Please feel free to 
call or email Erin Bodi.ne with any questions, concerns or recommendations at 602-712-8640 or email 
ebodine@azdot.gov. 

Enclosures 
co: 

Sincerely yours, 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Caro Line Antone, Cultural ResourneManager, Ak-Chin Indian Community, 47685 N. Eco 
Museum Road, Maricopa, AZ 85239 ( w/ enclosures) 



0 AR(ZONA DIVISION 

US.Department 
of Trrnsportatia, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 
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federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. William R. Rhodes, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P .O. Box 97 
Sacaton, Arizona 85247 

Dear Governor Rhodes : 

November 16, 2011 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 I-17454 0 IL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section l06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Propetties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Depattment of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). 
A lternative alignments are in the process of being developed. At this time, land ownership for this 
undertaking has not been officia lly determined, however, it may include lands administered by Arizona 
Public Service (APS)1 ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basili Railway), Arizona State Land 
Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land Management ( BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation\ El 
Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), F lorence National G11ard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, 
Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos lrrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power 
Company (TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and 
privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this proj ect include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Center for Dese11 Archaeology (CDA), CentraJ Arizona Project 
(CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, 
Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, SClDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR United St.ates Army 
Corps of Engineers (US ACE), Western, Ak-Ch in Indian Communi ty (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian 
CommLUtity (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Cru:los Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River 
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (T AT), Tohono O'odham Nation 
(TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new nortlMouth trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to I- IO in Pinal County. The project is located 



in a region expected to undergo substantial population growth over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along I- lO; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

Previous consultation described the need of preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant 
to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and identified a corridor opportunity area (COA). As 
the project studies progressed, a smaller "corridor" was identified, which will poss·ess tJ1e multiple 
alignment alternatives. Statistical Research, Jnc. prepared a C lass I overview for the "corridor'' or ''study 
area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) previously documented 
cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as historic or prehistodc 
dist;icts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural resources eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the C lass I overview are reported in 11A 
Class 1 Cultural Resources Jnventmy of the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 
201 I), which was sent out for consultation on June 28, 2011 . 

AHgnment a lternatives are being developed for this project, and FHW A is soliciting your input in the 
alternative development and selection process. Project vicinity maps showing the current alignment 
alternatives are enclosed to assist in your review. FHWA js inquiring whether you have any concems 
regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance to your community 
within .any of the proposed alignment alternatives shown in the enclosed maps. FHWA will make a good 
faith effort to address yout concerns as the project team moves forward with the selection of alternatives 
to carry forward for more detailed study. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If have any comments or 
concerns with any of the currently proposed a lternatives, or have recommendations for the alignment 
a lternative selection process, please reply w ith a response letter, email, ol' phone call. Please feel free to 
call or email Erin Bodine w ith any questions, concems or recommendations at 602-712-8640 or email 
ebodine@azdot.gov. 

Enclosures 
cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
v 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Barnaby Lewis, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, P .0. Box 2410 (w/enclosure) 
J. Andrew Darling, Coordinator, Cultural Resource Management Program, P .0. Box 24 IO (w/enclosure) 
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federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Director 
CulturaJ Preservation Office 
Hopi Tribe 
P.O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, Arizona 86039 

Dear Mr. Kuwa11wisiwma: 

November 16, 2011 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0 IL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuiag Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Depru1ment ofTrru1sportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new notth-south trending transpmtation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) bc1ween the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in PinaJ County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federaJ 
undettaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). 
Alternative alignments are in the process of being developed. At this time, land ownership for this 
unde1taking has not been officially determined, however, it may include lands administered by Arizona 
Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC (wh.icb owns the Copper Basfo Railway), Arizona State Land 
Depaitment (ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El 
Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), PinaJ County, 
Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power 
Company (TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and 
privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Catt1e Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
GroweTs Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Center for Desert Archaeology (CDA), Central Arizona Project 
(CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, 
Pinal County Farm Bmeau, Reclamation, scrDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin [ndian Community (Ak-Cbin), Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt Rivet 
Pi.ma-Maricopa Jndian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation 
(TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the prqject would involve construction of a new north-south trending transpottation facility 
that would e.>..-tend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 



in a region expected to undergo substantiaJ population growth over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transpmiation facility would provide: (I) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

Previous consultation described the need of preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant 
to the National Enviro nmental Policy Act (NEPA), and identified a corridor opportunity area (COA) .. As 
the project studies progressed, a smaller "corridor" was identified, which will possess the multiple 
alignment alternatives. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a C lass I overview fo r the "corridor" or "study 
area" to identify (1) areas tb.at have been surveyed for c ultural resources; and (2) previously documented 
cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as historic o r prehistoric 
districts, s ites; buildings, structures, or objects; historic prope1ties are cultural resources eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the C lass I overview are reported in "A 
Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the Norlh-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, ATizona" (Graves 
2011 ), which was sent out for consultation on June 28, 2011. 

Alignment aJternatives are being developed for this project, and FHW A is soliciting your input in the 
alternative development and selection process. Project vicinity maps showing the current alignment 
alternatives are enclosed to assist in your review. FHWA is inquiring whether you have any concerus 
regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, cultural, o r historic importance to your community 
within any of the proposed alignment alternatives shown in the enclosed m aps. FHW A w ill make a good 
faith effort to address your concerns as the project team moves forward with the selection of alternatives 
to carry forward for more detailed study. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the infotmation provided in this letter. If have any comments or 
concerns with any of the currently proposed alternatives, or have recommendations for the alignment 
aJternative selection process, please reply with a response letter, email, or phone call. Please feel free to 
call or email Erin Bodine w ith any questions, concerns or recommendations at 602-712-8640 or email 
ebod ine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
¥ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Adm inistrator 

Enclosures 
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Admlnbtratlon 

Mr, Peter Yucupicio, Chairman 
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 
7474 South Camino de Ocste 
Tucson, Arizona 85746 

Dear Chairman Yucupicio: 

ARIZONA DIVIS ION 

November 16, 2011 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 B7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transpmtation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new nottb-south trending transportat ion facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
unde rtaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NI-IPA). 
Alternative alignments are in the process of being developed. At this time, land ownership for this 
undertaking has not been officially determined, however, it may include lands administered by Arizona 
Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land 
Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El 
Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard M ilitary Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, 
Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power 
Company (TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and 
privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project inc lude FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AJ\NG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Center for Desert A rchaeology (CDA), Central Arizona Project 
(CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of Coo lidge, C ity of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, 
Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Anny 
Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian 
Commun ity (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River 
Pima-Maricopa J.ndia11 Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O 'odham Nation 
(TON), Town of Q ueen Creek, and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to T-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 
in a region expec.ted to 1.1ndergo substantial population growth over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transpo11ation facility would provide: ( 1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from antjcipatcd congestion along I-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
po1tion oftne Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

Previous consultation described the need of preparing an Environmental ltnpact Statement (EIS) pursuant 
to the National Environmental Policy Act (l\TEPA), and identified a corridor oppotiunity area (COA). As 
the project stud ies progressed, a smaller "corridor" was identified, w hich wiU possess the m ultiple 
alignment alternatives. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a C lass r overview for the "corridoe' or "study 
area" to identify ( I) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) previously documented 
cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as historic or prehistoric 
districts, s ites, buildings, structures, or objects; his toric properties are cultural resources eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of tJ1e C lass I overview aro repo1ted in "A 
Class 1 Cu/Jura! Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 
2011 ), which was sent out for consultation on June 28, 2011. 

A lignment alternatives are be ing developed for this project, and FHWA is solic iting your input in the 
alternative development and selection process. Project vicinity maps showing the current a lignment 
alternatives are enc losed to assist in your review. FHWA is inquiring whether you have any concerns 
regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance to your community 
w ithin any oftbe proposed aUgnment alternatives shown in the enclosed maps. FHWA w ill make a good 
faith effort to address your concerns as the project team moves forward with the selection of alternatives 
to carry fotward for more detailed study. 

Please review the enclosed maps and tbe information provided in th is letter . If have any comments or 
concem s with any of the c urrently proposed alternatives, or have recommendations for the alignment 
alternative selection process, please reply with a response letter, ema il, or phone call. Please fee l free to 
call or email Erin Bodine with any questions, concerns or recommendations at 602-712-8640 or email 
ebod i ne@azdot.gov. 

Sit1cerely yours, 

~~ 
f,.,-

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Rolando Flores, Assistant Tribal Attor11ey General, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, 4725 West Calle 
Tetakusim, Building 8, Tucs011, Arizona (w/enc1osures) 
Veronica La Motte Darnell , Pascua Yaqui Tribe, 4725 West Calle Tetakusim, Building B, Tucson, 
Arizona (w/cnclosures) 
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a lta,sportalioo 
federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Terry Rambler, Chairman 
San Carlos Apache Nation 
P.O. Box 0 
San Carlos, Arizona 85550 

Dear Chairman Rambler: 

November 16, 2011 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 Oll. 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section l 06 Consultation 

Trad itional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (EHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (A DOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to hlterstate l O (1- lO) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section to6 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NI-IPA). 
Alternative alignments are in the process of beiDg developed. At this time, land ownership for this 
undertaking has not been officially determined, however, it may include lands adtninistered by Arizona 
Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basi.n Railway), Arizona State Land 
Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), Bl 
Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, 
Salt River Project (SR.P), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power 
Company (TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and 
privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SllPO), 
APS, Arizona Anny National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Grune and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Center for DeseJi Archaeology (CDA), Central Arizona Project 
(CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, 
Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town ofF1orence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Anny 
Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Jndian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian 
Community (GRlC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River 
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation 
(TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

Tile scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transpottation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 



in a region expected to undergo substantial population growth over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide; ( I) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along I-10; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastem 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

2 

Previous consultation described the need of preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (BIS) pursuant 
to the National Environmental Po licy Act (NEPA), and identified a corridor opportunity area (COA). As 
the project studies progressed, a smaller 1'corridor" was identified, whjch will possess the multiple 
a lignment alternatives. Statistical Research, Inc . prepared a Class I overview for the "corridor" or "study 
area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cu ltural resources; and (2) previously documented 
cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as historic or prehistoric 
districts, s ites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural resources eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic P laces (NRHP). The results of the C lass I overview are reported in 11A 
Class I Cultural Resow·ces Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 
201 I), which was sent out for consu ltation on June 28, 20 11, 

A lignment alternatives are being developed for this project, and Fl-JWA is soliciting your input in the 
alternative development and selection process. Project vicinity maps showing the current alignment 
alternatives are enclosed to assist in your review. FHW A is inqui1'ing whether you have any concerns 
regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance to your community 
witbjn any oftbe proposed alignment alternatives shown in the enclosed maps. FIIWA will make a good 
faith effo1i to address your concerns as the project team moves forward with the selection of alternatives 
to carry forward for more detailed study. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the infonnation provided in tbis letter. If have any comments or 
concerns with any of the currently proposed alternatives, or have recommendations for the alignment 
alternative selection process, p lease reply with a response letter, email, or phone call. Please feel free to 
call or email Erin Bodine with any questions, concerns or recommendations at 602-712-8640 or email 
ebod ine@azdotgov, 

Sincerely yours, 

~bAJ 
v 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Admfoistrator 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Vernelda Grant, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, San Carlos Apache Nation, P.0 Box 0, San 
Carlos, Arizona, 85550 ( w/enclosures) 
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ARIZONA DrVISION 

November 16, 2011 

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
I 0005 East Osborn Road 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85256 

Dear President Enos: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa.dot. gov/azdiv/index. htrn 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TR.ACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of TraJ1Sportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project wil l employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section l 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). 
Alternative a lignments are in the process of being developed. At this time, land ownership for this 
undertaking bas not been officially determined, however, it may include lands administered by Arizona 
Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land 
Depa1tment (ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El 
Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, 
Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power 
Company (TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and 
privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FIIW A, /\DOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (Sl IPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Ari;zona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Grune and F ish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Center for Desert Archaeology (CDA), Central Arizona Project 
(CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, 
Pinal County Fann Bureau, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPR.R, United States Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River 
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odharn Nation 
(TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new nmth-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approxfo1ately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 
in a region expected to undergo substantial population growth over the next 40 years. The proposed 



2 

transportation facility wou ld provide: (I) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along (-1 O; and (3) a more direct cotrnection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

Previous consultation desetibed the need of preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (£CS) pursuant 
to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and identified a corridor opportunity area (COA). As 
the project studies progressed, a smaller "corridor" was identified, wh ich will possess the multiple 
alignment alternatives. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the ''corridor" or "study 
area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) previously documented 
cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as h istoric or prehistoric 
districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural resources eligible for listing 
in the National Register of H istoric Places (NRHP). The results of the Class T overview arc reported in "A 
Class 1 Cultural Resources lnvento1y of the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 
2011), which was sent out for consu ltation on June 28, 201 1. 

Alignment alternatives arc being developed for this project, and FHWA is soliciting your input in the 
alternative development and selection process. Project vicinity maps showing the current alignment 
alternatives are enclosed to assist in your review. FHW A is inquiring whether you have any concerns 
regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, cultura.l, or historic importance to your community 
within any of the proposed a lignment alternatives shown in the enclosed maps. FHWA will make a good 
faith effmi to address your concerns as the project team moves forward with the selection of alternatives 
to carry forward for more detailed study. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If have any comments or 
concerns with any of the currently proposed altemativcs, or have recommendations for the alignment 
alternative selection process, please reply with a response letter, email, or phone call. Please feel free to 
call or emai l Erin Bodine with any questions, concerns or recommendations at 602-712-8640 or email 
ebodine@azdot.g,ov. 

Enelosw·es 
cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
.f. 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Shane Anton) CulturaJ Preservation Program Manager, SRPMIC, 10005 E. Osborn Road, 
Scottsdale, AZ, 85256 (w/cnclosure) 
ecc; 
Angela Garcia-Lewis, NAGPRA Coordinator, SRPMIC 
Shane Anton, Cu ltural Preservation Program Manager, SRPMIC 
Jacob Butler, SRPMIC 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Peter Steere 
Mr. Joe Joaquin 
Cultural Affairs Office 
Tohono O'odham Nation 
PD. Box 837 
Sells, Arizona 85634 

Dear Messrs , Steere and Joaquin: 

November 16, 2011 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TR.ACS No. SWPN 999 f-17454 01L 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultat ion 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department ofTranspottation (ADOT) 
arc proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation faci lity linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache .I unction to Interstate IO (I-l 0) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project wm employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NI IPA). 
Alternative alignments are in the process of being developed. At this time, land ownership for this 
undertaking has not been officially determined, however, it may include lands administered by Arizona 
Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land 
Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El 
Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), F'lorcncc National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, 
Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power 
Company (TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Arca Power Administration (Western), and 
privately owned land. 

Consulting patties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Histodc Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Center for Desert Archaeology (CDA), Central Arizona Project 
(CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, 
Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, SCJDD, Town of Florence1 TEPC, UPRR, United States Anny 
Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Ne-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian 
Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqu i Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River 
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tobono O'odham Nation 
(TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 
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The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to l-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 
in a region expected to undergo substantial population growth over Lhe next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation faci lity would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) rel.ief from anticipated congestion along I-1 0; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

Previous consultation described the need of preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant 
to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and identified a corridor opportunity area (CO/\). As 
the project studies progressed, a smaller "corridor" was identified, which will possess the multiple 
alignment alternatives. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the ''corridor" or "study 
area" to identify (1) areas that have been sqrveyed for cultural resources; and (2) previously documented 
culturaJ resources, including historic prope,ties. Cultural resources are defined as historic or prehistoric 
districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; histodc properties are cultural resources eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I overview are repo1ted jn "A 
Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North•South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 
2011 ), w hich was sent out for consultation on Ju11c 28, 2011. 

Alignment alternatives arc being developed for tl1is project, and FHWA is soliciting yo11r input in Lhe 
alternative development and selection process. Project vicinity maps showing the current alignment 
alternatives are enclosed to assist in your review. FHWA is inquiring whether you have any concerns 
regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, cultt1ral, or historic importance to your community 
within any of the proposed a lignment alternatives shown in the enclosed maps. FHWA will make a good 
faith effott to address your concerns as the project team moves forward w ith the selection of alternatives 
to carry forward for more detailed study. 

Please review the enclosed maps and tl,e infonnation provided in this letter. lf have any comments or 
concerns with any of the currently proposed alternatives, or have recommendations for the alignment 
alternative selection process, please reply with a response letter, email, or phone call. Please feel free to 
call or email Erin Bodine w ith any questions, concerns or recommendations at 602-712-8640 or email 
ebod i11e@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 'y Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Enclosures 



us. Department 
of Timsportotiai 
federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. David KwaiJ, President 
Yavapai Apache Nation 
2400 West Datsi Street 
Camp Verde, Arizona 86322 

Dear President Kwail: 

ARIZONA DIVJSION 

November l 6, 201 1 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot. gov/azdiv/index. httn 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H74_54 OJL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Depanment of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate l0 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project wi!J employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National H.istoric Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Alternative alignments are in the process of being developed. At this time, land ownership for this 
unde,taking has not been officially determined, however, it may include lands administered by Arizona 
Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land 
Deprutment (ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El 
Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, 
Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos rrrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power 
Company (TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and 
privately owned land. 

Consulting patties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZOFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Center for Dese1i Archaeology (CDA), Central Arizona Project 
(CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, 
Pinal County Fa,m Bureau, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town o:f Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army 
Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River lndian 
Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Nation (SCAN), Salt River 
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation 
(TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to I-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 
in a region expected to undergo substantial population growth over the next 40 years. The proposed 



transportation facility wottld provide: ( 1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1- l O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 
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Previous consultation described the need of preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant 
to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and identified a corridor opportunity area (COA). As 
the-project studies progressed, a smaller "corridor" was identified, which will possess the multiple 
alignment alternatives. Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the "conidor" or "study 
area" to identify ( I) areas that have been surveyed for cultura l resources; and (2) previously documented 
cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as historic or prehistoric 
districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties arc cultural resources el igible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class 1 overview are reported in "A 
Class I Cultural Resources Invent01y of the North-South Con·idor Study, Pinal County, Arizona11 (Graves 
20 l l ), which was sent out for consultatioh on June 28, 20 11. 

Alignment alternatives are being developed for this project, and FHW A is soliciting your input in the 
altemative development and selection process. Project vicinity maps showiog the current alignme11t 
alternatives are enclosed to assist in your revjew. FHW A is inquiring whether you have any concerns 
regarding historic properties of trad itional, religious, cultural, or historic importance to your community 
within any of the proposed alignment a lternatives shown in the enclosed maps. FHWA wUI make a good 
faith effort to address your concerns as the project team moves fo1ward with the selection of alternatives 
to carry forward for more detailed study. 

P lease review the enclosed maps and the information provided in I.bis letter. If have any comments or 
concerns with any of the currently proposed alternatives, or have recommendations for the alignment 
alternative selection process, please reply with a response lette1·, emai l, or phone call. Please feel free to 
caJI or emai l Erin Bodine with any questions, concerns or recommendations at 602-7 12-8640 or email 
ebodine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

µ~ 
--bY 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Adminjstrator 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Chris Coder, Tribal Archaeologist, Yavapai Apache Nation, 2400 W. Datsi St. Camp Verde, 
Arizona 86322 ( w/enclosures) 



0 ARIZONA DIVlSlON 

us. Deportment 
of Trcnsportotion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
(602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http.//www. fhwa. dot. gov/azd iv/index. htm 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlitra tlon 

Mr. lvan Smith, Chairman 
Tonto Apache Nation 
Tonto Apache Reservation #30 
Payson, Arizona 85541 

Dear lvan Smith: 

November 16, 2011 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

Nortb-Soud1 Corridor Study 
Continuing Section l 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 1.0 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as sucl1, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section l 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NI-IPA). 
Alternative a lignments are in the process of being developed. At this time, land ownership for this 
unde1taking has not been officially determined, however, it may include lands administered by Arizona 
Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land 
Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El 
Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, 
Salt River Project (SR.P), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power 
Company (TEPC), Union Pacific Rai lroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Westem), and 
privately owned land, 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
APS, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton 
Growers Association, Arizona Game and Fish (AZGFD), Arizona Mining Association, Arizona State 
Museum, ASARCO LLC, ASLD, BLM, Center for Desert Archaeology (CDA), Central Arizona Project 
(CAP), City of Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, FNGMR, Pinal County, 
Pinal County Farm Bureau, Reclamation, SCIDD, Town of Florence, TEPC, UPRR, United States Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian 
Community (GR.IC), Hopi Tribe, Pasqua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache. Nation (SCAN), Salt River 
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O 'odbam Nation 
(TON), Town of Queen Creek, and Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). 

The scope of t he project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to T-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 
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in a region expected to undergo substantial population growth over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would prov ide: ( 1) relief from local traffic congestfon due to projected regional 
growth; (2) re lief from anticipated congestion along I-1 O; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

Previous consultation described the need of preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant 
to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and identified a corridor opportunity area (COA), As 
the project stud ies progressed, a smaller ''corridor'' was identified, which will possess the multiple 
alignment alternatives. Stat istical Research, Inc. prepared a Class l overview for the "corridor'' or "study 
area" to identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) previously documented 
cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as historic or prehistoric 
districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural resources eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class [ overview are reported in "A 
Class I Cultural Resources InvenfOJy of the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona'' (Graves 
20 11 ), which was sent out for consu I tat ion o n June 28, 2011. 

Alignment alternatives are being developed for this project, and FH W A is soliciting your input iu the 
alternative development and selection process. Project vicinity maps showing the current a lignment 
a lternatives are enclosed to assist in your review. PHW A is inquiring whether you have any concerns 
regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic i.tnportance to your community 
within any of the proposed alignment alternatives shown in the enclosed maps. FHWA will make a good 
faith effort to address your concerns as the project team moves forward with the selection of alternatives 
to carry f01ward for more detailed study. 

P lease review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. ff have any comments or 
concerns with any of the currently proposed alternatives, or have recommendations for the alignment 
alternative selection process, please reply with a response letter, emai l, or phone call. Please feel free to 
call or email Erin Bodine with any questions, concerns or recommendations at 602-712-8640 or email 
ebodine@azdot.gov. 

Enclosures 

S incerely yours, 

~~ 
(.y"' 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 



THE 
OPI TRIBE 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Ave .. Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re; North-South Corridor,Study 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

December 5, 201 I 

DEC 

LeRoy N. Shingoitewa 
CHAIRMAN 

Herman G. Honanie 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

S 2011 

Thank you for your correspondence dated November I 6, 2in 1, regarding the Federal Highway 
Administration (Fl !WA) and Arizo1ia Department of Transportation (ADOT) proposed new 45 mile long north
south highway from US 60 near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 between Pieacho and Eloy. The Hopi Tl'ibe claims 
cultural affi liation to prehistoric cultural groups throughout Arizona, including the Hohokam pi:ehistoric cultural 
group in south~.rn Arizona. The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office supports the identification and avoidance of 
prehistoric archaeologic~I sites and Traditional Cultural Propertie~, and we consider the archaeological sites of our 
ancestors to be «footprints" and Traditionc1I Cultural Properties. Therefore, we appreciate the PHW A and A DOT's 
continuing solicitation of our input and your efforts to address our concerns. 

. ln the enclosed letter dated July 8, 20 JI, tlic l lopi Cultural Prese1·vation Office reviewed the Cla:,s I 
Culh1ral Resources Inventory report and stated we underst,ind that 3 13 -ctlltural resources have been identified jn the 
24% of the study area has been previously sw·veyed. Therefore we determined that this proposal is likely to 
ildversely a/Teet cultural resources significant to the Hopi Tribe and stated that we looked forward to r_eceiving for 
review and comment additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, and historic properties, as il 
becomes available. 

We-now understand tnat alignment alternatives are being developed, and we will suppQrt the alternative 
that adversely affects the fewe-~t National Register eligible prehistoric sites. Therefore, to assist us in determining 
which alternative may adversely affect the fewest National Register eligible prehistoric sites, we look forw·ard to 
receiving copies of the cultural resources surveys of the areas of potential effect for reviC\~ and comment If 
National Register eligible prehistoric sites ·are ipentified that will be adversely affected by project activities, we 
request continuing consultation on any proposed treatment plans. Should you hf!VC any LJUestions_or need additional 
information, please cont.act Ten-y.Morgart at the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thank you again for your 
consideration. 

Enclosure: AngL1St 8, 2011 letter to Fl IW A 
xc: Erin Bodin~, Arizona Depa1t111c11Lof Trnnsportalion 

Arizona State 11 istoric Prcscrvatlun Office 

P.O. BOX 123 

... ' 

e 
H 

isiwma, Director 
ultural Preservation Office 

KYKOTSMOVI, AZ 86039 (928) 734-3000 



THE 

July 8,201 l 
Karla S. Petty, Division Admin1strator 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Ave., Suite 1500 
Phoen i..x, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: North-South Corridor Study 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

DEC 6 2011 

LeRoy N. Shingoite-wa 
CHAIRMAN 

Herman G, Honanie 
VICE.CHAIRMAN 

Thank you for your correspondence dated June 28, 2011, with an enclosed Class J Cultural 
Resources lnvento1y, for the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) proposed new 45 mile long no1th-soutf1 highway from US 60 near Apache 
Junction to Interstate 10 between Picacho and Eloy. The Hopi Tribe claims cultural affiliation to 
prehistoric cultural groups throughout Arizona, including the Hohokam prehistoric cultural group in 
southern Arizona. The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office supports the identification and avoidance of 
prehistoric archaeological sites and Traditional Cultural Properties, and we consider the archaeological 
sites of our ancestors to be "footprints" and Traditional Cultural Properties. Therefore, we appreciate the 
FHWA and ADOT's continuing solicitation of our input and your effo1ts to address our conce.rns. 

The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office has reviewed tbe enclosed Class I Cultural Resources 
Inventory report and we understand that 313 cultural resources have been identified in the 24% of the 
study area has been previously surveyed. We further understand that FHW A is not making a 
determination of project effect at this time because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed 
for cultural resources. However, upon review of the Class I Inventory, we have determined that this 
proposal is likely to adversely affect cultural resources significant to the HoP.i Tribe. Therefore, we look 
forward to receiving for review and comment additional information regai-di'1\g project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties, as it becomes available. 

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Terry Morgart at 
the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thanlc you again fo · ur onsideration. 

I 

xc, Linda D~vts. Arizona Departmenr ofTrnnsportauo,v 
Am.ontt State l-11stortc Preservation Office 

I 
RCSP. c 2' 

~ 

. wanwi iwma, Director 
~-i .. eu tural Preservation Office 

P.O. BOX 123 KYKOTSMOVI, AZ 86039 (928) 734-3000 



0 ARIZONA DMSION 

US.Deportment 
dlaiSpOilalial 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot.gov/azdiv/index. htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Louis Manuel, Jr., Chairman 
Ak-Chin Indian Community 
42507 West Peters & Nall Road 
Maricopa, Arizona 8513 8 

Dear Chairman Manuel: 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 10~ Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and. as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land · 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), $an Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of · . 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Fa.rm Bureau: 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queeq Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ale
Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, San 
Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto Apache Tribe 
(TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation {TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 1 : 

development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural re.S'ources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work perfonned for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places {TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs I : 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odhain TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). . 

. . 
Building on the infonnation provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a confidential TCP report with a restricted 
distribution. Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register 
of Historic Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standar4s as ;well as a 
cultural-historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternatiye 
freeway alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge ~ can be . 
garnered from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP 
significance cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC 
THPO would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on b.ehalf of the 
Four Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 
• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which ~e two 

corridors or study areas are situated. 
• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 

their status as TCPs. 
• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 

of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 
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• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I'studies as • 
eligible properties. , 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project 
area. Any information you provide will be considered in the project planning. If your office opts to 
participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good faith effort to 
address your concerns. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

3~ 
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Ak-Chin Indian Community Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Caroline Antone, Cultural Resource Manager (with enclosures) (same as addressee) 



0 ARIWNA DMSION 

US.Department 
d1a)sporlalfon 

4000 North Central Av~nue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (6Q2) 379.:a646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa.dot.qov/azdiv/index. htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Jon Shumaker 

January 21, 2014 

Natural Resources Department, Archaeological Services 
Arizona Public Service 
P.O. Box 53933, M.S. 3872 
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-3933 

Dear Mr. Shumaker: 

In Reply Refet; To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

· HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H74S4 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADO'.!) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States · 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act ~A). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC),Union P&:cific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. · 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, · 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle, Growers 
Association, Arimna Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak-. 
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto . 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON . ' . . , 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], July 2, 2911;. 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8;2011; Begj 
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[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded notiq.g that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of · 
O' odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places {TCPs ), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). · 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC : 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural- . 
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that .can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP sign{ficanc~ · 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two ·· 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov, 

Signature for APS Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
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Mr. Andy Laurenzi 
Archaeology Southwest 
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Tucson, Arizona 85701 

Dear Mr. Laurenzi: 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SWPN999-H7454 OlL 

North-South Co1Tidor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). · 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is;not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCP LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

: 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO): 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, Arizona Game ~d Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town ofQu~n Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), T~nto ' 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. : 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the · 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011;. 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHW A], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FffiV A], Noyember·S, . ; 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHW A], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHW A], July 8, 2011; Begj 1 

[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work perfonned for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to I-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
tenninate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. '.fhe projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs ~ integral.to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O'odhmh TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, ORIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories'' or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the infonnation provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have 4eveloped· the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 1 

from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary repoit. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of.Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance. ·. 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC _THPO ' 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. • : 1 ' 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• 

• 

• 

O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history'' of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 
Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respectto 
their status as TCPs. . I ' ' 'i :- I 
TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. . 

1 
. 



• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as. 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parti~ in ' , 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding · ' 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. ' 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~cu 
V 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Archaeology Southwest Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Date 

I 

i 

'. I 

t 1 



·•o· .. . us. Departmer1'. 
ofla iSPOilaliun 
Federal Highway 
Admlnlrtratlon 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 21, 2014 

Mr. Joseph A. Wilhelm, General Manager 
ASARCOLLC 
P.O.Box8 
Hayden, Arizona 8S23S 

Dear Mr. Wilhelm: 

4000·.t,Jorth C~!'ltral Av~riµe 
·. : · :Suite .1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012:.35()0 
Phpne: (802) ~79-3846 

Fax: (802) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa.dolqov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

. HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation {ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States . 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and· 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), I San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union P~i~c 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. , . 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Fann Burea~ 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town ofQueeri Creek, , 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle. Growers · 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association (ACoGA), Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO 
LLC, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin}, Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tnbe, Pascua 
Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation {TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the · 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TQN, . · 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], July 2,, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 

, I 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of ' 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. · 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC , 

• I 

THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach.for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cqltural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freew!l,y 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance . 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC !RPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: , 
• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two ' 

corridors or study areas are situated. · . 
• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 

their status as TCPs. 
• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 

of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 



• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is · · . 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you . 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 'project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. · 

Signature for ASARCO Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

Jjjfw__ 
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

~~ 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona· 85012~3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azd(v/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

January 21, 2014 

Mr. Steven K. Ross, Cultural Resources Manager 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 West Adams Road 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Mr. Ross: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

. HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal · 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act {NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific . 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land., 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game :and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe~ Pasc'u!l Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto· ,. 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation {YAN), and.Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A]. July 2,2011~, 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWAJ, November 8., 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHW A], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHW AJ, July 8, 2Qll; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of. 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments i~ enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs ~.integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway · 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be gf:U11ered ·' 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP signi:ficanpe 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC TJIPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference, 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which ~e two, 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 1 

• 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

3 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section l 06 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermo~e, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. · 

Signature for ASLD Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
w< 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Ruben Ojeda, Manager, Right-of-way Section (same as addressee) 

• 1 
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In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal . 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). , 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is'not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR}, Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO); 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP}, TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqqi 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP;.MIC), Tonto,. 
Apache Tribe (TAT}, Tohono O'odham Nation {TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 
Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November,8, 
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2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the stmly ~ · 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evalu~tion. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity ofFlorence Junction, near the currentjunction ofUS 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. ' 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odh~ TCPs·. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. , 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register ofHistorfo 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. ' . ' 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: · · 1 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 
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• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 

• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation ' 
of existing Gommunity culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas'\ non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. · 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued· 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for ASM Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

!JJ~ 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

. ; 
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Dear Mr. Bray: 
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Phoenix, Arizona·:· 85012~3so·o · 
Phone: {602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382.:8998 
http://www. fhwa.dot.qov/azdiv/index. htm 

In Reply_Refer. To:: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

· HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 87454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States . 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and-. 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG),. 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), ,San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Ad.ministration (Western), and privately owned land. , , : : 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau; 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UP~ Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle' Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ale .. : 
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto · 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation {YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON ; 

, I 

concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], July 2~2911; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHW A], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHW A], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHW A], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHW A], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
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avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC l'ribal · 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

• I 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity ofFlorence Junction, near the currentjunction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs m;e integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted · 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O'odha:m TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the infqrmation provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed' the: 
following approach.for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to.TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance' 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC TffPO , 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. · 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. , ·, . i 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. . 1 1 

• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 



• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. · · 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, c:,r the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gciv, 

Sincerely yours, 

J:s!Jfkl ,,,,, 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Arizona Cattle Growers Association 
Concurrence 

Date 

STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 
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In Reply Refer-To.; 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

' HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns ofPicacho and Eloy, 
in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal · ' 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertakfng is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific . · 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owne<l land.' 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association (ACoGA), Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO 
LLC, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua; 
Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto. 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHP0, and TON . 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A ]1 July 2,.2011 ;' 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHW A], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHW A], No".emb~r 8, 
2011; Ellis [B0R] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8,2()11; Begj . 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHWA], August 11, 2011). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
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avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], March 1, 2011). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and eval:uation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern . , 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corrid~r and i 

terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview~ the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odhairi TCP~:,· · 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, G~~ Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to 'fCPs ,stemmuig . 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those · , 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary rep9rt. · · 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO . 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 
• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 

corridors or study areas are situated. 
• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect. to 

their status as TCPs. · · 
• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song cul~ or the perpetuation,; 

of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. ' 



• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 
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• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in . 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual , 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. · 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding' 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for ACoGA Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

~fe.<_ 
-v 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

: : 
• I 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

US.Depa lment 
ala'lspataffal 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012.:3500 
Phone: (602) 379~3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

January 21, 2014 

Ms. Laura Canaca, Project Evaluation Program Supervisor 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Project Evaluation Program 
5000 West Carefree Highway 
Phoenix, Arizona 85086 

Dear Ms. Canaca: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H74S4 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SH;PO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Anny Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game 'and Fish - ' 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Anny National Guard (AANG), City of ··. 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto · 
Apache Tribe (TAn, Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), andYavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the, 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHW A], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHW A], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHW A], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHW A], July 8,,2011; ~egj 
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[SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identificati9n and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011). ' 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integralto 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GR1C noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O'odham TCPs, 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have c;leveloped the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO ' 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf o(the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. · · 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
' I 

their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'oclham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FIIW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for AZGFD Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

~t~ --Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

.. , 
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4000. N~rth. Cenfral. A~enti'e 

· . ·, · . Suite. 150'0 
· US; Deporfn 1ent" · 
r:l'l'clrisportati 

Ptioeni'>c, Arizona': ·850.1 i~500 
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Federal Highway 
Admlnfstratron 

January 21, 2014 

In Rep'y Refer To:: 
STP-9.99-A(BBM) 

': ,HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Mr. Francis McAllister, Chairman 
Arizona Mining Association 
916 West Adams Street, Suite 2 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Mr. McAllister: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United S~tes 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), ,Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. · 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Qlttle, Grower,s , 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association (ACoGA), Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO · ' 
LLC, Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), f{opi Tribe, Pascua 
Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe {TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation {TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TO~ ' 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], Nov.~inber 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8,-2011; Begj 

I 
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[SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], August 1, 2011; S~eere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC tribal , 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 201 1 ). · · 

I ' 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southe~ 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Cbrridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integr_al 'to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the Gfil,~ noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O' odhani TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed. the . 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs ~~mming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would addre1s those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance ' . . ;1 

cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO · ' 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of ~e Fout 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. · 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. , , 1 • • 

1 
• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with re~pect'td 

their status as TCPs. f ; l . ·:' ., ,· 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 
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• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class l

1 
studies as : , 

eligible properties. ' · ' 
• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in · 

formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute: to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. ' ' 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway ali~ents, or· the ptojec, 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdotgov~ ' 

3~ .,r 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Arizona Mining Association Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 
'I 

'-i 
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4000 North Central.Avenue 
· Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Amy Sobiech, Archaeologist 
Gila District, Tucson Field Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
3201 East Universal Way 
Tucson, Arizona 85756-5021 

Dear Ms. Sobiech: 

January 21, 2014 
. ' 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 9,99 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (l-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). , 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC. 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), EI Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game '~d ~ish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of · 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County F~ Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto : 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and,Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defmed the study area, consulting parties, recommended th~: 1 

development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHW A], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHW A], July 8, 2011; Begj 
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[SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], August 1, 2011; Steere_[TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study'area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation, 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overvie\\'., the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O'odhaui TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office {THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project The TCP evaluation would address those . , 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary re1>9rt. · 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural~ 
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: , 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 

• I 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the ~rpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class l studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. · 

3 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding, 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

J)!J~ 
(«' 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for BLM Tucson Field Office Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 
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January 21, 2014 

Ms. Cheryl Blanchard, Archaeologist 
Phoenix District, Lower Sonoran Field Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
21605 North 7th Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85027 

Dear Ms. Blanchard: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-99~-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADon 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NIµ> A). · 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is·not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management {BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company {TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (~HPO)J 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), T<;mto ; 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation {TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. • 1 1, 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWAt July 8, 2011; Begj 1 

I , 
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[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; S~re [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification: and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (fCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

' 
State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern · ' 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South C()rridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. '.fhe projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs at'(? integral,tq 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O' odh~ TCPs, · 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office {THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have develop~d the ·, · 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemQ:ting · . I 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance.· 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC TaPO ' 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference; : , · · · 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history'' of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overyiews with respect'.to 
' '·I their status as TCPs. • 
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• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in • 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. · 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for BLM Phoenix District 
Lower Sonoran Field Office Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

~fl..( 
~"' Karla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 

,j 



e ARIZONA DIVISION 
4000 North .CentraI ·Avenue 

· · .Suite .t500 
Li.s.Depcrfment . 
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Phoenix, Arizona 85012:.3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382:.S998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Hlg~ 
AdmlnlltRlllon 

January 21, 2014 

Mr. Tom Fitzgerald, Lands Administrator 
Lands and Records Section 
Central Arizona Project 
23636 North 7th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 8S024 

Dear Mr. Fitzgerald: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(Bl3M) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H74S4 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns ofPicacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NllPA). · 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is·not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), tonto. · 
Apache Tribe (TAn, Tohono O'odham Nation {TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai-
Prescott Indian Tribe. : , 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHW A], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHW A], July 8, 2'011; Begj 
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[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize-identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places {TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and eval~tion. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and· SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral.to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of 0' odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office {THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate ~sessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would ad<fress those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register o(Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: ! 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 
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• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, · 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I ~µ..dies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is: 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the,project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or.the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov, 

Signature for CAP Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

i)j[k_ 
(ft' 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

US.Departmerl 
dla isportalfcil 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012~3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index. htm 

Federal Highway 
.Administration 

Mr. George Hoffman, City Manager 
City of Apache Junction 
300 East Superstition Boulevard 
Apache Junction, Arizona 85119 

Dear Mr. Hoffinan: 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOn 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Pi~ho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land: 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Offi~ (SHPO); 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game ,and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO ~. Ak,. 
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui ' 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), 'tonto' 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), andYavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. · 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2,, 2011;' 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], Novemb¢r 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8,.2.011; Begj · 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHW AJ, July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPOJ to Petty [FHW AJ, August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
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to Petty [FHWA], August 11, 2011). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work perfonned for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
tenninate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integr:al to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRlC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of 0' odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

I 

Building on the infonnation provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach.for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to.TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway . 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP signi~cance ' 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. . 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect'td 
their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventoiy (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I' studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, ify~u 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or. the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

J)j~ 
V 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for City of Apache Junction Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Date 
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4000 North Central Avenue 
_: s:uite· 1500 

Phoenix, Ari~on~ · 85012-SS00 
Phone: (602) 3?9-364~ 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index. htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration · 

January 21, 2014 

Mr. Rick Miller, Growth Management Director 
CLO Contact, Historical Pres. & Revitalization Commission 
City of Coolidge 
131 West Pinkley Avenue 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

In Reply Refer'To: 
STP~999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportatio~ (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management {BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carios 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation {TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the · 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural ~sources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHW A], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHW A], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
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[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area . 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places {TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evalua~on. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the : 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odhaµl TCPs, 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office {THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). . 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. · 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. , 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations ·of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including spri~gs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class lstudies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regardiµ.g historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is • 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the ,project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. · 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or, the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov.· 

Signature for City of Coolidge Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

i1r=· 
f,r ~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
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Administration 

January 21, 2014 

Mr. Harvey Krauss, Community Development Director 
City of Eloy 
113 7 West Houser Road 
Eloy, Arizona 85131 

Dear Mr. Kraus: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H74S4 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy, 
in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of I.and · 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Oft'ice (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game 'and Fish i 

(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), qity o°f 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (fAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and,Yavapai-

• I 
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8,,2011; aegj 
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[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identificatio1i' and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). · 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to I-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

' Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRJC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O'odhani TCPs, 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed, the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project The TCP evaluation would addre~s those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP signjticance. 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 
• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 

corridors or study areas are situated. 
• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 

their status as TCPs. ' · 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute. ~ a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

3 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@az.dot.gov ~ 

Signature for City of Eloy Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

~tc..l 
.,r 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
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January 21, 2014 

Mr, John Wesley, Acting Historic Preservation Officer 
CityofMesa 
P.O. Box 1466 
Mesa, Arizona 85211-1466 

Dear Mr. Wesley: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportatioµ (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), 'San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific .. 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land .. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Que~ Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural res.ources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2~ 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded not~g that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O' odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). . 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cqltural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freew~y . 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance · 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O' odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. · 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for City of Mesa Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

Lf)tk 
.f,r 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
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Mr. Gregory Mendoza, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O.Box97 
Sacaton, Arizona 85147 

Dear Governor Mendoza: 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation '(ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau o(Land . 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, San 
Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto Apache Tribe 
(TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai-Prescott lndi~ 
Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the ; , : 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON~ 

; 1 
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to Petty [FHWA], August 11, 2011). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRICTribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of 0' odham TCPs, 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). , 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a confidential TCP report with a restricted 
distribution. Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register 
of Historic Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as "7el1 as a 
cultural-historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative . 
freeway alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be 
garnered from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP 
significance cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC 
THPO would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the 
Four Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 
• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which me two 

corridors or study areas are situated. · 
• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 

their status as TCPs. 
• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 

of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

' I 



• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of smal~ 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features includ~ng springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I.studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is · 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project 
area. Any information you provide will be considered in the project planning. If your office opts to 
participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good faith effort to 
address your concerns. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

3 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for GRIC Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

~EC..{_, 
6,( 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

cc: , I 

Barnaby Le~is, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, GRIC, P.O. Box 2140, Sacaton, Arizona 85147 
(with enclosures) 
Kyle Woodson, Director, Cultural Resource Management Program, GRIC, P.O. Box 2140, Sacaton, 
Arizona 85147 (with enclosures) 
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Federal Highway 
AdmJnlstratlon 

Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Director 
Cultural Preservation Office 
Hopi Tribe 
P.O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, Arizona 86039 

Dear Mr. Kuwanwisiwma: 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land · 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG),, 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), Sllll. Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fis~ 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), ~ity of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm J;3ureaui 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen .Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the , 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
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[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and . 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O' odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs ), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation, 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extend~g from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79, ',The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odham TCPs, 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, ORIC Tribal . 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC · 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a confidential TCP repQrt with a restricted 
distribution. Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register ·• 
of Historic Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as "7ell as a 
cultural-historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative 
freeway alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be 
garnered from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP 
significance cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC 
THPO would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the 
Four Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews; 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small. 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I-studies as · 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHWA is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within th~ 'project 
area. Any information you provide will be considered in the project planning. If your office opts to 
participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good faith effort to 
address your concerns. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through crln:tinued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 
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Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Hopi Tribe Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

;J;;!;f.wt-
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

·I 

., I 
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us.~ 
dl'crispOllalbt 

4000 North Central Avenue 
· Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index. htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Mike Norris, President 
Pinal County Farm Bureau 
P.O. Box 10008 
Casa Grande, Arizona 85232 

Dear Mr. Norris 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 01i 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Deparbnent of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act ~A). , 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is. not , 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Deparbnent (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), 'f onto ·, 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources. 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 



2 

2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHW A], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHW A], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area . 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC , 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural- . 
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which ~e two 
corridors or study areas are situated. · 
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• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 

• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• ''Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

3~ 
{-,r 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Pinal County Farm Bureau Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 
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Federal Highway 
AdmHltratlon 

Mr. Jeny Stabley, Director 
Pinal County 
Planning & Development 
31 North Pinal Street, Building F 
Florence, Arizona 85132 

Dear Mr. Stabley: 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SWPN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Coi:ridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)~ 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game ~d'Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pas~ua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'oclham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defmed the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011;· 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8,. 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; B~gj 
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[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1,2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odhani TCPs1 

The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary repo~. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Pinal County Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

})jff,0 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Peter Yucupicio, Chainnan 
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 
7 4 7 4 South Camino de Oeste 
Tucson, Arizona 85746 

Dear Chainnan Yucupicio: 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Ariz.ona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Anny Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Anny National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Fann Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, San 
Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto Apache Tribe 
(TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the, 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is. enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a confidential TCP report with a restricted 
distribution. Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register 
of Historic Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a 
cultural-historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative , 
freeway alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be 
garnered from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP 
significance cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC 
THPO would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the 
Four Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 
• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 

corridors or study areas are situated. 
• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 

their status as TCPs. 
• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 

of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 



• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHWA, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project 
area. Any information you provide will be considered in the project planning. If your office opts to 
participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good faith effort to 
address your concerns. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 
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Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

l}!J~ 
"" Karla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Signature for Pascua Yaqui Tribe Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Veronica La Motte Darnell, Office of the Attorney General, 4725 West Calle Tetakusim, Building B, 
Tucson, AZ 85746 (with enclosures) 
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0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

US.Department 
almsportation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382:-8998 
http://www. fhwa.dot.qov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

S_TP-999-A(B;BM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Mr. Alexander Smith, Chief 
Environmental Resource Management Division 
Phoenix Area Office 
Bureau of Reclamation 
6150 West Thunderbird Road 
Glendale, Arizona 85306 

Dear Mr. Smith: 'I 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes 11. federal . 

• , I 

undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertakqig is· no( 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

' 1 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)~ 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaql!i 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP:.MIC), ±onto · :1 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and)'avapai~ 
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the · 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], July 2,. 201 l~ 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHW A], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHW A], Nov~mber 8, 
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2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South C(>rridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs ar~ integral tQ 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O' odharh TCPs, 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have develo~ the ·. 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs-stenuping 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance ·. 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC TJIPO · 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 1 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history'' of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 
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• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews w.ith respect to 
their status as TCPs. 

• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Reclamation Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

~€~ 
l,t' 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Jon Czaplicki, Archaeologist, Phoenix Area Office (with enclosures) (same as addressee) 

! ' 
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us. Department 
cl1msportatlon 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379,-3646 

; Fax: (602) 382.:S998 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Terry Rambler, Chairman 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
P.O.Box0 
San Carlos, Arizona 85550 

Dear Chairman Rambler: 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

' 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

TRACS No. SWPN 999 87454 OIL 
North-South Corridor Study 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act ~A). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is ,not 1 

known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Offi~ (SHPQ)~ 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and F1sh 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Fann Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, S~ 
Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto. Apaqhe Tribe 
(TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai-Prescott IQ.dian 1 

Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November,8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA]; July 8,'2Qll; Begj , 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere' [TON] 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC"Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is· enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal , 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a confidential TCP rep~rt witµ a restqcted 
distribution. Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register · 
of Historic Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a 
cultural-historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative 
freeway alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be 
garnered from or about O' odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP 
significance cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC 
THPO would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the 
Four Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 
• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history'' of the regions in which the two 

corridors or study areas are situated. · 
• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 

their status as TCPs. 
• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 

of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 
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• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class !'studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project. 
area. Any information you provide will be considered in the project planning. If your office opts to 
participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good faith effort to 
address your concerns. · · · 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 
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Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furtherm~re, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or!the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~tw.-
~ 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for San Carlos Apache Tribe Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Date 

Vemelda Grant, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (with enclosures) (same as addressee) 

' 1 
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d1'aisportaffa, 
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Ms. Anna Rago, Archaeologist 
San Carlos Irrigation Project 
13805 North Arizona Boulevard 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

Dear Ms. Rago: 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999'-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (Anon 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy, 
in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway}, Arizona State Land Department (ASLD}, Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company {TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR}, Western Area Power Administration (Western}, and privately owned land., 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin}, Gila River Indian Community (GRIC}, Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAn, Tohono O'odham Nation (TON}, Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], July 2, 2011;, 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 1 

2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 7Qll; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places {TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending :from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway. 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 
• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 

corridors or study areas are situated. . . 
• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect·td 

their status as TCPs. 
• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 

of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. · 



• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridcirs. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for SCIP Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

JJ!Ju;.,(_, 
~ arla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

January 21, 2014 

Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Arizona State Parks 
1300 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

SHPO-2010-1454 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy, 
in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal · 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arimna State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD}, Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC}, Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land., 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO); 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arimna Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak• 
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto· 
Apache Tribe {TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation {TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defmed the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 7, 2011;, 
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Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHW A], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHW A], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; ~teere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification an4 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and , 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects · 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O' odham TCPs. ·, 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (fHPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. ; 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. · 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 1 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 
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• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 

• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or'the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for SHPO Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

l:)!;t/4-t 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

" i 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Diane Enos, President 

January 21, 2014 

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
1000S East Osborn Road 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85256 

Dear President Enos: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 
' ' 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal · 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NIWA). · 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is'not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land . 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

I 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)) 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (MNG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, San 
Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto· Apach~ Ti:ibe 
(TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai-Pres~tt Jridian 
Tribe. : 1: 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, , 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July8,.201 l; Begj ' 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 

. , I 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work perfonned for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is .enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
tenninate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and· SR 79. Tb.e projects i 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. · 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification o~ 0' odham TCPs. .. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHW A], October l 0, 2011 ). 

Building on the infonnation provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a confidential TCP report with .a restricted 
distribution. Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per Nation~ Register 
of Historic Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a 
cultural-historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative 
freeway alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be 
garnered from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP 
significance cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC 
THPO would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the 
Four Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 1 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 

• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O' odham song culture or the perpetuation · 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews, 

I 
• I 



• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of smaH 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features includ111g springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding hi~oric 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHWA is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project 
area. Any information you provide will be considered in the project planning. If your office opts to 
participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good faith effort to 
address your concerns. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through con~ued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

3 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence with a reply letter. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

JJj~ 
hf" 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Shane Anton, Cultural Preservation Program Manager, 10005 East Osborn Road, Scottsdale, Arizona, 
85256 (with enclosures) · 
ecc: 
Angela Garcia-Lewis, NAGPRA Coordinator, Cultural Preservation Program, SRP-MIC 
angela.garcia-lewis@srpmic-nsn.gov 
Shane Anton, Cultural Preservation Program Manager, SRP-MIC, Shane.Anton@srpmic-nsn.gov 

I : 
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Administration 

Ms. Louise Lopez, Chairwoman 
Tonto Apache Tribe 
Tonto Apache Reservation #30 
Payson, Arizona 85541 

Dear Chairwoman Lopez: 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation '(ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United Sfa;tes · 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land · 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of · 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County F8!ffi Buteau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, San 
Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto Apache Tribe 
(TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe. 

I 'I 

Prior consultation for the project defmed the study area, consulting parties, recommended the , · 1 

development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural re,squrces 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], July 2, 2011; 
Munson (Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHW A], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHW A], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC respondecJ noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification ,of. . 
O'odham. traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). · 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options· extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 
'· ,· 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs ~ integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odha.m TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Bewis [GRIC i 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

• I 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed.the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a confidential TCP report with a restricted 
distribution. Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register 
of Historic Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a 
cultural-historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative . 
freeway alignments, As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be 
garnered from or about O'odha.m and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP . 
significance cannot .be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning .. The GRIC 
THPO would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the 
Four Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which tp~ two 
corridors or study areas are situated. · , , 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

-i 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class l 1 s~di~s as . , 
eligible properties. · 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within th~ project 
area. Any information you provide will be considered in the project planning. If your office opts to 
participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good faith effort to 
address your concerns. ' 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with ,the . ' 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furtherm~re, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or: the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov, 

Signature for TAT Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

~u:.-c 
.(,I' 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Wally Davis, Jr., Cultural & NAGRPA Representative (with enclosures) (same as addressee) 

• I 
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January 21, 2014 

Mr. Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Mr. Joe Joaquin, Cultural Resource Specialist 
Cultural Affairs Office 
Tohono O'odham Nation 
POBox837 
Sells, Arizona 85634 

Dear Messrs. Steere and Joaquin: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

S_TP-999-A(B;BM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South c;orridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County, This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act {NHPA). ' 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company {TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)~ 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game ~d Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui J:ribe, S8J1 
Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto Apache Tribe 
(TAn, Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defmed the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
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2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and · 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). · 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and. SR 79. The projects: 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. ; , 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O.' odhaµi TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a confidential TCP report with .a restricted 
distribution. Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register 
of Historic Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as :irell as a 
cultural-historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative 
freeway alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be 
garnered from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP 
significance cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC 
THPO would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the 
Four Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consul~tion: ! 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which ihe two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 
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• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 
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• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations ,of smal~ 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, : 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I ~tudies as 
eligible properties. ; 1 • 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project. 
area. Any information you provide will be considered in the project planning. If your office opts to 
participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good faith effort to 
address your concerns. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermote, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for TON Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
,f,{: 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
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Phone: (602) 379-3646 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 oq., 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Ms. Cathy Melvin, CLG Contact 
Town of Florence 
P.O. Box2670 
Florence, Arizona 85232 

Dear Ms. Melvin: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation. (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCP LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land ., 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, Arizona Game .and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town ofQueeri Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe {TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation {TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN, and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. : · 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the. 1 • 

development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHW A], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHW A], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 

; 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal · 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRlC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHWA and ADOT have developed' the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs st,emming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. , 

• "Fragile pattern areas,,, non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is · 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the'project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. · 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Town of Florence Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

J:;!Jtt;.,c_ 
I.Jr 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
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us.Departrr,ent 
d1'Cl'lspatalia1 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. John Kross, Town Manager 
Town of Queen Creek 
22350 South Ellsworth Road 
Queen Creek, Arizona 85142 

Dear Mr. Kross: 

ARIZONA DMSION 

January 21, 2014 

4000 North C~ntral :Ave.1:1ue 
. .· .Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona- ·85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-.~646 

Fax: (602) 382~8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azi:f iv/index. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOn 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaltjng is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO L,LC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game 'at1d Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arimna Army National Guard (AANG), City of , 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County F~ Bureau; 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arimna Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and,Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended th¢ · ' · 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHW A], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; St,ere [tON] 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC 'Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with 'the ' 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal ·: 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). ' 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural- · 
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: . 
• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which ~e two 

corridors or study areas are situated. · · 
• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 

their status as TCPs. 
• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 

of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 



• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations ,of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the.project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or.the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov, 

Sincerely yours, 

ll)~ 
.t.,r 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Town of Queen Creek Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Date 

• I 
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ARIZONA DIVISION 
4000 North C'ehtra1:>,ve~1ue 

. · · Suite ·1500 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index. htm 

Mr. Paul Bonavia, Chainnan and CEO 
Tucson Electric Power Company 
P.O. Box 711 
Tucson, Arizona 85702-0711 

Dear Mr. Bonavia: 

January 21, 2014 

In ReplyRefer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (AOOl) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land , 
Management {BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company {TEPC), Union J;lacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bui-ea~ 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ale-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation {TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHW A], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHW A], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. ' · 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Conidor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs ate integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs s~mming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway ·. 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered · .1 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC TJ{PO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history'' of the regions in which ~e two·, 
conidors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect.to 
their status as TCPs. · · 1 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in . · 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribu~ to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

'/ 

3 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov~ 

Signature for TEPC Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

~~y~ 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

i 

I 

·I 
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Dear Mr. Orbiso: 
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January 21, 2014 
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In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

-HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States · 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
kn.own, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), 'San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific .. 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. . : 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of . 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, , 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak~ 
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and-Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I culµrral resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and T<;)N 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], July 2,, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 



[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and · 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [ORIG Tribal . 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

I ' 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral ·td 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRJC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O'odhani TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed_ the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would ad~s those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP siglllficance. 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect.to 
their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov, 

Signature for UPRR Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
fir. 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
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January 21, 2014 

Ms. Sallie McGuire, Attn: Kathleen Tucker 
ADOT Liaison, Regulatory Branch 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
3636 North Central Avenue, Suite 900 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-1939 

Dear Ms. McGuire: 

In Reply Refer To_: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

. HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land.' . 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui ' 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2,. 2011 ;· 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHW A], August 24, 201 I; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHW A], No~ember 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
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[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification. and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasiz.e identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to I-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integtal tq 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odhain TCPs, 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemq1ing 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC 'QIPO · 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect tq 
their status as TCPs. · 

1 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I' studies. as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHWA is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or.the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for USACE Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

p~ 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
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Administration 

January 21, 2014 

Ms. Linda Marianito, Environmental Manager 
Western Area Power Administration 
615 South 43rd Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85009 

Dear Ms. Marianito: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation .(ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate IO (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is n~t 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASAR~O LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of · , 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Quee11; Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defmed the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 1 , 

development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural r~sources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 



2 

to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and.SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O'odha,n TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal · 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address tho;;e 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report, 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations ·of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Western Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

J:J!) fC.c 
f,,. 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Jill Jensen, Regional Preservation Official, Western Area Power Administration, P.O. Box 64S7, Phoenix, 
Arizona 8S005 (with enclosures) 
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Mr. Chris Coder, Tribal Archaeologist 
Yavapai-Apache Nation 
2400 West Datsi Street 
Camp Verde, Arizona 86322 

Dear Mr. Coder: 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South CQn-idor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (AOOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undert:akqig is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)~ 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game .8.lld 'Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui J;ribe, San 
Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Torito Apache Tribe 
(TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai-Prescptt Indian 
Tribe. ' 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended th~ 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], Nov~mber 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; B~gj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identificatiQn and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway ofthe type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a confidential TCP report with a restricted 
distribution. Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register 
of Historic Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a 
cultural-historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative 
freeway alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be 
garnered from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP 
significance cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC 
THPO would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on b~half or'the 
Four Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your refer~ce. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 
• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 

corridors or study areas are situated. 
• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respectto 

their status as TCPs. 
• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O' odham song culture or the p~tuation , 

of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. · 



• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations ·of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project 
area. Any information you provide will be considered in the project planning. If your office opts to 
participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good faith effort to 
address your concerns. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 
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Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov: 

Signature for YAN Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

J1)~ 
(,x' 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Ernest Jones, Sr., President 
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe 
530 East Merritt Street 
Prescott, Arizona 86301-2038 

Dear President Jones: 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Initial Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation .(ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway}, Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management {BLM}, Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation}, El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG}, 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD}, Tucson Electric Power Company {TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP}, SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, San 
Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto Apache Tribe 
{TAT}, Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe. 

Initial consultation for the project took place in February 2011 and defined the study area, consulting 
parties, recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the 
Class I cultural resources inventory of the study area. Since that time, the project's study area has been 
expanded and now includes land within the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe's area of cultural affiliation. 
Therefore, the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribes has been added to the list of consulting parties for the 
project. 



The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation facility 
that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to I-10 in Pinal County. The project is located 
in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 40 years. The proposed 
transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic congestion due to projected regional 
growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-10; and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 
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In conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor opportunity area (COA) has been identified (refer to 
appended figure). As project studies progress, a smaller "corridor" will be identified, within which 
multiple alignment alternatives may be proposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after 
completion of the alternatives analysis and the EIS. Currently, at this initial stage of project development, 
the project area of potential effects (APE) for which impacts could potentially affect historic properties is 
defined as the COA. 

At this time, FHW A would like to initiate Section 106 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, FHW A is not currently making any determinations 
of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope and historic properties becomes 
available, it will be provided to the SHPO through continued Section 106 consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, FHW A recommends 
that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the project as they become 
known. FHW A also would like to ask if you are aware of any other parties not identified on the list who 
should be contacted to determine their interest in the project. 

Because areas of traditional cultural significance are not always identified through archaeological 
surveys, FHW A would like to request your participation in discussions regarding the potential effects to 
such resources that could result from the proposed project. 

At this time, FHW A is inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties of 
traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance to your community within the APE. Any information 
you might provide within 30 days ofreceipt of this letter will be considered in the project planning. If 
your office opts to participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good 
faith effort to address your concerns. 

Class I Overview 

Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the "corridor'' or "study area" to identify (1) 
areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) previously documented cultural resources, 
including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as historic or prehistoric districts, sites, 
buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural resources eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of the Class I overview are reported in "A Class 
I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 
2011 ), which is enclosed. 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 cultural 
resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of those historic 
properties, one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's Butte, is listed in the 
Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have yet to be evaluated for NRHP 
eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been recommended not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 



Current Project Status 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 
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Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a confidential TCP report with a restricted 
distribution. Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register 
of Historic Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a 
cultural-historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative 
freeway alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be 
garnered from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP 
significance cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC 
THPO would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the 
Four Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 
• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 

corridors or study areas are situated. 
• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 

their status as TCPs. 
• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 

of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 
• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 

artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corrid~rs. 



FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project 
area. Any information you provide will be considered in the project planning. If your office opts to 
participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good faith effort to 
address your concerns. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regl:lfding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 
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Please review the enclosed maps, Class I report, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree 
with the approach for addressing TCP' s and that a PA should be developed to address potential impacts to 
historic properties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in 
general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov . . 

53~ 
'-farla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Signature for Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Linda Ogo Director, Cultural Research Department (with enclosures) (same as addressee) 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Major John Ladd, 
Environmental Program Manager 

February 3, 2014 

Arizona Army National Guard FMO, Building M5330 
5636 East McDowell Road 
Phoenix, Arizona 85008 

Dear Major Ladd: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(365)S 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(365)S 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service {APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation {TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
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[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the currentjunction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O' odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for AANG Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)S 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
{vr 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Chad Wegley, General Manager 

February 3, 2014 

San Carlos Irrigation & Drainage District 
P.O. Box 218 
Coolidge, Arizona 85228 

Dear Mr. Wegley: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(365)S 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(365)S 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHW A], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHW A], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
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avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
0' odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs ), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 

• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 



• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

3 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine(iz~azdot.gov. 

Signature for SCIDD Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)S 

Enclosures 

~;3t2c 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

us. Deporfment 
c:ITrmsportalia'l 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlstratton 

February 4, 2014 

Ms. Andrea Martin, Environmental Protection Specialist 
U.S. Federal Railroad Administration 
Office of Railroad Policy and Development 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
West Building-Mail Stop 20 
Washington D.C. 20590 

Dear Ms. Martin: 

In Reply Refer To: 
999-A(365) 
HOP-AZ 

999-A(365) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Initial Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking 
United States Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the 
Towns of Picacho and Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as 
such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). Because alternative alignments are still under development, 
land ownership for this undertaking is not known, although it may include lands administered by 
Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona 
State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range 
(FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western 
Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA), Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City 
of Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County 
Farm Bureau, Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, 
Town of Queen Creek, APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology 
Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona 
Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community 
(GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 



Initial consultation for the project took place in February 2011 and defined the study area, 
consulting parties, recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided 
the results of the Class I cultural resources inventory of the study area. At the request of SHPO, 
FTA and FRA have been added as consulting parties for the project. 
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The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation 
facility that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The 
project is located in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 
40 years. The proposed transportation facility would provide: (I) relief from local traffic 
congestion due to projected regional growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-10; 
and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

In conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor opportunity area (COA) has been 
identified. As project studies progress, a smaller "corridor" will be identified, within which 
multiple alignment alternatives may be proposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after 
completion of the alternatives analysis and the EIS. Currently, at this initial stage of project 
development, the project area of potential effects (APE) for which impacts could potentially 
affect historic properties is defined as the COA. 

At this time, FHW A would like to initiate Section I 06 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, FHWA is not currently making any 
determinations of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope and historic 
properties becomes available, it will be provided to the SHPO through continued Section I 06 
consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, FHW A 
recommends that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the 
project as they become known. FHWA also would like to ask if you are aware of any other 
parties not identified on the list who should be contacted to determine their interest in the project. 

Class I Overview 

Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the "corridor" or "study area" to 
identify (I) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) previously documented 
cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as historic or 
prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of 
the Class I overview were reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North
South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011). 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 
cultural resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of 
those historic properties, one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's 
Butte, is listed in the Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have 
yet to be evaluated for NRHP eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been 
recommended not eligible for listing in the NRHP. 



Current Project Status 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and 
evaluation. Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and 
options extending from US 60 in the north to I-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed 
alternative alignments is enclosed for your reference. 
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State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the 
southeastern portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed 
North-South Corridor and terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current 
junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects are being planned concurrently; however, the location 
of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the North-South Corridor is not known at this 
time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are 
integral to the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, 
the GRIC noted that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize 
identification of O'odham TCPs. The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is 
adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence 
would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment ofTCPs and associated "Native histories" 
or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed 
the following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs 
stemming from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation 
would address those issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a 
confidential TCP report with a restricted distribution. Specifically these tasks would encompass 
not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic Places guidelines, it also would 
reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural-historical overview reflecting 
Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway alignments. As such, this 
review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered from or about 
O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance cannot be 
understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO would 
serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the 
two corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with 
respect to their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the 
perpetuation of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I 
overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of 
small artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features 
including springs, stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not 
appear in Class I studies as eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties 
in formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute 
to a mutual understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two 
proposed corridors. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information 
regarding project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency 
through continued Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with 
the approach for addressing TCP' s and that a PA should be developed to address potential 
impacts to historic properties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, 
if you have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway 
alignments, or the project in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or 
email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for FRA Concurrence 
999-A(365) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

~tk 
,fw( 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
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~~ 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot. qov/azdiv/index. htm 

Federal Highway 
.Administration 

February 4, 2014 

Mr. Leslie Rogers, Regional Administrator 
Federal Transit Administration, Region 9 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco California 94105 

Dear Mr. Rogers: 

In Reply Refer To: 
999-A(365) 

HOP-AZ 

999-A(365) 
TR.ACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Initial Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking 
United States Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the 
Towns of Picacho and Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as 
such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Because alternative alignments are still under development, 
land ownership for this undertaking is not known, although it may include lands administered by 
Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC (which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona 
State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), Florence National Guard Military Range 
(FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), Western 
Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA), Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City 
of Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County 
Farm Bureau, Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, 
Town of Queen Creek, APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology 
Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona 
Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community 
(GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 



Initial consultation for the project took place in February 2011 and defined the study area, 
consulting parties, recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided 
the results of the Class I cultural resources inventory of the study area. At the request of SHPO, 
FTA and FRA have been added as consulting parties for the project. 
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The scope of the project would involve construction of a new north-south trending transportation 
facility that would extend for approximately 45 miles from US 60 to 1-10 in Pinal County. The 
project is located in a region expected to undergo a substantial population increase over the next 
40 years. The proposed transportation facility would provide: (1) relief from local traffic 
congestion due to projected regional growth; (2) relief from anticipated congestion along 1-10; 
and (3) a more direct connection to the eastern portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 

In conjunction with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a corridor opportunity area (COA) has been 
identified. As project studies progress, a smaller "corridor" will be identified, within which 
multiple alignment alternatives may be proposed. The preferred alternative will be selected after 
completion of the alternatives analysis and the EIS. Currently, at this initial stage of project 
development, the project area of potential effects (APE) for which impacts could potentially 
affect historic properties is defined as the COA. 

At this time, FHW A would like to initiate Section 106 consultation. Because a cultural resources 
inventory has not yet been performed for this project, FHWA is not currently making any 
determinations of project effect. As additional information regarding project scope and historic 
properties becomes available, it will be provided to the SHPO through continued Section 106 
consultation. 

The project is likely to adversely affect historic properties, however. Consequently, FHWA 
recommends that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) be developed to address the effects of the 
project as they become known. FHWA also would like to ask if you are aware of any other 
parties not identified on the list who should be contacted to determine their interest in the project. 

Class I Overview 

Statistical Research, Inc. prepared a Class I overview for the "corridor" or "study area" to 
identify (1) areas that have been surveyed for cultural resources; and (2) previously documented 
cultural resources, including historic properties. Cultural resources are defined as historic or 
prehistoric districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects; historic properties are cultural 
resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The results of 
the Class I overview were reported in "A Class I Cultural Resources Inventory of the North
South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" (Graves 2011). 

Approximately 24 percent of the study area has been surveyed for cultural resources. Of the 313 
cultural resources previously documented within the study area, 155 are historic properties. Of 
those historic properties~ one-Adamsville Ruin-is listed in the NRHP and another, Poston's 
Butte, is listed in the Arizona Register of Historic Places. A total of 97 cultural resources have 
yet to be evaluated for NRHP eligibility. The remaining 61 cultural resources have been 
recommended not eligible for listing in the NRHP. 



Current Project Status 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and 
evaluation. Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and 
options extending from US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed 
alternative alignments is enclosed for your reference. 
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State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the 
southeastern portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed 
North-South Corridor and terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current 
junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects are being planned concurrently; however, the location 
of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the North-South Corridor is not known at this 
time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are 
integral to the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, 
the GRIC noted that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize 
identification of O'odham TCPs. The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is 
adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence 
would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment ofTCPs and associated "Native histories" 
or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHWA and ADOT have developed 
the following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs 
stemming from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation 
would address those issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a 
confidential TCP report with a restricted distribution. Specifically these tasks would encompass 
not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic Places guidelines, it also would 
reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural-historical overview reflecting 
Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway alignments. As such, this 
review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered from or about 
O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance cannot be 
understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO would 
serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the 
two corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with 
respect to their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the 
perpetuation of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I 
overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of 
small artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features 
including springs, stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not 
appear in Class I studies as eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties 
in formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute 
to a mutual understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two 
proposed corridors. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information 
regarding project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency 
through continued Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with 
the approach for addressing TCP' s and that a PA should be developed to address potential 
impacts to historic properties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, 
if you have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway 

· alignments, or the project in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or 
email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for FT A Concurrence 
999-A(365) 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

!If)[~ 
Ir 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
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ARIZONA DMSION 

January 21, 2014 

Mr, Steven K. Ross, Cultural Resources Manager 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 West Adams Road 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Mr. Ross: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona· 85012~3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azd1v/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
· STP-999-A(BBM) 

· . HOP-Az· 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United Stlltes · 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and· 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a fajeral ' . ,i 
undertaking silbjectto review under Section 106 of the NationalHistoric Preservation Act (NHPA) . . 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking iniot 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately own,ed land~ 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Gameiild Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State. Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Fann Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak~ 
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe~ Pasdua Yaqui : :1 

Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tontd 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN). and.Yava:pai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the · 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON . 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel.[ASM] to Petty [FHWA]:. July 2,2011~, 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], Noyember 8, · ! 

2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2qll; B'egj , 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
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• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including spnngs, ·, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as · 
eligible properties. . , 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRJC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area, FH\y A is ·, . 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided-to...y:oui:-ag.ency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the infonnation provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 

1 

have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the'project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov, : · 

Signature for ASLD Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) . 

Enclosures 

. cc: 

Sincerely yours, rutµ_ 
~( 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Ruben Ojeda, MaMger, Right-of-way Section (same as addressee) 

. I 

. . 'I 

., ,,...,. 
.. \::,., 
c__. 
~t~ 
_.,:.. 

F~:{ 
;:,g 
;::;: 
a:=:1 
(,') 
-~) 
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• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. · 

• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetµation • 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overview~. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHWA, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. · 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued· 
Section l 06 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with 
1

the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Si ature for ASM Concurrerfoe 
STP-999-A(BBM). 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

J:J!Jfk 
4,r 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

-· ----------'--,-;--· 
Date 
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Mr. Amy Sobiech, Archaeologist 
Gila District, Tucson Field Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
3201 East Universal Way 
Tucson, Arizona 85756-5021 

Dear Ms. Sobiech: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 21, 2014 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOn 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). , 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO L,LC. 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), J3ureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State fUstoric Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game '~d Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and.Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the . ' 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHW A], July 8, 2011; Begj 
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[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29,201 l; Jacobs (SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere (TON] 
to Petty [FHWA], August 11, 2011). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study·area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
· terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview,, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O' odhani TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GR:JC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis (GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs ~temmi~g 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. · 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the p~rpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHWA is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding , 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

tJ!J~ 
~ 

JAN 29 2014 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

M Tucson Field Office Concurrence Date r I 
M) 

Enclosures 
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'US.Depol lment 
ablsportalial 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona · 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index. htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

January 21, 2014 

Mr. John Wesley, Acting Historic Preservation Officer 
CityofMesa 
P.O. Box 1466 
Mesa, Arizona 85211-1466 

Dear Mr. Wesley: 

In Reply Refer Tm 
STP"'.999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (AD01) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), EI Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), 1San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific ., 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. , . 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Que~ Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle' Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak;, 
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2~ 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity ofFiorence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of 0' odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). . 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a ciµtural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freew~y 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that .can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance · 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as · 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute ~ a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

1).9tk 
,(,1 FEB 5- zr,14 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
9-A(BBM) 



Town of Florence 
P.O. Box 2670 

775 North Main Street 
Florence, Arizona 85132 

Phone (520) 868-7500 
Fax (520) 868-7501 

TDD (520) 868-7502 

www.florenceaz.gov 

TOWN SERVICES 

Building Safety 
868-7573 

Community Development 
868-7575 

Fmance 
868-7624 

Fire 
868-7609 

Grants 
868-7513 

Human Resources 
868-7545 

Library 
868-8311 

Municipal Court 
868-7514 

Parks & Recreation 
868-7589 

Police 
868-7681 

Public Works 
868-7620 

Senior Center 
868-7622 

Town Attorney 
868-7557 

Utility Billing 
868-7680 

Water/Wastewater 
868-7677 

March 12, 2014 

U.S. Department of Transportation 

Federal Highway Administration 

ATTN: Karla S. Petty 

4000 North Central Avenue, Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Dear Ms. Petty: 

Attached please find the signed document concurring the 

approach for addressing TCP evaluation. Should we be of 

further assistance to you, please do not hesitate to contact me 

directly. 

Respectfully, 

Mr. Charles A. Montoya 

Town Manager 

520/868-7558 

CAM/bh 

Enclosures: 5 

MAR 17 2014 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Cathy Melvin, CLG Contact 
Town of Florence 
P.O. Box 2670 
Florence, Arizona 85232 

Dear Ms. Melvin: 

ARIZONA DMSION 

January 21, 2014 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdlv/index. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADon 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHP A). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land .. 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), ·Sa.n Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Que~ Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN, and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. · 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the , 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHW A], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(K.uwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], March 1, 2011). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs m:e integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRiC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the. 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs st~mming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. . 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the'project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency tbrnugh continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~f~ 
f.J( 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signa or Town of Florence Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 



GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 
POST OFFICE Box 2140, SACATON, AZ 85147 

TRIBAL Hl5TORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

February 28, 2014 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
U. S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central A venue, Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

(520) 562-7162 
Fax: (520) 562-5083 

RE: STP-999-A(BBM), TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL, North-South Corridor 
Study, Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

The Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRJC-THPO) has 
received your consultation document dated January 2 1, 2014. The GRIC-THPO has 
responded to this undertaking on October 10, 2011. The Federal Highway Administration 
(FHW A) and Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) are proposing an 
undertaking to construct a multi-lane highway between Apache Junction, Arizona and 
Picacho, Arizona. The highway bas been given the designation State Route 24. A set of 
four (4) corridors have been established for this undertaking. There is no preferred 
corridor yet. All the corridors pass through the ancestral lands of the Aki.me! O' Odham 
and regardless of the corridor chosen, the North-South road will have adverse impacts on 
the Akirnel O'Odham cultural landscape. The identification of O' Odham traditional 
cultural places (TCPs) and sacred places has been emphasize by the GRJC-THPO and the 
FHW A and ADOT have agreed with the importance of our concerns. 

The FHW A and ADOT are planning to begin a TCP Overview which would identify 
TCPs, evaluate the National Register eligibility status of the TCPs, and the preparations 
of confidential TCP report with restricted distribution. The GRIC-THPO would serve as 
the lead Tribal contact for coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes of Arizona. The study would address O'Odham and Pee Posh 
perspectives on the cultural history of the area, review and evaluate all cultural properties 
identified in the Class I overview with regards to the TCP status, develop a TCP 
inventory for the corridor, identify ' fragile pattern areas" of the cultural landscape, and 
present the results to the FHWA, the Four Southern Tribes of Arizona, and other 
consulting parties. There is no finding of effect for the undertaking at this time. 

The GRJC-THPO concurs with the FHW A study proposed for the North-South Corridor. 
On behalf of the Community (GRIC) we would like to acknowledge our appreciation to 
the FHWA and ADOT for proposing the TCP study. The proposed project area is within 



the ancestral lands of the Four Southern Tribes (Gila River Indian Community; Salt River 
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community; Ak-Chin Indian Community and the Tohono 
O' Odham Nation). 

Thank you for your continued consulting with the GRIC-THPO on this project. If you 
have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me or Archaeological Compliance 
Specialist Larry Benallie, Jr. at 520-562-7162. 

Respectfully, 

Barnaby V. Lewi 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Gila River Indian Community 

2 nl , 1 r ,I I l n, 



THE 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Ave., Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 850_12-3500 

Re: North-South Corndor Study 

Dear M:s. Petty, 

January 28, 2014 

Herman G. Honanie 
CHAIRMAN 

Alfred Lomahquahu Jr. 
VICE-CHA!Rt,.IAN 

Thank you for your correspondence dated January 21, 2014, re'.5iirding the Federal Highway Admmiiitration 
(FHW A) and Arizona Department of Transportation i_ADOT) proposed new 4 5 mile long north-south highv, ay fo:im 
CS 60 near Apache Juuc1i.cn to Interstate 10 between Picacho and Eloy. Tile Hc1p,. Tribt: claims ci:dtural affiliat10n to 
ear her 1den1Itiabl~ cultural groups thr0ughout Arizona, including the Hohok;.m prelust01 ic cultural group in 
southem _\nznr,a. The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office supports the identification imd avmdance ,,four ancestral 
sites anJ Tt adii1onJI (. ultural Properties, ,md we con~1der the archaeological sites of our ancestor5 t•.> be "footprints" 
and T ratldonal Cultural Properties. Therefore, we appreciate the FHW A and ADOT'f. ;;ontmning stihcitation of our 
input and your effo.rt::: to address our concerr1s 

In a letter dated July 8,2011, the Hopi Cuitural Preservation Offic..:: reviewed the Class I Cultur..il 
Ri;;sources Inventory report and stated wt: understood that 313 cultural resources have been identified in the 2-l% of 
the study area has be-en previously survey'!d. Therefr•rc we determined that this proposal is likely to adverse Iv affect 
cultural resources sigmficant to the Hopi Tribe and ,;t;ued that we looked forwarJ to receiving additional mformadon 
regarding project scope. alternatives, and historic pMperties, for review and comment as it becomes available. In a 
letter dated December 5, 1011, v;e stated th<it we und~stood that alignment alternatives are being developed, and 
that we will support the altc::mative that adversely affects the fewest National Register eligible prehistoric sites 

We support the Gila Rn-er Indian Community s request for an adequate assessmtnt of their Traditional 
Cultural Properties in the project area And we rP,itt:rate that to as:sist us in determining which alternative may 
adversely affect the fewest National Regbi't:r ehgible prehistmic s~tes, we look forward to recei\'ing copies of the 
cultural resources surveys of the areas of potential effect for review and comment. Should you have any questions 
or need additional information, ple::tSe contact Terry Morgart at tht Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thank you 
again for your consideration. 

xc: Erin Bodine, Arizona Department of Transportation 
Barnaby Lewis, Gila River Indian Community 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 

J. Kuw wisiwma, Director 
ultural Preservation Office 

P.O. Box 123 KYKOTSMOVI, AZ 86039 (928) 734-3000 



O ' 
US.Department 
cl la l$pOl'l'affcn 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. John Kross, Town Manager 
Town of Queen Creek 
22350 South Ellsworth Road 
Queen Creek, Arizona 85142 

Dear Mr. Kross: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 21, 2014 

400_0 North c~ntral :Avenu~ 
. . . _Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona- 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379"'.3_646 

Fax: (602)_382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azaiv/index. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 87454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaltjng is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO L;LC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), ~an Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company {TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO); 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game ·~d Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of , 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Fann Bureau; 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe {TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation {YAN), and,Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended th¢: · · 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHW A], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHW A], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], August 1, 2011; St~re [TON] 
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to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification .of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway Qfthe type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with 'the , 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal ·: 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). ' 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural- , 
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be' garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 
• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 

corridors or study areas are situated. · · 
• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 

their status as TCPs. 
• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 

of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 



• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations ,of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. · ' 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or.the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov, 

Sincerely yours, 

lJS~ 
.(:,( 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

,/zs/t.f-
Signa or Town of Queen Creek Concurrence DatT • 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

,, 
I 



ARIZONA DIVISION 

January 21, 2014 

Mr. Alexander Smith, Chief 
Environmental Resource Management Division 
Phoenix Area Office 
Bureau of Reclamation 
6150 West Thunderbird Road 
Glendale, Arizona 85306 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
, Suite 1500 · 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: .(6Q4) 379~3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP~999-A(BBM) 
TRACSNo. SWPN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Adzona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Oas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos ' 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Westen,, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County1 Pinal County Fann Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila ruver Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Sa1t River Pima~Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON); Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Tndian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area, ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobtech [BLM] to Petty'[FHWA], November 8, 
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2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHW A], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHW A], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCJP] to Petty [FHW A], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPOJ to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHWA], August 11, 2011). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural prnperties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 20 l l ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 20 l l ). 

Project update 

ADOThas developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative al~gnments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Con·idor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, neat the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
N011h-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs ate.integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O' odham TCPs. 
The GRJC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native. histories" or "cultural.-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to'TCPs stem.ming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that oan be garnered 
from or about O' odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance . 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which pie two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 



• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class 1 overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 

• TCP inventory (including trails), as they-may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not Identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non.sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, s hrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies ~s 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of resu Its to FHW A, the F ou1· Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties In 
fo1mats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or histol'ic importance within the study a1·ea, FHWA is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that tbey can be considered in the project planhing. · 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic propetties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthennore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the projec\ 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov, 

~ 

Signature for Reclamation Concurrens~ 
STP-999·A(BBM) A/4a-,,/v- ? •7~ 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

David Cremer 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
//Jb 

Jon Czaplicki, Atchaeologist, Phoenix Area Office (with enclosures) (same as addressee) 
DCremer 
EBodine (EM02) 
DCremer;cdm 



0 ARIZONA DJVJSION 

us. Deportment 
cllmsporfaticn 

4000 No~h Central.Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Terry Rambler, Chainnan 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
P.O. BoxO 
San Carlos, Arizona 85550 

Dear Chairman Rambler: 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP~999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) , 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate IO (1-10) between the rowns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San qarlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Ari.zona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community (GRlC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, San 
Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto Apache Tribe 
(TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHW A], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [SLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze (SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], August 1, 20 l f; Steere [TON] 
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• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consistidg of configurations bf small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may npt appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. I. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and whic helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the o proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may ha e concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within e study area. FHWA is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have infonnation regarding TCPs concerns within the project 
area. Any information you provide will be considered in the project plan ing. If your office opts to 
participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would ake a good faith effort to 
address your concerns. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to yo agency through coptinued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this lett r. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by sign' g below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed fr eway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

David Cremer 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

oncurrence Date 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Vemelda Grant, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (with enclosures) (s e as addressee) 
DCremer 
EBodine (EM02) 
DCremer:cdm 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

\~ 
·, 

SAN CARLOS IRRIGATION PROJECT 
13805 North Arizona Boulevard 

Coolidge, Arizona 85128 
TAKE PRIDE 
INAMERICA 

IN REPLY REFER To: 
Office of Project Manager 
(520) 723-6200 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 

FEB 04 2014 

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration 
4000 North Central Avenue, Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: STP-999-A(BBM); HOP-AZ 

Dear Ms. Petty: 

Thank you for including the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP) in your continuing 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) compliance activities. My concurrence for 
your approach to address Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) is enclosed. 

As your project progresses, please continue to keep SCIP informed, including when the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) component begins. Crossing or altering SCIP 
irrigation facilities requires SCIP to issue an encroachment permit. In order for SCIP to 
issue an encroachment permit, the applicant must prepare and subr:nit NEPA and NHPA 
compliance documentation. In addition to these requirements, crossings/alterations of 
our power and irrigation facilities requires SCIP to approve engineering plans in order to 
determine if the planned crossings/alterations meet SCIP's safety and operating 
standards. 

In order to facilitate timely progression of your project, I suggest that you contact Mr. 
Clarence Begay, Supervisory Engineer for the Irrigation Division at (520) 723-6203 or 
via e-mail at Clarence.begay@bia.gov. Additionally, please add Beau J. Goldstein, 
Acting Environmental Coordinator, to your mailing list (and remove Anna Rago); Mr. 
Goldstein may be contact at (602) 758-9335 or via e-mail at beau.goldstein@bia.gov. 

Sincerely, 

;1-~'\/ 
Ferris Begay C 
Project Manager 

Enc. 



• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridclrs. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

JJ!Jt~ 
~aria S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Signature for SCIP Concurrenc Date 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 
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4000 North Central Avenue 
ARIZONA DMSION Suite 1500 

US.Departmerat 
c:11"0'lSp0ilallon 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: {602) 379-3646 

Fax: {602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index. htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

January 21, 2014 

Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Arizona State Parks 
1300 West Washington 
Phoenix, 1-Jizona 85007 

SHPO-2010-1454 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

~~(C;~~'W~[Q) 

JAN 2 4 2014 
I 

ARIZONA STATE HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION OFFICE 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOn 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns ofPicacho and Eloy, 
in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act(NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land., 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Offlce (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 7, 2011;. 
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Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHW A], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHW A], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], August 1, 2011; ~teere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification an~ 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to 1-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odluun TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. , 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 1 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 
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• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 

• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O' odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
fonnats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have infonnation regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a detennination of project effect at this time. Additional infonnation regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the infonnation provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthennore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or'the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov ~ 

Sincerely yours, 

!lJtkt FEB 3 ... ?014 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for SHPO Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BB~~ 

v 

Date 

Enclosures 
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ARIZONA DMSION 

January 21, 2014 

Mr. Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Mr. Joe Joaquin, Cultural Resource Specialist 
Cultural Affairs Office 
Tohono O'odham Nation 
POBox837 
Sells, .Ari7.ona 8S634 

Dear Messrs. Steere and Joaquin: 

4000 North· Central Avenue 
. ·. ·. Sulte:1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382:-8998 
http://www.fhwa,dot.gov/azdiy/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

SrP-999-A(B;BM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H74S4 OlL 

No.nh-South Gonidor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arimna Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County, This project will employ federal-aid funds and, wi such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National lllstoric Preservation Act {NHPA). ' 
Becawie alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASAR.CO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arimna State Land Department (ASID), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (BPNO), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR.), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arimna Game-~ Fish 
(AZOFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANO), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy. City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arimna Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Ari7.ona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Ari7.ona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Y~ ,:nbe, 88'1 
Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian. Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto Apacho Tribe 
(TAT). TohonoO'odbam Nation(TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN}, and Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe. 

Prior eonsultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred wi1h the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pit:ezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], 1uly 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHW A], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHW A], No~~ 8, 
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2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWAJ, July 14, 2011; Andm:e [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Bcgi 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHWA], August 11, 2011). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and · 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and tmditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The ORIC responded notink ~ future 
documents and cultural resources worlc performed for the project need to emphasize identification of· 
O'odbam traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [ORIC Iribal 
Historic PmJervation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and ovaluation, 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options oxfen:ding from 
US 60 in the uor1h to 1-10 in ihe south. A map showing the proposed aitemative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern. 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminab, in the vicinif;y ofFlorence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and-SR 79. ~e projecfS: 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with tho 
North-South Colridor is not known at this time. 

Approaell for AddNlllfag TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural~ work need to emphasize identification o(O!odbapi TCPs. 
The ORIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, ORIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (TIIPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical backgroundn is documented (L_ewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Building on the information provided by the ORIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs ,temming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address tho,e 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a confidential TCP report with .a iestrlctod 
distribution. Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register 
of Historic PJaces guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tn'bal standards as ~11 u a 
cultural-historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative 
ftceway alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be 
garnered from or about O1odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and 1raditions without which TCP 
significance cannot be undorstood or evaluated in the oontext of freeway design and planning. The ORIC 
THPO would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the 
Four Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consul~on: : , 
• O'odbam and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the iegions in which ilie two 

corridors or study areas are situated. 
• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 

their status u TCPs. 



• TCP inventmy (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of smal~ 
artifact scatters, tni~ shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plan.ta, physical features or animal habitm, which may not appear in Class I cmidies as 
eligible properties. · · 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tn"bes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tn"bal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed conidors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes o1her than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is · 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concems wi1hin Bio projcet. 
area. Any information you provide will be considered in the project planning. If your office oj,pl to 
participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good faith effort to 
address your concerns. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, altmnatives, and historic properties will be provided to yom agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 
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Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with t.he · 
approach for adckessing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furtherm~, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel ftee to contaet Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature, for TON Concurrence 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

Sincerclyyours, ~PR 14 ~J:{\4 

~~ 
,VKarla S. Petty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
4000 North Centra1:'Avenue 

. . · ·Suite 1500 

~~ 
Phoenix, Arizona '85012-3500 

Phone: (602) 379-3646 
Fax: (602) 382-8998 

http://www. fhwa.dot.qov/azdiv/index. htm 
Federal Highway 
Admlnlltrcitton 

Mr. Paul Bonavia, Chairman and CEO 
Tucson Electric Power Company 
P.O.Box 711 
Tucson, Arizona 85702-0711 

Dear Mr. Bonavia: 

January 21, 2014 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(BBM) 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(BBM) 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USA CE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau~ 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHWA], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHW A], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHW A], July 8, 2011; Begj 
[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 



'· 

./ 

2 

to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to I-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. ' 

' 
State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion cf the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs ~ .integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification ofO'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated ''Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway • 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP signincance , 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

., 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which ~e two , 
corridors or study areas are situated. ' ' 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect .to 
their status as TCPs. · · 1 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties ~ . · 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribut~ ~9 a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 

FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHW A is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding · 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TC:e's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov: 

B~ 
~r 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

3 /10 llt.f 
Date 

STP-999-A(BBM) 

Enclosures 

,: I 

' I 



Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 
4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3502 

Re: North-South Corridor Study 

Dear Ms. Petty: 

V 
PRESCOTT ♦ INDIAN ♦ TRIBE 

AprillS,2014 

MAY 7 2014 

Thank you for your January 21, 2014 letter and the Class I overview for the proposed construction of a 
new highway running north and south connecting US 60 near Apache Junction and I-10 between Picacho 

and Eloy, Arizona. We note that the project's study area has been expanded and now includes land 
within the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe's area of cultural affiliation, and as such we appreciate the 
initiation of Section 106 consultations with the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe for this project. 

We have reviewed the Class I overview for the North-South Corridor Study and it looks adequate. We 
support the Gila River Indian Community's request for a TCP study and documentation of ''Native 
histories" in the project area. We look forward to reviewing the draft Programmatic Agreement and 
future cultural resource survey reports for the project area. 

The Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe recently completed a Yavapai cultural background study for a portion 
of US 60 (Kwiatkowski: 2012) that provides pertinent information on the cultural background of the area, 
and we may have additional information as alternative routes for the new highway are selected. 

We appreciate your consultation with us on this undertaking, and ask that you please keep us informed on 

the project. 

;;;{) 
LindaOgo 
Culture Research Director 

LO:gg:0114 

530 E. MERRITT PRESCOTT, AZ 86301-2038 Phone 928-445-8790 FAX 928-778-9445 



U3. Deportment 
of Traisportafion 
Federal Highway 
.Administration 

Ma_ior John Ladd, 
Environmental Program Manager 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

February 3, 2014 

Arizona Army National Guard FMO, Building M5330 
5636 East McDowell Road 
Phoenix, Arizona 85008 

Dear Major Ladd: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 
STP-999-A(365)S 

HOP-AZ 

STP-999-A(365)S 
TRACS No. SW PN 999 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-south trending transportation facility linking United States 
Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of Picacho and 
Eloy, in Pinal County. This project will employ federal-aid funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
Because alternative alignments are still under development, land ownership for this undertaking is not 
known, although it may include lands administered by Arizona Public Service (APS), ASARCO LLC 
(which owns the Copper Basin Railway), Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG), 
Florence National Guard Military Range (FNGMR), Pinal County, Salt River Project (SRP), San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR), Western Area Power Administration (Western), and privately owned land. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), 
BLM, FNGMR, United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Western, Arizona Game and Fish 
(AZGFD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), ASLD, Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), City of 
Apache Junction, City of Coolidge, City of Eloy, City of Mesa, Pinal County, Pinal County Farm Bureau, 
Reclamation, San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), SCIDD, Town of Florence, Town of Queen Creek, 
APS, Central Arizona Project (CAP), TEPC, UPRR, Archaeology Southwest, Arizona Cattle Growers 
Association, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Mining Association, ASARCO LLC, Ak
Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), Tonto 
Apache Tribe (TAT), Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. 

Prior consultation for the project defined the study area, consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, and provided the results of the Class I cultural resources 
inventory of the study area. ASM, Asarco LL, BLM, Reclamation, SRP, SCIP, SHPO, and TON 
concurred with the adequacy of the Class I inventory (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], July 2, 2011; 
Munson [Asarco] to Petty [FHW A], August 24, 2011; Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHW A], November 8, 
2011; Ellis [BOR] to Petty [FHWA], July 14, 2011; Anduze [SRP] to Petty [FHWA], July 8, 2011; Begj 
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[SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], July 29, 2011; Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], August 1, 2011; Steere [TON] 
to Petty [FHW A], August 11, 2011 ). The Hopi Tribe responded supporting of the identification and 
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites and traditional cultural properties within the study area 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], March 1, 2011 ). The GRIC responded noting that future 
documents and cultural resources work performed for the project need to emphasize identification of 
O'odham traditional cultural properties and sacred places (TCPs), and noted that a highway of the type 
proposed would have significant adverse impacts upon their cultural landscape (Lewis [GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer] to Petty [FHW A], October 10, 2011 ). 

Project update 

ADOT has developed a preliminary set of proposed alternative alignments for study and evaluation. 
Currently, the alternatives consist of a series of interconnecting alignments and options extending from 
US 60 in the north to T-10 in the south. A map showing the proposed alternative alignments is enclosed 
for your reference. 

State Route 24 (SR 24) is a proposed controlled-access highway being planned for the southeastern 
portion of the Phoenix metropolitan area. SR 24 would intersect the proposed North-South Corridor and 
terminate in the vicinity of Florence Junction, near the current junction of US 60 and SR 79. The projects 
are being planned concurrently; however, the location of the intersection of the proposed SR 24 with the 
North-South Corridor is not known at this time. 

Approach for Addressing TCPs 

Considerations of Native American concerns and the potential impacts of a project to TCPs are integral to 
the planning process for new freeway construction. In review of the Class I overview, the GRIC noted 
that future documents and cultural resource work need to emphasize identification of O'odham TCPs. 
The GRIC also noted that while the existing Class I report is adequate in all other respects, GRIC Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office (THPO) concurrence would not be forthcoming until adequate assessment of 
TCPs and associated "Native histories" or "cultural-historical background" is documented (Lewis [GRIC 
THPO] to Petty [FHWA], October 10, 2011). 

Building on the information provided by the GRIC THPO, FHW A and ADOT have developed the 
following approach for addressing Native American concerns and potential impacts to TCPs stemming 
from the North-South freeway project and the SR 24 project. The TCP evaluation would address those 
issues identified during consultation and would be presented in a TCP technical summary report. 
Specifically these tasks would encompass not just TCP identification per National Register of Historic 
Places guidelines, it also would reflect, to the extent possible, Tribal standards as well as a cultural
historical overview reflecting Tribal perspectives on the proposed study area and alternative freeway 
alignments. As such, this review would encompass available regional knowledge that can be garnered 
from or about O'odham and Pee Posh cultural beliefs and traditions without which TCP significance 
cannot be understood or evaluated in the context of freeway design and planning. The GRIC THPO 
would serve as the lead Tribal contact for the coordination of the TCP evaluation on behalf of the Four 
Southern Tribes. A map showing the limits of the TCP study is enclosed for your reference. 

The proposed TCP Overview would address the following issues raised during consultation: 

• O'odham and Pee Posh perspectives on the "culture history" of the regions in which the two 
corridors or study areas are situated. 

• Review and evaluation of all cultural properties identified in the Class I overviews with respect to 
their status as TCPs. 



• TCP inventory (including trails), as they may relate to O'odham song culture or the perpetuation 
of existing Community culture, which were not identified by Class I overviews. 

• "Fragile pattern areas", non-sites, or cultural landscapes consisting of configurations of small 
artifact scatters, trails, shrines, and naturally occurring environmental features including springs, 
stands of plants, physical features or animal habitat, which may not appear in Class I studies as 
eligible properties. 

• Presentation of results to FHW A, the Four Southern Tribes, and other consulting parties in 
formats that contribute to freeway design and planning and which helps to contribute to a mutual 
understanding of the Tribal cultural sensitivities pertaining to the two proposed corridors. 
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FHW A understands that Native American tribes other than GRIC may have concerns regarding historic 
properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance within the study area. FHWA is 
inquiring if the other consulting parties have information regarding TCPs concerns within the project area 
so that they can be considered in the project planning. 

FHW A is not making a determination of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to your agency through continued 
Section 106 consultation, as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed maps and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
approach for addressing TCP's please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you 
have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact Erin Bodine 602-712-8640 or email EBodine@azdot.gov. 

Signature for A)[NG Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)S 

Enclosures 

Sincerely yours, 

a~ 
f.r 

APR 7 - lu14 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

3/1&- /tf 
Date 
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Schippers, Susanna

From: Erin Bodine <EBodine@azdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, April 07, 2014 4:40 PM
To: Cantone@ak-chin.nsn.us
Subject: North South Corridor Study-TCP Report Consultation
Attachments: 999-A(BBM)Ak-Chin.pdf; North-South project and TCP study area.pdf; NS_State.pdf

Hi Caroline,

This is Erin Bodine from ADOT’s HPT. How are you? I just wanted to touch base with you and the Ak Chin Indian
Community regarding a consultation letter that was sent to your office on Jan. 21, 2014. The letter is regarding the
North South Corridor Project (H7454). The letter was primarily discussing the current plan regarding the scope of our
Traditional Cultural Places Report (letter is attached). Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns
regarding the current plan for the TCP Report. Please feel free to call me if you would like to chat or if you would like to
meet at any time. I look forward to hearing from you. Thank You

Erin Bodine
Historic Preservation Team Specialist 
Environmental Planning Group
Arizona Department of Transportation
1611 W. Jackson Street, MD EM02
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
(602) 712-8640 (voice)
(602) 712-3066 (fax)

ADDT 
111terrnodal Tra.nsportill:icn 
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Schippers, Susanna

From: Erin Bodine <EBodine@azdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, April 07, 2014 4:51 PM
To: Peter.S.Yucupicio@pascuayaqui-nsn.gov
Cc: Veronica.L.Darnell@pascuayaqui-nsn.gov
Subject: North-South Corridor Study-TCP Report Consultation
Attachments: 999-A(BBM)PYT.pdf; NS_State.pdf; North-South project and TCP study area.pdf

Dear Chairman Yucupicio,

This is Erin Bodine from ADOT’s HPT. How are you? I just wanted to touch base with you and the Pascua Yaqui Tribe
regarding a consultation letter that was sent to your office on Jan. 21, 2014. The letter is regarding the North South
Corridor Project (H7454). The letter was primarily discussing the current plan regarding the scope of our Traditional
Cultural Places Report (letter is attached). Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns regarding the
current plan for the TCP Report. Please feel free to call me if you would like to chat or if you would like to meet at any
time to discuss the project. I look forward to hearing from you. Thank You

Erin

Erin Bodine
Historic Preservation Team Specialist 
Environmental Planning Group
Arizona Department of Transportation
1611 W. Jackson Street, MD EM02
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
(602) 712-8640 (voice)
(602) 712-3066 (fax)

ADCT 
llfterrnodal Transportatian 
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Schippers, Susanna

From: Erin Bodine <EBodine@azdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, April 07, 2014 4:43 PM
To: Garcia-Lewis, Angela (Angela.Garcia-Lewis@SRPMIC-nsn.gov)
Subject: North South Corridor Study-TCP Report Consultation
Attachments: North-South project and TCP study area.pdf; NS_State.pdf; 999-A(BBM)SRPMIC.pdf

Hi Angela,

This is Erin Bodine from ADOT’s HPT. How are you? I just wanted to touch base with you and the Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community regarding a consultation letter that was sent to your office on Jan. 21, 2014. The letter is
regarding the North South Corridor Project (H7454). The letter was primarily discussing the current plan regarding the
scope of our Traditional Cultural Places Report (letter is attached). Please let me know if you have any questions or
concerns regarding the current plan for the TCP Report. Please feel free to call me if you would like to chat or if you
would like to meet at any time. I look forward to hearing from you. Thank You

Erin

Erin Bodine
Historic Preservation Team Specialist 
Environmental Planning Group
Arizona Department of Transportation
1611 W. Jackson Street, MD EM02
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
(602) 712-8640 (voice)
(602) 712-3066 (fax)

ADDT 
llitermoda[Tra nsportatian 
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Schippers, Susanna

From: Erin Bodine <EBodine@azdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, April 07, 2014 4:46 PM
To: wdavis@tontoapache.org
Subject: North-South Corridor Study- TCP Report Consultation
Attachments: 999-A(BBM)TAT.pdf; NS_State.pdf; North-South project and TCP study area.pdf

Hi Wally,

This is Erin Bodine from ADOT’s HPT. How are you? I just wanted to touch base with you and the Tonto Apache Tribe
regarding a consultation letter that was sent to your office on Jan. 21, 2014. The letter is regarding the North South
Corridor Project (H7454). The letter was primarily discussing the current plan regarding the scope of our Traditional
Cultural Places Report (letter is attached). Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns regarding the
current plan for the TCP Report. Please feel free to call me if you would like to chat or if you would like to meet at any
time. I look forward to hearing from you. Thank You

Erin

Erin Bodine
Historic Preservation Team Specialist 
Environmental Planning Group
Arizona Department of Transportation
1611 W. Jackson Street, MD EM02
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
(602) 712-8640 (voice)
(602) 712-3066 (fax)

ADDT 
llitermoda[Tra nsportatian 
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Schippers, Susanna

From: Chris Coder <ccoder@yan-tribe.org>
Sent: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 1:54 PM
To: Erin Bodine
Subject: RE: North-South Corridor Study-TCP Report Consultation

Thanks!

Best regards,

cmc

From: Erin Bodine [mailto:EBodine@azdot.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 1:48 PM 
To: Chris Coder 
Subject: RE: North-South Corridor Study-TCP Report Consultation 

Hi Chris, 

Thank you so much for your response. FHWA/ADOT will be sure to continue sending Sec 106 consultation on this project 
to the Yavapai Apache Nation as it proceeds further. If at any time you have any questions or concerns regarding the 
project, please dont hesitate to contact me. Thanks for your help. :) 

Erin

From: Chris Coder [ccoder@yan-tribe.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 1:41 PM 
To: Erin Bodine 
Subject: RE: North-South Corridor Study-TCP Report Consultation

Hi Erin,

I am well. Regarding the NS corridor project we have NO concerns or comments at this time and defer to any Tribes who
do in this case.

If you would like further clarification give me a call (928) 567 7026

Cordially,

Chris Coder
Archaeologist

From: Erin Bodine [mailto:EBodine@azdot.gov]  
Sent: Monday, April 07, 2014 4:53 PM 
To: Chris Coder 
Subject: North-South Corridor Study-TCP Report Consultation

Hi Mr. Coder,
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This is Erin Bodine from ADOT’s HPT. How are you? I just wanted to touch base with you and the Yavapai Apache Nation
regarding a consultation letter that was sent to your office on Jan. 21, 2014. The letter is regarding the North South
Corridor Project (H7454). The letter was primarily discussing the current plan regarding the scope of our Traditional
Cultural Places Report (letter is attached). Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns regarding the
current plan for the TCP Report. Please feel free to call me if you would like to chat or if you would like to meet at any
time to discuss the project. I look forward to hearing from you. Thank You

Erin

Erin Bodine
Historic Preservation Team Specialist 
Environmental Planning Group
Arizona Department of Transportation
1611 W. Jackson Street, MD EM02
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
(602) 712-8640 (voice)
(602) 712-3066 (fax)

Confidentiality and Nondisclosure Notice: This email transmission and any attachments are intended for use by the person(s)/entity(ies) named above and may 
contain confidential/privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or distribution is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact 
the sender by email, and delete or destroy all copies plus attachments. 
.

ADOT 
lnter:modal Tra r;isportaticn 
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Schippers, Susanna

From: Greg Glassco <gglassco@ypit.com>
Sent: Friday, April 18, 2014 9:25 AM
To: Erin Bodine
Subject: RE: North-South Corridor Study-TCP Report Consultation

I think Linda is mailing you a letter for this project,
You should get it soon, if not let us know, have a nice Easter,
Greg

From: Erin Bodine [mailto:EBodine@azdot.gov]  
Sent: Monday, April 07, 2014 4:56 PM 
To: Greg Glassco 
Subject: North-South Corridor Study-TCP Report Consultation 

Hi Greg,

How are you? I just wanted to touch base with you and the Yavapai Prescott Indian Tribe regarding a consultation letter
that was sent President Jones and copied to Linda Ogo on Jan. 21, 2014. The letter is regarding the North South Corridor
Project (H7454). The letter was primarily discussing the current plan regarding the scope of our Traditional Cultural
Places Report (letter is attached). Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns regarding the current plan
for the TCP Report. Please feel free to call me if you would like to chat or if you would like to meet at any time to discuss
the project. I look forward to hearing from you. Thank You

Erin

Erin Bodine
Historic Preservation Team Specialist 
Environmental Planning Group
Arizona Department of Transportation
1611 W. Jackson Street, MD EM02
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
(602) 712-8640 (voice)
(602) 712-3066 (fax)

Confidentiality and Nondisclosure Notice: This email transmission and any attachments are intended for use by the person(s)/entity(ies) named above and may 
contain confidential/privileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or distribution is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact 
the sender by email, and delete or destroy all copies plus attachments. 
.

A DC ii 
lntemto~al n,u:1sportaticn 
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US.Depcrtmert 
cllmsportation 
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Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602} 379-3646 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

September 3, 2015 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 
Mr. Louis Manuel, Jr., Chairman 
Ak-Chin Indian Community 
42507 West Peters & Nall Road 
Maricopa, Arizona 85138 

Dear Chairman Manuel: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) 
near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County. The 
project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed controlled-access highway that will connect the 
southeastern suburban areas of greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South 
Corridor (NSC) alignment. Prior to this consultation, the SR 24 component had been consulted on as a 
separate undertaking (H7236/ H6867). The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a 
federal undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory of the NSC 
study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs). The Gila River 
Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Office is taking the lead for Section 106 consultations 
on behalf of the Four Southern Tribes. 

Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include Gila River Indian 
Community Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 
2014), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache 
Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Tohono O'odham 
Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
April 7, 2014), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 
2014). Ak-Chin Indian Community, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, 
Tonto Apache Tribe, and Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included Arizona Army National Guard 
(Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), Arizona State Museum (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), Arizona State Land Department (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 
25, 2014), Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 
28, 2014), Bureau of Reclamation (Smith [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of 
Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty [FHW A], February 3, 2014), San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] 
to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and Tucson Electric 
Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 
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Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results are reported in 
"Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) 
Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2015a). At this time, the TCP overview is only 
being provided to the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, 
Tohono O'odham Nation, and Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community). A copy of the report is 
enclosed for your review and comment. 

A TCP technical summary report was also prepared by SWHR and is titled "Technical Summary: 
Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) 
Freeway Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2015b). A copy of the technical 
summary report is enclosed for your review and comment. Following this consultation with the Four 
Southern Tribes, this technical summary report would be provided to the remaining consulting parties for 
the project through continuing Section 106 consultation. 

Fifty-t\vo properties were evaluated as TCPs and are summarized in Table II.1 on page 30 of the report 
Seventeen of these properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a 
bearing on the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. 

Forty-two properties are recommended eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, 
three reservoir sites, one spring, and one historic O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding project 
scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to you through continued Section 106 
consultation as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed reports and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the 
adequacy of the TCP overview and technical summary reports, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, 
and that the technical summary is suitable for circulation to the other consulting parties, please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns regarding the 
locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel free to contact Lori 
Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ aria S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Ak-Chin Indian Community Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

cc: 
Caroline Antone, Cultural Resource Manager (same as addressee; w/enclosures) 
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Mr. Bryan Bowker 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
Western Regional Office 
2600 North Central Avenue 
4th Floor Mail Room 
Phoenix Arizona 85001 

Dear Mr. Bowker: 

September 3, 2015 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365) 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Cooperating Agency Invitation 

We received a request from the Bureau oflndian Affairs, San Carlos Irrigation Project (BIA
SCIP) to become a cooperating agency for the North-South Corridor Study. This letter serves as 
your invitation to become a cooperating agency on the North-South Corridor Study. 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), as the lead federal agency, and the Arizona 
Department of Transportation (ADOT), as the project sponsoring agency have initiated an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Location/Design Concept Report for the North
South Corridor. The proposed North-South Corridor study area begins at the United States 60 
(US 60), in the vicinity of the city of Apache Junction and extends south for approximately 45 
miles to connect to Interstate 10 (I-10), in the vicinity of the city of Eloy and town of Marana. In 
May 2015, the proposed State Route 24 (SR 24) freeway ( from the North-South Corridor to the 
facility's planned extension at Ironwood Drive) will be part of the project. Attached are figures 
showing the project location, study area, and published Notice of Intent (NOI). 

The EIS will consider and assess a reasonable range of alternatives, including the no-build 
alternative. Issues to be analyzed in depth in the EIS will include the project's impacts on 
cultural resources, biological resources, water quality, recreational resources, noise impacts and 
air quality; as well as other social, economic, and environmental impacts. 

We extend the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Western Region, an invitation to become a cooperating 
agency in the development of the EIS for the subject project in accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6 
of the Council on Environmental Quality's Regulations for Implementing the Procedural 
Provision of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). A separate invitation has been 
extended to the BIA-SCIP Acting Environmental Coordinator, Mr. Beau Goldstein. 

Pursuant to Section 6002 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: 
A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), cooperating agencies are responsible to identify as early as 
practicable, any issues of concern regarding the project's potential impacts that could 



substantially delay or prevent an agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed 
for the project. We suggest that your agency's role in the development of this project should 
include the following activities as they relate to your area of expertise: 

1. Provide meaningful and early input on defining the project purpose and need, 
determining the range of alternatives to be considered, and the methodologies and level 
of detail required in the alternatives analysis. 

2. Participate in monthly coordination meetings, quarterly interdisciplinary team meetings, 
and joint field reviews, as appropriate. 

2 

3. Timely review and comment on pre-draft and pre-final NEPA documents to reflect views 
and concerns of your agency on the adequacy of the document, alternatives considered, 
and the anticipated impacts and mitigation. 

In order to ensure continued project progress, please provide a written response indicating the 
BIA Western Region's acceptance or denial of this invitation within 30 days from the receipt of 
this letter. If you accept, please identify the appropriate contact person within your organization 
for future coordination. If your agency declines, the response should state the reason(s) for 
declining the invitation. Pursuant to SAFETEA-LU Section 6002, any federal agency that 
chooses to decline the invitation to be a cooperating agency must specifically state in its response 
that it: 

• has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the study; 
• has no expertise or information relevant to the study; and 
• does not intend to submit comments on the project. 

Declining or accepting this invitation will not affect the offer of coordinating agency previously 
extended to the BIA-SCIP. If you have any questions or would like to discuss the study or our 
agencies' respective roles in more detail, please contact Aryan Lirange, Senior Urban Engineer, 
at 602-382-8973 or aryan.lirange@dot.gov. Thank you for your participation and interest in this 
study. 

~ arla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Enclosures 
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Mr. Stephen Roe Lewis, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box 97 
Sacaton, Arizona 8514 7 

Dear Governor Lewis: 

September 3, 2015 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that will connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) alignment. Prior 
to this consultation, the SR 24 component had been consulted on as a separate undertaking 
(H7236/ H6867). The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs). The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Office is 
taking the lead for Section 106 consultations on behalf of the Four Southern Tribes. 

Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include Gila River 
Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 28, 2014), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), 
San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 
2014), Tohono O'odham Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (Steere [Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai
Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). Ak-Chin Indian Community, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, Tonto Apache Tribe, and Yavapai-Prescott 
Indian Tribe did not respond. 
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Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included Arizona Anny National 
Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), Arizona State Museum (Pitezel [ASM] 
to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), Arizona State Land Department (Ross [ASLD] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 25, 2014), Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (Sobiech 
[BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Bureau of Reclamation (Smith [Reclamation] to 
Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 
2014), San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), State 
Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of 
Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA ], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross 
[Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and Tucson Electric Power Company 
(Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results are 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2015a). At this time, 
the TCP overview is only being provided to the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian 
Community, Gila River Indian Community, Tohono O'odham Nation, and Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community). A copy of the report is enclosed for your review and comment. 

A TCP technical summary report was also prepared by SWHR and is titled "Technical 
Summary: Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 
24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2015b). 
A copy of the technical summary report is enclosed for your review and comment. Following 
this consultation with the Four Southern Tribes, this technical summary report would be 
provided to the remaining consulting parties for the project through continuing Section 106 
consultation. 

Fifty-two properties were evaluated as TCPs and are summarized in Table 11.1 on page 30 of the 
report. Seventeen of these properties are located outside the study area, but were included 
because they have a bearing on the significance of TCPs located within the study area. 

Forty-two properties are recommended eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three 
geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, one spring, and one historic O'odham village. Nine 
properties could not be evaluated for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. 
These include four basalt quarries, three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named 
place. One property, a reservoir, is recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a 
TCP. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to you through continued 
Section 106 consultation as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed reports and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with 
the adequacy of the TCP overview and technical summary reports, the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, and that the technical summary is suitable for circulation to the other 
consulting parties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 



project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Gila River Indian Community Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

cc: 
Barnaby Lewis, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box 
2140, Sacaton, Arizona 85147 (with enclosures) 
Kyle Woodson, Director, Cultural Resource Management Program, Gila River Indian 
Community, P.O. Box 2140, Sacaton, Arizona 85147 (with enclosures) 

3 
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Administration 

Mr. Delbert Ray, Sr., President 

September 3 2015 

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
10005 East Osborn Road 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85256 

Dear President Ray: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that will connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) alignment. Prior 
to this consultation, the SR 24 component had been consulted on as a separate undertaking 
(H7236/ H6867). The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs). The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Office is 
taking the lead for Section 106 consultations on behalf of the Four Southern Tribes. 

Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include Gila River 
Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 28, 2014), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), 
San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 
2014), Tohono O'odham Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (Steere [Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai
Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). Ak-Chin Indian Community, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, Tonto Apache Tribe, and Yavapai-Prescott 
Indian Tribe did not respond. 
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Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included Arizona Anny National 
Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), Arizona State Museum (Pitezel [ASM] 
to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), Arizona State Land Department (Ross [ASLD] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 25, 2014), Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (Sobiech 
[BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Bureau of Reclamation (Smith [Reclamation] to 
Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 
2014), San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), State 
Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of 
Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross 
[Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and Tucson Electric Power Company 
(Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results are 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2015a). At this time, 
the TCP overview is only being provided to the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian 
Community, Gila River Indian Community, Tohono O'odham Nation, and Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community). A copy of the report is enclosed for your review and comment. 

A TCP technical summary report was also prepared by SWHR and is titled "Technical 
Summary: Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 
24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2015b). 
A copy of the technical summary report is enclosed for your review and comment. Following 
this consultation with the Four Southern Tribes, this technical summary report would be 
provided to the remaining consulting parties for the project through continuing Section 106 
consultation. 

Fifty-two properties were evaluated as TCPs and are summarized in Table II. I on page 30 of the 
report. Seventeen of these properties are located outside the study area, but were included 
because they have a bearing on the significance of TCPs located within the study area. 

Forty-two properties are recommended eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three 
geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, one spring, and one historic O'odham village. Nine 
properties could not be evaluated for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. 
These include four basalt quarries, three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named 
place. One property, a reservoir, is recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a 
TCP. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to you through continued 
Section 106 consultation as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed reports and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with 
the adequacy of the TCP overview and technical summary reports, the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, and that the technical summary is suitable for circulation to the other 
consulting parties, please indicate your concurrence with a reply letter. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 



project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: 
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Angela Garcia-Lewis, Cultural Preservation Compliance Supervisor, Cultural Preservation 
Program, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 10005 East Osborn Road, Scottsdale, AZ 
85256 (with enclosures) 
ecc (w/enclosures): 
Angela Garcia-Lewis angela.garcia-lewis@srpmic-nsn.gov 
Matthew L. Garza matthew.garza@srpmic-nsn.gov 
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September 3, 2015 

Mr. Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Mr. Joe Joaquin, Cultural Resource Specialist 
Cultural Affairs Office 
Tohono O'odham Nation 
P. 0. Box 837 
Sells, Arizona 85634 

Dear Messrs. Steere and Joaquin: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that will connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) alignment. Prior 
to this consultation, the SR 24 component had been consulted on as a separate undertaking 
(H7236/ H6867). The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs). The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Office is 
taking the lead for Section 106 consultations on behalf of the Four Southern Tribes. 

Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include Gila River 
Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 28, 2014), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), 
San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 
2014), Tohono O'odham Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (Steere [Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai
Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). Ak-Chin Indian Community, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, Tonto Apache Tribe, and Yavapai-Prescott 
Indian Tribe did not respond. 
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Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included Arizona Army National 
Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), Arizona State Museum (Pitezel [ASM] 
to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), Arizona State Land Department (Ross [ASLD] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 25, 2014), Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (Sobiech 
[BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Bureau of Reclamation (Smith [Reclamation] to 
Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 
2014), San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), State 
Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of 
Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross 
[Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and Tucson Electric Power Company 
(Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results are 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2015a). At this time, 
the TCP overview is only being provided tc the Four Southern Tribes (}\J,:-Chin Indian 
Community, Gila River Indian Community, Tohono O'odham Nation, and Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community). A copy of the report is enclosed for your review and comment. 

A TCP technical summary report was also prepared by SWHR and is titled "Technical 
Summary: Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 
24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2015b). 
A copy of the technical summary report is enclosed for your review and comment. Following 
this consultation with the Four Southern Tribes, this technical summary report would be 
provided to the remaining consulting parties for the project through continuing Section 106 
consultation. 

Fifty-two properties were evaluated as TCPs and are summarized in Table II.1 on page 30 of the 
report. Seventeen of these properties are located outside the study area, but were included 
because they have a bearing on the significance of TCPs located within the study area. 

Forty-two properties are recommended eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three 
geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, one spring, and one historic O'odham village. Nine 
properties could not be evaluated for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. 
These include four basalt quarries, three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named 
place. One property, a reservoir, is recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a 
TCP. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to you through continued 
Section 106 consultation as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed reports and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with 
the adequacy of the TCP overview and technical summary reports, the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, and that the technical summary is suitable for circulation to the other 
consulting parties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 



project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

--- - - - -·--------
Signature for Tohono O'odham Nation Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 
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GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 
POST OFFICE Box 2140, SACATON, AZ 85147 

TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

December 14, 2015 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Avenue, Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

(520) 562-7162 
Fax: (520) 562-5083 

RE: STP-999-A(365)X, TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL, North-South Corridor Study, 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation, Traditional Cultural Properties 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

The Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) has 
received your consultation package dated September 3, 2015. The Federal Highway 
Administration (FHW A) and Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) are proposing to 
develop and construct a new north-to-south transportation corridor linking United States (US) 
Highway 60 (Apache Junction, Arizona) to lnterstate IO (I-10) between the Towns of Picacho 
and Eloy, Pinal County, Arizona. The corridor study will also include State Route (SR) 24 
connecting southeast metropolitan Phoenix to the North-South corridor. Consulting parties for 
this undertaking have agreed that: 1) the FHW A would develop a Programmatic Agreement (PA) 
for the undertaking; 2) that a Class I (Records Check) would be completed for the North-South 
Corridor project area; and 3) to develop methodology to identify Traditional Cultural Properties 
that would potentially be adversely affected by this undertaking. 

Fifty-two (52) properties have been evaluated for their National Register Eligibility and forty-two 
(42) of the properties have been determined to be Register eligible. The GRIC-THPO has 
reviewed the overview report which contains confidential cultural information, and the redacted 
version of the overview which will be distributed to consulting parties for their review. The 
GRIC-THPO has the following comments: 

I) On the cover page, and on the next page, the report states that "All information 
contained in this document is the property of ADOT." We would like to point out 
that the information does not belong to ADOT. Only the report belongs to ADOT 
and the wording should be changed to say "This report\document is the property of 
ADOT." 

2) On page 4 in the second paragraph the report states that "strong ancestral connections 
and continuity." We recommend that the text order be changed to strong ancestral 
continuity and connections. 

3) On page 6 under heading 3 paragraph I, the overview states that "Instead, it 
recognizes the important historic presence of 0 ' odham in the NSC .. ... " We 
recommend that the text be changed to state "Instead, it recognizes the important 
prehistoric and historic presence ... .. " 



4) On page 9 second paragraph the text Class lll reconnaissance should be changed to 
Class Ill intensive pedestrian survey. 

5) On page 17 the acronym for Traditional Cultural Landscape (TCL) appears before it 
is defined in the text. 

6) On page 30 the indentation on Table 11.1 needs to be corrected under the Florence 
Village entry. 

7) On page 51 citation 26 needs to be corrected to Cruz' s aunt. 
8) On page 55 at the top, the text states that 'it is difficult to recommend its significance 

to the NRHP." We recommend that the text state that the "properties' Register 
eligibility status is undetermined and additional data is required." 

9) On page 81 near the end of the third paragraph the text states that "The O'odham 
term Aji (meaning the thinness of a physical object) .... " which is not necessarily the 
correct English interpretation for the term Aji. The word is better interpreted as a 
mountain that stands alone. 

I 0) On page 126 in the second paragraph under the lntroduction, the text "unknown 
eligibility" should be changed to undermined eligibility. 

11) Overall in the document, the use of the word O'odham, such as an O' odham TCP or 
an O'odham cultural site, is used. O'odham is the singular form of the word meaning 
an individual, a person. When O'Odham is spelled with to capital O' s, this is the 
plural form meaning us, we, the People. We recommend that ADOT make the 
appropriate changes for use of singular or plural spellings in the text. 

12) The Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) coordinates in the redacted version of the 
overview should be removed from the entire document. 

The GRJC-THPO agrees that the Class I overview is an adequate and acceptable cultural resource 
management document. The overview sets an adequate basis for additional Class Ill intensive 
surveys and data recovery if required. With corrections, the redacted overview is also an 
acceptable document. The proposed project area is within the ancestral lands of the Four Southern 
Tribes (Gila River Indian Community; Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community; Ak-Chin 
[ndian Community and the Tohono O' Odham Nation). 

Thank you for consulting with the GRJC-THPO on this project. [f you have any questions please 
do not hesitate to contact me or Archaeological Compliance Specialist Larry Benallie, Jr. at 520-
562-7162. 

Respectfully, 

arnaby V. Lewis 
Tribal Historic Preserv tion Officer 
Gila River Indian Community 

\ 
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September 3, 2015 

Mr. Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Mr. Joe Joaquin, Cultural Resource Specialist 
Cultural Affairs Office 
Tohono O'odham Nation 
P. 0. Box 837 
Sells, Arizona 85634 

Dear Messrs. Steere and Joaquin: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Traditional Cultural Properties 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that will connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) alignment. Prior 
to this consultation, the SR 24 component had been consulted on as a separate undertaking 
(H7236/ H6867). The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal 
undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs). The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Office is 
taking the lead for Section 106 consultations on behalf of the Four Southern Tribes. 

Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include Gila River 
Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 28, 2014), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), 
San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 
2014), Tohono O'odham Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (Steere [Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai
Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). Ak-Chin Indian Community, Pascua Yaqui 
Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, Tonto Apache Tribe, and Yavapai-Prescott 
Indian Tribe did not respond. 
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Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included Arizona Army National 
Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), Arizona State Museum (Pitezel [ASM] 
to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), Arizona State Land Department (Ross [ASLD] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 25, 2014), Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (Sobiech 
[BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Bureau of Reclamation (Smith [Reclamation] to 
Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 
2014), San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), State 
Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of 
Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHW A], March 11, 2014 ), Town of Queen Creek (Kross 
[Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and Tucson Electric Power Company 
(Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results are 
reported in "Traditionai Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2015a). At this time, 
the TCP overview is only being provided to the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian 
Community, Gila River Indian Community, Tohono O'odham Nation, and Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community). A copy of the report is enclosed for your review and comment. 

A TCP technical summary report was also prepared by SWHR and is titled "Technical 
Summary: Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 
24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2015b). 
A copy of the technical summary report is enclosed for your review and comment. Following 
this consultation with the Four Southern Tribes, this technical summary report would be 
provided to the remaining consulting parties for the project through continuing Section 106 
consultation. 

Fifty-two properties were evaluated as TCPs and are summarized in Table II.I on page 30 of the 
report. Seventeen of these properties are located outside the study area, but were included 
because they have a bearing on the significance of TCPs located within the study area. 

Forty-two properties are recommended eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 1 7 archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three 
geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, one spring, and one historic O'odham village. Nine 
properties could not be evaluated for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. 
These include four basalt quarries, three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named 
place. One property, a reservoir, is recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a 
TCP. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Additional information regarding 
project scope, alternatives, and historic properties will be provided to you through continued 
Section 106 consultation as it becomes available. 

Please review the enclosed reports and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with 
the adequacy of the TCP overview and technical summary reports, the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, and that the technical summary is suitable for circulation to the other 
consulting parties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 



project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

,t_Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

/ A -f_ ~ tt~~"{ &-
Signature for Tohono O' odham Nation Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 
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April 18, 2016 

Ms. Shelby Manney, Cultural Resource Manager 
Arizona Army National Guard 
AZDEMNAZARNG Environmental Office 
5636 East McDowell Road, M53309 
Phoenix, Arizona 85008-3495 

Dear Ms. Manney: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 



inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties {TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [ AANG] to Petty [FHW A], April 3, 2014), the A .. rizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties {Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
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the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 1 7 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please ,review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Signature for Arizona Army National Guard Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakodki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZU:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picket post Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

/olgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

Veki Gakodk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 

or Principal Name(s) Area Eliglblllty Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shaviku<;I Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavo<;lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 

Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin Al. U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ball court, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 
Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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Mr. Louis Manuel, Jr., Chairman 
Ak-Chin Indian Community 
42507 West Peters & Nall Road 
Maricopa, Arizona 85138 

Dear Chairman Manuel: 

April 18, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
1RACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Overview and Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 



inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHW A], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [..A...,4 ..... ~GJ to Pett-J [FH\VA], April 3, 2014), the A..--izona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the reports and National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHW A] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], 
concurrence November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments 
(Lewis [ GRIC] to Petty [FHW A] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. Copies of the revised TCP overview and TCP technical summary reports are 
enclosed for your review and comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
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archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed reports, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
reports, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

t~~ 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Ak-Chin Indian Community Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

cc: 
Caroline Antone, Cultural Resource Manager (same as addressee; with enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 
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Administration 

April 18, 2016 

Mr. Jon Shumaker, Archaeological Services 
Natural Resources Department 
Arizona Public Service 
P.O. Box 53933, M.S. 3372 
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-3933 

Dear Mr. Shumaker: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 



inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs ). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental hnpact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANGJ tc Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ ASM] to Petty [FHWA ], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHW A], January 31, 2014 ), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
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the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Signature for Arizona Public Service Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakol;lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 

In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekiGakol;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikud Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavodk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 

Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 

Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountain, Pee Posh 
Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 

Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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Mr. Andy Laurenzi 
Archaeology Southwest 
300 North Ash Alley 
Tucson, Arizona 8570 I 

Dear Mr. Laurenzi: 

April 18, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs ). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consuiting parties that concurred with the TCP approach inciuded the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance of TCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
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eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or emaii 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Signature for Archaeology Southwest Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakoc;iki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 
Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:ll:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekTGakoc;ik Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikuc;I Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pe.e Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Aiignment O'odham- Basait Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoc;lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 

AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 
(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM} Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZM:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM} Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ball court, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 
Grande Vista AZM:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZ AA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM} Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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April 18, 2016 

Mr. Matthew Behrend, Archaeology Cultural Affairs Specialist 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 West Adams Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Mr. Behrend: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the C'ity of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties {TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Enviromnental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
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eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham Yillage. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Signature for Arizona State Land Department Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Ruben Ojeda, Manager, Right-of-way Section (same as addressee) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 
ecc: 
Matthew Behrend, Archaeology Cultural Affairs Specialist, mbehrend@azland.gov 
April Sewequaptewa-Tutt, Archaeological Projects Specialist, asewequaptewa-tutt@azland.gov 
Crystal Carrancho, Archaeological Projects Specialist, ccarrancho@azland.gov 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakoi;lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 
Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

/olgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekiGakoi;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikud Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavodk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
S-Hanamik Challa NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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Dr. Patrick D. Lyons, Director 
Arizona State Museum 
P.O. Box 210026 
University of Arizona 
Tucson, Arizona 85721-0026 

Dear Dr. Lyons: 

April 18, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 011 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recomµiended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 



inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties (TCP~). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANGJ to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014 ), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
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the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Signature for Arizona State Museum Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP} 
Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakoc;lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM} Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ. U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Gu AZ. U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM} 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ball court, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM} Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ. U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ. U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekTGakoc;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 

or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikui;l Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoi;lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZ AA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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us. Department 
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Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Amy Sobiech, Archaeologist 
Tucson Field Office, Gila District 
3201 East Universal Way 
Tucson, Arizona 85756 

Dear Ms. Sobiech: 

April 18, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties {TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [ AANG] to Petty [FHW A], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FH\VA], Febrnary 22, 2014), the A..'":izona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties {Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
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eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Signature for BLM Field Manager Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Date 

Linda Dunlavey Tucson Field Office Realty Specialist (same as addressee) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakoc;lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 
Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 

In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

/o/gini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ. U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ. U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ. Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

Veki Gakoc;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

ShavikuQ Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavook "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 

AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 
(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
S-Hanamik Challa NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ball court, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZM:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountain, Pee Posh 
Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZM:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 

Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Department 
cllh:nSportatia, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot. qov/azdiv/i ndex. htm 
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April 18, 2016 

Mr. Theodore C. Cooke, General Manager 
Central Arizona Project 
23636 North 7th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85024 

Dear Mr. Cooke: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal :fupds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs ). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
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eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

£:~ 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Central Arizona Project Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP} 
Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakoc;lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 !'JSC Study Area O'cdham- Bedrock Needs Data 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 

AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 
(ASM} 

In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picket post Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 

(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 

U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekiGakoc;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36{ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikuc;I Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoc;lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ball court, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 
l 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 

Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 
Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 

Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountain, Pee Posh 
Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
dTra,sportation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Bryant Powell, City Manager 
City of Apache Junction 
300 East Superstition Boulevard 
Apache Junction, Arizona 85119 

Dear Mr. Powell: 

April 18,2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHW A], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FH\¥ A], February 22, 2014), the i\rizona State Land Department (Ress 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHW A] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
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eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 1 7 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ aria y 
Divis inistrator 

Signature for City of Apache Junction Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Kirch, Larry, Director, Development Services (same as addressee; with enclosures) 
Emile Schmid, City Engineer, Public Works, 575 East Baseline Avenue, Apache Junction, 
Arizona 85119 (with enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 

or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakoc;lkY Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 
Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook VapchkY Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 

In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 
Jolgini kayeh Yavapai, 

(shining glass) western 
Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 

U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ball court, Recommended A,C,D 

Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekYGakoc;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ. Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikuc;t Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoc;tk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ. U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Pee Posh 

AZ. U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ. U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ. U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ. U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 

Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 
Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 

Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountain, Pee Posh 
Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
aronsportaffoo 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot. qov/azdiv/index. htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

April 18, 2016 

Mr. Rick Miller, Growth Management Director 
CLG Contact, Historical Preservation & Revitalization Committee 
City of Coolidge 
131 West Pinkley A venue 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 
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Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 

Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA],.February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 
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The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at ( 602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for City of Coolidge Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Date 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 

or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakol;'lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 
Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 

AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 
(ASM) 

In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekiGakol;'lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikuc;J Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Fiorence Aiignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoc;:lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZM:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZM:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Harvey Krauss, AICP, City Manager 
City of Eloy 
628 North Main Street 
Eloy, Arizona 85131 

Dear Mr. Krauss: 

April 18, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRJC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHW A], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Fallowing concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
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eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for City of Eloy Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

f~ 
Division Administrator 

Date 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakoi;lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 

Blackwater Site fJ.:Z. U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM} Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM} Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go fJ.:Z. U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

Site (ASM} Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
fJ.:Z. U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 

In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:4l(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picket post Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin fJ.:Z. U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well fJ.:Z. U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, fJ.:Z. Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM} Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekiGakoi;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 

or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ. Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikuc;I Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ. U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoc;lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ. U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ. U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ. U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ball court, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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April 18,2016 

Mr. John Wesley, Acting Historic Preservation Officer 
City of Mesa 
P.O. Box 1466 
Mesa, Arizona 85211-1466 

Dear Mr. Wesley: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHW A], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
{Pitezel [ ASM] tc Petr; [FHW A], February 22, 2014), the A..-izona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHW A], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHW A], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHW A], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [Fffi\i'A] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
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eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. · 

Signature for City of Mesa Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

£:~ 
Division Administrator 

Date 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakodkl Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Ge AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchkl Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 

In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
[ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekYGakodk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U :15 :36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikuc,i Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoc,ik "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s} Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP} 

S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ. U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 
Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZ.AA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZ.AA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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Mr. Stephen Roe Lewis, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box 97 
Sacaton, Arizona 8514 7 

Dear Governor Lewis: 

April 18, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Overview and Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties {TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [ AANG] to Petty [FHWA ], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWAJ, February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHW A], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona " (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the reports and the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], 
concurrence November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments 
{Lewis [GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. Copies of the revised TCP overview and TCP technical summary reports are 
enclosed for your review and comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 1 7 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
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one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed reports, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
reports, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email LS1oat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ ~ Karla . Pet y 
Divisio ministrator 

Signature for Gila River Indian Community Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

cc: 
Mr. Barnaby Lewis, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. 
Box 2140, Sacaton, Arizona 85147 (with enclosures) 
Dr. Kyle Woodson, Director, Cultural Resource Management Program, Gila River Indian 
Community, P.O. Box 2140, Sacaton, Arizona 85147 (with enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 
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Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Director 
Cultural Preservation Office 
Hopi Tribe 
P.O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, Arizona 86039 

Dear Mr. Kuwanwisiwma: 

April 18, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 
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Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 

Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence November 6, 
2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis [GRIC] to Petty 
[FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised accordingly. The TCP 
technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the TCP overview (Darling 
2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other consulting parties. A copy of the 
TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and comment. 
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FHW A is aware that there are traditional cultural properties located nearby but outside the Study 
Area important to the Hopi Tribe, such as Casa Grande Ruins, and that other TCPs may be 
present within the Study Area. At this time, FHW A is inquiring whether you have any concerns 
regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance to your 
community within the APE. Any information you might provide within 30 days ofreccipt of this 
letter will be considered in the project planning. If your office opts to participate in cultural 
resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good faith effort to address your 
concerns. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place, One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR wili be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Hopi Tribe Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Date 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakoi;lkl Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 
Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ. U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchkl Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ. NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ. U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picket post Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

Vekl Gakoc;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikut;I Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavc<;ik "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 

or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 

Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 

Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 
Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 
Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 

Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 

Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 

Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZM:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountain, Pee Posh 
Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZM:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZM:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 

Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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Dear Mr. Bender: 
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STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ ASM] to Petty [FHW A], February 22, 2014 ), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
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eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Team Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or 
email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Pinal County Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

£:.cf 
Division Administrator 

Date 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 

or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakoc;lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 
Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 
/olgini kayeh Yavapai, 

(shining glass) western 
Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 

U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

Veki'Gakoc;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 

or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

U :15 :36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikuc;I Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Aiignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoc;lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:lS:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 

AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 
(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 

Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ. U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 
Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZ. AA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
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Admlnlstraffon 

Mr. Peter Yucupicio, Chairman 
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 
7474 South Camino de Oeste 
Tucson, Arizona 85746 

Dear Chairman Yucupicic: 

April 18, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], Februa.ry, 22, 2014), the .A~rizona State Land Department (Ress 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence November 6, 
2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis [GRIC] to Petty 
[FHW A] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised accordingly. The TCP 
technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the TCP overview (Darling 
2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other consulting parties. A copy of the 
TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and comment. 
At this time, FHW A is inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties of 
traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance to your community within the APE. Any 
information you might provide within 30 days of receipt of this letter will be considered in the 
project planning. If your office opts to participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, 
FHW A would make a good faith effort to address your concerns. 
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The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furt.hermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Signature for Pascua Yaqui Tribe Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Date 

cc: 
Veronica La Motte Darnell, Office of the Attorney General, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, 7777 South 
Camino Huivisim, Building C, Tucson, Arizona 85757 (with enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 
ecc: 
Ms. Veronica La Motte Darnell Veronica.L.Darnell@pascuayaqui-nsn.gov 
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Administration 

Mr. Sean Heath, Chief 

April 18, 2016 

Environmental Resource Management Division 
Phoenix Area Office 
Bureau of Reclamation 
6150 West Thunderbird Road 
Glendale, Arizona 85306 

Dear Mr. Heath: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County~ the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 
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Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 

Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City ofMesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA ], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overviel1:for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHW A] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 
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The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you haYe any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations oft.lie proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ ~ arl S.P y 
Divis1 dministrator 

Signature for Bureau of Reclamation Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Dave Gifford, Archaeologist (same as addressee; with enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakoc;iki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

Veki Gakoc;ik Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 

or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikuc;I Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 

(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 

(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoc;lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 

AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 
(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 

Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 

Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ball court, Recommended A,B,C,D 

Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 
Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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April 18, 2016 

San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
120 South 3rd Street 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

Dear Mr. Urton: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power 
Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area 
Power Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San 
Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai
Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014 ), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHW A], March 11, 2014 ), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 
The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
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archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSioat(a),azdot.gov. 

Signature for SCIDD Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Date 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakoc;lkl Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 
Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchkl Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VeklGakoi;jk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikui;j Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 

Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Fiorence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavor."lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 

AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 
(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 

Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
S-Hanamik Challa NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 

Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ball court, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 

Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlstraffon 

Mr. Terry Rambler, Chairman 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
P.O. Box 0 
San Carlos, Arizona 85550 

Dear Chairman Rambler: 

April 18, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 



inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties {TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHW A], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [,A .. A.NGJ to Petty [FHWA.J, April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHW A], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overvievi'for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona " (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility (Petty [FHW A] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence November 6, 
2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis [GRIC] to Petty 
[FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised accordingly. The TCP 
technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the TCP oven-iew (Darling 
2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other consulting parties. A copy of the 
TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and comment. 

FHW A is aware that there are traditional cultural properties located nearby but outside the Study 
Area important to the San Carlos Apache Tribe, such as Picketpost Mountain, and that other 
TCPs may be present within the Study Area. At this time, FHW A is inquiring whether you have 



any concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic 
importance to your community within the APE. Any information you might provide within 30 
days of receipt of this letter will be considered in the project planning. If your office opts to 
participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good faith 
effort to address your concerns. 
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The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance of TCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Signature for San Carlos Apache Tribe Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

cc: 
Ms. Vemelda Grant, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (same as addressee; with enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 
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Dear Ms. Rago: 

April 18, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
{Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department {Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWAJ, February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHW A], January 31, 2014 ), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHW A], March 10, 2014 ). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
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eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not .eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

t~ 
Division Administrator 

Signature for San Carlos Irrigation Project Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakoi;lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ball court, Recommended A,C,D 

Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekiGakoi;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikuc;t Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Aiignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoc;tk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM} (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM} Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM} Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP} 
S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 

Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZM:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ball court, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZM:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZM:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 

Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZM:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 

Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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US.Department 
al'alsportation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
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Administration 

April 18, 2016 

Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist/ Archaeologist 
State Historic Preservation Office 
1100 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence. the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], Febma.ry 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling·20l6b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHW A] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 
The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance of TCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
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archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for SHPO Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

Date 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gako<;lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 
Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

'--

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picket post Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekiGako<;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikuc;I Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM} Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM} Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoc;lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM} Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM} Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM} Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 

Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 
Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ball court, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 

Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 
Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 

Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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Mr. Delbert Ray, Sr., President 

April 18, 2016 

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
10005 East Osborn Road 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85256 

Dear President Ray: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Overview and Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [A.SM] tc Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribe~ (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the reports and the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], 
concurrence November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments 
(Lewis [GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. Copies of the revised TCP overview and TCP technical summary reports are 
enclosed for your review and comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
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one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham -village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed reports, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
reports, the National Register of Historic Places eligibility recommendations, and the definition 
of the APE please indicate your concurrence with a reply letter. Furthermore, if you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~s~ 
Division Administrator 

cc: 
Ms. Angela Garcia-Lewis, Cultural Preservation Compliance Supervisor, Cultural Preservation 
Program, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, 10005 East Osborn Road, Scottsdale, 
Arizona 85256 (with enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 
ecc (w/enclosures: 
Angela Garcia-Lewis, Cultural Preservation Compliance Supervisor, angela.garcia
lewis@srpmic-nsn.gov 
Shane Anton, Cultural Preservation Program Manager, Shane.Anton@srpmic-nsn.gov 
Martha Martinez, NAGPRA Coordinator, Martha.martinez@srpmic-nsn.gov 
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Ms. Vivian Burdette, Chairwoman 
Tonto Apache Tribe 
Tonto Apache Reservation #30 
Payson, Arizona 85541 

Dear Chairwoman Burdette: 

April 18, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties {TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Enviromnental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASMJ to Petty [FHWA], Febrnary 22, 2014), the A,.--izonu State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHW A], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHW A], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA ], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal Count)) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence November 6, 
2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis [GRIC] to Petty 
[FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised accordingly. The TCP 
technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the TCP overview (Darling 
2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other consulting parties. A copy of the 
TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and comment. 

FHW A is aware that there are traditional cultural properties located nearby but outside the Study 
Area important to the Tonto Apache Tribe, such as Picketpost Mountain, and that other TCPs 
may be present within the Study Area. At this time, FHW A is inquiring whether you have any 
concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance to 



your community within the APE. Any information you might provide within 30 days of receipt 
of this letter will be considered in the project planning. If your office opts to participate in 
cultural resource consultation at a later date, FHW A would make a good faith effort to address 
your concerns. 
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The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites. one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

arl 
Divi 'nistrator 

Signature for Tonto Apache Tribe Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 
cc: 

Date 

Wally Davis, Jr., Cultural & NAGPRA Representative (same as addressee; with enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gako(lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 
Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 

AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 
(ASM) 

In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ball court, Recommended A,C,D 

U:ll:4l(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:Gl(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

Veki Gako(lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikuc;I Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 

(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 

(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 

Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoc;lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 

AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 
(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 

Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZ. AA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZ.M:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 

Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZ.M:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZ. AA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZ.M:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZM:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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April 18, 2016 

Mr. Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Mr. Joe Joaquin, Cultural Affairs Office 
Tohono O'odham Nation 
P. 0. Box 837 
Sells, Arizona 85634 

Dear Messrs. Steere and Joaquin: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Overview and Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 
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Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 

Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHW A], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the projeGt, The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for revie,;v. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], 
concurrence November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments 
(Lewis [GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. Copies of the revised TCP overview and TCP technical summary reports are 
enclosed for your review and comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
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the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed reports, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
reports and the definition of the APE please indicate your concurrence by signing below. 
Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed 
freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic 
Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Ar~s-~ 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Tohono O'odham Nation Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakor;lkT Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 
Blackwater Site AZ. U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook VapchkT Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ball court, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM} Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ball court, Recommended A,C,D 

Canyon (ASM} Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekT Gakor;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikur;I Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
{ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

· Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavor;tk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 

AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 
(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 

or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 

Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 
Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 

Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

i Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

! Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 

I Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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April 18, 2016 

Ms. Jennifer Evans, CLG Contact-Grants Coordinator 
Town of Florence 
P.O. Box 2670 
Florence, Arizona 85132 

Dear Ms. Evans: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 

Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 



inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs ). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
_[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014 ), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHW A] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 
The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance of TCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
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eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at ( 602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

f:~ 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Town of Florence Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Date 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakodki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picket post Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:Gl(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekiGakoc;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikuc;I Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 

(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoc;lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 

AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 
(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 

or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZM:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZM:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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Mr. John Kross, Town Manager 
Town of Queen Creek 
22350 South Ellsworth Road 
Queen Creek, Arizona 85142 

Dear :Mr. Kross: 

April 18, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa. the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs ). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental hnpact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASMJ to Petty [FHW A], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHW A], January 31, 2014 ), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town ofFlorence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHW A] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 
The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
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archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

!:~ 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Town of Queen Creek Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Chris Dovel, Town Engineer (same as addressee; with enclosures) 
Wayne Balmer, Planning Administrator (same as addressee; with enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakoc;lki' Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
Site {ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki' Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site {ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
{ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon {ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

Veki'Gakoc;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

ShavikuQ Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav KavoQk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

US.Department 
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4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

April 18, 2016 

Mr. David G. Hutchens, President and CEO 
Tucson Electric Power Company 
PO Box 711 
Tucson Arizona 85702-0711 

Dear Mr. Hutchens: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Grune and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA ], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHW A], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 
The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
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archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR vvill be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Team Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or 
email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

tty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Tucson Electric Power Company 
Concurrence 

Date 

STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gako(lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 
Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh. 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

Veki Gako(lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shaviku<;I Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavo<;lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM} (ASM} Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM} (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM} Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM} Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
S-Hanamik Challa NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17. NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Alexander Popovici, Manager 
Industry & Public Projects 
Union Pacific Railroad 
631 South 7th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85034 

Dear Mr. Popovici: 

April 18,2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parti~s do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties. that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 



inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHW A], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
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the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Team Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or 
email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Signature for Union Pacific Railroad Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 
ecc: 
Jason Pike, ADOT Railroad Coordinator, JPike@azdot.gov 
Sayeed Hani, ADOT Railroad Coordinator, SHani@azdot.gov 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakoi,:lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 
Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Aiea O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 

AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 
(ASM} 

In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picket post Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 

U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekiGakodk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikuc;f Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 

Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoi;jk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 

AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 
(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 

Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

S-Hanamik Challa NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZM:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande} (ASM} Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM} Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZM:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM} Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM} Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM} Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZM:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM} Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM} study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM} Study Area Pee Posh 
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Ms. Sallie Diebolt, Chief 
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April 18,2016 

Regulatory Division, Los Angeles District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
3636 North Central Avenue, Suite 900 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-1939 

Attn: Jesse M. Rice 

Dear Ms. Diebolt: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 
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Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 

Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, ai.1d t.1.e Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 
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The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 1 7 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Team Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or 
email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Signature for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 

or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gakoc;lkT Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 
Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook VapchkT Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picket post Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 
lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 

(shining glass) western 
Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 

U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekTGakol;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikuc;l Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ. U: 15 :435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoc;lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

S-Hanamik Challa NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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April 18, 2016 

Ms. Linda Marianito, Environmental Manager 
Western Area Power Administration 
615 South 43rd Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85009 

Dear Ms. Marianito: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], Februar; 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ress 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview/or the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHW A] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 
The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
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archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Signature for Western Area Power Administration Date 
Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Sean Berry, Regional Preservation Official/Archaeologist, P.O. Box 6457, Phoenix, Arizona 
85005 (with enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gako«;lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 
Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

Site (ASM} Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 

AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 
(ASM) 

In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 
lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 

(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 

U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ball court, Recommended A,C,D 

Canyon (ASM} Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

Veki Gako«;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36{ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

ShavikU<;I Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
{ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
{ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoc;lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
{ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe {Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) {ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins {ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site {ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
House {ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 
Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZM:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
{ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZM:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform {ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZM:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZM:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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Mr. Chris Coder, Tribal Archaeologist 
Yavapai-Apache Nation 
2400 West Datsi Street 
Camp Verde, Arizona 86322 

Dear Mr. Coder: 

April 18,2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHW A], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], Februa.'"'J 22, 2014), the i\rizona State Land Department {Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHW A], January 31, 2014 ), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility (Petty [FHW A] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence November 6, 
2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis [GRIC] to Petty 
[FHW A] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised accordingly. The TCP 
technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the TCP overview (Darling 
2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other consulting parties. A copy of the 
TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and comment. 

FHW A is aware that there are traditional cultural properties located nearby but outside the Study 
Area important to the Yavapai Apache Nation, such as the Superstition Mountains and Picket 
Post Mountain (including the upper Queen Creek area near Superior identified in the Yavapai 
language as Ooksilpava), and that other TCPs may be present within the Study Area. At this 
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time, FHW A is inquiring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties of 
traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance to your community within the APE. Any 
information you might provide within 30 days of receipt of this letter will be considered in the 
project planning. If your office opts to participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, 
FHW A would make a good faith effort to address your concerns. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming throug.li ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~JJ 
~ arla G eJ y 

Division Administrator 

Signature for Yavapai-Apache Nation Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP} 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gako<;lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 
Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
{ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
{ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

·-
Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

Site {ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchki Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

U:11:41{ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

South Site {ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 
lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 

(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

{ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

Canyon {ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekiGako<;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikuc;t Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoc;tk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
S-Hanamik Challa NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 
Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 
Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 

Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 
Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 
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us. Department 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Ernest Jones, Sr., President 
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe 
530 East Merritt Street 
Prescott, Arizona 86301-2038 

Dear President Jones: 

April 18, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. · 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental hnpact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
{Pitezel [A.SM] to Petty [FHW.4 .... ], February 22, 2014), the A·.•'izona State Land Department {Ress 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA ], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHW A], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility (Petty [FHW A] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence November 6, 
2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis [GRIC] to Petty 
[FHW A] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised accordingly. The TCP 
technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the TCP overview (Darling 
2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other consulting parties. A copy of the 
TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and comment. 

FHW A is aware that there are traditional cultural properties located nearby but outside the Study 
Area important to the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe, such as the Superstition Mountains and 
Picket Post Mountain (including the upper Queen Creek area near Superior identified in the 
Yavapai language as Ooksilpava ), and that other TCPs may be present within the Study Area. At 
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this time, FHW A is inqwring whether you have any concerns regarding historic properties of 
traditional, religious, cultural, or historic importance to your community within the APE. Any 
information you might provide within 30 days ofreceipt of this letter will be considered in the 
project planning. If your office opts to participate in cultural resource consultation at a later date, 
FHW A would make a good faith effort to address your concerns. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance of TCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at ( 602) 712-6971 or email 
LS1oat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

cc: 
Linda Ogo, Director, Culture Research Department (same as addressee; with enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 
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300 East Superstition Boulevard 
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Dear Mr. Powell: 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

April 18, 2016 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHW A], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 2 4 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a ). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[ GRIC] to Petty [FHW A] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
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eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ arla 
Divi inistrator 

1.3 J R I 

Sigmrture&lr City of Apache Junction Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Date 

Enclosures 

cc: 

; I 'J& '!)Of LP 

Kirch, Larry, Director, Development Services (same as addressee; with enclosures) 
Emile Schmid, City Engineer, Public Works, 575 East Baseline Avenue, Apache Junction, 
Arizona 85119 (with enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gako<;lk1 Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchk1 Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 

In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
[ASM] Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U:11 :41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgini kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

Vek1 Gakodk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 

or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36{ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikuc;l Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 

(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 
Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavoc;lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 
Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 

or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 

S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 

Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 

Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 

Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZAA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 

Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZ AA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZ AA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 

Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZAA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZAA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 

Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 



THE 
OPI TRIBE 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Ave., Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: North-South Corridor Study 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

April 22, 2016 

Herman G. Honanie 
CHAIRMAN 

Alfred Lomabquahu Jr. 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

Thank you for your correspondence dated April 18, 2016, regarding the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHW A) and Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) proposed new 45 mile long north-south highway from 
US 60 near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 between Picacho and Eloy. The Hopi Tribe claims cultural affiliation to 
earlier identifiable cultural groups throughout Arizona, including the Hohokam prehistoric cultural group in 
southern Arizona. The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office supports the identification and avoidance of our ancestral 
sites and Traditional Cultural Properties, and we consider the archaeological sites of our ancestors to be "footprints" 
and Traditional Cultural Properties. Therefore, we appreciate the FHW A and ADOT's continuing solicitation of our 
input and your efforts to address our concerns. 

In the enclosed letter dated July 8, 201 1, the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office reviewed the Class I 
Cultural Resources Inventory report and stated we understood that 313 cultural resources have been identified in the 
24% of the study area has been previously surveyed. Therefore we determined that this proposal is likely to 
adversely affect cultural resources significant to the Hopi Tribe and stated that we looked forward to receiving 
additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, and historic properties, for review and comment as it 
becomes available. In the enclosed letter dated December 5, 2011, we stated that we understood that alignment 
alternatives are being developed, and that we will support the alternative that adversely affects the fewest National 
Register eligible prehistoric sites. In the enclosed letter dated January 28, 2014, we supported the Gila River Indian 
Community's request for an adequate assessment of their Traditional Cultural Properties in the project area. We 
have now reviewed the enclosed Traditional Cultural Properties overview. 

We appreciate continuing consultation to assist us in determining which alternative may adversely affect 
the fewest National Register eligible prehistoric sites, and we continue to look forward to receiving copies of the 
cultural resources surveys of the areas of potential effect for review and comment. Should you have any questions 
or need additional information, please contact Terry Morgart at the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thank you 
again for your consideration. 

Enclosures: July 8 and December 5, 2011, January 28, 2014 letters 

1 . ~ wanwisiwma, Directo1 
pi Cultural Preservation Office 

xc: Lori Sloat, Arizona Department of Transportation; Barnaby Lewis, Gila River Indian Community 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 

P.O. Box 123 KYKOTSMOVI, AZ 86039 (928) 734-3000 



us. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVlSION 

Ap1il 18, 2016 

Mr. Scott Bender, Pinal County Engineer 
Public Works Department 
P.O. Box 727 
Florence, Arizona 85132 

Dear Mr. Bender: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(36S)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Con·idor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern subw·ban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Ofnce 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Anny National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos I1Tigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the a;rea of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRJC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWAJ, January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHW A], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWAJ, April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd (AANG] to Petty [FHW A], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASMJ to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Ofuce (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamatic;m (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHW A], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCTP] to Petty [FHW A], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concwTence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Swnmary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O 'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concUITed with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHW A] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concuITence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWAJ to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance of TCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are. recommended 
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eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRBP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, tJn·ee geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRBP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quanies, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project' s APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
rep01t, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthennore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Team Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or 
email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Pinal County Concun-ence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

£:.tr 
Division Administrator 

Date 



US. Deportment 
of Trmsportation 
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Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

Aptil 18, 2016 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
l1ttp://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 
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TRACS No. 9 fi 
North 

Mr. Sean Heath, Chief 
Environmental Resource Management Division 
Phoenix Area Office 
Bureau of Reclamation 
6150 West Thunderbird Road 
Glendale, Arizona 85306 

Dear Mr. Heath; 

Continuing Se ~ 1.....,_,..,,..,..~=w 
TC ROl!Tii TO 

., 1111CJL ~I), PHllJU,'l _______ ... 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to constrnct a new nmih~to-soutb b·ansportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed contro1Ied-access higl1way that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Sectjon 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, A.DOT, the State Histo1ic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest; the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Setvi.ce, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos frrigation Project, the San Carlos Ini.gation and Drainage Dist:tict, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Anny Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maiicopa Indian Cotmmmity, t11e San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odl,am Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Atizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) ahd they do hot manage hist01ic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 
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Prior consultation for the NSC Study de-fined the study area and consulting pa11ies, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Enviromnental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
co1Tidors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 

Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Comr:mmity (Lewis [GRIC TI-n>OJ to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache T1ibe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo (Yavapai-Apache Nation) to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tfibe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA), FebruaTy 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31 , 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHW A], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014 ), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHW A], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Elech"ic Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], Match 10, 2014). 

Following concuITence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview repoti for the project. The results were 
repo1ted in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview.for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 20] 6a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP teclmical summary report titled "Technical Summmr Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview.for the Proposed North- South (NSCJ and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Mruicopa Indian Cmm1mnity, and Tohono O 'odhrun Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concwTed with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Histo1ic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere ru1d Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHW A] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been i-evised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SI-n>O and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment-
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The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties a re located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing 011 

the significance of TCP s located within the study ai;ea. Forty-two prope1ties are i-ecornmended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, l 1 buttes, six mountains, tlu·ee geoglyp11 sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quansies, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eli1:,rible for inclusion on the N RHP as a TCP. For the next step, S WHR will be 
documenting a11d evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not m aking a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the infonnation provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibil ity recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway aligmnents, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

a t for Bureau ofReclamatio11 Concun-ence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Dat 

Dave Gifford, Archaeologist (same as addressee; with enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSCStudy Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Out side NSC O'odharn- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi 'ikam Gakoc;lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZU:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10;63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook Vapchk'i Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 
AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 
In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
U;ll:4l(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZU:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 
Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lolgfni kayeh Yavapai, 
(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekT Gakoc;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shavikur;I Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 

(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 

(ASM) Cindet Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 

Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 

(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavo<;lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 
Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 Alllgnment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alfgnment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 
AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 

Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affil iation Description NRHP NRHP 

or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 
Name (TCP) 

S-Hanamik Cholla NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recotnmended A,D 

Mountain Pee Posh 

Florence Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 

Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 

Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 
Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15:1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZAA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 
Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZ AA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 

Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 
Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZAA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Site (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Tom Mix Big AZAA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

House (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 

Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZ AA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountain, Pee Posh 
Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZ AA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZ AA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 
(ASM) study area Pee Posh Mound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
study area Pee Posh 

Wepeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZAA'.7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 
Reservoir Site {ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 



0 ARIZONA DJVlSION 

us. Department 
cl lrcnsportation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax~ (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Terry Rambler, Chainnan 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
P.O. Box 0 
San Carlos, Arizona 85550 

Dear Chainnan Rambler: 

April 18, 2016 
fn Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H 7454 0 IL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

RECEIVED 
HISlORIC P~St:iWATIOW & 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association., the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Grune and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
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any concerns regarding historic properties of traditional, religious, cultural, or historic 
importance to your community within the APE. Any infom1ation you might provide within 30 
days of receipt of this letter will be considered in the project planning. If your office opts to 
participate i11 cultural resource consultation at a later date. FHWA would make a good faith 
effort to address your concerns. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance of TCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, I 1 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O' odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project' s APE. The results of this more detailed 
eval.uation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthennore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LS1oat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Rebecca Yedlin 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

(__ 
Signature for San arlos Apache Tribe Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Dat~ 

cc: 
Ms. Vemelda Grant, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (same as addressee; with enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

SAN CARLOS IRRIGATION PROJECT 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

Office of Project Manager 
(520)723-6200 

13805 North Arizona Boulevard 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

JUN O 2 2016 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration 
4000 North Central Avenue, Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: STP-999-A(365)X; TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 Oil 

Dear Ms. Petty: 

6 2016 

Thank you for including the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP) in your continuing 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) compliance activities. My concurrence with 
the technical summary for Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) is enclosed. 

As a reminder, crossing or altering SCIP irrigation facilities requires SCIP to issue an 
encroachment permit. In order for SCIP to issue an encroachment permit, the applicant 
must prepare and submit NEPA and NHPA compliance documentation. In addition to 
these requirements, crossings/alterations of our power and irrigation facilities requires 
SCIP to approve engineering plans in order to determine if the planned 
crossings/alterations meet SCIP's safety and operating standards. 

Remove Anna Rago from your contact list for SCIP; she is no longer an employee. 
Address all correspondence to me, Ferris Begay, Project Manager. 

Enc. 

Sincerely, 

J1_; ~-\d..-? ,/ 
Ferris Begay / 
Project Manager 
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eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature Ior San Carlos Irrigati 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincereiy yours, 

~~ 
-~ arl~ tty 

JUN 6 20,6 

Division Administrator 



ARIZONA DIVISION 
US. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Alexander Popovici, Manager 
Industry & Public Projects 
Union Pacific Railroad 
631 South 7th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85034 

Dear Mr. Popovici: 

April 18, 2016 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(36S)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 01 L 

North- South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Jndian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 



inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHW A] , January 28, 2014 ), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014 ), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPOJ to Petty [FHW A], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWI-IR), prepared a TCP overview rep01i for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary rep01t titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Co,•r;dors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 20 I 6b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both repo1is have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary repo1t excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
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the significance of TCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NIU-IP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. N ine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed repo1t, 
the Table1 and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Fu1thermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Team Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or 
email LS1oat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ 5 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Union Pacific Railroad Concurrence 

sT~k~ ?o v~ ~, h1
1

ff 
Date 

Enclosures F 
cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 
ecc: 
Jason Pike, ADOT Railroad Coordinator, JPike@azdot.gov 
Sayeed Bani, ADOT Railroad Coordinator, SHani@azdot.gov 

I I 



Table 1. Summary of Traditional Cultural Properties Identified in the TCP Overview 

O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
Totshagi Goldfield Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Needs Data 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Weaver's Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 
Needle Mountains Study Area Pee Posh 

Vi'ikam Gako<;lki Superstition Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

Mountains Study Area Pee Posh, 

Yavapai 

Blackwater Site AZ U:11:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Flight Site AZ U:10:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

(ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Touch and Go AZ U:10:62 NSC Study Area O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

Site (ASM) Pee Posh Grinding 

Gook VapchkT Midvale Site, Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,B,D 

AZ U:10:43 Study Area Pee Posh 

(ASM) 

In-Between Site AZ U:10:152 Outside NSC O'odham- Bedrock Needs Data 

[ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Grinding 

Los Monticulos AZ NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

U:11:41(ASM) Pee Posh Shrines 

Sand Dune AZ U:10:32 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

South Site (ASM) Pee Posh 

Mo'o 'lalik Picketpost Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain, Study Area Pee Posh, 

lofgini kayeh Yavapai, 

(shining glass) western 

Apache 

Massera Ruin AZ U:10:22 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Smiley's Well AZ U:14:73 Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Not Eligible 

{ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Frog Pond Frogtown, AZ Alignment O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,C,D 

U:15:61(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Cottonwood AZ U:15:55 Outside NSC O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

Canyon (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh Rock Art 

VekT Gako<;lk Crooked Red Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 
Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akvulik Pee Posh 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 1, 

or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 
Name (TCP) 

l<avolik Alignment O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ Kavolik Alignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 
U:15:36(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Shaviku(;l Do'ag Rattle Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Mountain Study Area Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:434 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basa It Needs Data 
(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

AZ U:15:433 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 

(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Shonk Alignment O'odham- Spring Recommended A,D 

Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:435 Florence Alignment O'odham- Basa lt Needs Data 

(ASM) Cinder Mine Corridor Pee Posh Quarry 

Twin Buttes Twin Buttes Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Vav Kavo(;lk "The Buttes" Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,B,D 

Study Area Pee Posh 

Chuchk NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended D 

Ka'akavick Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:39 AZ U:15:39 Allignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chin Walker Butte NSC Study Area O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Pee Posh 

AZ U:15:40 AZ U:15:40 All ignment O'odham- Geoglyph Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

Chee Nee GR-140 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

Village Pee Posh 

Tankai Poston Butte, Alignment O'odham- Butte, Recommended A,D 

AZ U:15:6 Corridor Pee Posh Basalt 

(ASM) Quarry 

Poston Butte AZ U:15:52 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 

Site (ASM) Corridor Pee Posh 

AZ U:14:54 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh 

Escalante Ruin AZ U:15:3 Alignment O'odham- Platform Recommended A,B,C,D 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Mound 



O'Odham Name Other NSC Study Affiliation Description NRHP NRHP 
or Principal Name(s) Area Eligibility Criteria 

Name (TCP) 
S-Hanamik Challa NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,D 

Mountain Pee Posh 

Floren ce Village NSC Study Area O'odham Historic Recommended A,B,D 

Village 

Picture Rocks Outside NSC O'odham- Basalt Needs Data 

Study Area Pee Posh Quarry, 

Rock Art 

Adamsville Ruin AZ U:15 :1 Alignment O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Corridor Pee Posh Platform 

Mound 

Grewe (Casa AZ AA:2:2 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt Recommended A,B,C,D 

Grande) (ASM) Pee Posh 

Casa Grande AZ AA:2:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Ballcourt, Recommended A,B,C,D 

Ruins (ASM) Pee Posh, Great 

Hopi, Zuni House 

Grande Vista AZ AA:2:63 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Site {ASM) Pee Posh M ound 

Tom Mix Big AZ AA:3:17 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

House (ASM) Pee Posh M ound 

I Chuulik Eleven Mile NSC Study Area O'odham- Place Needs Data 

Corner Pee Posh 

Brady Wash Site AZ AA:3:19 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Taatkam Feeler NSC Study Area O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

M ountain, Pee Posh 

Newman Peak 

McClellan Wash AZ AA:7:4 NSC Study Area O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

Platform (ASM) Pee Posh Mound 

Mound 

"Indian Mound" AZAA:6:39 Outside NSC O'odham- Platform Recommended A,C,D 

(ASM) study area Pee Posh M ound 

Cheemod Picacho Peak Outside NSC O'odham- Mountain Recommended A,B,D 

study area Pee Posh 

W epeg Outside NSC O'odham- Buttes Recommended A,D 

Ka'akwulik study area Pee Posh 

Wegium Hodai Outside NSC O'odham- Butte Recommended A,D 

Kawulik Study Area Pee Posh 

Red Rock AZ AA:7:68 Outside NSC O'odham- Reservoir Recommended A,D 

Reservoir Site (ASM) Study Area Pee Posh 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
aTra,sportaffa, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
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April18,2016 

Mr. Matthew Behrend, Archaeology Cultural Affairs Specialist 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 West Adams Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Mr. Behrend: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

!Pa~©~~~~[Q) 
APR 19 2016 

, -AWbt • L 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 

':.l Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
ti:'. proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
~; greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
.~\ alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
,::: subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

•::;! 
u .. 
;~ Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
rF (SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
::·t::; the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
··' Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 

City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs ). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 

2 

Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Ai-izona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance of TCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
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eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

L~_.k. ·~---- </P~ /16 
Sigµature r Arizona State Land Department Concurrence Date 
S TP::999-A(3 65)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Ruben Ojeda, Manager, Right-of-way Section (same as addressee) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 
ecc: 

MAY 2- 2016 

Matthew Behrend, Archaeology Cultural Affairs Specialist, mbehrend@azland.gov 
April Sewequaptewa-Tutt, Archaeological Projects Specialist, asewequaptewa-tutt@azland.gov 
Crystal Carrancho, Archaeological Projects Specialist, ccarrancho@azland.gov 
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Federal Highway 
AdmlnlstraHon 

Mr. Harvey Krauss, AICP, City Manager 
City of Eloy 
628 North Main Street 
Eloy, Arizona 85131 

Dear Mr. Krauss: 

April 18, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

RECEIVED 

APR 2 0 2016 

CITY OF ELOY 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 

The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
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eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

f,Jf 
Division Administrator 

Sig e for City of Eloy Concurrence . Date 

STP-999-A(365)X J<:-t.~ /'YJA}~~ 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 



MAY 3- 2016 

GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 
POST OFFICE Box 2140. SACATON. AZ 85147 

TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

April 29, 2016 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central A venue, Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

(520) 562-7162 
Fax: (520) 562-5083 

RE: STP-999-A(365)X, TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL, North-South Corridor 
Study, Continuing Section i 06 Consuitation, Traditional Cultural Properties 
(TCP) Overview and Technical Summary 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

The Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRIC-THPO) has 
received your consultation package dated April 18, 2016. The GRIC-THPO provided 
comments for these reports on December 14, 2015. The Federal Highway Administration 
(FHW A) and Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) are proposing to develop 
and construct a new north-to-south transportation corridor linking United States (US) 
Highway 60 (Apache Junction, Arizona) to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy, Pinal County, Arizona. The corridor study will also include State 
Route (SR) 24 connecting southeast metropolitan Phoenix to the North-South corridor. 

The GRIC-THPO has completed our review of reports Traditional Cultural Property 
Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona and the redacted Technical Summary 
of the report. Our recommended changes have essentially been incorporated into the text 
of both reports. Thank you. We have a minor issue with the text on page 4, under heading 
2, second paragraph. We recommend clarification of the phrase "culturally coherent." We 
believe the phase means consistent recognition which is certainly O 'Odham and Pee 
Posh. Word changes or additional definition should be made so that the reader fully 
understands the author's intended meaning. 

The GRIC-THPO agrees that both reports are adequate and acceptable cultural resource 
management documents. The GRIC-THPO will continue to participate as lead in the 
consultation process of this undertaking. The proposed project area is within the ancestral 
lands of the Four Southern Tribes (Gila River Indian Community; Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community; Ak-Chin Indian Community and the Tohono O'Odham 
Nation). 



Thank you for consulting with the GRIC-THPO on this project. If you have any questions 
please do not hesitate to contact me or Archaeological Compliance Specialist Larry 
Benallie, Jr. at 520-562-7162. 

Respectfully, 

Barnaby V. Lewis 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Gila River Indian Community 

2 I I -· I l 



THE 
~OPI TRIBE 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Ave., Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: North-South Corridor Study 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

April 22, 2016 

Herman G. Honanie 
CHAIRMAN 

Alfred Lomahquahu Jr. 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

Thank you for your correspondence dated April 18, 2016, regarding the Federal Highway Admimstration 
{FHWA) and Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) proposed new 45 mile long north-south highway from 
U8 60 near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 between Picacho and Eloy. The Hopi Tribe claims cultural affiliation to 
earlier identifiable cultural groups throughout Arizona, including the Hohokam prehistoric cultural group in 
southern Arizona. The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office supports the identification and avoidance of our ancestral 
sites and Traditional Cultural Properties, and we consider the archaeological sites of our ancestors to be "footprints" 
and Traditional Cultural Properties. Therefore, we appreciate the FHW A and ADOrs continuing solicitation of our 
input and your efforts to address our concerns. 

In the enclosed letter dated July 8, 2011, the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office reviewed the Class I 
Cultural Resources Inventory report and stated we understood that 313 cultural resources have been identified in the 
24% of the study area has been previously surveyed Therefore we determined that thi& proposal is likely to 
adversely affect cultural resources significant to the Hopi Tribe and stated that we looked forward to receiving 
additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, and historic properties, for review and comment as it 
becomes available. In the enclosed letter dated December 5, 2011, we stated that we understood that alignment 
alternatives are being developed, and that we will support the alternative that adversely affects the fewest National 
Register eligible prehistoric sites. In the enclosed letter dated January 28, 2014, we supported the Gila River Indian 
Community's request for an adequate assessment of their Traditional Cultural Properties in the proJect area. We 
have now reviewed the enclosed Traditional Cultural Properties overview 

We appreciate continuing consultation to assist us in determining which alternative may adversely affect 
the fewest National Register eligible prehistoric sites, and we continue to look forward to receiving copies of the 
cultural resources surveys of the areas of potential effect for review and comment. Should you have any questions 
or need additional information, please contact Teny Morgart at the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thank you 
again for your consideration. 

Enclosures: July 8 and December S, 2011, January 28, 2014 letters 

. ~ wanwisiwma, Director 
pi Cultural Preservation Office 

xc: Lori Sloat, Arizona Department of Transportation; Barnaby Lewis, Gila River Indian Community 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 

P.O. Box 123 KYKOTSMOVI, AZ 86039 (928} 734-3000 



THE 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
Feder«! Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Ave., Suite 1500 
Phoenix Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: North-South Corridor Study 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

January 28, 2014 

Herman G. Honanie 
CHAIRMAN 

Alfred Lomahquahu Jr. 
VI('E-CH,\IRMAN 

Thank you for your correspondence dated J :muary 21, 2014, regarding the Federal l Iighway Administration 
(FHWA) and Arizona DeparLment of Transportation (ADOT) proposed ne,.v 45 mile long north-south highway fror.: 
US 60 near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 betv,een Picacho and Eloy. The Hopi Tribe claims .:ulturnl affiliation to 
earlier identifiable cultural gr:mps throughout Arizona, including the Honokam prehistoric cultural group in 
southern Arizona. The Eopi Cultur.:il Preservation Office supports the identification and a'·oidance of our ancestral 
sites and Traditional Cultural Properties, anJ ,ve consider the archaeological sites of our ancestors to be "footprints" 
and Traditional Cultural Properties. Therefore, we appreciate the FHW A and ADOT's continuing solicitation of our 
input and your efforts to <.tddress our concerns. 

In a lett~r dated July 8, 2011, the Hopi Cultural Preservation Offi.:e reviewed the Class I Cultural 
Resources Inventory report and stated we understood that 313 cultural resources have been identified in the 24% of 
the stud) area has been previously surveyed. Therefore we determined that this proposal is likely to adversely affect 
cultural resources significant to the Hopi Tribe and stated that we looked forward to receiving additional information 
regarding project scope, alternatives, and historic properties, for review and comment as it becomes available. In a 
lettt.r d:ited December 5, 2011, we stateJ that we understood that alignment alternatives are being developed, and 
that we will support the alternative that adversely affects the kvest National Register eligible prehist::iric sites. 

We support the Gila Riwr Indian Community's request ror an adequate assessment of their Traditional 
Cultural Properties in the project area. And we reiterate that to assist us in determining which alternative may 
adversely affect the fewest National Register tligible prehistoric s,ites, we look forward to receiving copies of the 
cultural resources surveys of the areas of potential effect for review and comment. Should you have any questions 
or need additional information, please contact Terry Morgart at the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thank you 
again for your consideration. . 

1siwma, Director 
1 eservation Office 

Y.c: Erin Bodine, Arizona Department of Transportation 
Barnaby Lewis, Gila River Indian Community 
Arizona State Hist:)ric Preservation Office 

P.O. Box 123 KYKOTSMOVI, AZ. 86039 (928) 734-3000 



THE 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Ave., Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: North-South Corridor Study 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

December 5, 2011 

LeRoy N. Shingoitewa 
CHAIRMAN 

Herman G. Honanie 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

Thank you for your correspondence dated November 16, 201 l, regarding the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHW A) and Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) proposed new 45 mile long north
south highway from US 60 near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 between Picacho and Eloy, The Hopi Tribe claims 
cultural affiliation to prehistoric cultural groups throughout Arizona, including the Hohokam pr~historic cultural 
group rn. southern Arizona- The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office supports the identification and avoidance of 
prehistoric archaeological sites and Traditional Cultural Properties, and we consider the archaeological sites of our 
ancestors to be "footprints'' and Traditional Cultural Properties. Therefore, we appreciate the FHW A and ADO T's 
continuing solicitation of our input and your efforts to address our concerns. 

In the enclosed letter dated July 8, 2011, the Hopi Cultural Preservaiion Office reviewed the Class I 
Cultural Resources Inventory report and stated Wtl understand that 313 cultural resources have been identified in the 
24% of the study area has been previously surveyed. Therefore we determined that this proposal is likely to 
adversely affect cultural resources significant to the Hopi Tribe and stated that we looked forward to receiving for 
review and comment additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, and historic properties, as it 
becomes available. 

We now understand that alignment alternatives are being developed, and we will support the alternative 
that adversely affects the fewest National Register eligible prehistoric sites. Therefore, to assist us in determining 
which alternative may adversely affect the fewest National Register eligible prehistoric sites, we look forward to 
receiving copies of the cultural resources surveys of the areas of potential effect for i'eview and comment. If 
National Register eligible prehistoric sites are identified that will be adversely affected by project activities, we 
request continuing consultation on any proposed treatment plans. Shouid you have any questions or need additional 
information, please contact Terry Morgart at the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thank you again for your 
consideration. ,~ 

t l 

P.O. BOX 123 KYKOTSMOVI, AZ 86039 (928) 734-3000 



THE 

July 8, 2011 
Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Ave., Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: North-South Corridor Study 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

LeRoy N. Shingoitewa 
CHAIRMAN 

Herman G. Honanie 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

Thank you for your correspondence dated June 28, 2011, with an enclosed Class I Cultural 
Resources Inventory, for the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) proposed new 45 mile long north-south highway from US 60 near Apache 
Junction to Interstate 10 between Picacho and Eloy. The Hopi Tribe claims cultural affiliation to 
prehistoric_ cultural groups throughout Arizona, including the Hohokam prehistoric cultural group in 
southern Arizona. The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office supports the identification and avoidance of 
prehistoric archaeological sites and Traditional Cultural Properties, and we consider the archaeological 
sites of our ancestors to be "footprints" and Traditional Cultural Properties. Therefore, we appreciate the 
FHW A and ADOT's continuing solicitation of our input and your efforts to address our concerns. 

The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office has reviewed the enclosed Class I Cultural Resom:ces 
Inventory report and we understand that 313 cultural resources have been identified in the 24% of the 
study area has been previously surveyed. We further understand that FHWA is not making a 
determination of project effect at this time because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed 
for cultural resources. However, upon review of the Class I Inventory, we have detenn-ined that this 
proposal is likely to adversely affect cultural resources significant to the tloP.i Tri~e. Therefore, we look 
forward to receiving for review and comment additional information regardi~g project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties, as it becomes available. · 

Should you have a11.y questic,ns or need additional information, please contact Terry Morgart at 
the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thank you again f'l~onsideration. 

ff I -

V e1- . , ~wiliwma, Director 
Ho~u tural Preservation Office 

xc; Linda Davis, Arizona Department ofTransportatio 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 

P.O. BOX 123 KYKOTSMOVI, AZ 86039 (928) 734-3000 



~o,;OU~ TOVvN OF 

t~\ QJJEEN CREEK 
~~ ARIZONA 

May 5, 2016 

Ms. Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
4000 North Central Avenue, Suite 1500 
Phoenix, AZ 85012-3500 

Dear Ms. Petty: 

MAY 12 2016 

Re: STP-999-A(365)X, TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OlL, North-South Corridor Study, Continuing Section 106 
Consultation TCP Technical Summary 

Pursuant to your request, enclosed please find the signed letter for Town of Queen Concurrence on referenced 
project. 

In addition, be advised Wayne Balmer has retired from the Town's employment and should be removed from 
your list of authorized personnel to do business on behalf of Queen Creek. Please update your records to reflect 
the Town's current Planning Administrator is Brett Burningham; his contact information follows. 

• Address: 22350 S. Ellsworth Road, Queen Creek, AZ 85142 
• E-Mail: brett.burningham@queencreek.org 

• Phone: (480) 358-3097 

Sincerely, 

John Kross, ICMA-CM 
Town Manager 

cc: Brett Burningham, Planning Administrator 

Chris Dovel, Town Engineer 

22350 S. Ellsworth Road, Queen Creek, AZ 85142 I 480-358-3000 I Fax: 480-358-3001 I www.queencreek.org 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

us. Department 
dlaisportation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
AdmlnlstraHon 

Mr. John Kross, Town Manager 
Town of Queen Creek 
22350 South Ellsworth Road 
Queen Creek, Arizona 85142 

Dear Mr. Kross: 

April 18, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San 9 · · · the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florene the Town of Queen Cree . the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the m es a es y orps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], 
January 28, 2014). the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHW A], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona " (Darling 2016b ). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 
The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
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archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

!:~ 
Division Administrator MAY 12 2016 

Si ture or Town of Queen Creek Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Chris Dovel, Town Engineer (same as addressee; with enclosures) 

/5~ Wa,nc Da-1:mer, Planning Administrator (same as addressee; with enclosures) 
8012N1Nlt~Yedlin 

LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 



us. Department 
c:llra,sportatia"I 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

April 18, 2016 

Mr. Mike Urton, General Manager 
San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
120 South 3rd Street 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

Dear Mr. Urton: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot. gov/azdiv/i ndex. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power 
Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area 
Power Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the 
Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San 
Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai
Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRJC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHW A], January 31, 2014 ), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRJC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 
The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
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archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

APR 2 5 2.016 

Division Administrator 

Date 
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ARIZONA DIVISION 

US.Department 
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4000 North Central Avenue 
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Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot.gov/azd iv/index. htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

April 18, 2016 

Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist/Archaeologist 
State Historic Preservation Office 
1100 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

~[§@[§□Wm@ 

I APR 2 0 2016 I 
AfilZONI. STATE HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION OFFICE 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 
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properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental hnpact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRJC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred ¼ith the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Pitezel [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the Arizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
Tucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odham Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odham Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odham 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHWA] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRJC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 
The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
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archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for S'.HPO Concurrence 
STP-999-A(}65)X 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

Date 



us. Department 
cl~on 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

ARIZONA DIVISION 

April 18, 2016 

Mr. David G. Hutchens, President and CEO 
Tucson Electric Power Company 
PO Box 711 
Tucson Arizona 85702-071 i 

Dear Mr. Hutchens: 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www. fhwa. dot.qov/azdiv/index. htm 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers, the Western-Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

ASARCO LLC, the Arizona Cattle Growers Association, the Arizona Cotton Growers 
Association, the Arizona Mining Association, and Arizona Game and Fish Department were 
included in prior consultation. These parties do not own or administer lands within the area of 
potential effects (APE) and they do not manage historic properties that could be affected by the 
Project; therefore, they are no longer included as consulting parties. 

Prior consultation for the NSC Study defined the study area and consulting parties, 
recommended the development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I 
inventory of the NSC study area, and proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural 



properties (TCPs). The APE for the undertaking is defined by the proposed freeway corridors 
being evaluated for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), plus a 0.25 mile buffer beyond the 
corridors for the consideration of indirect effects to historic properties. TCPs beyond the 0.25 
mile buffer that may be affected by the undertaking are also included. 
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Consulting Native American tribes that concurred with the TCP approach include the Gila River 
Indian Community (Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe 
(Kuwanwisiwrna [Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the San Carlos Apache Tribe 
(Rambler [San Carlos Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Tohono O'odham 
Nation (Steere [Tohono O'odham Nation THPO] to Petty [FHWA], April 7, 2014), and the 
Yavapai-Apache Nation (Ogo [Yavapai-Apache Nation] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). The 
Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community, the Tonto Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe did not respond. 

Other consulting parties that concurred with the TCP approach included the Arizona Army 
National Guard (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), the Arizona State Museum 
(Piteze! [ASM] to Petty [FHWA], February 22, 2014), the i\.rizona State Land Department (Ross 
[ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field 
Office (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), the Bureau of Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), the City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), the San Carlos Irrigation Project (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], 
February 3, 2014), the State Historic Preservation Office (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], 
January 28, 2014), the Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), 
the Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), and the 
ffucson Electric Power Company (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014). 

Following concurrence by the consulting parties with the proposed approach, Southwest Heritage 
Research, LLC (SWHR), prepared a TCP overview report for the project. The results were 
reported in "Traditional Cultural Property Overview for the Proposed North-South (NSC) and 
SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway Corridors, Pinal County, Arizona" (Darling 2016a). SWHR also 
prepared a TCP technical summary report titled "Technical Summary: Traditional Cultural 
Property Overview for the Proposed North- South (NSC) and SR 24 (Pinal County) Freeway 
Corridors, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona" (Darling 2016b). 

The TCP overview and the TCP technical summary were provided to the Four Southern 
O'odharn Tribes (Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Salt River Pima
Maricopa Indian Community, and Tohono O'odharn Nation) for review. The Tohono O'odharn 
Nation THPO concurred with the adequacy of the report and National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) eligibility recommendations (Petty [FHW A] to Steere and Joaquin [TON], concurrence 
November 6, 2015). The Gila River Indian Community THPO provided comments (Lewis 
[GRIC] to Petty [FHWA] to December 14, 2015) and both reports have been revised 
accordingly. The TCP technical summary report excludes sensitive information included in the 
TCP overview (Darling 2016a) and was prepared for consultation with SHPO and other 
consulting parties. A copy of the TCP technical summary is enclosed for your review and 
comment. 
The TCP overview study identified 52 properties (Table 1, attached). Seventeen of these 
properties are located outside the study area, but were included because they have a bearing on 
the significance ofTCPs located within the study area. Forty-two properties are recommended 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as TCPs. These include 17 
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archaeological sites, 11 buttes, six mountains, three geoglyph sites, three reservoir sites, 
one spring, and one historic and extant O'odham village. Nine properties could not be evaluated 
for NRHP eligibility because additional data are required. These include four basalt quarries, 
three bedrock grinding sites, one mountain, and one named place. One property, a reservoir, is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as a TCP. For the next step, SWHR will be 
documenting and evaluating TCPs within the project's APE. The results of this more detailed 
evaluation will be forthcoming through ongoing consultation. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Table, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the NRHP eligibility recommendations, and the definition of the APE please indicate 
your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel 
free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Team Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or 
email LS1oat@azdot.gov. 

oncurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

MAr l9 2016 

tty 
Division Administrator 

ectric Power Company Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Deparirn8-,t 
dlitnspafatia, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
AdmlnlstraHon 

Mr. Robert Miguel, Chairman 
Ak-Chin Indian Community 
42507 \Vest Peters & Nall Road 
Maricopa, Arizona 85138 

Dear Chairman Miguel: 

June 22, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Overview and Technical Summary Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Trial Historic Preservation Officer requested 
a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" be 
replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In addition, 



concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical summary report 
have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary report. 

Copies of the revised TCP overview and TCP technical summary reports are enclosed for your 
files. If you have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway 
alignments, or the project in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation 
Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

tty 
Division Administrator 

Caroline Antone, Cultural Resource Manager (with enclosures) (same as addressee) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

2 
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Federal Highway 
AdmlnlstraHon 

Mr. Jon Shumaker, Archaeologist 
Natural Resources Department 
Arizona Public Service 
P.O. Box 53933, M.S. 3372 
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-3933 

Dear Mr. Shumaker: 

June 22, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction. the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 



be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 
addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

!:~ 
Division Administrator 

2 
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June 22, 2016 

Mr. Andy Laurenzi, Southwest Field Representative 
Archaeology Southwest 
300 North Ash Alley 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 

Dear Mr. Laurenzi: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

.+ Karl etty 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Division Administrator 

2 
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Federal Highway 
Admlnlstraflon 

June 22, 2016 

Mr. Matthew Behrend, Archaeology Cultural Affairs Specialist 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 West Adams Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Mr. Behrend: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and. as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

f~ 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Ruben Ojeda, Manager, Right-of-way Section (same as addressee) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 
ecc: 
Matthew Behrend, Archaeology Cultural Affairs Specialist, mbehrend@azland.gov 
April Sewequaptewa-Tutt, Archaeological Projects Specialist, aseweguaptewa-tutt@azland.gov 
Crystal Carrancho, Archaeological Projects Specialist, ccarrancho@azland.gov 
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Federal Highway 
AdmlnlstraHon 

Dr. Patrick D. Lyons, Director 
Arizona State Museum 
P.O, Box 210026 
University of Arizona 
Tucson, Arizona 85721-0026 

Dear Dr. Lyons: 

June 22, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 



be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 
addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

2 
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June 22, 2016 

Ms. Shelby Manney, Cultural Resource Manager 
AZDEMA/AZARNG Environmental Office 
5636 East McDowell Road, M53309 
Phoenix, Arizona 85008-3495 

Dear Ms. Manney: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

!:d: 
Division Administrator 

2 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Department 
dra,sportatia, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
AdmlnlstraHon 

Ms. Amy Sobiech 

June 22, 2016 

Tucson Field Office Archaeologist, Gila District 
Bureau of Land Management 
3201 East Universal Way 
Tucson, Arizona 85756 

Dear Ms. Sobiech: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 



be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 
addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

I=« 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Linda Dunlavey, Tucson Field Office Realty Specialist (same as addressee) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 
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June 22, 2016 

Mr. Theodore C. Cooke, General Manager 
Central Arizona Project 
23636 North 7th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85024 

Dear Mr. Cooke: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community. the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this proJect (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

td:: 
Division Administrator 

2 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Department 
dTrmsportalion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
AdmlnfstraHon 

Mr. Bryant Powell, City Manager 
City of Apache Junction 
300 East Superstition Boulevard 
Apache Junction, Arizona 85119 

Dear Mr. Powell: 

June 22, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

tty 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Brad Steinke, Director, Development Services (same as addressee) (with enclosure) 
Emile Schmid, City Engineer, Public Works, 575 East Baseline Avenue, Apache Junction, 
Arizona 85119 (with enclosure) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 
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0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
a Tra,sportation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlstraffon 

June 22, 2016 

Mr. Rick Miller, Growth Management Director 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Swnmary Report 

CLG Contact, Historical Preservation & Revitalization Commission 
City of Coolidge 
131 West Pinkley Avenue 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 



be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 
addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

l::~ 
Division Administrator 

2 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
U.S. Department 
c:11'Cl'lsportalia'l 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlstraffon 

Mr. Harvey Krauss, AICP 
City Manager 
City of Eloy 
628 North Main Street 
Eloy, Arizona 85131 

Dear Mr. Krauss: 

June 22, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 



be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 
addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

h~~ 
Division Administrator 

2 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
dlmsportaHa, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

June 22, 2016 

Mr. John Wesley, Acting Historic Preservation Officer 
City of Mesa 
P.O. Box 1466 
Mesa, Arizona 85211-1466 

Dear J\.1r. Wesley: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

~~~ 
Division Administrator 

2 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

us. Department 
cl TltrlSPOITCJlion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
AdmlnfstraHon 

Mr. Stephen Roe Lewis, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box 97 
Sacaton, Arizona 85147 

Dear Governor Lewis: 

June 22, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Overview and Technical Summary Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Trial Historic Preservation Officer requested 
a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" be 
replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In addition, 



concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical summary report 
have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary report. 
Copies of the revised TCP overview and TCP technical summary reports are enclosed for your 
files. If you have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway 
alignments, or the project in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation 
Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email LS1oat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

cc: 
Barnaby Lewis, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. Box 
2140, Sacaton, Arizona 85147 (with enclosures) 
Kyle Woodson, Director, Cultural Resource Management Program, Gila River Indian 
Community, P.O. Box 2140, Sacaton, Arizona 85147 (with enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 
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0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
dla1sportalioo 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
AdmlnlstraHon 

Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Director 
Cu]tural Preservation Office 
Hopi Tribe 
P.O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, Arizona 86039 

Dear Mr. Kuwanwisiwma: 

June 22, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum. the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project {Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 



be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 
addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

. etty 
Division Administrator 

2 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

cl 'lia isportolion 

Federal HIQhway 
AdmlnlstraHon 

Mr. Scott Bender, Pinal County Engineer 
Public Works Department 
Pinal County 

June 22, 2016 

P.O. Box 727 (or 31 N. Pinal Street, Bldg. F) 
Florence, Arizona 85132 

Dear Mr. Bender: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 



be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 
addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

2 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

us. Deportment 
d1i'Cl'lsportali 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Peter Yucupicio, Chairman 
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 
7474 South Camino de Oeste 
Tucson, Arizona 85746 

Dear Chairman Yucupicio: 

June 22, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

cc: 
Veronica La Motte Darnell, Office of the Attorney General, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, 7777 South 
Camino Huivisim, Building C, Tucson, Arizona 85757 (with enclosure) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 
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Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
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Federal Highway 
AdmlnlstraHon 

Mr. Sean Heath, Chief 

June 22, 2016 

Environmental Resource Management Division 
Phoenix Area Office 
Bureau of Reclamation 
6150 West Thunderbird Road 
Glendale, Arizona 85306 

Dear Mr. Heath: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT} are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
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requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 
addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

tty 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Dave Gifford, Archaeologist (with enclosure) (same as addressee) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
U.S. Department 
d 1i'a asportatia, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
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Federal Highway 
Admlnlstraflon 

Mr. Terry Rambler, Chairman 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
P.O.. Box 0 
San Carlos, Arizona 85550 

Dear Chairman Rambier: 

June 22, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A{365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 {1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project {Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property {TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~~ 
Division Administrator 

cc: 
Vemelda Grant, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (with enclosure) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 
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Federal Highway 
Admlnlstraffon 

Mr. Mike Urton, General Manager 

June 22, 2016 

San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
120 South 3rd Street 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

Dear Mr. Urton: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

. etty 
Division Administrator 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Ferris Begay, Project Manager 
San Carlos Irrigation Project 
13805 Nort.h A..rizona Boulevard 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

Dear Mr. Begay: 

June 22, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and. as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 
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June 22, 2016 

Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist/ Archaeologist 
State Historic Preservation Office 
1100 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 {1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property {TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

e 
--¥ 

Karla . etty 
Division Administrator 
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Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlstraflon 

Mr. Delbert Ray, Sr., President 

June 22, 2016 

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
10005 East Osborn Road 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85256 

Dear President Ray: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Overview and Technical Summary Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project {Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Trial Historic Preservation Officer requested 
a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" be 
replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In addition, 



concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical summary report 
have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary report. 
Copies of the revised TCP overview and TCP technical summary reports are enclosed for your 
files. If you have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway 
alignments, or the project in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation 
Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~f:~ 
Division Administrator 

cc: 
Angela Garcia-Lewis, Cultural Preservation Compliance Supervisor, 10005 East Osborn Road 
Scottsdale, A..--izona 85256 (with enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 
ecc: 
Angela Garcia-Lewis, Cultural Preservation Compliance Supervisor, angela.garcia
lewis@srpmic-nsn.gov, (with enclosures) 
Shane Anton, Cultural Preservation Program Manager, Shane.Anton@smmic-nsn.gov, (with 
enclosures) 
Martha Martinez, NAGPRA Coordinator, Martha.martinez@smmic-nsn.gov, (with enclosures) 
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Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
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Federal Highway 
Admlnlstraffon 

Ms. Vivian Burdette, Chairwoman 
Tonto Apache Tribe 
Tonto Apache Reservation #30 
Payson, Arizona 85541 

Dear Chairwoman Burdette: 

June 22, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
{ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard~ Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation.Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property {TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

t~ 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Wally Davis, Jr., Cultural & NAGPRA Representative (with enclosure) (same as addressee) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

June 22, 2016 

Mr. Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Mr. Joe Joaquin, Cultural Resource Specialist 
Cultural Affairs Office 
Tohono O'odham Nation 
P. 0. Box 837 
Sells, Arizona 85634 

Dear Messrs. Steere and Joaquin: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
1RACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

TCP Overview and Technical Summary Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property {TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Trial Historic Preservation Officer requested 



a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" be 
replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In addition, 
concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical summary report 
have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary report. 
Copies of the revised TCP overview and TCP technical summary reports are enclosed for your 
files. If you have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway 
alignments, or the project in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation 
Specialist Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email LS1oat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosures 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

~f:~ 
Division Administrator 

2 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Depa lment 
dlmsportation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlstraflon 

June 22, 2016 

Ms. Jennifer Evans, CLG Contact-Grants Coordinator 
Town of Florence 
P.O. Box 2670 
Florence, Arizona 85132 

Dear Ms. Evans: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A{365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest. the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project {Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

td: 
Division Administrator 

2 



0 . ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
d1a"tsportation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlstratton 

Mr. John Kross, Town Manager 
Town of Queen Creek 
22350 South Ellsworth Road 
Queen Creek, Arizona 85142 

Dear Mr. Kross: 

June 22, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

e. 
..6( 

Karla . etty 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Brett Burningham, Planning Administrator (with enclosure) (same as addressee) 
Chris Dovel, Town Engineer (with enclosure) (same as addressee) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

2 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

us. Department 
dlta'lsportalion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

June 22, 2016 

Ms. Cheryl Eamick, Land Resources Manager 
Tucson Electric Power Company 
88 East Broadway Boulevard, Mail Stop HQE613 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 

Dear Ms. Eamick: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RY edlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

2 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
cl Trmsportation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
AdmlnlstraHon 

Mr. Alexander Popovici, Manager 
Industry & Public Projects 
Union Pacific Railroad 
631 South 7th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85034 

Dear Mr. Popovici: 

June 22, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A{365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project {Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 



be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 
addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LS1oat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

ecc: 
Sayeed Hani SHani@azdot.gov 
Jason Pike JPike@azdot.gov 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

2 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
dlknsportalioo 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

June 22, 2016 

Ms. Linda Marianito, Environmental Manager\ 
Western Area Power Administration 
615 South 43rd Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85009 

Dear Ms. Marianito: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

t~ 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Sean Berry, Regional Preservation Official/ Archaeologist, Western Area Power Administration, 
P.O. Box 6457, Phoenix, Arizona 85005 (with enclosure) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

2 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Depa lmelf 
cl Trmsportatia'l 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
AdmlnlstraHon 

Mr. Chris Coder, Tribal Archaeologist 
Yavapai-Apache Nation 
2400 West Datsi Street 
Camp Verde, Arizona 86322 

Dear Mr. Coder: 

June 22, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report haYe been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

cc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

2 



0 ARIWNA DIVISION 
us. Department 
a Tra,sportatia, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Ernest Jones, Sr., President 
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe 
530 East Merritt Street 
Prescott, Arizona 86301-2038 

Dear President Jones: 

June 22, 2016 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
1RACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Revised TCP Technical Summary Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the Towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, 
the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Central Arizona Project, the 
City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the Pinal 
County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District, the 
Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company, Union 
Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation, the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache 
Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. 

The Corps has declined to participate in Section 106 consultation for this project (Tucker [Corps] 
to Sloat [ADOT] April 25, 2016 email). 

In prior consultation, the Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) overview and TCP technical 
summary reports were provided to the Four Southern O'odham tribes for review and comment 
and the TCP technical summary report was provided to the other consulting parties for review 
and comment. The Gila River Indian Community's Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
requested a minor change to the text on page 4 of both reports, that the term "culturally coherent" 
be replaced with "consistent recognition." The reports have been revised accordingly. In 



addition, concurrence dates for the Four Southern Tribe's approval of the TCP technical 
summary report have been updated in the abstract and on page 3 of the TCP technical summary 
report. 

A copy of the revised technical summary report is enclosed for your files. If you have any 
questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project 
in general, please feel free to contact ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist Lori Sloat at 
(602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

ty 
Divis10n Administrator 

cc: 
Ms. Linda Ogo, Director, Culture Research Department (with enclosure) (same as addressee) 
RYedlin 
LSloat (EM02) 
RYedlin:cdm 

2 



APR JJ 
AK-CHIN INDIAN COMMUNITY . Z(J,, 
Community Government 
42507 W Peters & Nall Road • Maricopa, Arizona 85138 • Telephone: (520) 568-1000 • Fax: (520) 568-1001 

April 10, 2017 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 
North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Reports 

Dear Ms. Karla Petty, 

The Ak-Chin Indian Community received your letter dated March 28, 2017 regarding the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
proposal to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 60 
(US60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed controlled
access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater metropolitan 
Phoenix from State Route 202 (SR 202) eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) alignment. 

We also received a copy of the following reports, Traditional Cultural Properties (I'CP) 
Evaluation of Proposed Alternative Alignments for the North-South Corridor (NSC) Project, 
Pinal County, Arizona and Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona. 
Thank you for enclosing the reports for our review. 

At this time, as part of our Continuing Section 106 Consultation and due to the location of the 
proposed project we will defer all comments to as well as concur with the Tohono O'Odham 
Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Office located in Sells, Arizona. 

If you should have any questions, please contact Ms. Bernadette Carra, CRS-Land Management 
at (520) 568-1337 or Mrs. Caroline Antone, Cultural Resources Manager at (520) 568-1372. 
Thank you. 

~ ~~~-:::-



Lori Sloat 

From: 
Sent: 

Bernadette Carra <BCarra@ak-chin.nsn.us> 
Wednesday, June 21, 2017 7:48 PM 

To: Lori Sloat 
Cc: Rebecca Yedlin - FHWA (Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov) 
Subject: Re: 999-A(365); H7 454 North/South Corridor Study - Section 106 - seeking clarification for 

recent responses received 

Good Evening Lori, 

I did have a chance to re-read the document and you are correct in that Gila River has taken the lead on this 
project. I apologize for overlooking that on the document. Please disregard the letter of comment and 

concurrence on behalf of the Tohono O'Odham Nation. Enjoy your evening!!! • • 

Respectfully, 
Bernadette C. Carra 
Cultural Resources Department 
CRS-Land Management 
bcarra@ak-chin. nsn. us 
Direct: 520-568-1337 
Main: 520-568-1365 

From: Lori Sloat <LSloat@azdot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 4:47 PM 
To: Bernadette Carra 
Cc: Rebecca Yedlin - FHWA (Rebecca.Yedlin@dot.gov) 
Subject: RE: 999-A(365); H7454 North/South Corridor Study - Section 106 - seeking clarification for recent responses 
received 

Ms. Carra, 

For this project, the GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. I know the letter FHWA mailed is long and sometimes pieces of 
information can be missed. The second paragraph, on the first page, that lists the consulting parties, at the end of that paragraph the 
letter defines the GRIC as the lead. Also, and I can provide you a copy if you like, GRIC has informed FHWA that they are the lead 
for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Lori 

Lori C. Sloat 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
Environmental Planning Group 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
Phone: (602) 712-6971 
Fax: (602) 712-3066 
lsloat@azdot.gov 

www.azdot.gov 

1 



-----Original Message-----
F rom: Bernadette Carra [mailto:BCarra@ak-chin.nsn.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 3:37 PM 
To: Lori Sloat 
Subject: Re: 999-A(365); H7454 North/South Corridor Study- Section 106 - seeking clarification for recent responses received 

Good Afternoon Lori, due to the project location and never being informed that a lead tribe was designated. The letters are in support 
of the sister Tribes in regards to the Four Southern Tribes. The project impacts both the Tohono O'Odham Nation and the Gila River 
Indian Community land management area. As well as a very small part of Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community land 
management area. Please let me know if there is a designated lead on behalf of the Four Southern Tribes and I will defer future 
comments and concurrences to them specifically. 

Bernadette C. Carra 

> On Jun 21, 2017, at 3:24 PM, Lori Sloat <LSloat@azdot.gov> wrote: 
> 
> Dear Ms. Carra, 
> 
> Good afternoon. I wanted to follow-up with you on the Section 106 consultation from the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) 
for the Class III survey and Traditional Cultural Properties Evaluation report for the project listed in the subject bar. 
> 
> I have attached for your review a copy of the Section 106 letter from FHW A along with two responses received from Chairman 
Miguel. Both of the responses are dated April 10, 2017. One response defers to the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) and the 
other response defers to the Tohono O'odham Nation (TON). 
> 
> I am seeking clarification on this issue. Is the Ak-Chin Indian Community deferring to both GRIC and TON? 
> 
> I appreciate your time and I look forward to hearing back from you. 
> 
> Thanks, 
> Lori 
> 
> Lori C. Sloat 
> Historic Preservation Specialist 
> Environmental Planning Group 
> Arizona Department of Transportation 
> Phone: (602) 712-6971 
> Fax: (602) 712-3066 
> lsloat azdot.gov<mailto:lsloat@azdot.gov> 
> 
> www.azdot.gov<http://www.azdot.gov> 
> 
> 
> [adot_ enviro_svc_color] 
> 
> 
> ---------------
> 
> Confidentiality and Nondisclosure Notice: This email transmission and any attachments are intended for use by the 
person(s)/entity(ies) named above and may contain confidentiaVprivileged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or 
distribution is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by email, and delete or destroy all 
copies plus attachments. 
> . 
> <image00 1.png> 
> <999-A(365) AK.Chin.pdf.> 
> <999-A(365) AK.Chin_response_defer to GRIC.pdf.> 
> <999-A(365) AK.Chin_response_defer to TON 4.10.2017.pdf.> 
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SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE 
Historic Preservation & Archaeology Departme11t 

P.O. BoxO 
San Carlos Arizona 85550 

Tel. (928) 475-5797, apachevern((pyahuo.com 

Tribal Consultation Response Letter 

Date: l f /<.:t / )d f (c f ~ V"l(~\ :· L.,_ ')J ....i- ,1 L 
Contact Name· V ( (" I) -Hi . ;----.., - L.-O ,,~!. l(l.{, t(il •9uV 
C . · 1)1.l, 1

,
1 1.J, l _l ''O I kl~•\) lu, , -\tl I "-L, 1..\;d1 t'tl { '5 

ompany. t Ht\; A -A z.. T')i\ r 5,, ,) , 
. f '{ l N l \--\ h C 'l h { \ .. '!l4. i l l-L<.... j ~t( f,.,;_ I 5c , Address: ~ C - ~ 

Project Name/#: l U.."\..• ~tx, , \ Li7'., L<.'- /!5c , :;).-'35ll 

Dear Sir or Madam: ,\; y~\\ - c\.V., 1 h C. -1 vid.cr Srkl) - f? (' -, \ -n· p -, . I ' 
'-\.;Ll..tec JI.-- e£i,1,11a )(l11t,1}::"~~ 

Under Section 106 and 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act, we are replying to the above referenced k. ~f .. t 
project. Please see the appropriate marked circle, including the signatures ofVemelda Grant, TribaJ Historic L l r 
Preservation Officer (THPO), and the concurrence of the Chairman of the San Carlos Apache Tribe: 

~ NO INTEREST/NO FURTHER CONSULTATION/NO FUTURE UPDATES 
We defer to the Tribe(s) located nearest to the project area. 

~ CONCURRENCE WITH REPORT FINDINGS & THANK YOU 

0 REQUEST ADDITJONAL INFORMATION 
I require additional information in order to provide a finding of effect for this proposed undertaking, i.e. Project 
description_ Map_ Photos_ Other ___ _____________ _____ _ 

0 NOEFFECT 
I have detem1ined that there are no properties of religious and cultural significance to the San Carlos Apache 
Tribe that are listed on the Nahonal Register within the area of potential effect or that the proposed project will 
have no effect on any such properties that may be present. 

0 NO ADVERSE EFFECT 
Properties of cultural and religious significance within the area of effect have been identified that are eligible for 
listing in the National Register for which there would be no adverse effect as a result of the proposed project. 

0 ADVERSE E}'FECT 
I have identified properties of cultural and religious significance within the area of potential effect that are eligible 
for listing in the National Register. I believe the proposed project would cause an adverse effect on these 
properties. Please contact the THPO for further discussion. 

We were taught traditionally not to disturb the natural world in a significant way, and that to do so may cause 
harm to oneself or one's family. Apache resources can be best protected by managing the land to be as natural 
as it was in pre-1870s settlement times. Please contact the THPO if there is a change in any portion of the 
project, especially if Apache cultural resources are found at any phase of planning and construction. Thank you 
for contacting the San Carlos Apache T 'b , yor time an_g..effort is greatly appreciated. 

DIRECTOR/IHPO: ~ \ l, '°C / ,- , 
CONCURRENCE: ~el~;T,lbal ; ric Preser,aHon Offioer 

7 
/_; 0__.{, 

Te~bler,nbal Chairman D~t~ 



Rcn-11 c.;d lrow I rib~I ,\Jt11in t)r }.olit ~ 
l·.-tnadcd JJ II /lku1litial & dnte) 

t.;~onni.:J --1.llillv 1M111i1iul & da\ 'I 
SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE 

H.istoric Preservation & Archaeology Department 
P.O. Box 0 

San Carlos Arizona 85550 
Tel. (928) 475-5797, apachevern@yahoo.com 

Tribal Consultation Response Letter 
Date:Qln~ct{/(_p . , ~W\,eul) : lZ10u+@ca.ctot.r)oV 
Contact'R(.~e: l<curl (),_ S; . ?.e -H-u -~. '/ r~ -loq 7. I !'.J ~:;~:::Y~ ~~-mviV\-l--· ot~ YCXMSf)Ov-tt--ti tM . /\rt 1-0~ V lVl<kt·o vt, 
Project Name/#: ~ :t'"vCll ttV-{, ~l;\-.t, 1500 'PVlO.Q.VU ~ / f-½. i> '50 ( J.. · v, P-9lTci , [\- (-~CQS" )X\vo.CS ND -~Cl.9 ?N Oto \t·"1t.f64 Oil 
Dear Sir or Madam: ~orth -'z>-u-t,\..-tvl Q...ov-ri cloy-%AJ,~ 
Under Section I 06 and 11 0 of tl1e National Historic Preservation Act, we are replying to the above referenced 
project. Please see the appropriate marked circle, including the signatures of Vernelda Grant, Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer (THPO), and the concurrence of the Chairman of the San Carlos Apache Tribe: 

~o JNTEREST(NO FURTHER CONsu:i,TATION/NO FUTURE UPDATES 
We defer to the Tribe located nearest to the project area. W..e.. ~~o,rf ~ ~ 'L 

KcoNCURRENCE WITH REPORT FINDINGS & THANK YOU wikh ~ Tt)z,V" ~ 
0 REQUEST ADDITIONAL INFORMATION jnloe¼, 

I require adclitional information in order to provide a finding of effect for this proposed undertaking, i.e. 
Project description_ Map_ Photos _ Other _____________ ____ _ 

0 NO EFFECT 
1 have determined that there are no properties of religious and cultural significance to the San Carlos Apache 
Tribe that are listed on the National Register within the area of potential effect or that the proposed project will 
have no effect on any such properties that may be present. 

0 NO ADVERSE EFFECT 
Properties of cultural and religious significance within the area of effect have been identified that are eligible for 
listing in the National Register for which there would be no adverse effect as a result of the proposed project. 

0 ADVERSE EFFECT 
I have identified properties of cultural and religious significance within the a rea of potential effect that are elig ible 
for listing in the National Register. I believe the proposed project would cause an adverse effect on these 
properties. Please contact the THPO for further discussion. 

We were taught traditionally not to clisturb the natural world in a significant way, and that to do so may cause 
harm to oneself or one's family. Apache resources can be best protected by managing the land to be as natural 
as it was in pre- l 870s settlement times. P lease contact the THPO, if there is a change in any portion of the 
project, especially if Apache cultural resources are found at any phase of planning and construction. Thank you 
for contacting the San Carlos Apache T be, ur f e and effort is o eatly appreciated. 

OIP/2 CJ/ J-01 ~ _ 
Date 

CONCURRENCE:--=-__.;~ ~=::--:--d-:__JL._~.:::.....::=:=---...£.!.i~3qd:L.J:;L.._ __ 
Date 



AK-CHIN INDIAN COMMUNITY 
Community Government 
42507 W. Peters & Nall Road • Maricopa, Arizona 85138 • Telephone: {520) 568-1000 • Fax: {520) 568-1001 

July 28, 2016 

Lori Sloat 
ADOT Historic Preservation Specialist 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
4000 North Central Avenue, Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

AUG 4- 2016 

Re: North-South Corridor Study TRACS No. 999 PNOO H7454 OlL 

Dear Ms. Lori Sloat, 

The Ak-Chin Indian Community received your letter on July 1, 2016 requesting consultation for 
proposed undertaking to construct a new north-south transportation facility linking U.S. 
Highway 60 near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 between the Towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. 

At this time, due to the location of the proposed undertaking we will defer all comments and 
consultation to the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office in Sacaton, 
Arizona. 

If you have any questions please contact Miss Mary Soliz, Cultural Specialist at 520-568-1337 or 
Caroline Antone, Cultural Resources Manager at 520-568-1372. Thank you. 

Robert Miguel, Chairman 
Ak-Chin Indian Community 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Department 
dlaispatalion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

federal Highway 
Administration 

March 23, 2017 

Ms. Shelby Manney, Cultural Resource Manager 
AZDEMA/ AZARNG Environmental Office 
Arizona Army National Guard 
5636 E. McDowell Rd., M53309 
Phoenix, Arizona 85008-3495 

Dear Ms. Manney: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
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[Reclamation] to Petty [FHW A], January 31, 2014 ), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHW A] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 
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The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LS1oat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for AANG Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

~ 
½ aria etty 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
d1ia'lsportaHal 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federalllghway 
Admlnlstraflon 

March 23, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 
Mr. Robert Miguel, Chairman 
Ak-Chin Indian Community 
42507 W. Peters and Nall Road 
Maricopa, Arizona 8513 8 

Dear Chairman Miguel: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs ), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHW A], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
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(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHW A J to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHW A J to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III survey 
and Figure I.1 on page 2 in the TCP evaluation). The TCP evaluation and the Class III pedestrian 
survey reports are enclosed for your review and comment. The built environment survey report is 
currently being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have 
been completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The TCP evaluation, entitled "Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) Evaluation of Proposed 
Alternative Alignments for the North-South Corridor (NSC) Project, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Darling 2017) identified two TCPs. The TCPs, NRHP eligibility recommendations, and 
management recommendations are detailed in Table 3. 



Both the TCP evaluation and Class III survey report include known archaeological site names. 
FHW A and ADOT are aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural 
resource reports only use archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is 
consulting with your office on the use of the known archaeological site names in these two 
reports. 

This letter also serves to inquire whether the TCP evaluation report can be sent to the remaining 
consulting parties. Can this report in its entirety be sent as is? 

Through the TCP evaluation, FHWA found that the 400-ft alternative alignments discussed in 
the TCP evaluation would adversely affect one TCP, Adamsville Ruin, through direct impacts, 
and would adversely affect one TCP, Florence Village and its cemeteries, through indirect 
effects. Based on the information identified through these studies, FHW A and ADOT are 
evaluating avoidance alternatives. FHW A and ADOT have scheduled a follow-up meeting on 
March 28, 2017 with the Four Southern Tribes to discuss and identify avoidance alternatives. 
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FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed reports, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
reports, the use of the archaeological site names in the reports, that the TCP evaluation report can 
be sent to the remaining consulting parties as is, and the NRHP eligibility recommendations, 
please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or 
concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, 
please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

t~ 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Ak-Chin Indian Community Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

cc: 
Ms. Caroline Antone, Cultural Resource Manager, 42507 W. Peters and Nall Road, Maricopa, 
Arizona 85138 (with enclosures) 
Ms. Bernadette Carra, Cultural Specialist, 42507 W. Peters and Nall Road, Maricopa, Arizona 
85138 (with enclosures) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 
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Mr. Bryant Powell, City Manager 
City of Apache Junction 
300 E. Superstition Blvd. 
Apache Junction, Arizona 85119 

Dear Mr. Powell: 

March 23, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Ser..-ice (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs ), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31 , 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHW A], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP oYerview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHW A] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHW A] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHW A] to Popovici [UPRR ], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHWA] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHWA and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use. 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~=ct 
Division Administrator 

Signature for City of Apache Junction Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Brad Steinke, Director, Development Services, 300 E. Superstition Blvd., Apache Junction, 
Arizona 85119 (w/enclosures) 
Emile Schmid, City Engineer, Public Works, 575 E. Baseline Ave., Apache Junction, Arizona 
85119 (w/enclosures) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Department 
d'taisportalia, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

March 23, 2017 

Mr. Chris Watkins, Archaeological Services 
Arizona Public Semce 
Natural Resources Department 
P.O. Box 53933, M.S. 3372 
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-3933 

Dear Mr. Watkins: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
{ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
{TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation {TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties {TCPs ), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
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[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHW A] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWAJ to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 
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The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for APS Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

tty 
Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
d1aisportation 
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Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
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March 23, 2017 

Mr. Andy Laurenzi, Southwest Field Representative 
Archaeology Southwest 
300 North Ash Alley 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 

Dear Mr. Laurenzi: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31 , 2014), City ofMesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHW A] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHW A] to Behrend [ ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHW A, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III sun·ey report. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

tty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Archaeology Southwest Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 
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Administration 

March 23, 2017 

Mr. Matthew Behrend, Archaeology Cultural Affairs Specialist 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 West Adams St. 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Mr. Behrend: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHW A], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP oven-iew report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHWA and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once reyisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III sun,ey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III sun·ey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please reYiew the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for ASLD Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Date 

Mr. Ruben Ojeda, Manager, Right-of-way Section, 1616 W. Adams St., Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

ecc: 
Mr. Matthew Behrend mbehrend@azland.gov 
Ms. April Sewequaptewa-Tutt aseweguaptewa-tutt@azland.gov 
Ms. Crystal Carrancho ccarrancho@azland.gov 
RYedlin 
LSloat 
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Dr. Patrick D. Lyons, Director 
Arizona State Museum 
University of Arizona 
P.O. Box 210026 
Tucson, Arizona 85721-0026 

Dear Dr. Lyons: 

March 23, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs ), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
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[Reclamation] to Petty [FHW A], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHW A] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHW A] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bendet [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHW A] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHW A, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
e-valuation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class Ill Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 
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The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for ASM Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

etty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
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March 23, 2017 

Ms. Amy Sobiech, Tucson Field Office Archaeologist 
Bureau of Land Management 
Gila District 
3201 East Universal Way 
Tucson, Arizona 85756 

Dear Ms. Sobiech: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
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[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHW A], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHW A], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 
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The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

etty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for BLM Field Manager Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Date 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Leslie A. Uhr, Tucson Field Office Land Law Examiner, 3201 East Universal Way, Tucson, 
Arizona 85756 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 
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Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
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Administration 

March 23, 2017 

Mr. Theodore C. Cooke, General Manager 
Central Arizona Project 
23636 North 7th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85024 

Dear Mr. Cooke: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHW A], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHW A], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHW A] to Behrend [ ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWAJ to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying aYoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for CAP Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

:-.=, 
4000 North Central Avenue 

Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Phone: (602) 379-3646 
Fax: (602) 382-8998 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

March 23, 2017 

Mr. Rick Miller, Growth Management Director 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

CLG Contact, Historical Preservation and Revitalization Committee 
City of Coolidge 
131 West Pinkley A venue 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs ), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
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[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (BonaYia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA ], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014) .. 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHW A] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHW A, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP eYaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 
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The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

1/ 
Karla . etty 

Signature for City of Coolidge Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Departmert 
cl'ta1sportalion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

March 23, 2017 

Mr. Harvey Krauss, AICP, City Manager 
CityofEloy 
628 North Main Street 
Eloy, Arizona 85131 

Dear Mr. Krauss: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHW A] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for City of Eloy Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

tty 
Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
U.S. Department 
d1a'lsportafioo 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

March 23, 2017 

Ms. Jennifer Evans, CLG Contact-Grants Coordinator 
Town of Florence 
P.O. Box 2670 
Florence, Arizona 85132 

Dear Ms. Evans: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHW A], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHW A] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHW A] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Florence Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

. etty 
Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Department 
d1msportalion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federalllghway 
Administration 

Mr. Stephen Roe Lewis, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box 97 
Sacaton, Arizona 85147 

Dear Governor Lewis: 

March 23, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
{TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
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(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [ Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHW A] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHW A] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III survey 
and Figure I.1 on page 2 in the TCP evaluation). The TCP evaluation and the Class III pedestrian 
survey reports are enclosed for your review and comment. The built environment survey report is 
currently being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have 
been completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The TCP evaluation, entitled "Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) Evaluation of Proposed 
Alternative Alignments for the North-South Corridor (NSC) Project, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Darling 2017) identified two TCPs. The TCPs, NRHP eligibility recommendations, and 
management recommendations are detailed in Table 3. 



Both the TCP evaluation and Class III survey report include known archaeological site names. 
FHW A and ADOT are aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural 
resource reports only use archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is 
consulting with your office on the use of the known archaeological site names in these two 
reports. 

This letter also serves to inquire whether the TCP evaluation report can be sent to the remaining 
consulting parties. Can this report in its entirety he sent as is? 

Through the TCP evaluation, FHW A found that the 400-ft alternative alignments discussed in 
the TCP evaluation would adversely affect one TCP, Adamsville Ruin, through direct impacts, 
and would adversely affect one TCP, Florence Village and its cemeteries, through indirect 
effects. Based on the information identified through these studies, FHW A and ADOT are 
evaluating avoidance alternatives. FHW A and ADOT have scheduled a follow-up meeting on 
March 28, 2017 with the Four Southern Tribes to discuss and identify avoidance alternatives. 
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FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed reports, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
reports, the use of the archaeological site names in the reports, that the TCP evaluation report can 
be sent to the remaining consulting parties as is, and the NRHP eligibility recommendations, 
please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or 
concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, 
please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for GRIC Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

tJ 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Mr. Barnaby Lewis, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Gila River Indian Community, P .0. 
Box 2140, Sacaton, Arizona 85147 (with enclosures) 
Dr. Kyle Woodson, Director, Cultural Resource Management Program, Gila River Indian 
Community, P.O. Box 2140, Sacaton, Arizona 85147 (with enclosures) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
dla1sportalia'l 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602} 379-3646 

Fax: (602} 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Director 
Hopi Tribe 
Cultural Preservation Office 
P.O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, Arizona 86039 

Dear Mr. Kuwanwisiwma: 

March 23, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UP~), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
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[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP oYerview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
rPl-l\XT A 1 tn ~enr1PI" [D•nal r'nuntul Jnh, 28 "016'· R0 c1amat·on /Potty rPH"HTAl to H0 ath L..L .L..&. ,., .J.~J 1,,V L,# .L.LU."1.1. .L .1..1. '\../V "JJ, 1,,1.J.J ',L,, ,, ..., J. .I. \.l.."' L,1. .I. vv J .I.'"" .I. 

[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHW A] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 



3 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Hopi Tribe Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

etty 
Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Department 
ofblsportolion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

March 23, 2017 

Mr. John Wesley, Acting Historic Preservation Officer 
City of Mesa 
P.O. Box 1466 
Mesa, Arizona 85211-1466 

Dear Mr. V.l esley: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHW A], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHW A, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHWA and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 201 7) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for City of Mesa Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Dt:,pa lment 
c:ll"cnsportatia, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Hl;hway 
Administration 

Ms. Sue Masica, Regional Director 

March 23, 2017 

National Park Service, Intermountain Region 
12795 Alameda Parkway 
Denver, Colorado 80225 

Dear Ms. Masica: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHW A], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHW A] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHW A] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for NPS Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

t~ 
Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Department 
c:J 1a1spor1alion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

March 23, 2017 

Mr. Scott Bender, Pinal County Engineer 
Pinal County 
Public Works Department 
P.O. Box 727 
Florence, Arizona 85132 

Dear Mr. Bender: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
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[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHW A] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [ Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHWA] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHW A, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
preYiously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 
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The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Pinal County Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
U.S. Department 
cl1'0'lsportolioo 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlstraflon 

Mr. Peter Yucupicio, Chairman 
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 
7474 S. Camino de Oeste 
Tucson, Arizona 85746 

Dear Chairman Yucupicio: 

March 23, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau ofReclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHW A] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class Ill Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for PYT Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

1/f~ 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Ms. Veronica La Motte Darnell, Office of the Attorney General, 7777 S. Camino Huivisim, 
Bldg. C, Tucson, Arizona 85757 (w/enclosures) 

ecc: 
Ms. Veronica La Motte Darnell Veronica.L.Darnell@pascuayaqui-nsn.gov (w/enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
d'la1sportalion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. John Kross, Town Manager 
Town of Queen Creek 
22350 S. Ellsworth Road 
Queen Creek, Arizona 85142 

Dear Mr. Kross: 

March 23, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 



2 

[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FH\X/ A] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 

· discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

td° 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Town of Queen Creek Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Mr. Brett Burningham, Planning Administrator, 22350 S. Ellsworth Road, Queen Creek, Arizona 
85142 (w/enclosures) 
Mr. Chris Dovel, Town Engineer, 22350 S. Ellsworth Road, Queen Creek, Arizona 85142 
(w/enclosures) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
c:JlOlsportalbi 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlltratlon 

Mr. Sean Heath, Chief 

March 23, 2017 

Environmental Resource Management Division 
Bureau of Reclamation - Phoenix Area Office 
6150 West Thunderbird Road 
Glendale, Arizona 85306 

Dear Mr. Heath: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, proYided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
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[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 
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The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Reclamation Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

etty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Dave Gifford, Archaeologist, Phoenix Area Office, 6150 W. Thunderbird Road, Glendale, 
Arizona 85306-4001 (w/enclosures) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Department 
cl1trlsportaffa, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Terry Rambler, Chairman 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
P.O. Box 0 
San Carlos, Arizona 85550 

Dear Chairman Rambler: 

March 23, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Anny National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Anny Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHW A], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHW A] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

!t.f 
Division Administrator 

Signature for San Carlos Apache Tribe Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

cc: 
Ms. Vernelda Grant, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, P.O. Box 0, San Carlos, Arizona 
85550 (w/enclosures) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
U.S. Department 
d'taisportation 
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Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Mike Urton, General Manager 

March 23, 2017 

San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
120 South 3rd Street 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

Dear Mr. Urton: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 



2 

[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHW A] to Powell [ Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHV/ A] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class Ill Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for SCIDD Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

~ 
Karla . etty 
Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
dla'lsportalioo 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Adrnlnlslraffon 

Mr. Ferris Begay, Project Manager 
San Carlos Irrigation Project 
13805 N. Arizona Blvd. 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

Dear Mr. Begay: 

March 23, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
{Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty (FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHWA and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP eYaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 



3 

archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

I 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for SCIP Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

-'1<.arla . etty 
Division Administrator 

Date 
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Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

March 23, 2017 

Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist 
Arizona State Parks 
State Historic Preservation Office 
1100 W. Washington St. 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
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[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2.016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal Caunty], July 28, 2016); Reclamation {Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHW A, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 
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The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for SHPO Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Date 
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Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Delbert Ray, Sr., President 

March 23, 2017 

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
Route 1, Box 216 
10005 E. Osborn Road 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85256 

Dear President Ray: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHW A], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA ], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHW A] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III survey 
and Figure I.1 on page 2 in the TCP evaluation). The TCP evaluation and the Class III pedestrian 
survey reports are enclosed for your review and comment. The built environment survey report is 
currently being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have 
been completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The TCP evaluation, entitled "Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) Evaluation of Proposed 
Alternative Alignments for the North-South Corridor (NSC) Project, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Darling 2017) identified two TCPs. The TCPs, NRHP eligibility recommendations, and 
management recommendations are detailed in Table 3. 



Both the TCP evaluation and Class III survey report include known archaeological site names. 
FHW A and ADOT are aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural 
resource reports only use archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is 
consulting with your office on the use of the known archaeological site names in these two 
reports. 

This letter also serves to inquire whether the TCP evaluation report can be sent to the remaining 
consulting parties. Can this report in its entirety be sent as is? 

Through the TCP evaluation, FHW A found that the 400-ft alternative alignments discussed in 
the TCP evaluation would adversely affect one TCP, Adamsville Ruin, through direct impacts, 
and would adversely affect one TCP, Florence Village and its cemeteries, through indirect 
effects. Based on the information identified through these studies, FHW A and ADOT are 
evaluating avoidance alternatives. FHW A and ADOT have scheduled a follow-up meeting on 
March 28, 2017 with the Four Southern Tribes to discuss and identify avoidance alternatives. 

3 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed reports, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
reports, the use of the archaeological site names in the reports, that the TCP evaluation report can 
be sent to the remaining consulting parties as is, and the NRHP eligibility recommendations, 
please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or 
concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, 
please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

¾~~ 
Division Administrator 

cc: 
Ms. Angela Garcia-Lewis, Cultural Preservation Compliance Supervisor, Cultural Preservation 
Program, 10005 E. Osborn Rd., Scottsdale, Arizona 85256 (with enclosures) 

ecc: 
Ms. Angela Garcia-Lewis angela.garcia-lewis@srpmic-nsn.gov (w/enclosures) 
Mr. Shane Anton Shane.Anton@srpmic-nsn.gov (w/enclosures) 
Ms. Martha Martinez Martha.martinez@srpmic-nsn.gov (w/enclosures) 
RYedlin 
LSloat 



0 ARIWNA DIVISION 
US.Depatment 
d1aisportalioo 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Vivian Burdette, Chairwoman 
Tonto Apache Tribe 
Tonto Apache Reservation #30 
Payson, Arizona 85541 

Dear Chairwoman Burdette: 

March 23, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
proYided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHW A] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for TAT Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

l:c;iLJ 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Mr. Wally Davis, Jr., Cultural & NAGPRA Representative, Tonto Apache Reservation #30, 
Payson, Arizona 85541 (w/enclosures) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 
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March 23, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

Ms. Cheryl Eamick, Senior Environmental and Land Use Planner 
Tucson Electric Power Company, a UNS Energy Corporation 
88 E. Broadway Blvd., Mail Stop HQW603 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 

Dear Ms. Eamick: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHW A], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHW A] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHW A, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHWA and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for TEPC Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
U.S. Departmert 
c:11aispatalion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: {602) 379-3646 

Fax: {602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

March 23, 2017 

Mr. Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Mr. Jefford Francisco, Cultural Resource Specialist 
Tohono O'odham Nation 
Cultural Affairs Office 
P. 0. Box 837 
Sells, Arizona 85634 

Dear Messrs. Steere and Francisco: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Arca Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs ), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
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BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHW A], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHW A] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHW A] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWAJ to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III survey 
and Figure 1.1 on page 2 in the TCP evaluation). The TCP evaluation and the Class III pedestrian 
survey reports are enclosed for your review and comment. The built environment survey report is 
currently being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have 
been completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class Ill Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The TCP evaluation, entitled "Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) Evaluation of Proposed 
Alternative Alignments for the North-South Corridor (NSC) Project, Pinal County, Arizona" 



(Darling 2017) identified two TCPs. The TCPs, NRHP eligibility recommendations, and 
management recommendations are detailed in Table 3. 

Both the TCP evaluation and Class III survey report include known archaeological site names. 
FHW A and ADOT are aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural 
resource reports only use archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is 
consulting with your office on the use of the known archaeological site names in these two 
reports. 

This letter also serves to inquire whether the TCP evaluation report can be sent to the remaining 
consulting parties. Can this report in its entirety be sent as is? 

Through the TCP evaluation, FHWA found that the 400-ft alternative alignments discussed in 
the TCP evaluation would adversely affect one TCP, Adamsville Ruin, through direct impacts, 
and would adversely affect one TCP, Florence Village and its cemeteries, through indirect 
effects. Based on the information identified through these studies, FHW A and ADOT are 
evaluating avoidance alternatives. FHW A and ADOT have scheduled a follow-up meeting on 
March 28, 2017 with the Four Southern Tribes to discuss and identify avoidance alternatives. 

3 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed reports, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
reports, the use of the archaeological site names in the reports, that the TCP evaluation report can 
be sent to the remaining consulting parties as is, and the NRHP eligibility recommendations, 
please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have any questions or 
concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the project in general, 
please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for TON Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

~;NJ 
+ Karla~ y 

Division Administrator 

Date 
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March 23, 2017 

Mr. Alexander Popovici, Manager Industry and Public Projects 
Union Pacific Railroad 
631 South 7th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85034 

Dear Mr. Popovici: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
{TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community {Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation {TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe {TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties {TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG {Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHW A] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWAJ to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III suryey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III sun·ey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for UPRR Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
Vicki Bever vbever@azdot.gov 
Sayeed Hani SHani@azdot.gov 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

-¥ Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Department 
dl'a1sportafion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

March 23, 2017 

Ms. Linda Marianito, Environmental Manager 
Western Area Power Administratjon 
615 S. 43rd Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85009 

Dear Ms. Marianito: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
{TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHW A] to Powell [ Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD {Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Western Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

+fer 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Mr. Sean Berry, Regional Preservation Official/ Archaeologist, P.O. Box 6457, Phoenix, 
Arizona 85005 (w/enclosures) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

us.~ 
cl 1faisporlalia, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Chris Coder, Tribal Archaeologist 
Yavapai-Apache Nation 
2400 W. Datsi St 
Camp Verde, Arizona 86322 

Dear Mr. Coder: 

March 23, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHW A], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016}; ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton (SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for YAN Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Departrylent 
dlalsportallon 
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Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Ernest Jones, Sr., President 
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe 
530 E. Merritt St. 
Prescott, Arizona 86301-2038 

Dear President jones: 

March 23, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

+fcl; 
Division Administrator 

Signature for Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

cc: 
Ms. Linda Ogo, Director, Culture Research Department, 530 E. Merritt St., Prescott, Arizona 
86301-2038 (w/enclosures) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 



AK-CHIN INDIAN COMMUNITY 
Community Government 
42507 W. Peters & Nall Road • Maricopa, Arizona 85138 • Telephone: {520) 568-1000 • Fax: {520) 568-1001 

April 10, 2017 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OlL 
North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Reports 

Dear Ms. Karla Petty, 

The Ak-Chin Indian Community received your letter dated March 28, 2017 regarding the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
proposal to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 60 
(US60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed controlled
access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater metropolitan 
Phoenix from State Route 202 (SR 202) eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) alignment. 

We also received a copy of the following reports, Traditional Cultural Properties (I'CP) 
Evaluation of Proposed Alternative Alignments for the North-South Corridor (NSC) Project, 
Pinal County, Arizona and Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona. 
Thank you for enclosing the reports for our review. 

At this time, as part of our Continuing Section 106 Consultation and due to the location of the 
proposed project we will defer all comments to as well as concur with the Gila River Indian 
Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office located in Sacaton, Arizona. 

If you should have any questions, please contact Ms. Bernadette Carra, CRS-Land Management 
at (520) 568-1337 or Mrs. Caroline Antone, Cultural Resources Manager at (520) 568-1372. 
Thank you. 

Sine , 

,,.. /-'/,---~ 
· obert Miguel, Chairman 
Ak-Chin Indian Community 
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MAR 2 4 2u,7 

A~ 
Mr. Matthew Behrend, Archaeology Cultural. Affairs Specialist 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 West Adams St. 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Mr. Behrend: 

fn Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H.7454 011 

North- South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section l 06 Consultation 

Repons 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Depart111ent of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new n0tth-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate l 0 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Aiizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed control led-access highway tl1at would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North~South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, const itutes a federal undertakjng 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Anny National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona P)·ojcct (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos hTi gatio11 and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Am1y Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ale-Chin). 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRTC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Communhy (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache T1ibe, the 
Tohono O' odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TA n, the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Jndian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class 1 inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural prope1ties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for tbe North-South Corridor Study area. ConcuJTenccs were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM) to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation) to Petty [FHWA], January 31 , 2014), City of Mesa {Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWAJ, February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay lSClP] to Petty lFHWA], February 3, 20 14), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin lFlorenceJ to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11 , 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen CreekJ to Petty 
lFHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPCJ to Petty [FHW A], March I 0, 20 14); GRJC 
(Lewis l GRIC THPO] to Petty [PHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[HopiJ to Petty lFHWAJ, January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere lTON THPOJ to Petty 
[FHWAJ, Ap1il 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YANJ to Petty lFHWAJ, April 15, 2014). 

Jn continuing consultation on Aptil 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concun-ences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO), May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWAJ to Behrend [ASLDL April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWAJ to Powell [Apache J unctionj, April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty lPHWAJ to Krauss [EloyJ, May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
lFHWAJ to Bender lPinal Countyj, July 28, 20 16)~ Reclanrntion (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
lReclamation] , May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDDJ, April 20, 2016); SCJP 
(Petty [FHWA I to Rago [SCJP J, June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty lFHWAJ to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty LFHWAJ to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section I 06 consultation (Petty lFHWA] to 
Diebolt [Corps] Ap1i l 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 20 16). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
T1ibes (Ak-Chin~ GRJC, SRP-M IC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRlC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime. a TCP 
evaluation, a Class Ill pedesttian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) altemative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within tho larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class Ill 
survey). The Class Ill pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern T1ibes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation wi ll be sent to your office 
through continuing Section I 06 consultation. The built environment survey report is cu1Tently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class Ill survey, entitled "Results of a Class Ill Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal Counfy, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (N RHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class Ill survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this lime. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables~ and the information provided in this letter. Tf you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP el.igibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project ln general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LS1oat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours. 

Division Administrator 

Date / / 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Mr. Ruben Ojeda, Manager, Right-of-way Section, 16 I 6 W. Adams St., Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

ecc: 
Mr. Matthew Behrend mbehrend@azland.gov 
Ms. April Sewequaptcwa-Tutt aseweguaptewa-tutt@azland.gov 
Ms. Crystal Carrancho ccarrancho@azland.gov 
RYedlin 
LSloat 



Lori Sloat 

From: 
Sent: 

Matthew Behrend <MBehrend@azland.gov> 
Monday, March 27, 2017 2:51 PM 

To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Lori, 

Lori Sloat 
H7454 01 L Concurrence 
H7454 01 L.pdf 

I have attached the signed concurrence from ASLD. Please note that ASLD only reviewed survey and site content for the 
portions of the project which are partially or wholly on State Trust land. 

I have the following technical comments: 

1) Maps in Appendix A would benefit from a small inset map highlighting the location of each map within the 
overall project area. 

2) A number of pages in the report contain content scaled at 8.Sx11 but are printed on 11x17 paper. 
3) References to "state trust land" (or similar) should be changed to "State Trust land" throughout the report. 

Thanks, 

Matt 

Matthew Behrend, M.A., Manager, Archaeology Unit 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 West Adams Street 
Phoenix, AZ. 85007 
602.542.2679 (Office) 
480.751.7352 (Cell) 
mbehrend@azland.gov 
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REQUEST FOR REVISION 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RECORDS OFFICE

Date: 18 April 2017 Page 1 of 1 
Revised: -- 

Archaeological Records Office staff reviewed the report identified below and request revision to the report. 

Date April 19, 2017 

Re STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 01L 
North-South Corridor Study  
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Reports 

ASM Accession Number 2016-99 

Report Title “Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear Resources Inventory 
for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona” dated March 17, 2017  

Revision request(s) noted by  or bold text, or both 

 USGS quad map(s) Include quad map name(s) in the legends for Figures A-2 through A-7. 

  Include 1:24,000-scale map(s) Figures A-2 through A-7 

  Depict new site boundary(ies) 

  Depict updated site boundary(ies) 

  Depict survey boundary(ies) 

 Include a research design in report 

 Fieldwork dates 

 TRS 

 Site(s) within or overlap existing site(s) AZ U:15:874(ASM) is in the same location as AZ U:15:146(ASM). 

 Incorrect ASM Site Number used in report map(s) 

 ASM Accession Number We prefer to have the ASM Accession Number included in the report. 

 Include map(s), table, or text in individual site descriptions that clearly identify landownership 

 Proposed site treatment 

 NRHP recommendation 

 Other 1) Some of the sites have extents of recorded archaeology that fall outside of current site boundaries. 
This constitutes site boundary updates. Include discussion of such in the text at least for those sites 
that are on State lands and update the site cards. 

2) The boundary for AZ U:15:60(ASM) as depicted in Figure 6-76 is not recorded in the 
Archaeological Records Office. Include discussion of how the boundary was derived and update the 
site card. 

,e, Arizona State Museum 
~~ THE UNIVERSITY Of ARIZONA. 
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. archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
' on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Florence Concurrenc 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

. etty 
Division Administrator 

Date 

I 
; I 
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. archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LS1oat@azdot.gov. 

Signature for Florence Concurrenc 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

. etty 
Division Administrator 

Date 



GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY 
POST OFFICE Box 2193, SACATON, AZ 85147 

TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

April 4, 2017 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Avenue, Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

(520) 562-7162 
Fax: (520) 562-5083 

RE: STP-999-A(365)X, TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0 IL, North-South Corridor Study, 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation, Reports 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

The Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office (GRlC-THPO) has 
received your consultation package dated March 23, 2017. The Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) are proposing to develop and 
construct a new north-to-south transportation corridor Linking United States Highway 60 (US 60) 
(Apache Junction, Arizona) to Interstate 10 (I-10) between Picacho and Eloy, Pinal County, 
Arizona. The corridor study will also include State Route 24 (SR24) connecting southeast 
metropolitan Phoenix to the North-South corridor. 

The FHW A and ADOT continue to assesses and evaluate avoidance alternatives for the North
South Corridor. A Class ill archaeological survey has been conducted/or portions of the corridor. 
By no means can this survey be considered a complete survey of the project area. A Traditional 
Cultural Property (TCP) evaluation report has also been prepared. Both reports have been 
submitted for Section 106 review. All of the reports that have been submitted for Section l 06 
review for the North South Corridor, will form the basis and guide additional archaeological and 
ethnographic research of the corridor when a preferred alternative is chosen. 

The FHWA and ADOT are also seeking information regarding the use of archaeological site 
names in reporting documents such as archaeological survey reports. It is the position of the 
GRJC-THPO that archaeological site names such as Casa Grande, Mesa Grande, Pueblo Grande, 
Snaketown, Escalante, Grewe, Adamsville, Los Guanacos. La Ciudad, Los Muertos, Poston 
Butte, just a small example, are site names established within past archaeological literature and 
lore. Those names will always be with us and have become part of the nomenclature of modern 
archaeological work and research whether we agree or not to use these names. Archaeological 
site names the GRIC-THPO objects too are The Wile E. Coyote Site, This Isn' t It, The Rabid 
Site, The Parking Lot Site, The Nothing Site, The Billboard Site, The Car Site and The 
Machaca Site, are but a small example of unfortunate archeological site names. The use of these 
names are demeaning, rude and disrespectful to our Ancestors and to the O' Odham. These names 
can even taint, diminish, and minimize the importance of the collections that are obtained from 
our Ancestors' homes. Archaeologists giving these names to archaeological sites is an 
unacceptable practice and forms the basis of the Four Southern Tribes of Arizona objection to the 
use of disrespectful, thoughtless site names. The use of these kinds of archaeological site names 



should not be used in any FHW A and ADOT cultural resource management documents. If there 
are questions or concerns about rather or not an archaeological site name should be used, 
additional consultation with the GRIC-THPO or other Tribes should be considered. 

The FHW A is not presenting a finding of effect for this undertaking at this time. The GRIC
THPO does not agree that the TCP evaluation report should be distributed to any "remaining 
consulting parties." Who are the remaining consulting parties? The GRJC-THPO also does not 
agree with distribution of the Class m report to any ''remaining consulting parties." The GRIC
THPO agrees that there may be adverse effects to Adamsville Ruin, Florence Village and its 
cemeteries, and to a TCP. The reports are acceptable cultural resource management reporting 
documents and we agree with the Register eligibility determinations for the sites. The use of the 
site names such as Adamsville Ruin, Poston Butte, Escalante, and Casa Grande are acceptable to 
the GRlC-THPO. Ln general, the use of archaeological site names should be subject to additional 
consultation. This issue should also be discussed in follow-up meetings. 

The GRJC-THPO will continue to participate as lead in the consultation process of this 
undertaking. The proposed project area is within the ancestral lands of the Four Southern Tribes 
(Gila River Indian Community; Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community; Ak-Chin Indian 
Community and the Tohono O'Odham Nation). 

Thank you for consulting with the GRIC-THPO on this project. If you have any questions please 
do not hesitate to contact me or Archaeological Compliance Specialist Larry Benallie, Jr. at 520-
562-7162. 

Respectfully, 

Barnaby V. Lewis 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Gila River Indian Community 
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THE 
OPI TRIBE 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Ave., Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: North-South Corridor Study 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

April 3, 2017 

Hennan G. Honanie 
CHAIRMAN 

Alfred Lomahquahu Jr. 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

Thank you for your correspondence dated March 23, 2017, with an enclosed cultural resources survey 
report, regarding the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
proposed new 45 mile long north-south highway from US 60 near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 between Picacho 
and Eloy. The Hopi Tribe claims cultural affiliation to earlier identifiable cultural groups throughout Arizona, 
including the Hohokam prehistoric cultural group in southern Arizona. The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office 
supports the identification and avoidance of our ancestral sites and Traditional Cultural Properties, and we consider 
the archaeological sites of our ancestors to be "footprints" and Traditional Cultural Properties. Therefore, we 
appreciate the FHW A and ADOT's continuing solicitation of our input and your efforts to address our concerns. 

In the enclosed letter dated July 8, 2011, the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office reviewed the Class I 
Cultural Resources Inventory report and stated we understood that 313 cultural resources have been identified in the 
24% of the study area has been previously surveyed. Therefore we determined that this proposal is likely to 
adversely affect cultural resources significant to the Hopi Tribe. In the enclosed letter dated December 5, 2011, we 
stated that we understood that alignment alternatives were being developed. In the enclosed letter dated 
January 28, 2014, we supported the Gila River Indian Community's request for an adequate assessment of their 
Traditional Cultural Properties in the project area, and in a letter dated April 22, 2016, we reviewed the Traditional 
Cultural Properties overview. 

We have now reviewed the enclosed cultural resources survey report that identifies 16 National Register 
eligible prehistoric sites. We understand FHW A and ADOT are identify.ing avoidance alternatives and not making a 
finding of project effect at this time. Therefore, we request continuing consultation on this proposal including being 
provided with any proposed treatment plans for review and comment. Should you have any questions or need 
additional information, please contact Terry Morgart at the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thank you again for 
your consideration. 

wisiwma, Director 
Preservation Office 

Enclosures: July 8 and December 5, 2011, January 28, 2014, April 22, 2016 letters 
xc: Lori Sloat, Arizona Department of Transportation 

Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 

P.O. Box 123 KYKOTSMOVI, AZ 86039 (928) 734-3000 



THE 
OPI TRIBE 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Ave., Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Ariz.ona 85012-3500 

Re: North-South Corridor Study 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

April22,2016 

Herman G. Honanie 
CHAIRMAN 

Alfred Lomahquahu Jr. 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

Thank you for your correspondence dated April 18, 2016, regarding the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHW A) and Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) proposed new 45 mile long north-south highway from 
US 60 near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 between Picacho and Eloy. The Hopi Tnoe claims cultural affiliation to 
earlier identifiable cultural groups throughout Ariz.ona, including the Hohokam prehistoric cultural group in 
southern Ariz.ona. The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office supports the identification and avoidance of our ancestral 
sites and Traditional Cultural Properties, and we consider the archaeological sites of our ancestors to be "footprints" 
and Traditional Cultural Properties. Therefore, we appreciate the FHW A and ADOT's continuing solicitation of our 
input and your efforts to address our concerns. 

In the enclosed letter dated July 8, 2011, the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office reviewed the Class I 
Cultural Resources Inventory report and stated we understood that 313 cultural resources have been identified in the 
24% of the study area has been previously surveyed. Therefore we determined that this proposal is likely to 
adversely affect cultural resources significant to the Hopi Tnbe and stated that we looked forward to receiving 
additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, and historic properties, for review and comment as it 
becomes available. In the enclosed letter dated December 5, 2011, we stated that we understood that alignment 
alternatives are being developed, and that we will support the alternative that adversely affects the fewest National 
Register eligtole prehistoric sites. In the enclosed letter dated January 28, 2014, we supported the Gila River Indian 
Community's request for an adequate assessment of their Traditional Cultural Properties in the project area. We 
have now reviewed the enclosed Traditional Cultural Properties overview. 

We appreciate continuing consultation to assist us in determining which alternative may adversely affect 
the fewest National Register eligible prehistoric sites, and we continue to look forward to receiving copies of the 
cultural resources surveys of the areas of potential effect for review and comment. Should you have any questions 
or need additional information, please contact Terry Morgart at the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thank you 
again for your consideration. 

Enclosures: July 8 and December 5,2011, January 28, 2014 letters 

1 wanwisiwma, Director 
pi Cultural Preservation Office 

xc: Lori Sloat, Arizona Department of Transportation; Barnaby Lewis, Gila River Indian Community 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 

P.O. Box 123 KYKOTSMOVI, AZ 86039 (928) 734-3000 



THE 
OPI TRIBE 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Ave., Suite I 500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: North-South Corridor Study 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

January 28, 2014 

Herman G. Honanie 
CHAIRMAN 

Alfred Lomahquahu Jr. 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

Thank you for your correspondence dated January 21, 2014, regarding the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHW A) and Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) proposed new 45 mile long north-south highway from 
US 60 near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 between Picacho and Eloy. The Hopi Tribe claims cultural affiliation to 
earlier identifiable cultural groups throughout Arizona, including the Hohokam prehistoric cultural group in 
southern Arizona. The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office supports the identification and avoidance of our ancestral 
sites and Traditional Cultural Properties, and we consider the archaeological sites of our ancestors to be "footprints" 
and Traditional Cultural Propenies. Therefore, we appreciate the FHW A and ADOTs continuing solicitation of our 
input and your efforts to address our concerns. 

In a letter dated July 8, 2011, the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office reviewed the Class I Cultural 
Resources Inventory report and stated we understood that 313 cultural resources have been identified in the 24 % of 
the study area has been previously surveyed. Therefore we determined that this proposal is likely to adversely affect 
cultural resources significant to the Hopi Tribe and stated that we looked forward to receiving additional information 
regarding project scope, alternatives, and historic properties, for review and comment as it becomes available. In a 

· letter dated December 5, 2011, we stated that we understood that alignment alternatives are being developed, and 
that we will support the alternative that adversely affect~ the fewest National Register eligible prehistoric sites. 

We support the Gila River Indian Community's request for an adequate assessment of their Traditional 
Cultural Properties in the project area. And we reiterate that to assist us in determining which alternative may 
adversely affect the fewest National Register eligible prehistoric sjtes, we look forward to receiving copies of the 
cultural resources surveys of the areas of potential effect for review and comment. Should you have any questions 
or need additional information, please contact Terry Margart at the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thank you 
again for your consideration. 

xc: Erin Bodine, Arizona Department of Transportation 
Barnaby Lewis, Gila River Indian Community 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 

.I. Kuw nwisiwma, Director 
ultural Preservation Office 

D () Rnv 1?1 KYKOTSMOVI. AZ 86039 (928) 734-3000 



THE 
OPI TRIBE 

Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Ave., Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: North-South Corridor Study 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

December 5, 2011 

LeRoy N. Shingoitewa 
CHAIRMAN 

Herman G. Honanie 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

Thank you for your correspondence dated November 16, 2011, regarding the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) proposed new 45 mile long north
south highway from US 60 near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 between Picacho and Eloy. The Hopi Tribe claims 
cultural affiliation to prehistoric cultural groups throughout Arizona, including the Hohokam prehistoric cultural 
group in southern Arizona. The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office supports the identification and avoidance of 
prehistoric archaeological sites and Traditional Cultural Properties, and we consider the archaeological sites of our 
ancestors to be "footprints" and Traditional Cultural Properties. Therefore, we appreciate the FHWA and ADOT's 
continuing solicitation of our input and your efforts to address our concerns. 

In the enclosed letter dated July 8, 2011, the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office reviewed the Class I 
Cultural Resources Inve_ntory report and stated we understand that 313 cultural resources have been identified in the 
24% of the study area has been previously surveyed. Therefore we determined that this proposal is likely to 
adversely affect cultural resources significant to the Hopi Tribe and stated that we looked forward to receiving for 
review and comment additional information regarding project scope, alternatives, and historic properties, as it 
becomes available. 

We now understand that alignment alternativ~s are being developed, and we will support the alternative 
that adversely affects the fewest National Register eligible prehistoric sites. Therefore, to assist us in determining 
which alternative may adversely affect the fewest National Register eligible prehistoric sites, we look forward to 
receiving copies of the cultural resources surveys of the areas of potential effect for review and comment. If 
National Register eligible prehistoric sites are identified that will be adversely affected by project activities, we 
request continuing consultation on any proposed treatment plans. Should you have any questions or need additional 
information, please contact Terry Morgart at the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thank you again for your 
consideration. 

Enclosure: August 8, 2011 letter to FHW A 
xc: Erin Bodine, Arizona Department of Transportation 

Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 

P.O. BOX 123 

a isiwma, Director 
ultural Preservation Office 

KYKOTSMOVI, AZ 86039 (928) 734-3000 



THE 

July 8, 2011 
Karla S. Petty, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Ave., Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: North-South Corridor Study 

Dear Ms. Petty, 

LeRoy N. Shingoitewa 
CHAIRMAN 

Herman G. Honanie 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

Thank you for your correspondence dated June 28, 2011, with an enclosed Class I Cultural 
Resources Inventory, for the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) proposed new 45 mile long north-south highway from US 60 near Apache 
Junction to Interstate 10 between Picacho and Eloy. The Hopi Tribe clailtls cultural affiliation to 
prehistoric cultural groups throughout Arizona, including the Hohokam prehistoric cultural group in 
southern Arizona. The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office supports the identification and avoidance of 
prehistoric archaeological sites and Traditional Cultural Properties, and we consider the archaeological 
sites of our ancestors to be "footprints" and Traditional Cultural Properties. Therefore, we appreciate the 
FHW A and ADOT's continuing solicitation of our input and your efforts to address our concerns. 

The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office has reviewed the enclosed Class I Cultural Resoui:ces 
Inventory report and we understand that 313 cultural resources have been identified in the 24% of the 
study area has been previously surveyed. We further understand that FHWA is not making a 
determination of project effect at this time because the majority of the study area has not been surveyed 
for cultural resources. However, upon review of the Class I Inventory, we have detennined that this 
proposal is li~ely to adversely affect cultural resources significant to the floP.i Tri~e. Therefore, we look 
forward to receiving for review and comment additional information regai-di~g project scope, alternatives, 
and historic properties, as it becomes available. 

Should you have any questi@ns or need additional infonnation, please contact Terry Margart at 
the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thank you again fo_,£ ur 

I 
onsideration. 

I 
\. 

P.O. BOX 123 KYKOTSMOVI, AZ 86039 (928) 734-3000 



0 ARIZONA DIVJSION 
us. Department 
cl la,sportalion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

M1·. Sean Heath, Chief 

March 23. 2017 

Environmental Resource Management Division 
Bureau of Reclamation - Phoenix Area Office 
6150 West Thunderbird Road 
Glenda]e, Arizona 85306 

Dear Mr. Heath: 
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The Federal Highway Adminish'ation (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposjng to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also focludes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Conidor (NSC) 
alignment. The project quahfies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulbng paities for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SH.PO), Archaeology Southwest, the A1izona Army National Guard (A.ANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Inigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Raib-oad (UPRR), the Unites States Anny Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin 1ndian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (ORIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt Rivet Pima-Maricopa 1ndian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apacl1e Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Fom Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class l inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing b·aditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Conidor Study area. Concun-ences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWAJ, Aptil 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA), February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWAJ, February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech (BLM] to Petty [PHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
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[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SClP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [PHWA), February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek(Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March I 0, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWAJ, February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
(Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continufog consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consu}tjng parties. Concunences were received from SHPO (Petty 
(FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWAJ to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss (Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County]; Ju]y 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA) to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCJP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHW A] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section I 06 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class Ill pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-I on page A-3 in the Class 111 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern T1ibes. After the Pour Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class UJ survey, entitled "Results of a Class 111 Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corn·dor Study, Pinal County, Arizona'' 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table J. fn addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resow-ces and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 
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The Cl'ass III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey rep01t. 

FHWA is not making a finding ofproject effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. lf you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concuJTence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

~ -
_,/'_____ -----:?~ 

- ~~ ~- ._/ ~ 
:::ature for Reclamation Concurrence 

STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Dave Gifford, Archaeologist, Phoenix Area Office, 6150 W. Thunderbird Road, Glendale, 
Arizona 85306-4001 (w/enclosures) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 



Lori Sloat 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Gifford, David <dgifford@usbr.gov> 
Friday, March 31, 201710:14AM 
Lori Sloat 
Brodbeck, Mark 
Re: North-South Corridor Study H7 454 - phone call recap 

Wow, you captured that very well. Perfect. 

Thanks 

On Fri, Mar 31, 2017 at 10:07 AM, Lori Sloat <LSloat@azdot.gov> wrote: 

Dave, 

Thank you for talking with me today about the targeted Class III survey for the North-South Corridor Study 
project. 

Please correct me ifl misunderstood anything as I recap our conversation below. 

You expressed concern that the survey did not relocate AZ U:14:416(ASM) and AZ U:5:12(ASU), Frogtown. 
Based on previous work conducted along the CAP - salvage archaeology was conducted, surface collections 
took place, so that just because there is not a surface manifestation of a site, this does not mean there is not a 
subsurface manifestation of the site - especially upstream from the CAP because of deposition. You also 
reiterated the work Reclamation is doing - revisiting sites and evaluating sites. 

Although the Class III targeted survey did not relocate these two sites within the 400-foot alignments, you will 
concur with the adequacy of the report after you check with your supervisor about the sites names, but will look 
at survey information provided for this project along/near the CAP ( on Reclamation land) more closely as the 
project progresses. 

Again, I appreciate your time and assistance. 

Lori 

Lori C. Sloat 
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Historic Preservation Specialist 

Environmental Planning Group 

Arizona Department of Transportation 

Phone: (602) 712-6971 

Fax: (602) 712-3066 

lsloat@azdot.gov 

www .azdot.gov 

A DI •I 
EnvltocwMntal Services 

Confidentiality and Nondisclosure Notice: This email transmission and any attachments are intended for use by the person(s)/ent1ty(1es) named above and may 
contain confident1al/priv1leged information. Any unauthorized use, disclosure or distribution is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact 
the sender by email, and delete or destroy all copies plus attachments. 

Dave Gifford 
Bureau of Reclamation, Phoenix Area Office 
Cultural Resource Management 
6150 W. Thunderbird Rd. 
Glendale, AZ 85306 
623-773-6262 (Office) 
928-699-5674 (Cell) 
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0 - ARIZONA DIVISION 

us. Department 
ala'lsportaticn 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Terry Ramb]er, Chairman 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
P.O. Box 0 
San Carlos, Arizona 85550 

Dear Chairman Rambler: 

March 23, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North- South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate l O (l-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Anny National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Communjty (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA), February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class m survey report. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Rebecca Yedlin 
Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Signature for San C rlos Apache Tribe Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Date 

cc: 
Ms. Vernelda Grant, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, P.O. Box 0, San Carlos, Arizona 
85550 (w/enclosures) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 



0 ~RJZONA DlVJSION 
us Department 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http;! /www. fhwa. dot. gov /azdiv/index. htm 

cl l'cl1.5portotion 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Mike U11on, General Manager 

March 23, 2017 

San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
120 South 3rd Street 
Coolidge, Atizona 85128 

Dear Mr. Urton: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 I-17454 01 L 

North- So11th Corridor Study 
Continuing Sec tion 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Depa1tment of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north~to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24). a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the N011h-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal unde1iaking 
subject to review under Section l 06 of the National Histo1ic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos frrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Rrulroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui T1ibe (PYT), the 
Salt Rjver Pima-Mru.icopa Indian Community (SRP-MJC), the San Carlos Apache T1ibe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Ttibe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tiibe. GRIC is the Lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting patties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Conidor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], Janua1y 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty ,[FHWA], January 31 , 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCTP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA]. January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11 , 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen CTeek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHW A], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Ho1)i] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache T1ibe] to Petty [FHWAJ, January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA],April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on Ap1il 18, 2016, a TCP overview repo1t and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to tlJe remaining consulting pmties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26. 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FH WA 1 to Powell (Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City ofEloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 20 I 6); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016t SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIPJ, June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC), May 17, 2016); 
U PRR (Petty [FHW A] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section I 06 consultation (Petty [FHW A J to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview repo1t and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHW A, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meaJJtime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Srudy area (see Figure A-I on page A-3 in the Class I1J 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is cunently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class HI sw-vey, entitled ··Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Invento,,J' for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) ehgibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class HI survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHWA and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known ru·chaeological site names in the Class 111 survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed repo11, 
the Tables, and the infornrntion provided in this letter. Tf you agree with tbe adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Fmihenuore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lo1i Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

ce 

Sincerely yours, 

~ 
Karla . etty 
Division Administrator 

Date 



Lori Sloat 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Ms. Sloat, 

Mike Urton <Mike.Urton@scidd.com> 
Wednesday, May 10, 2017 11 :50 AM 
Lori Sloat 
Lisa Howard; Begay, Clarence; Sally Van Arsdale 
Class 111 CRS N/S Corridor 
ADOT NS Sec106 051017.pdf 

On behalf of the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), attached is the signed Concurrence letter, agreeing 
to the adequacy of the NRHP report for the current stage of your Section 106 compliance for the ADOT North/South 
Corridor project. 
I am writing this email to add a few comments to my signed response: 
Please note that it is the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), also a consulting party in this process, who oversees the 
federal Right of Way on behalf of the US Government and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. As we discussed on the phone 
earlier, I'm pretty sure you are already aware of this relationship and the respective responsibilities of SCIDD and SCIP. 
SCIDD wishes to remain a consulting party, as we maintain, and in many cases, operate, the canals and laterals 
mentioned as linear structures in the report. It is critical, therefore, that SCIDD remain informed all along this process, as 
it is our responsibility to review any construction plans or other activities which may interfere with our operation and 
maintenance responsibilities. Additionally, SCIDD is contractor with the Bureau of Reclamation for rehabilitation of the 
SCIP in the Coolidge-Florence area, so it is vital we communicate on each other's future plans. 
Between the Northside Canal, mentioned as a Historic Linear Structure in the NSCS Class Ill Survey Area, and the 
Florence-Casa Grande Canal, mentioned outside the NSCS Class Ill Survey Area, are numerous sub-laterals of the SCIP 
system which may have historic significance, and may be crossed by one or more of the alternative routes considered 
for the NS Corridor. While I understand it may be somewhat premature to bring up the subject of these sub-laterals, I 
thought it best to bring to light sooner rather than later, and we anticipate their inclusion in future, more refined, 
cultural reports. 

Thank you, Lori, for your consideration of these comments. Please email or phone any time for clarification. 

J. Michael (Mike) Urton 
General Manager 
San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
520-723-5408 X 15 
Mike.urton@scidd.com 
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Lori Sloat 

From: 
Sent: 

Begay, Ferris <ferris.begay@bia.gov> 
Friday, May 26, 2017 8:47 AM 

To: Lori Sloat 
Cc: Clarence Begay 
Subject: STP-999-A(365)X 

Good morning Lori, following up with the email you requested regarding subject project captioned above .. 
BIA/SC IP currently does not have a NEPA/ Archaeologist support person at this time. We anticipate have 
contracted support on staff within the next 2-4 weeks. SCIP will be in touch shortly thereafter with a reply to 
your correspondence. 

Call me if you have any questions, my contact information is listed below. 

thanks 

********************************* 
Ferris (Ed) Begay 
Project Manager 
San Carlos Irrigation Project 
13805 N. Arizona Blvd. 
Coolidge, AZ 85128 
Phone: (520) 723-6225 
Fax: (520) 723-6272 
********************************* 

Warning: This email (including any attachments) may contain Privacy Act Data/Sensitive Data which is intended only for the individual(s) to whom it is 
addressed. It may contain information that is privileged, confidential, or otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable laws. If you are not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any distribution or copy of this email is strictly prohibited. 
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Lori Sloat 

From: 
Sent: 

Clarence Begay <clarence.begay@bia.gov> 
Wednesday, May 10, 2017 11 :58 AM 

To: Mike Urton; Lori Sloat 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Lisa Howard; Sally Van Arsdale; Vicki Bever 
Re: Class Ill CRS N/S Corridor 

Me Sloat, 

Please coordinate directly with SCIP to avoid any confusion. 

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 

-------- Original message --------
From: Mike Urton <Mike.Urton@scidd.com> 
Date: 5/10/1711:52 AM (GMT-07:00) 
To: LSloat@azdot.gov 
Cc: Lisa Howard <lhoward@gcairoinc.com>, "Begay, Clarence" <clarence.begay@bia.gov>, Sally Van 
Arsdale <Sally. VanArsdale@scidd.com> 
Subject: Class III CRS N/S Corridor 

Ms. Sloat, 

On behalf of the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), attached is the signed Concurrence letter, 
agreeing to the adequacy of the NRHP report for the current stage of your Section 106 compliance for the 
ADOT North/South Corridor project. 

I am writing this email to add a few comments to my signed response: 

Please note that it is the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), also a consulting party in this process, who 
oversees the federal Right of Way on behalf of the US Government and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. As we 
discussed on the phone earlier, I'm pretty sure you are already aware of this relationship and the respective 
responsibilities of SCIDD and SCIP. 

SCIDD wishes to remain a consulting party, as we maintain, and in many cases, operate, the canals and laterals 
mentioned as linear structures in the report. It is critical, therefore, that SCIDD remain informed all along this 
process, as it is our responsibility to review any construction plans or other activities which may interfere with 
our operation and maintenance responsibilities. Additionally, SCIDD is contractor with the Bureau of 
Reclamation for rehabilitation of the SCIP in the Coolidge-Florence area, so it is vital we communicate on each 
other's future plans. 

Between the Northside Canal, mentioned as a Historic Linear Structure in the NSCS Class III Survey Area, and 
the Florence-Casa Grande Canal, mentioned outside the NSCS Class III Survey Area, are numerous sub-laterals 
of the SCIP system which may have historic significance, and may be crossed by one or more of the alternative 
routes considered for the NS Corridor. While I understand it may be somewhat premature to bring up the 
subject of these sub-laterals, I thought it best to bring to light sooner rather than later, and we anticipate their 
inclusion in future, more refined, cultural reports. 

1 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

UAR II 2017 

US.Department 
a1aisportation 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Bryant Powell, City Manager 
City of Apache Junction 
300 E. Superstition Blvd. 
Apache Junction, Arizona 85119 

Dear Mr. Powell: 

March 23, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Anny National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Anny Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation {TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHW A], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHW A], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHW A], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHW A], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHW A], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHW A] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHW A] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWAJ to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHW A] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHW A, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
prevlously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class Ill Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~=er 
Division Administrator 

A U -ec·.1-, M"""J"' 
Signature for City of Apache Junction Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Date 

Brad Steinke, Director, Development Services, 300 E. Superstition Blvd., Apache Junction, 
Arizona 85119 (w/enclosures) 
Emile Schmid, City Engineer, Public Works, 575 E. Baseline Ave., Apache Junction, Arizona 
85119 (w/enclosures) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
a 'tcnsportalion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

March 23, 2017 

Mr. Harvey Krauss, AICP, City Manager 
CityofEloy 
628 North Main Street 
Eloy, Arizona 85131 

Dear Mr. Krauss: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, proYided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31 , 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHW A], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHW A], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

tf::::i ~ currence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

APR O 4. 2017 

Sincerely yours, 

tty 
Division Administrator 

Date 1 
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US.Deparlrnert 
c:J1a1sportatia, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http:f/www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

March 23, 2017 

Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist 
Arizona State Parks 
State Historic Preservation Office 
1100 W. Washington St. 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHW A], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
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[Reclamation] to Petty [FHW A], January 31 2014 ), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHWA], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHWA], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHW A], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO] to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHWA] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHW A] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2.016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County], July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA] to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton [SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHWA, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHWA and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 
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The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Signature £ SHPO Concurrence 
STP-999- (365)X 

Enclosures 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

L3~tL.17 
Date 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

~-.=, 
4000 North Central Avenue 

Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Phone: (602) 379-3646 
Fax: (602) 382-8998 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 
Federal Highway 
AdmlnlstraHon 

March 23, 2017 

Ms. Linda Marianito, Environmental Manager 
Western Area Power Administration 
615 S. 43rd Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85009 

Dear Ms. Marianito: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Reports 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public 
Service (APS), the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), 
the Bureau of Land Management Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), the Central Arizona Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of 
Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, 
the San Carlos Irrigation Project (SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
(SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company 
(TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), 
the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the 
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation 
(YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

Previous consultation defined the study area and consulting parties, recommended the 
development of a Programmatic Agreement, provided the results of the Class I inventory, 
proposed an approach for addressing traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and defined the area 
of potential effects (APE) for the North-South Corridor Study area. Concurrences were received 
from AANG (Ladd [AANG] to Petty [FHWA], April 3, 2014), ASM (Pitezel [ASM] to Petty 
[FHWA], February 22, 2014), ASLD (Ross [ASLD] to Petty [FHWA], February 25, 2014), 
BLM-TFO (Sobiech [BLM] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Reclamation (Smith 
[Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA], January 31, 2014), City of Mesa (Wesley [Mesa] to Petty 
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[FHWA], February 3, 2014), SCIP (Begay [SCIP] to Petty [FHW A], February 3, 2014), SHPO 
(Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), Town of Florence (Melvin [Florence] to 
Petty [FHWA], March 11, 2014), Town of Queen Creek (Kross [Queen Creek] to Petty 
[FHWA], January 28, 2014), TEPC (Bonavia [TEPC] to Petty [FHW A], March 10, 2014); GRIC 
(Lewis [GRIC THPO] to Petty [FHWA], February 28, 2014), the Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma 
[Hopi] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler (San Carlos 
Apache Tribe] to Petty [FHWA], January 28, 2014), TON (Steere [TON THPO) to Petty 
[FHWA], April 7, 2014), and YAN (Ogo [YAN] to Petty [FHWA], April 15, 2014). 

In continuing consultation on April 18, 2016, a TCP overview report and a TCP technical 
summary were provided to the Four Southern Tribes; and the TCP technical summary was 
provided to the remaining consulting parties. Concurrences were received from SHPO (Petty 
[FHWA] to Jacobs [SHPO], May 2, 2016); ASLD (Petty [FHWA] to Behrend [ASLD], April 26, 
2016); the City of Apache Junction (Petty [FHW A] to Powell [Apache Junction], April 26, 
2016); the City of Eloy (Petty [FHWA] to Krauss [Eloy], May 25, 2016); Pinal County (Petty 
[FHWA] to Bender [Pinal County), July 28, 2016); Reclamation (Petty [FHWA) to Heath 
[Reclamation], May 6, 2016); SCIDD (Petty [FHWA] to Urton (SCIDD], April 20, 2016); SCIP 
(Petty [FHWA] to Rago [SCIP], June 2, 2016); the Town of Queen Creek (Petty [FHWA] to 
Kross [Queen Creek], May 5, 2016); TEPC (Petty [FHWA] to Hutchens [TEPC], May 17, 2016); 
UPRR (Petty [FHWA] to Popovici [UPRR], May 3, 2016). The Corps responded via email 
stating the Corps does not need to participate in Section 106 consultation (Petty [FHW A] to 
Diebolt [Corps] April 18, 2016; Corps email April 25, 2016). 

After consultation on the TCP overview report and TCP technical summary, the Four Southern 
Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to 
discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be impacted by the proposed NSC project. On 
August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in Casa Grande with representatives from FHW A, ADOT, 
Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting resulted in FHW A and ADOT 
committing to identification of avoidance alternatives. 

Currently FHW A and ADOT are identifying avoidance alternatives. In the meantime, a TCP 
evaluation, a Class III pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 
400-foot (ft) alternative alignments within specific sections of the alternatives developed 
previously within the larger NSC Study area (see Figure A-1 on page A-3 in the Class III 
survey). The Class III pedestrian survey report is enclosed for your review and comment. The 
TCP evaluation is being reviewed by the Four Southern Tribes. After the Four Southern Tribes 
have reviewed the TCP evaluation, a version of the TCP evaluation will be sent to your office 
through continuing Section 106 consultation. The built environment survey report is currently 
being revised and will be sent out for Section 106 consultation once revisions have been 
completed. 

The Class III survey, entitled "Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical
Period Linear Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona" 
(Hall et al. 2017) identified 24 cultural resources. The resources, National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligibility recommendations, and management recommendations are detailed in 
Table 1. In addition, 12 cultural resources previously recorded within the Class III survey area 
could not be located. These resources and management recommendations are detailed in Table 2. 

The Class III survey report includes known archaeological site names. FHW A and ADOT are 
aware of a new policy being drafted that would stipulate that cultural resource reports only use 
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archaeological site numbers and not include site names. This letter is consulting with your office 
on the use of the known archaeological site names in the Class III survey report. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Please review the enclosed report, 
the Tables, and the information provided in this letter. If you agree with the adequacy of the 
report, the use of the archaeological site names in the report, and the NRHP eligibility 
recommendations, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. Furthermore, if you have 
any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway alignments, or the 
project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-6971 or email 
LSloat@azdot.gov. 

Sinn<i•-e for Western Concurrence 
STP-999-A(365)X 

Enclosures 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

+f~ 
Division Administrator 

Date 

Mr. Sean Berry, Regional Preservation Official/ Archaeologist, P.O. Box 6457, Phoenix. 
Arizona 85005 (w/enclosures) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat APR O 4 2017 
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Federal tlghway 
Administration 

Mr. Stephen Roe Lewis, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box97 
Sacaton, Arizona 85147 

Dear Governor Lewis: 

April 17, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 0lL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking 
U.S. Highway 60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of 
Picacho and Eloy in Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a 
proposed controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of 
greater metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) 
alignment. The project qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking 
subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

FHW A and ADOT are in receipt of the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC)-Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office (THPO), Barnaby Lewis's response; letter dated April 4, 2017, to continuing 
Section 106 consultation for the North-South Corridor Study project. FHW A provided through 
this continuing Section 106 consultation, on March 23, 2017, a Traditional Cultural Property 
(TCP) evaluation report for review and comment, a Class III survey report for review and 
comment, inquired whether the TCP evaluation could be sent to the remaining consulting parties, 
and the use of the archaeological site names in both the TCP evaluation and Class III report. 

Mr. Lewis' response on April 4, 2017, inquired "Who are the remaining consulting parties?" As 
mentioned in the previous consultation letter, the consulting parties for this project include 
FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the 
Arizona Army National Guard (AANG), Arizona Public Service (APS), the Arizona State Land 
Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum (ASM), the Bureau of Land Management 
Tucson Field Office (BLM-TFO), the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project (CAP), the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of 
Mesa, the National Park Service (NPS), the Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project 
(SCIP), the San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the 
Town of Queen Creek, the Tucson Electric Power Company (TEPC), Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR), the Unites States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Western Area Power 
Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin), the GRIC, the Hopi 
Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe (PYT), the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP
MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache 
Tribe (TAT), the Yavapai-Apache Nation (YAN), and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC 



is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. Please find enclosed a list of all consulting parties to 
assist you with your review. 

Mr. Lewis said that the GRIC-THPO does not agree that the TCP evaluation should be sent to 
the remaining consulting parties. FHW A would like to inquire, if the TCP evaluation were 
redacted or a technical summary of the TCP evaluation developed, would it be possible to send 
this redacted version or technical summary to the remaining consulting parties? 

Mr. Lewis also said that the GRIC-THPO does not agree that the Class Ill survey should be 
distributed to the remaining consulting parties. FHW A followed the standard Section 106 
process and the Class III survey report was distributed to the remaining consulting parties on 
March 23, 2017, the same date the Class III survey was sent to the GRIC-THPO. As part of the 
standard Section 106 process, only ethnographic studies and TCP reports are not distributed to 
all consulting parties. 

Mr. Lewis acknowledged that the use of site names such as Adamsville Ruin, Poston Butte, 
Escalante, and Casa Grande are acceptable to the GRIC-THPO. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. If you agree that a redacted version 
or a technical summary of the TCP evaluation can be distributed to the remaining consulting 
parties, please indicate your concurrence by signing below. FHW A will submit the redacted 
version of technical summary to the Four Southern Tribes for review prior to distribution. 
Furthermore, if you have any questions or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed 
freeway alignments, or the project in general, please feel free to contact Lori Sloat at (602) 712-
6971 or email LSloat(alazdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

A& Karl S. P 
Divis dministrator 

Signature for Gila River Indian Community Concurrence Date 
STP-999-A(365)X 

cc: 
Mr. Barnaby Lewis, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Gila River Indian Community, P.O. 
Box 2140, Sacaton, Arizona 85147 (with enclosures) 
Dr. Kyle Woodson, Director, Cultural Resource Management Program, Gila River Indian 
Community, P.O. Box 2140, Sacaton, Arizona 85147 (with enclosures) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
LSloat 
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4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
.Adrnlnlstraffon 

Mr. Robert Miguel, Chairman 
Ak-Chin Indian Community 
42507 West Peters & Nall Road 
Maricopa, Arizona 85138 

Dear Chairman Miguel: 

September 13, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class ill 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 
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Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [ Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email IBeilman@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

cc: 
Ms. Bernadette Carra, Cultural Specialist, Ak-Chin Indian Community, 42507 W. Peters and Nall 
Road, Maricopa, Arizona (with enclosure) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 
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September 13, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 
Mr. Bryant Powell, City Manager 
City of Apache Junction 
300 East Superstition Boulevard 
Apache Junction, Arizona 85119 

Dear Mr. Powell: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHW A, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 
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Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [ Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [ Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHW A] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scaies and iabeiing, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class ill survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

tct° 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Emile Schmid, City Engineer, Public Works, 575 East Baseline Avenue, Apache Junction, Arizona, 
85119 (with enclosure) 
Larry Kirch, Director, Development Services, 300 East Superstition Boulevard, Apache Junction, 
Arizona, 85119 (with enclosure) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 
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September 13, 2017 

Mr. Chris Watkins, Archaeological Services 
Arizona Public Service 
P.O. Box 53933, M.S. 3372 
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-3933 

Dear Mr. Watkins: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PNH7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class Ill Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 
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Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHW A] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [ Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHWA] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [ Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHW A] April I 0, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHW A] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class ill survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman(mai:dot.goY. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 
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September 13, 2017 

Mr. Andy Laurenzi, Southwest Field Representative 
Archaeology Southwest 
300 North Ash Alley 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 

Dear Mr. Laurenzi: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federai Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class ill 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 
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Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHW A] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 201 7), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHcilman@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 
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Fax: (602) 382-8998 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

September 13, 2017 

Mr. Mathew Behrend, Cultural Resources Section Manager 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 West Adams Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Mr. Behrend: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal PJghway Administration (Fh~ A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHWA and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class ill 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 201 7), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHW A] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
Matthew Behrend mbehrcnd@azland.goY 
April Sewequaptewa-Tutt ascweguaptewa-tutt@azland.gov (with enclosure) 
Crystal Carrancho ccarrancho@azland.gov (with enclosure) 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 
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In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 
Dr. Patrick Lyons, Director 
Arizona State Museum 
University of Arizona 
P.O. Box 210026 
Tucson, Arizona 85721-0026 

Dear Dr. Lyons: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class Ill 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [ Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman(a1.azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 

~ 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ Karl S. Pe 
Divis1 Administrator 
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North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 
Ms. Shelby Manney 
Cultural Resource Manager, AZDEMA/ AZARNG Environmental Office 
Arizona Army National Guard 
5636 E. McDowell Rd., M53309 
Phoenix, AZ 85008-3495 

Dear Governor Lewis: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff[Florence] to Petty [FHWA] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHW A] May 10, 2017), Western (Mariani to [Western] to Petty [FHW A] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHW A] April I 0, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHW A] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHW A] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
.THeilman 

Sincerely yours, 

t~ 
Division Administrator 
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September 13, 2017 

Ms. Amy Sobiech, Tucson Field Office Archaeologist 
Bureau of Land Management 
3201 East Universal Way 
Tucson, Arizona 85756 

Dear Ms. Sobiech: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class Ill Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHW A, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class ill 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHW A] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHW A] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class ill survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHcilman@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Leslie A. Uhr, Land Law Examiner, Tucson Field Office, Bureau of Land Management, 3201 East 
Universal Way, Tucson, Arizona 85756 (w/out enclosures) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 
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September 13, 2017 

Mr. Theodore C. Cooke, General Manager 
Central Arizona Project 
23636 North 7th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85024 

Dear Mr. Cook: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Anny National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the · 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Anny Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHW A, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 201 7) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [ Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHWA] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHW A] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHW A] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed fo~ your files. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JH~ilman@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 

Sincerely yours, 

~~cf 
Division Administrator 
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September 13, 2017 

Mr. Rick Miller, Growth Management Director 
CLG Contact, Historic Preservation and Revitalization Committee 
City of Coolidge 
130 West Central Avenue 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III SwYey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHW A, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 

Sincerely yours, 

~=~ 
Division Administrator 
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Federal Highway 
Admlntstratfon 

September 13, 2017 

Mr. Harvey Krauss, AICP, City Manager 
City of Eloy 
628 North Main Street 
Eloy, Arizona 85131 

Dear Mr. Krauss: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section I 06 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation {TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [ Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 
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c:11a'lsportaliCJ' 
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Suite 1500 
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Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
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federal Highway 
Admlnfstraffon 

September 13, 2017 

Ms. Jennifer Evans, CLO Contract-Grants Coordinator 
Town of Florence 
P.O. Box2670 
Florence, Arizona 85132 

Dear Ms. Evans: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Cotps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHW A, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHW A] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHW A] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHcilman@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
]Heilman 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 
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d1orisportatlon 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
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FederaJ Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Stephen Roe Lewis, Governor 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box97 
Sacaton, AZ 85147 

Dear Governor Lewis: 

September 13, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 01 L 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Anny National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclaiµation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHW A, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHWA] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for reYisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman(a),azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

cc: 
Barnaby Lewis, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, P.O. Box 2193, Sacaton, Arizona 85147 (with 
enclosure) 
Kyle Woodson, Director, Cultural Resource Management Program, P.O. Box 2140, Sacaton, Arizona 
85147 (with enclosure) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

~~ 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Director 
Hopi Tribe 
Cultural Preservation Office 
P.O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, Arizona 86039 

Dear Mr. Kuwanwisiwma: 

September 13, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Cmps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHWA and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHW A, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHW A] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman(a)azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilmari 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 



0 ARIZONA DMSION 
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Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

September 13, 2017 

Mr. John Wesley, Acting Historic Preservation Officer 
CityofMesa 
P.O. Box 1466 
Mesa, Arizona 85211-1466 

Dear Mr. Wesley: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHW A, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [ Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 201 7), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHW A] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHW A] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 
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US.Department 
alia1sportalion 
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Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: {602) 379-3646 

Fax: {602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Sue Masica, Regional Director 

September 13, 2017 

National Park Service, Intermountain Region 
12795 Alameda Parkway 
Denver, Colorado 80225 

Dear Ms. Masica: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal High~ay Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHWA] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [ Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHW A] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHW A] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHW A] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the re\ised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 
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4000 North Central Avenue 
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Phone: (602) 379-3646 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

September 13, 2017 

Mr. Scott Bender, Pinal County Engineer 
Pinal County 
P.O. Box 727 
Florence, Arizona 85132 

Dear Mr. Bender: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FH\VA) and t..1ie Ar..zona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
0 1odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP eYaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 

. alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for reYiew and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [ Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email IBeilman@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
llieilman 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 
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Administration 

September 13, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class ill Survey Report 
Mr. Robert Valencia, Chairman 
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 
7474 South Camino de Oeste 
Tucson, Arizona 85746 

Dear Chairman Valencia: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHWA] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [ Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHW A] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

cc: 
Veronica La Motte Darnell, Office of the Attorney General, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, 7777 South Camino 
Huivism, Building C, Tucson, Arizona 85757 (with enclosure) 
David Perez, Executive Assistant to Chairperson, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, 7474 South Camino de Oeste, 
Tucson, Arizona 85746 (with enclosure) 

ecc: 
Veronica La Motte Darnell Veronica.L.Darndl@pascuayagui-nsn.gov 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 
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Administration 

Mr. John Kross, Town Manager 
Town of Queen Creek 
22350 South Ellsworth Road 
Queen Creek, Arizona 85142 

Dear Mr. Kross: 

September 13, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHW A, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A]. April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeiiman@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

t~ 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Chris Dovel, Town Engineer, 22350 South Ellsworth Road, Queen Creek, Arizona, 85142 (with 
enclosure) 
Brett Burningham, Planning Administrator, 22350 South Ellsworth Road, Queen Creek, Arizona, 
85142 (with enclosure) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 
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Federal Highway 
Admlnlstraffon 

Mr. Sean Heath, Chief 

September 13, 2017 

Environmental Resource Management Division 
Bureau of Reclamation - Phoenix Area Office 
6150 West thunderbird Road 
Giendaie, Arizona 85306 

Dear Mr. Heath: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Coips of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017); ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHWA] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHW A] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHW A] May 10, 2017), Western (Mariani to [Western] to Petty [FHW A] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [ Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHW A] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHW,A,.] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHW A] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman@azdot.goY. 

Sincerely yours, 

--b' 
Karl S. etty 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Dave Gifford, Archaeologist, Phoenix Area Office, Bureau of Reclamation, 6150 West Thunderbird 
Road., Glendale, Arizona, 85306 (with enclosure) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 
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Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Terry Rambler, Chairman 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
P.O. BoxO 
San Carlos, Arizona 85550 

Dear Chairman Rambler: 

September 13, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos·Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHW A, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class Ill 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 
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Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [ Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 201 7), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class ill survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHcilman(c1)azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 

cc: 
\'crnelda Grant, Tribal Hhtork Pnj~crvation Officer, San Carlos ApJchc Tribe. P.O . Bo" 0, San 
C.i.rlos. Arizona 85550 (with ,mdosurc) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

~~ 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Mr. Mike Urton, General Manager 

September 13, 2017 

San Carlos Irrigation and Drainage District 
120 South 3rd Street 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

Dear Mr. Urton: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation {TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property {TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Co"idor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 
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Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHW A] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHW A] May 10, 2017), Western (Mariani to [Western] to Petty [FHW A] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [ Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHW A] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHW A] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHW A] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 

Sincerely yours, 

td:° 
Division Administrator 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Department 
d1aisportalia, 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Admlnlstratton 

Mr. Ferris Begay, Project Manager 
San Carlos Irrigation Project 
13805 North Arizona Boulevard 
Coolidge, Arizona 85128 

Dear Mr. Begay: 

September 13, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 
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Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [ Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHWA] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHW A] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHW A] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHcilman(d1azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
us. Department 
a1onsportatia'l 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Hfghway 
.Administration 

Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist 
Arizona State Parks 
State Historic Preservation Office 
1100 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

SHPO-2010-1454 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

September 13, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 



2 

Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 

As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Anzona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff[Florence] to Petty [FHWA] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (l.Jrton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [ Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHW A] April I 0, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHW A] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHcilman(q'azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 

Sincerely yours, 

}~cf'J 
Karl S. Petty 
Division Administrator 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 

~~ 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Fedeml Highway 
Admlnlstraffon 

Mr. Delbert Ray, Sr., President 

September 13, 2017 

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
Route 1, Box 216 
10005 East Osborn Road 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85256 

Dear President Ray: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class m Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHW A, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 
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Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHWA] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHW A] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [ Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHW A] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHW A] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scaies and iabeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Cd° 
Division Administrator 

cc: 
Angela Garcia-Lewis, Cultural Preservation Compliance Supervisor, Cultural Preservation 
Program, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, 10005 East Osborn Road., Scottsdale, 
Arizona 85256 (with enclosure) 

ecc: 
Angela Garcia-Lewis angela.garcia-lcwis@smmic-nsn.gov (with enclosure) 
Shane Anton Shane.Anton@s.rpmic-nsn.gov (with enclosure) 
Martha Martinez Martha.martinez(~s.rpmic-nsn.gov (with enclosure) 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 



0 ARIWNA DIVISION 
US.Department 
aliorisportalion 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Ms. Jeri DeCola, Chairwoman 
Tonto Apache Tribe 
Tonto Apache Reservation #30 
Payson, Arizona 85541 

Dear Chairwoman DeCola: 

September 13, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 
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Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [ Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHW A] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHW A] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHW A] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHcilman@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

c~ 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Wally Davis, Jr., Cultural and NAGPRA Representative, Tonto Apache Reservation #30, Payson, 
Arizona 85541 (with enclosure) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 
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September 13, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class Ill Survey Report 
Ms. Cheryl Barnick, Senior Environmental and Land Use Planner 
Tucson Electric Power Company, a UNS Energy Corporation 
88 East Broadway Boulevard, Mail Stop HQW603 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 

Dear Ms. Eamick: 

The Federai Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHW A, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

2 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff[Florence] to Petty [FHWA] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHW A] May 10, 2017), Western (Mariani to [Western] to Petty [FHW A] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is ~nclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman(d'azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 
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September 13, 2017 

Mr. Peter Steere, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Mr. Jefford Francisco, Cultural Resource Specialist 
Tohono 0' odham Nation 
Cultural Affairs Office 
P. 0. Box837 
Sells, Arizona 85634 

Dear Messrs. Steere and Francisco: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 
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Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwishvma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHW A] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHW A] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman(a).azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 
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September 13, 2017 

Mr. Alexander Popovici, Manager Industry & Public Projects 
Union Pacific Railroad 
631 South 7th Street 
Phoenix, Afl?:ona 85034 

Dear Mr. Popovici: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PNH7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHW A, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 
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Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHW A] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHcilman(~azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

. etty 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
Vicki Bever at vbever(a"azdot.gov (w/enclosure) 
Sayeed Hani at SHani@azdot.gov (w/enclosure) 
Jorge Vasquez at JVasquez(mazdot.gov (w/enclosure) 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 
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September 13, 2017 

Ms. Sallie Diebolt, Chief, Arizona Branch 
Regulatory Division, Los Angeles District 
US Anny Corps of Engineers 
3636 North Central Avenue, Suite 900 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-1939 

Attn: Jesse M. Rice, ADOT Liaison, Regulatory Branch 

Dear Ms. Diebolt: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Anny National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 



2 

Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 

As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [ Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHWA] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] Aprii 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHWA is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHcilman(a:azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 

Sincerely yours, 

~~d° 
Division Administrator 
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4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

September 13, 2017 

Ms. Linda Marianito, Environmental Manager 
Western Area Power Administration 
615 South 43rd Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85009 

Dear Ms. Linda Marianito: 

In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHW A, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 
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Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class Ill survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman<@.azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~~ 
Division Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: 
Sean Berry, Regional Preservation Official/Archaeologist, P.O. Box 6457, Phoenix, Arizona, 85005 
(with enclosure) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 
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Administration 

Mr. Chris Coder, Tribal Archaeologist 
Yavapai-Apache Nation 
2400 West Datsi Street 
Camp Verde, Arizona 86322 

Dear Mr. Coder: 

September 13, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OlL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 
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Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [ Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 201 7), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHW A] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact JilfHeilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHcilman@azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 

Sincerely yours, 

Division Administrator 



0 ARIZONA DIVISION 
US.Department 
d1a'1sportalia" 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

Federal Highway 
.Administration 

Mr. Ernest Jones, Sr., President 
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe 
530 East Merritt Street 
Prescott, Arizona 86301-2038 

Dear President Jones: 

September 13, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class III Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHWA, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 



As FHW A and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within the larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 
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Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [ Apache Junction] to Petty [FHW A] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHWA] April 20, 2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDD] to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ak-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 2017), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHW A] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHW A] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman@azdot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

t .~ 
Division Administrator 

cc: 
Linda Ogo, Director, Culture Research Department, 530 East Merritt Street, Prescott, Arizona 86301 -
2038 (with enclosure) 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 



Ak-CHIN INDIAN COMMUNITY 
Community Government 
42507 W. Peters & Nall Road • Maricopa, Arizona 85138 • Telephone: (520) 568-1000 • Fax: (520) 568-1001 

October 9, 2017 

Karla S. Petty 
Division Administrator 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
Arizona Division 
4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 

Re: STP-999-A(365)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN 000 H7454 OlL 
North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 
Class III Survey Report 

Dear Ms. Karla Petty, 

The Ak-Chin Indian Community received your letter dated September 13, 2017 regarding the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) proposal to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (I-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed controlled
access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater metropolitan 
Phoenix from State Route 202 (SR 202) eastward to the North-South Corridor (NSC) alignment. 

The letter stated that the Arizona State Museum (ASM) responded with a request for revisions to 
the report regarding map scales and labeling, site boundaries, and the Arizona State Museum 
(ASM) accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the Arizona State 
Museum (ASM) comments. We, also received a digital copy of the revised report titled, "Results 
of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear Resources Inventory for 
the North-South Corridor Study, Pinal County, Arizona. Thank you for enclosing the report for 
our review our records. 

At this time, as part of our Continuing Section 106 Consultation and due to the Gila River Indian 
Community being the Lead for the Four Southern Tribes on the proposed project, we will defer 
all comments to as well as concur with the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office located in Sacaton, Arizona. If you should have any questions, please contact 
Ms. Bernadette Carra, CRS-Land Management at (520) 568-1337 or (520) 568-1365, thank you. 



~ / ,'/'-'_, 
Robert Miguel, Chairman 
Ak-Chin Indian Community 



SHPO .. 20 I() .. l</'t { 13 9o (,?1 
ARIZONA STATE HAilPlffifff,1~M~N OFFICE 

4000 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1500 

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3500 
Phone: (602) 379-3646 

Fax: (602) 382-8998 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/azdiv/index.htm 

US.Department 
ci'tcrisportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

Dr. David Jacobs, Compliance Specialist 
Arizona State Parks 
State Historic Preservation Office 
1100 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

SHPO-2010-1454 

Dear Dr. Jacobs: 

September 13, 2017 
In Reply Refer To: 

STP-999-A(3 65)X 
TRACS No. 999 PN H7454 OIL 

North-South Corridor Study 
Continuing Section 106 Consultation 

Class Ill Survey Report 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) are proposing to construct a new north-to-south transportation facility linking U.S. Highway 
60 (US 60) near Apache Junction to Interstate 10 (1-10) between the towns of Picacho and Eloy in 
Pinal County, Arizona. The project also includes a portion of State Route 24 (SR 24), a proposed 
controlled-access highway that would connect the southeastern suburban areas of greater 
metropolitan Phoenix from SR 202 eastward to the North-South Corridor alignment. The project 
qualifies for federal funds and, as such, constitutes a federal undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Consulting parties for this project include FHW A, ADOT, the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Archaeology Southwest, the Arizona Army National Guard, Arizona Public Service, the 
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD), the Arizona State Museum, the Bureau of Land 
Management Tucson Field Office, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the Central Arizona 
Project, the City of Apache Junction, the City of Coolidge, the City of Eloy, the City of Mesa, the 
National Park Service (NPS), Pinal County, the San Carlos Irrigation Project, the San Carlos 
Irrigation and Drainage District (SCIDD), the Town of Florence, the Town of Queen Creek, the 
Tucson Electric Power Company, Union Pacific Railroad, the Unites States Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Western Area Power Administration (Western), the Ale-Chin Indian Community (Ak
Chin), the Gila River Indian Community (GRlC), the Hopi Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community (SRP-MIC), the San Carlos Apache Tribe, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation (TON), the Tonto Apache Tribe, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai
Prescott Indian Tribe. GRIC is the lead for the Four Southern Tribes. 

After consultation on the traditional cultural property (TCP) overview report and TCP technical 
summary prepared for the project, the Four Southern Tribes (Ale-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON) 
requested a meeting with FHW A and ADOT to discuss sensitive sites that would potentially be 
impacted by the proposed North-South Corridor project. On August 9, 2016, a meeting was held in 
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Casa Grande with FHWA, ADOT, Ak-Chin, GRIC, SRP-MIC, and TON in attendance. The meeting 
resulted in FHW A and ADOT committing to identifying avoidance alternatives. 

As FHWA and ADOT were identifying avoidance alternatives, a TCP evaluation, a Class III 
pedestrian survey, and a built environment survey were completed for 400-foot (ft) alternative 
alignments within lhe larger North-South Corridor Study area. On March 23, 2017, the Class III 
report, titled Results of a Class III Cultural Resources Survey and Historical-Period Linear 
Resources Inventory for the North-South Corridor Study. Pinal County, Arizona (Hall et al. 2017) 
was provided to the consulting parties for review and comment. 

Concurrences on the adequacy of the report were received from SHPO (Jacobs [SHPO] to Petty 
[FHWA] April 13, 2017), ASLD (Behrend ][ASLD] to Petty March 3, 2017), City of Apache 
Junction (Powell [Apache Junction] to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), City of Eloy (Krauss [Eloy] 
to Petty [FHWA] March 29, 2017), Florence (Eckhoff [Florence] to Petty [FHWAJ April 20,2017), 
Reclamation (Heath [Reclamation] to Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), SCIDD (Urton [SCIDDJ to 
Petty [FHWA] May 10, 2017), Western (Marianito [Western] to Petty [FHWA] April 29, 2017), Ak
Chin (Miguel [Ale-Chin] to Petty [FHWA] April 10, 20l7), Hopi Tribe (Kuwanwisiwma [Hopi] to 
Petty [FHWA] April 3, 2017), and San Carlos Apache Tribe (Rambler [San Carlos] to Petty [FHWA] 
April 5, 2017). 

ASM responded with a request for revisions to the report regarding map scales and labeling, site 
boundaries, and the ASM accession number. The Class III survey report has been revised per the 
ASM comments. An electronic copy of the revised report is enclosed for your files. 

FHW A is not making a finding of project effect at this time. Furthermore, if you have any questions 
or concerns regarding the locations of the proposed freeway corridors alignments, the project in 
general, would like to request a hard copy of the report, please feel free to contact Jill Heilman at 
(602) 712-6371 or email JHeilman(a)azdot.gov. 

Enclosure 

ecc: 
RYedlin 
JHeilman 

c.c~ :ftl\ H~Jm~Y} 

Sincerely yours, 

~cfJ t arl S. Petty 
Division Administrator 

Historic Preservation Office 
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